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                    AGENDA 
    PLANNING COMMISSION 
          CITY OF EASTVALE 

 
Special Meeting 

Wednesday, December 7, 2016 
6:00 p.m. 

 

Rosa Parks Elementary School 
13830 Whispering Hills Drive 

Eastvale, CA  92880 

1. CALL TO ORDER  

2. ROLL CALL/PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Commissioners: Daryl Charlson, Bill Van Leeuwen, Karen Patel 
Vice-Chair:  Howard Feng 
Chair:   Larry Oblea 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT 

This is the time when any member of the public may bring a matter to the attention of the 
Planning Commission that is within the jurisdiction of the Commission. The Ralph M. 
Brown act limits the Commission’s and staff’s ability to respond to comments on non-
agendized matters at the time such comments are made. Thus, your comments may be 
agendized for a future meeting or referred to staff. The Commission may discuss or ask 
questions for clarification, if desired, at this time. Although voluntary, we ask that you fill 
out a “Speaker Request Form,” available at the side table. The completed form is to be 
submitted to the Recording Secretary prior to being heard. Public comment is limited to 
two (2) minutes each with a maximum of six (6) minutes. 

4. ADDITIONS/DELETIONS TO THE AGENDA 

5. CONSENT CALENDAR 

5.1 Planning Commission Minutes 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the minutes from the November 16, 2016, 
regular meeting.  
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6. PUBLIC HEARING   

6.1 Project No. PLN 16-00027 – Goodman Commerce Center Tentative Parcel 
Map No. 37208 – The proposed project includes a revision to the originally 
approved Parcel Map No. 36487 to better facilitate future development by 
creating lot lines to correspond with anticipated development in the commercial 
and retail center located in Planning Area’s 1, 4 and 5 of the Goodman Commerce 
Center.  

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
approve Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208.  

6.2 Project No. PLN 16-00029 and 16-00030 – General Plan Amendment and 
Change of Zone - The proposed project includes a General Plan Amendment 
from Medium Density Residential (MDR) to High Density Residential (HDR) and 
a Change of Zone (COZ) from Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10) to General Residential 
(R-3) on Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 152-050-050. 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
approve the General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone for APN 152-050-
050.  

6.3 Project No. PLN 16-00032 – Amendment to the Major Development Review 
– Revised Major Development Review for the development of The Campus 
business park consisting of an additional 37,098 square feet spread throughout the 
11 previously approved industrial buildings ranging from 26,600 square feet to 
254,810square feet, one two-story office building of approximately 33,600 square 
feet, two retail buildings consisting 4,400 square feet and 6,200 square feet, and 
associated improvements on a 53.37-acre site.  

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take 
the following actions: 

• Adopt an Addendum to the certified Final Environmental Impact Report 
(SCH #2008081117) and Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program for 
the project. 

• Approve the revised Major Development Review for the development of a 
business park, subject to conditions of approval. 
 

7. PRESENTATIONS 

7.1 None 

8. CITY STAFF REPORT 

8.1 Planning Department Project Status 
8.2 Planning Commission meeting January 18, 2017 
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9. COMMISSION COMMUNICATIONS 
 

10. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

 
The next regular meeting of the Eastvale Planning Commission will be held on January 18, 2017, at 6:00 p.m. at 
Rosa Parks Elementary School.  
 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this 
meeting, please contact the City of Eastvale. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the City 
to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting. 

I, Steven Aguilar, Assistant City Clerk, or my designee, hereby certify that a true and correct, accurate copy of the 
foregoing agenda was posted seventy-two (72) hours prior to the meeting, per Government Code Section 54954.2, at 
the following locations: City Hall, 12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910; Rosa Parks Elementary School, 13830 
Whispering Hills Drive; Eastvale Library, 7447 Scholar Way; and on the City’s website (www.eastvaleca.gov).  
 

 

http://www.eastvaleca.gov/


MINUTES 
   CITY OF EASTVALE  

 
Planning Commission Regular Meeting 

Wednesday, November 16, 2016 
6:00 P.M. 

 
Rosa Parks Elementary School 

Multipurpose Room 
13830 Whispering Hills Drive 

Eastvale, CA 92880 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
A regular meeting of the Eastvale Planning Commission Meeting was called to order on November 
16, 2016, at 6:02 p.m. by Chair Oblea. 
 

 
2. ROLL CALL/INVOCATION/PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
Present:  
Chair Oblea 
Vice-Chair Feng 
Commissioner Van Leeuwen 
Commissioner Patel 
 
Absent:  
Commissioner Charlson 
 
Also present were: 
City Manager Nissen  City Attorney Cavanaugh   
Planning Director Norris City Engineer Indrawan 
Associate Planning Director Perring Assistant City Clerk Aguilar 
Supervising Engineer Bradshaw Office Assistant Urtado 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Vice-Chair Feng led the assembly in the Pledge of Allegiance to our Flag. 
 
3. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

There was no Public Comment.  
 
4. ADDITIONS/DELETIONS TO THE AGENDA 
 

There were no additions/deletions to the agenda.  
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5.   CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

5.1  Planning Commission Minutes 
 

On motion of Commissioner Van Leeuwen and second by Commissioner Patel, the 
Planning Commission voted to approve the minutes from the regular meeting held 
on October 19, 2016.  

 
6.   PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

6.1 Project No. 13-1748 – Panera Conditional Use Permit – Required 1 year review 
of the drive-through operation at the Panera Bread store in Eastvale Gateway South. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
determine no additional conditions of approval are needed for the Panera drive-
through operation.  

 
 Planning Director Norris provided a verbal presentation for the item. 
  
 There was discussion on whether there have been any complaints from residents in 

regards to traffic and parking issues. Planning Director Norris noted that there have 
not been any complaints about traffic flow, signage, or parking issues.  
 

 On motion of Commissioner Van Leeuwen and second by Commissioner Feng, the 
Planning Commission voted unanimously by those present to determine no 
additional conditions of approval are needed for the Panera drive-through operation.  

 
6.2 Project No. 16-00020 – Costco Major Development Review, Conditional Use 

Permit for a tire store, and a Conditional Use Permit for Off-Site Alcohol Sales 
Specific– The proposed project consists of (1) Major Development Review for the 
development of a 158,000-square-foot retail warehouse, 30-position gasoline 
fueling station and self-serve car wash on approximately 16 acres; (2) a Conditional 
Use Permit for the establishment and operation of a tire store and associated shop 
space; and (3) a Conditional Use Permit for the sale of alcoholic beverages (for off-
site consumption) located in Planning Area 1 of the Goodman Commerce Center. 
The Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale project was fully evaluated in an 
Environmental Impact Report (SCH#2011111012) certified by the City Council via 
Resolution No. 14-32 on June 11, 2014. The environmental analysis in the EIR 
remains valid for the proposed project and no additional analysis is necessary.  

 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve 
the Major Development Plan, a Conditional Use Permit for the sale of alcohol in the 
proposed retail warehouse store, and a Conditional Use Permit for the operation of 
the proposed tire shop.   
 
Assistant Planning Director Perring presented a PowerPoint presentation for the 
item. 
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The applicant, Costco Director of Real Estate Jenifer Murillo, went over the site 
plan and commended staff for all of their work.  
 
There was discussion about a separate right turn lane that would turn into the 
development. City Engineer Indrawan confirmed and clarified where a separate 
right turn lane would start and stop, as well as where traffic signals would be.  
 
Chair Oblea opened the public hearing at 6:34 p.m. 
 
With no public comment, Chair Oblea closed the public hearing at 6:34 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Van Leeuwen inquired about Costco store hours. Costco Director of 
Real Estate Jenifer Murillo, noted that Costco store hours would be Monday-Friday 
10:00 a.m. to 8:30 p.m. and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday. It was 
also noted that the tire store would open at 7 a.m. daily and would have the same 
closing time as the retail store.  
 
Commissioner Patel inquired about the fueling station traffic flow and potential 
traffic issues that could arise. The applicant clarified how traffic will flow and noted 
it was designed to eliminate any potential traffic issues.  
 
There was discussion about the future car wash. The applicant noted that recycled 
water would be used and that it will comply with all California regulations.  
 
On motion of Commissioner Patel and second by Commissioner Van Leeuwen, the 
Planning Commission voted unanimously by those present to approve staff’s 
recommendation to approve the Major Development Plan, a Conditional Use Permit 
for the sale of alcohol in the proposed retail warehouse store, and a Conditional Use 
Permit for the operation of the proposed tire shop, with the revised conditions of 
approval.  

 
7.   PRESENTATIONS 
  
 7.1 None 
 
8. CITY STAFF REPORT 
  

8.1 Planning Department Project Status 
 

Planning Director Norris provided an update on current Planning Department 
projects.  
 

8.2 Special Planning Commission Meeting December 7, 2016 
 

Planning Director Norris noted that there would be a Special Planning Commission 
Meeting on December 7, 2016 and noted that it would be the only meeting in 
December.  
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9.   COMMISSION COMMUNICATIONS 
 
 Commissioner Van Leeuwen commented on his recent experience in visiting the Swan 

Lake Mobile Homes. City Manager Nissen noted that the City has engaged with Swan 
Lake and explained that the property is under state jurisdiction. She encouraged residents 
living there to engage with the responsible state agency for any issues. She also noted that 
the City will continue to work to resolve any issues in Swan Lake.  

 
City Manager Nissen noted that Costco is targeting an opening date of November 2017. 
 
Vice-Chair Feng expressed his excitement in approving Costco and welcomed them to 
Eastvale.  
 
Chair Oblea wished staff and the Planning Commissioners a Happy Thanksgiving.  
 
Commissioner Patel inquired about an update on the potential hospital in the Goodman 
Commerce Center. City Manager Nissen noted the City is under confidentiality. 
 
Commissioner Van Leeuwen inquired about the development of the Leal Property. City 
Manager Nissen and City Attorney Cavanaugh noted that the City is waiting to discuss the 
plan with Mr. Leal’s legal representative as soon as they are identified by the state.  

 
10. ADJOURNMENT – Chair Oblea adjourned the meeting at 6:58 p.m.  The next meeting of 

the Eastvale Planning Commission is scheduled for Wednesday, December 7, 2016, at 6:00 
p.m. 

 
 

_______________________________ 
Jessica Urtado 
Office Assistant 

 



City of Eastvale 
Planning Commission Meeting Agenda 

Staff Report 
 

 

MEETING DATE: December 7, 2016 

TO: PLANNING COMMISSION 

FROM: YVETTE NOIR, ASSOCIATE PLANNER 

SUBJECT: PROJECT NO. 16-00027 – Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208 – The 
project includes a revision to the originally approved Parcel Map No. 36487 
to better facilitate future development by creating lot lines to correspond 
with anticipated development in the commercial and retail center located in 
Planning Area’s 1, 4, and 5 of the Goodman Commerce Center. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt a resolution approving Tentative Parcel 
Map No. 37208, subject to conditions of approval.   

BACKGROUND 

On June 11, 2014, the City Council certified an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and approved 
(1) the Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale (GCC) Specific Plan and (2) Tentative Parcel Map 
(TPM) No. 36487. Tentative Parcel Map No. 36487 divided the entire 193 acre Goodman 
Commerce Center into:  

• Two industrial parcels along the I-15 freeway (Planning Area 2);  

• Two business park parcels along Bellegrave Avenue (Planning Area 3); 

• Three commercial retail parcels on corner of the Hamner Avenue and Cantu-Galleano 
Ranch Road (Planning Area 1); and 

• Four parcels in the hospital overlay area (Planning Areas 4 and 5). 

The proposed project site (Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208) is located at the southeast corner of 
Hamner Avenue and Cantu-Galleano Road. It includes Planning Areas 1, 4, and 5 and is located 
on approximately 80-acres. (Figures 1 and 2).  

 
  



Figure 1. Aerial Photograph of the Project Site 

 
 

Figure 2. Planning Areas  

  



PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicant, Goodman, has submitted Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208 to further subdivide 
Planning Areas 1, 4, and 5 of the Goodman Commerce Center into 26 parcels. (Figure 3). Details 
on parcel sizes are included as Attachment 2 of this report. All proposed parcels conform with requirements 
of both the Specific Plan and the City of Eastvale’s Zoning Code.  

Figure 3. Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208 

 



PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208 has been submitted to further subdivide Planning Areas 1, 4, and 
5 and create legal parcels that can be sold and/or leased by separate owners and tenants and allow 
for prospective financing of the individual project components.  

The parcels for the currently approved Tentative Parcel Map No. 36487 do not correspond with 
the site plans for future commercial and retail development. Thus, the applicant has filed an 
application for approval of TPM No. 37208 which would create lot lines that correspond with site 
plans for the commercial and retail center, including the new Costco and the Costco gas station.  

The configuration of the proposed parcels include lot lines that delineate each commercial and 
retail use and their respective parking lots.  

TPM No. 37208 would also allow for the orderly phasing and construction of public and private 
improvements servicing the project.  

Figure 5: Tentative Parcel Map No. 36487 

 

Public Hearing Notification and Comment 

The proposed project requires a 10-day public hearing notification period for property owners 
within a 600-foot radius of the project site. The notification was published on November 27, 2016 
for the Planning Commission meeting on December 7, 2016. The notice of public hearing was sent 
to property owners on November 24, 2016. At the time of staff report preparation, no comments 
had been received.  

 



FISCAL IMPACT 

Fiscal analyses were prepared for the GCC Specific Plan. The City Council staff report dated 
November 2014 of which the project was approved concluded,  

“The project will generate positive cash flow for the City. The amount of fiscal 
benefit to the City will depend on the ultimate mix of land uses.”  

Retail and hotel uses within the plan were estimated to generate a per acre net fiscal impact of 
$661,343 and $388,068, respectively. 

REQUIRED PROJECT FINDINGS 

California Environmental Quality Act 
Finding: The proposed project does not result in substantial changes from the previously approved 
project; therefore, this project does not require any additional environmental analysis. 

Evidence: The Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan was fully analyzed in an 
Environmental Impact Report (SCH#2011111012) and certified by the City Council by Resolution 
No. 14 32 on June 11, 2014. The environmental analysis in the EIR remains valid for Tentative 
Parcel Map No. 37208; therefore, no additional environmental analysis is necessary. 

Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208 
Finding 1: The proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208 is consistent with the City’s General Plan 
and the Goodman Commerce Center Specific Plan as specified in Government Code Section 
65451. 

Evidence: Proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208 is a proposal for the subdivision of an 80-acre 
project site into 26 total parcels to better facilitate future development by creating lot lines that 
correspond with anticipated development plans for the commercial and retail center, including the 
new Costco and the Costco gas station. The proposed subdivision is consistent with the City’s 
General Plan and the Goodman Commerce Center Specific Plan.  

Finding 2: The design or improvement of proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208 is consistent with 
the City’s General Plan and any applicable specific plan. 

Evidence: The proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208 has been designed to meet all City standards 
applicable to commercial and retail subdivisions, which are designed to provide satisfactory 
pedestrian and vehicular circulation, including emergency vehicle access and on- and off-site 
public improvements. All streets, utilities, and drainage facilities have been designed and are 
required to be constructed in conformance with City standards.  

Finding 3: The site is physically suitable for the type and proposed density of development. 

Evidence: The proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208 has been designed to comply with the City 
development standards and the design guidelines of the Specific Plan to ensure the project site is 
physically suitable for the appropriate type and density of development.  



Finding 4: The design of the subdivision or proposed improvements is not likely to cause 
significant environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their 
habitat. 

Evidence: The Goodman Commerce Center was fully evaluated in an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR; SCH# 2011111012) certified by the City Council via Resolution No. 14-32 on June 
11, 2014. Mitigation measures were imposed to ensure that the proposed improvements will not 
cause significant environmental damage or substantially and unavoidably injure fish or wildlife or 
their habitat. 

Finding 5: The design of proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208 is not likely to cause serious public 
health problems. 

Evidence: The design of Tentative Parcel Map 37208 is in conformance with the City’s General 
Plan, Specific Plan, Zoning Code, and Subdivision Ordinance. All improvements on the site are 
conditioned to comply with all applicable City of Eastvale ordinances, codes, and standards, 
including the California Uniform Building Code and the City’s ordinances relating to stormwater 
runoff management and controls.  

Finding 6: The design of Tentative Parcel Map 37208 will not conflict with easements, acquired 
by the public at large, for access through or use of property within the proposed subdivision. 

Evidence: The design of Tentative Parcel Map 37208 will not conflict with any existing public 
easements for access through or use of the property because the parcel map provides public 
roadway rights-of-way and appropriate reciprocal parking and access easement for the overall 
development to ensure appropriate access is provided and maintained.  

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208.  

Other Planning Commission Options 

The following alternatives are available to the Planning Commission:  

• Approve Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208 with additional conditions beyond those 
recommended by staff. 

• Denial of Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208.  

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution 

2. Summary of Parcel Sizes 
 
Prepared by: Yvette Noir, Associate Planner 
Reviewed by:  Eric Norris, Planning Director 
 Cathy Perring, Assistant Planning Director 
 John Cavanaugh, City Attorney 



 

ATTACHMENT 1 

RESOLUTION 
 

  



  

RESOLUTION NO. 16-____ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
EASTVALE, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 
37208 TO SUBDIVIDE AN 80-ACRE PORTION OF THE GOODMAN 
COMMERCE CENTER INTO 26 PARCELS TO BETTER FACILITATE 
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT BY CREATING LOT LINES THAT 
CORRESPOND WITH ANTICIPATED DEVELOPMENT FOR THE 
COMMERCIAL AND RETAIL CENTER LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWEST 
CORNER OF CANTU-GALLENO RANCH ROAD AND HAMNER AVENUE, 
ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS 160-020-036, -040, -041, -042, -043, -048, -
049, -050, and -051. 

WHEREAS, the Planning Department of the City of Eastvale (“City”) received an 
application on November 7, 2016 from Goodman (the “Applicant”) requesting Tentative Parcel 
Map No. 37208, (the “Project”) to subdivide an 80-acre portion of the Goodman Commerce Center 
into 26 parcels; and  

WHEREAS, the proposed Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208 is considered a “Project” as 
defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq.; and  

WHEREAS, the Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan was fully analyed 
in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR; SCH#2011111012) and certified by the City Council by 
Resolution No. 14-32 on June 11, 2014; and  

WHEREAS, the environmental analysis in the EIR remains valid for the proposed 
Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208 and no additional environmental analysis is necessary; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Department considered the Project pursuant to the City’s 
General Plan, the City of Eastvale Municipal Code Title 120 (Planning and Zoning) and all other 
applicable State and local regulations; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission on December 7, 2016, heard testimony and 
considered all of the information presented by staff, by the applicant, and from the public, as 
presented in writing and at the meeting; and 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the Planning Commission of the City of Eastvale does hereby 
resolve, determine, and order as follows: 

SECTION 1. ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS  

Finding: The proposed project does not result in substantial changes from the previously approved 
project; therefore, this project does not require any additional environmental analysis. 

Evidence: The Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan was fully analyzed in an 
Environmental Impact Report (SCH#2011111012) and certified by the City Council by Resolution 
No. 14-32 on June 11, 2014. The environmental analysis in the EIR remains valid for Tentative 
Parcel Map No. 37208; therefore, no additional environmental analysis is necessary. 



  

SECTION 2. FINDINGS FOR TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 37208 

Finding 1: The proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208 is consistent with the City’s General Plan 
and the Goodman Commerce Center Specific Plan as specified in Government Code Section 
65451. 

Evidence: Proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208 is a proposal for the subdivision of an 80-acre 
project site into 26 total parcels to better facilitate future development by creating lot lines that 
correspond with anticipated development plans for the commercial and retail center, including the 
newe  Costco and the Costco gas station. The proposed subdivision is consistent with the City’s 
General Plan and the Goodman Commerce Center Specific Plan.  

Finding 2: The design or improvement of proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208 is consistent with 
the City’s General Plan and any applicable specific plan. 

Evidence: The proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208  has been designed to meet all City standards 
applicable to commercial and retail subdivisions, which are designed to provide satisfactory 
pedestrian and vehicular circulation, including emergency vehicle access and on- and off-site 
public improvements. All streets, utilities, and drainage facilities have been designed and are 
required to be constructed in conformance with City standards.  

Finding 3: The site is physically suitable for the type and proposed density of development. 

Evidence: The proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208 has been designed to comply with the City 
development standards and the design guidelines of the Specific Plan to ensure the project site is 
physically suitable for the appropriate type and density of development.  

Finding 4: The design of the subdivision or proposed improvements is not likely to cause 
significant environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their 
habitat. 

Evidence: The Goodman Commerce Center was fully evaluated in an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR; SCH# 2011111012) certified by the City Council via Resolution No. 14-32 on June 
11, 2014. Mitigation measures were imposed to ensure that the proposed improvements will not 
cause significant environmental damage or substantially and unavoidably injure fish or wildlife or 
their habitat. 

Finding 5: The design of proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208  is not likely to cause serious 
public health problems. 

Evidence: The design of Tentative Parcel Map 37208 is in conformance with the City’s General 
Plan, Specific Plan, Zoning Code, and Subdivision Ordinance. All improvements on the site are 
conditioned to comply with all applicable City of Eastvale ordinances, codes, and standards, 
including the California Uniform Building Code and the City’s ordinances relating to stormwater 
runoff management and controls.  

Finding 6: The design of Tentative Parcel Map 37208 will not conflict with easements, acquired 
by the public at large, for access through or use of property within the proposed subdivision. 



  

Evidence: The design of Tentative Parcel Map 37208 will not conflict with any existing public 
easements for access through or use of the property because the parcel map provides public 
roadway rights-of-way and appropriate reciprocal parking and access easement for the overall 
development to ensure appropriate access is provided and maintained.  

SECTION 3. MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (MSHCP) 

The project is found to be consistent with the MSHCP. The project is located outside of any 
MSHCP criteria area, and mitigation is provided through payment of the MSHCP Mitigation Fee.  

SECTION 4. RECORD OF PROCEEDING 

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of the proceedings upon which the 
Planning Commission’s decision is based, which include but are not limited to the staff reports as 
well as all materials that support the staff reports for the proposed project, are located in the City 
Clerk’s office of the City of Eastvale at 12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910, Eastvale, CA 91752. 
The custodian of these documents is the City Clerk of the City of Eastvale. 

SECTION 5. DETERMINATION 

Based upon the findings outlined in Sections 1 through 4 above and incorporated herein by 
reference, the Planning Commission of the City of Eastvale hereby takes the following actions;  

1. Approves Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208, subject to the conditions of approval 
attached hereto as Exhibit A; and  

2. Directs the Planning Director to file a Notice of Determination with the County of 
Riverside Clerk Office along with the filing fee for the County Clerk and California 
Department of Fish & Wildlife within five (5) days of  the approval date. 

  



  

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 7th day of December, 2016.  

 
 
 ________________________________ 
 Larry Oblea, Chair 
  
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:    ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________________                           ________________________________ 
John E. Cavanaugh, City Attorney   Jessica Urtado, Commission Clerk  
 
 
 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE )  §  
CITY OF EASTVALE ) 
 
I, Jessica Urtado, Commission Clerk of the City of Eastvale, California, do hereby certify that the 
foregoing City Council Resolution, No. 16-____, was duly adopted by the Planning Commission 
of the City of Eastvale, California, at a regular meeting thereof held on the 7th day of December, 
2016, by the following vote, to wit: 
 
AYES:   
 
NOES:  
 
ABSENT:  
 
ABSTAIN:   
 
       ___________________________________  

Jessica Urtado, Commission Clerk 
  



  

EXHIBIT A 
 
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Project No. 16-00027: Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208 to subdivide an approximately 80-acre portion of the Goodman 
Commerce Center located on the southeast corner of Cantu-Galleano Road and Hamner Avenue into 26 parcels to better facilitate 
future development by creating lot lines that correspond with anticipated development for the commercial and retail center.   
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 160-020-036, -040, -041, -042, -043, -048, -049, -050, and -051. 

Planning Commission Action Date: December 7, 2016 
 

Conditions of Approval 
Timing/ 

Implementation 
Enforcement/ 
Monitoring 

Verification 
(Date and 
Signature) 

General Conditions 

1.  In compliance with Section 15075 of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, a Notice of Determination (NOD) 
shall be filed with the Riverside County Clerk within five (5) days of 
project approval. The NOD shall include the required California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (Code Section 711.4.d.3) fee 
and the Riverside County Clerk administrative fee. The applicant shall 
submit to the Planning Department a check or money order made 
payable to the Riverside County Clerk in the amount of $50.00 no later 
than December 7, 2016. Failure to pay the required fee will result in 
the project being deemed null and void (California Fish and Game Code 
Section 711.4(c). The fee is broken down as follows: 

a. Riverside County Clerk administrative fee of $50.00. 

 Planning 
Department 

 

2.  The applicant shall review and sign below verifying the “Acceptance of 
the Conditions of Approval” and return the signed page to the Eastvale 
Planning Department no later than December 7, 2016.  
 
Applicant Signature     Date 

 Planning 
Department 
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Conditions of Approval 
Timing/ 

Implementation 
Enforcement/ 
Monitoring 

Verification 
(Date and 
Signature) 

3.  The applicant shall indemnify, protect, defend, and hold harmless the 
City, and/or any of its officials, officers, employees, agents, 
departments, agencies, and instrumentalities thereof, from any and all 
claims, demands, law suits, writs of mandamus, and other actions and 
proceedings (whether legal, equitable, declaratory, administrative or 
adjudicatory in nature), and alternative dispute resolutions procedures 
(including but not limited to arbitrations, mediations, and other such 
procedures) (collectively "Actions"), brought against the City, and/or 
any of its officials, officers, employees, agents, departments, agencies, 
and instrumentalities thereof, that challenge, attack, or seek to modify, 
set aside, void, or annul any action of, or any permit or approval issued 
by, the City and/or any of its officials, officers, employees, agents, 
departments, agencies, and instrumentalities thereof (including actions 
approved by the voters of the City), for or concerning the project, 
whether such Actions are brought under CEQA, the Planning and 
Zoning Law, the Subdivisions Map Act, Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1085 or 1094.5, or any other state, federal, or local statute, law, 
ordinance, rule, regulation, or any decision of a court of competent 
jurisdiction. It is expressly agreed that the City shall have the right to 
approve, which approval will not be unreasonably withheld, the legal 
counsel providing the City's defense and that applicant shall reimburse 
City for any costs and expenses directly and necessarily incurred by the 
City in the course of the defense. City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any Action brought and City shall cooperate with applicant 
in the defense of the Action. 

Ongoing Planning 
Department 

 

4.  The Final Parcel Map shall be developed in accordance with the 
Tentative Parcel Map approved by the Planning Commission on 
December 7, 2016. The applicant may request approval for any 
modifications/revisions to the approved project as outlined in the 
Eastvale Zoning Code and/or Subdivision Map Act. 

Ongoing Public Works and 
Planning 

Departments 
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Conditions of Approval 
Timing/ 

Implementation 
Enforcement/ 
Monitoring 

Verification 
(Date and 
Signature) 

5.  Any approval shall not be final until and unless the applicant’s deposit 
account to cover the costs of application processing is made current and 
a positive balance of at least $500 is on hand to cover the costs of staff 
review, follow-up and to file the Notice of Determination (NOD). Make 
check payable to the City of Eastvale and include Project No. 16-
00027 on the check.  

Ongoing Planning, Public 
Works, and 

Building 
Departments 

 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map 

6.  The final map shall include a note on the map stating that development 
of the land covered under Parcel Map No. 37208 shall be subjected to 
Parcel Map No. 36487 and its conditions of approval.   

Prior to map 
recordation 

Public Works 
Department 

 

 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE ITEMS/REQUIREMENTS AND INFORMATION 

The following items are noted for the applicant’s information. These items are required by the City, other local agencies, or state and 
federal agencies, and are not conditions of approval of the project. 

1. The applicant shall obtain City approval for any modifications or revisions to the approval of this project. Deviations not identified 
on the plans may not be approved by the City, potentially resulting in the need for the project to be redesigned. Amended 
entitlement approvals may be necessary as a result. 

2. Applicants are responsible for all costs associated with off-site right-of-way acquisition, including any costs associated with the 
eminent domain process, if necessary. 

3. Should this project lie within any assessment/benefit district, the project proponent shall, prior to acceptance of improvements, 
make application for and pay for their reapportionment of the assessments or pay the unit fees in the benefit district unless said 
fees are otherwise deferred. 



 

ATTACHEMENT 2 
SUMMARY OF PARCELS 

 



Tentative Parcel Map No. 37208 Parcel Areas 

 



City of Eastvale 
Planning Commission Meeting Agenda 

Staff Report 
 

MEETING DATE: December 7, 2016 
TO: PLANNING COMMISSION 
FROM: YVETTE NOIR, ASSOCIATE PLANNER 
SUBJECT: PROJECT NO. PLN 16-00029 and PLN 16-00030 – General Plan 

Amendment and Change of Zone – The proposed project includes a 
General Plan Amendment from Medium Density Residential (MDR) to 
High Density Residential (HDR) and a Change of Zone (COZ) from Heavy 
Agriculture (A-2-10) to General Residential (R-3) on Assessor’s Parcel 
Number (APN) 152-050-050.  

 
RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council take the 
following actions: 

1. Approve a General Plan Amendment (GPA) from Medium Density Residential (MDR) to 
High Density Residential (HDR); and 

2. Approve a Change of Zone (COZ) from Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10) to General Residential 
(R-3). 

BACKGROUND 

On September 16, 2010, the County of Riverside Board of Supervisors approved a General Plan 
Amendment (GPA) changing the land use designation for the project site from Medium Density 
Residential (MDR) to High Density Residential (HDR) (Figure 1).  

Upon incorporation, the City began using the Riverside County General Plan, including the Land 
Use Map. However, the General Plan Land Use Map provided to the City in October 2010 did not 
include this change. A Land Use Map showing the prior Medium Density Residential designation 
(see Figure 2) was used from 2010 to 2012, when the City Council adopted the new Eastvale 
General Plan, which also shows the site in the Medium Density Residential category.  

Eastvale Planning Department did not receive any comments prior to or after the adoption of the 
Eastvale General Plan regarding this site. The disparity between the 2010 County approval and the 
official Eastvale map was not brought to the City’s attention until early 2016, when the applicant’s 
representative brought in the original 2010 County files. 

(Note: The County in 2010 did not process a Zone Change to match the site’s zoning with the new 
General Plan designation. The site’s A-2-10 zoning remained in place.) 

 



Figure 1: General Plan Land Use Designation  
as Approved by County of Riverside in September 2010 

 
 

Project Site 



Figure 2: Existing General Plan Land Use Designation 

 



PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicants, William and Delores Van Leeuwen, are proposing to change the General Plan 
Land Use designation and zoning for the 15.77 acre site. 

The proposed project involves the following approvals: 

• A General Plan Amendment (GPA) from Medium Density Residential (MDR) of 2.1 to 5 
dwelling units per acre to High Density Residential (HDR) of 8.1-14 dwelling units per 
acre.  

• A Change of Zone from Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10) to General Residential (R-3) to allow 
development consistent with the proposed General Plan land use designation. 

The proposed General Plan Amendment would effectively reinstate the General Plan land use 
designation approved by the County in September 2010. The Change of Zone is a new application 
that was not considered by the County at that time. 

The applicant has not proposed a specific development project at this time. 

DISCUSSION 

Land Use Policy – General Plan Amendment 
The proposed General Plan Amendment (GPA) would change the land use designation of the 
project site from Medium Density Residential (MDR) to High Density Residential (HDR). This 
change is summarized below: 

• The current land use designation of MDR allows the development of conventional single-
family detached houses and suburban subdivisions. The density range is 2.1 to 5.0 dwelling 
units per acre, which allows lot sizes ranging from 5,500 to 20,000 square feet.  

• The proposed land use designation of HDR allows for a variety of detached and attached 
housing types. The density range is 8.1-14 dwelling units per acre. This land use category 
provides for a variety of housing types such as single-family attached and detached 
residences, including townhouses, stacked flats, courtyard homes, patio homes, and zero 
lot-line homes. 

Approving the proposed change would increase the maximum potential number of units which 
could be built on the site, from 79 to 221 units.  

Change of Zone 
The applicants are also requesting Change of Zone (COZ) from Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10) to 
General Residential (R-3) to allow development consistent with the proposed General Plan land 
use designation. (Figures 3).  

• The current A-2-10 zone district allows limited residential uses including single family 
dwellings and mobile homes.  



• The proposed R-3 zone district allows the development of residential dwellings such as 
single family dwelling, multiple family dwellings, and bungalow courts.  

The Change of Zone would make the site’s zoning consistent with the new General Plan land use 
designation.  

Figure 3. Existing and Proposed Zoning 

 

ANALYSIS 
As noted earlier, the proposed new General Plan and Zoning designations for the site would 
increase the development potential of the site, allowing residential density at a higher density. For 
context, the type of development that could occur in the 8.1-14 dwelling-unit-per-acre is similar 
to the following Eastvale projects: 

• The Lodge (KB Homes) – The Lodge includes the development of 206 units on 23.83 acres 
(Phase I – southern half) and 144 units on 15.75 acres (northern half) for a total of 350 
units on 39.58 acres for a density of 8.8 units/acre. (Figure 4). 

• Sendero Residential Development (Stratham Homes) - the approved (but not yet 
developed) Sendero Residential Development will develop 323 single-family detached 
dwelling units on a 41.2 acre site, resulting in an overall density of 7.8 units per acre. The 
project site includes two planning areas on either side of the 255-foot wide SCE easement. 
The planning area to the west of the SCE easement (Site A) will be developed on 26.2 acres 
with a total of 240 units for a density of 9.2 units/acre.    



Figure 4. The Lodge (KB Homes)—Overall density of 8.8 units per acre 

 
The “Nexus” townhome project by William Lyon (near the 24-Hour Fitness in Eastvale Gateway 
South), by comparison, is 22 units per acre, more dense than could occur in the proposed HDR 
range of 8.1-14 units per acre. 

The residential density which would be permitted if the proposed General Plan and Zoning changes 
are adopted would be higher than has occurred north of the site  across Citrus Avenue (where 
typical lot sizes average 7,000 square-feet) and west of the site (where the “Estancia” project by 
Lennar is constructed at an overall density of 3.7 units per acre).  

However, staff believes that the higher density proposed for this site is appropriate, for the 
following reasons: 

• The site is not adjacent to any existing residential development, and is in fact separated by 
streets (Citrus Avenue and the future extension of Scholar Way) from areas with existing 
or future single-family development. 

• The site is directly adjacent to Community Park, a major recreational facility with a 
relatively high level of activity, traffic, noise, and nighttime lighting. Higher density 
development typically deals with these types of impacts better, due to their design and the 
tendency of residents in this type of development to spend less time out of doors. 

• The site’s size, shape, and topography present difficulties in laying out a typical single-
family subdivision. Higher density developments are often easier to lay out, since units can 
be clustered and internal roadways can be designed to conform to topographical variations. 



• The proposed density would allow homes to be somewhat less expensive than typical 
single-family homes, providing the option of home ownership to families who cannot 
afford a more traditional home in Eastvale. 

• According to the City’s General Plan (2012), residential units (2-5 du/acre) make up about 
50-percent of Eastvale’s planned land uses. Higher density residential units (5-8 du/acre 
and 8-14 du/acre) make up substantially less (3-percent and 5-percent, respectively). As 
discussed, the density range of the proposed project is underrepresented in the City. 
Therefore, the City would benefit from having this parcel zoned for higher density 
development to provide a more varied housing stock. 

Figure 5. Existing Land Uses 

 
The increased development potential would result in increases in some project impacts, primarily 
traffic. However, as discussed in the “Environmental Review” section of this staff report, none of 
the projected impacts from the development of the site at the higher density would be significant. 

  



ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act, an Initial Study/Negative 
Declaration (Neg. Dec.) was prepared to analyze the proposed General Plan Amendment and 
Change of Zone to determine any potential significant impacts on the environment that would 
result from implementation of the project. A copy of the Initial Study/Negative Declaration is 
provided for Planning Commission consideration in Attachment 2.  

The Initial Study concluded that the proposed project would not result in any significant 
environmental impacts. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.  

A summary of the project’s traffic impacts is provided below. 

Traffic 
A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared by Urban Crossroads (Attachment 3) to determine 
whether the net increase in potential dwelling units compared with the site’s existing General Plan 
designation would result in a significant increase in traffic impacts beyond those already identified 
by the General Plan in anticipation of the projected growth in the city, which includes the 
development of the project site. The TIA analyzed the following three scenarios: Existing (2016), 
General Plan Horizon Year Without the Project (2040), and General Plan Horizon Year With the 
Project (2040).  

Traffic from the project was estimated to generate a net total of 2,132 trip-ends per day on a typical 
weekday with approximately 168 AM peak hour trips and 224 PM peak hour trips. However, the 
net increase in trips associated with the proposed project development potential is compared with 
existing development potential has been evaluated for the purposes of this analysis (i.e., an 
additional 144 single family residential dwelling units). The net increase in potential dwelling units 
compared with the site’s existing General Plan designation is anticipated to generate an additional 
1,370 trips per day with an additional 108 AM peak hour trips and 144 additional PM peak hour 
trips. 

The traffic study analyzed six roadway segments and six intersections to determine what the 
difference in level of service (LOS) would be for General Plan Horizon Year Without the Project 
(2040) and General Plan Horizon Year With the Project (2040). The TIA determined that under 
2040 with project conditions, LOS would be the same as those under 2040 without project 
conditions. While traffic on local roadways and intersections is projected to be more congested 
than desired by the City, the increase in land use intensity from the proposed proejct would not 
make these conditions worse (See Tables 1 and 2). These traffic conditions were identified in the 
General Plan’s environmental impact report.  



Table 1. 
Roadway Segment Analysis for Horizon Year (2040) Conditions 

# Roadway Segment 
Limits 

LOS 
Capacity1 

2040 
Without 
Project 

V/C LOS 
2040 
With 

Project 
V/C LOS Acceptable 

LOS 

1 
Schleisman 
Road 

Sumner 
Avenue to 
Scholar Way 

18,000 51,981 2.89 F 52,119 2.90 F C 

2 
Sumner 
Avenue 

Schleisman 
Road to 
Citrus Street 

35,900 15,178 0.42 A 15,328 0.43 A C 

3 
Scholar 
Way 

Schleisman 
Road to 
Citrus Street 

35,900 8,777 0.24 A 9,135 0.25 A C 

4 
Hamner 
Avenue 

Schleisman 
Road to 
Citrus Street 

35,900 30,292 0.84 D 30,690 0.85 D C 

5 
Citrus 
Street 

Sumner 
Avenue to 
Scholar Way 

35,900 17,961 0.51 A 18,289 0.51 A C 

6 
Citrus 
Street 

Scholar Way 
to Hamner 
Avenue 

18,000 20,205 1.14 F 20,479 1.14 F C 

Source: Urban Crossroads 2016 
Notes: BOLD = LOS or V/C does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS). 
LOS = Level of Service. V/C=volume to capacity ratio 
 



Table 2. 
Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year (2040) Conditions 

# 
Intersection 
Location 

2040 Without Project 2040 With Project 

Delay (seconds) LOS Delay (seconds) LOS 

AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM 

1 
Sumner Avenue/ 
Schleisman Road >200 >200 >200 F F F >200 >200 >200 F F F 

2 
Sumner Avenue/ 
Citrus Street 35.3 134.2 44.3 D F D 35.9 137.3 45.8 D F D 

3 
Scholar Way/ 
Schleisman Road >200 >200 >200 F F F >200 >200 >200 F F F 

4 
Scholar Way/ Citrus 
Street 109.2 84.7 48.4 F F D 111.7 90.9 54.3 F F D 

5 
Hamner Avenue/ 
Schleisman Road >200 >200 >200 F F F >200 >200 >200 F F F 

6 
Hamner Avenue/ 
Citrus Street 64.6 >200 >200 E F F 67.6 >200 >200 E F F 

Source: Urban Crossroads 2016 
Notes: BOLD = LOS and delay does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS). 
LOS = Level of Service 

The improvements required to address the level of service at these transportation facilities has been 
identified in the City’s General Plan. The specific facility improvements needs associated with the 
proposed project are all within the envelope of the improvements identified in the General Plan. 
In other words, the cumulative improvement needs identified for the purposes of this traffic 
analysis are consistent with or less than those assumed in the City’s General Plan. The 
effectiveness of the General Plan improvement strategies has been identified by Urban Crossroads 
(2016), who determined that the project intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS with the 
improvements. Specifically, all project intersections would operate at LOS D or better.    

The public review period for the Initial Study/Negative Declaration has not yet ended. However, 
the Planning Commission does not need to take action on the environmental document, which is 
provided so that the Commission has an understanding of the potential impacts of approving the 
proposed changes to General Plan and Zoning. 

Copies of the Initial Study/Negative Declaration were placed in three public places for review (i.e., 
Eastvale City Hall, Riverside County Clerk, and Eastvale Library). The City Council will be 
provided with all comments received on the document, along with responses to the comments. 

  



REQUIRED PROJECT FINDINGS 

California Environmental Quality Act 
Finding: The proposed project requires the adoption of a Negative Declaration pursuant to Section 
15074 (Article 6) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.  

Evidence: General Plan Amendment No. 918 was evaluated in a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
for Environmental Assessment (EA) No. 41740. The MND was adopted by the County of 
Riverside Board of Supervisors via Resolution No. 2010-253. However, the City of Eastvale did 
not adopt this MND. Therefore, the City prepared an Initial Study/Negative Declaration to analyze 
impacts resulting from the land use policy change to increase the density that was initiated and 
approved by the County.  

General Plan Amendment 
Finding 1: The proposed General Plan Amendment will cause no internal inconsistencies in the 
General Plan. 

Evidence: The current General Plan land use designation for the project site is Medium Density 
Residential (MDR) which allows a density range of 2.1 to 5.0 dwelling units per acre.  The housing 
stock for this density range is 50-percent of the City’s Land Use. The proposed land use 
designation of High Density Residential (HDR) allows a density range of 8.1 to 14.0 dwelling 
units per acre, which currently represents only 5-percent of the City’s Land Use.  The proposed 
project would allow for the provision of higher density housing in the City, helping to meet General 
Plan policy to ensure a sufficient supply of multi-family and single-family homes exists. Therefore, 
the project is consistent with the General Plan. 

Change of Zone 
Finding 1: The proposed Change of Zone is in conformance with the proposed General Plan Land 
Use designation (High Density Residential) for the City. 

Evidence: The current zoning for the project is Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10), which allows limited 
residential uses that includes single family dwellings and mobile homes. The current A-2-10 zone 
would not be consisted with the proposed General Plan Land Use designation of HDR. However, 
the proposed R-3 zone district allows the development of multi-family residential dwellings, by 
right. The proposed R-3 zone would be consistent with the intensity intended for the parcel under 
the HDR designation, would allow the development potential of the project site to be consistent 
with the proposed General Plan land use designation, and would help to facilitate this type of 
development on the project site, should the applicant choose to do so.  

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the General Plan Amendment and 
Change of Zone for APN 152-050-050.  

  



Other Planning Commission Options 
The following alternatives are available to the Planning Commission:  

• Approval of the General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone with additional conditions 
beyond those recommended by staff. 

• Denial of the General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone.  

FISCAL IMPACT 
Approval of the General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone will not have a fiscal impact of the 
City, since the costs of processing the application have been paid by the applicant.  

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Conditions of Approval 

2. Initial Study/Negative Declaration 

3. Traffic Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads 2016) 
 

Prepared by: Yvette Noir, Associate Planner 

Reviewed by:  Eric Norris, Planning Director 

 Cathy Perring, Assistant Planning Director 

 John Cavanaugh, City Attorney 
 

 



 

ATTACHMENT 1 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL  

  



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Project No. PLN 16-00029 and PLN 16-00030 – General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone – The proposed project 
includes a General Plan Amendment from Medium Density Residential (MDR) to High Density Residential (HDR) and a Change of 
Zone (COZ) from Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10) to General Residential (R-3).   
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 152-050-050 

Planning Commission Hearing Date: December 7, 2016 
City Council Action Date:  

 

Conditions of Approval 
Timing/ 

Implementation 
Enforcement/ 
Monitoring 

Verification 
(Date and 
Signature) 

General Conditions 

1.  In compliance with Section 15075 of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, a Notice of Determination (NOD) 
shall be filed with the Riverside County Clerk within five (5) days of 
project approval. The NOD shall include the required California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (Code Section 711.4.d.3) fee 
and the Riverside County Clerk administrative fee. The applicant shall 
submit to the Planning Department a check or money order made 
payable to the Riverside County Clerk in the amount of $50.00 no later 
than December 7, 2016. Failure to pay the required fee will result in 
the project being deemed null and void (California Fish and Game Code 
Section 711.4(c). The fee is broken down as follows: 

a. Riverside County Clerk administrative fee of $50.00. 

 Planning 
Department 

 

2.  The applicant shall review and sign below verifying the “Acceptance of 
the Conditions of Approval” and return the signed page to the Eastvale 
Planning Department no later than December 7, 2016.  
 
Applicant Signature     Date 

 Planning 
Department 
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Conditions of Approval 
Timing/ 

Implementation 
Enforcement/ 
Monitoring 

Verification 
(Date and 
Signature) 

3.  The applicant shall indemnify, protect, defend, and hold harmless the 
City, and/or any of its officials, officers, employees, agents, 
departments, agencies, and instrumentalities thereof, from any and all 
claims, demands, law suits, writs of mandamus, and other actions and 
proceedings (whether legal, equitable, declaratory, administrative or 
adjudicatory in nature), and alternative dispute resolutions procedures 
(including but not limited to arbitrations, mediations, and other such 
procedures) (collectively "Actions"), brought against the City, and/or 
any of its officials, officers, employees, agents, departments, agencies, 
and instrumentalities thereof, that challenge, attack, or seek to modify, 
set aside, void, or annul any action of, or any permit or approval issued 
by, the City and/or any of its officials, officers, employees, agents, 
departments, agencies, and instrumentalities thereof (including actions 
approved by the voters of the City), for or concerning the project, 
whether such Actions are brought under CEQA, the Planning and 
Zoning Law, the Subdivisions Map Act, Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1085 or 1094.5, or any other state, federal, or local statute, law, 
ordinance, rule, regulation, or any decision of a court of competent 
jurisdiction. It is expressly agreed that the City shall have the right to 
approve, which approval will not be unreasonably withheld, the legal 
counsel providing the City's defense and that applicant shall reimburse 
City for any costs and expenses directly and necessarily incurred by the 
City in the course of the defense. City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any Action brought and City shall cooperate with applicant 
in the defense of the Action. 

Ongoing Planning 
Department 

 

 

  

Page 2 of 3 



GENERAL COMPLIANCE ITEMS/REQUIREMENTS AND INFORMATION 

The following items are noted for the applicant’s information. These items are required by the City, other local agencies, or state and 
federal agencies, and are not conditions of approval of the project. 

1. The applicant shall obtain City approval for any modifications or revisions to the approval of this project. Deviations not identified 
on the plans may not be approved by the City, potentially resulting in the need for the project to be redesigned. Amended 
entitlement approvals may be necessary as a result. 

2. Applicants are responsible for all costs associated with off-site right-of-way acquisition, including any costs associated with the 
eminent domain process, if necessary. 

3. Should this project lie within any assessment/benefit district, the project proponent shall, prior to acceptance of improvements, 
make application for and pay for their reapportionment of the assessments or pay the unit fees in the benefit district unless said 
fees are otherwise deferred. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PURPOSE AND PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The City of Eastvale is processing an application for the proposal to change the General Plan land use 
designation and zoning for a 15.77-acre site located southeast of the intersection of Scholar Way and 
Citrus Street. The proposed project involves a General Plan Amendment (GPA) amending the land use 
designation from Medium Density Residential (MDR), at 2.1 to 5 dwelling units per acre, to High Density 
Residential (HDR), at 8.1 to 14 dwelling units per acre, and a Change of Zone (COZ) from Heavy Agriculture 
(A-2-10) to General Residential (R-3) to allow development consistent with the proposed General Plan 
land use designation.  

On September 16, 2010, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors approved General Plan Amendment 
(GPA) No. 918 changing the land use designation for the project site from Medium Density Residential 
(MDR) to High Density Residential (HDR). The General Plan Land Use Map used by the County of Riverside 
was adopted by the City of Eastvale subsequent to the City’s incorporation in October 2010. However, the 
City’s adoption of the County’s Land Use Map did not reflect the change in land use as approved in GPA 
No. 918. As a result, the project site’s current land use designation (Medium Density Residential) remains 
the same as it was prior to the County’s adoption of GPA No. 918.  

Although the County approved a General Plan amendment in 2010, a corresponding change of zoning was 
not processed at that time; therefore, the zoning remains A-2-10. 

This Initial Study has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; California 
Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations Sections 15000 et seq.). The analysis in this study focuses on the physical impacts on the 
environment that would result from the change in land use designation (General Plan Amendment) and a 
Change of Zone. This Initial Study provides a conservative analysis of impacts to the environment.  

B. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF SURROUNDING AREA 

The 15.77-acre project site is located in Eastvale, Riverside County, California (APN 152-050-050). The 
regional and local vicinity of the project site are shown in Figures 1 and 2, respectively. The project site is 
located southeast of the intersection of Scholar Way and Citrus Street and west of Interstate 15.  

The property is in an area bounded on the south by the Santa Ana River, on the west by Scholar Way, on 
the north by Citrus Street, and on the east by Hamner Avenue. The project site is in Section 36, Township 
2 South, Range 7 West.  

C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicant proposes a General Plan Amendment from Medium Density Residential (Figure 3), at 2.1 to 
5 dwelling units per acre, to High Density Residential (Figure 4), at 8.1 to 14 dwelling units per acre, and a 
Change of Zone from A-2-10 (Heavy Agriculture) (Figure 5) to R-3 (General Residential) (Figure 6) on 
approximately 15.77 acres. The requested actions are further described as follows: 

General Plan Amendment 

The proposed project would amend the Land Use Map in the City of Eastvale General Plan. The proposed 
project is a land use policy change to increase the density that was initiated and approved by the County 
of Riverside before the City was incorporated. The County approved GPA No. 918, but the change in land 
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use designation of the project site from MDR to HDR is not reflected in the City’s currently adopted Land 
Use Map because the County failed to notify the City of the approval.  

Change of Zone  

The Change of Zone would allow the zoning of the project site (and the corresponding development 
potential) to be consistent with the proposed General Plan land use designation. Having the site’s zoning 
consistent with the General Plan  would be consistent with state law and would help facilitate 
development of the project site, should the applicant or a future developer choose to do so.  

The change in land use designation and zoning would allow an overall increase in density on the project 
site. As shown in Table 1, the existing land use designation of Medium Density Residential would allow 
the development of up to 79 dwelling units, compared to up to 221 units under the proposed High Density 
Residential designation. Therefore, the project would result in an overall increase of 142 in the maximum 
number of potential dwelling units1, an increase of 180 percent.   

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF LAND USE DESIGNATION CHANGES 

Category Existing Proposed Change Percentage 
Change 

Land Use Designation Medium Density Residential High Density Residential — — 

Allowable Density 2.1–5 du/acre 8.1–14 du/acre — — 

Dwelling Units (maximum) 79 221 +142 180% 

du = dwelling units 

 

 

 

  

                                                           

1 Note: This figure reflects the theoretical maximum potential number of units. No development project is proposed 
at this time, so this figure is used as the “worst case” scenario.  
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FIGURE 2
Project Location
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FIGURE 3
Existing General Plan Land Use
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FIGURE 4
Proposed General Plan Land Use
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FIGURE 5
Existing Zoning Districts
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FIGURE 6
Proposed Zoning Districts
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FIGURE 7
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

A. REGULATORY SETTING 

As shown in Figure 3, the City of Eastvale General Plan land use designation for the project site is Medium 
Density Residential (MDR), which is intended for single-family detached and attached residences and 
community centers. 

The project site is zoned Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10), which allows limited agricultural uses (Figure 5). The 
City’s General Plan was adopted in 2012. The City inherited the County of Riverside Zoning Code 
(Ordinance 348) upon incorporation in 2010, which was replaced with the adoption of an updated Zoning 
Code in 2013. The Zoning Map has been amended for a small number of development projects but has 
not been comprehensively revised since 2010. 

Both the General Plan and Zoning Code can be found on the City’s website at www.eastvaleca.gov.  

B. PHYSICAL SETTING  

The project site is partially developed and contains a single-family residence. The majority of the site has 
been disturbed due to previous agricultural activities. The vegetation on the site consists of 
urban/residential vegetation in the proximity of the abutting residential and open space uses. The project 
site is located to the north of the Santa Ana River, and the river’s floodplain traverses the southern portion 
of the site.  

The project site is near residential uses to the north (across Citrus Avenue, approximately 100 feet away) 
to the south (across the Santa Ana River, approximately 1,900 feet away).  

Property to the west of the site is developed with one home; the land is zoned R-A, Residential Agriculture.  

Eleanor Roosevelt High School is located northwest of the site.  
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

A. PROJECT INFORMATION 

1. Project Title Van Leeuwen General Plan Amendment and Change of 
Zone (City of Eastvale projects 16-00029 and 16-00030) 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address City of Eastvale 
12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910 
Eastvale, CA  91752 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number Eric Norris; (530) 903-5694 
4. Project Location 15.77 acres located southeast of the intersection of 

Scholar Way and Citrus Street (APN 152-050-050) 
5. Project Sponsor Name and Address  William A. and Delores M. Van Leeuwen Family Trust 

2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 300 
Irvine, CA  92612 

6. General Plan Designation Existing Medium Density Residential (MDR) 
 General Plan Designation Proposed High Density Residential (HDR) 
7. Zoning Existing  Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10) 
 Zoning Proposed General Residential (R-3) 
8. Description of Project General Plan Amendment from Medium Density 

Residential (MDR) to High Density Residential (HDR) and 
Change of Zone from Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10) to 
General Residential (R-3) to be consistent with the 
proposed General Plan land use designation 

9. Surrounding Land Use Designations (see Figure 7) 

 North Land Use Designation Medium Density Residential (MDR) 
  Zoning Planned Residential Development (PRD) 
 East Land Use Designation Medium Density Residential (MDR) 
  Zoning Watercourse/Watershed/Conservation (W-1) 
 South Land Use Designation Open Space Recreation (OS-R) 

  Zoning Watercourse/Watershed/Conservation (W-1) 
 West Land Use Designation Low Density Residential (LDR) 
  Zoning Residential Agricultural (R-A-1) 
10. Other Required Public Agency Approval 

None identified 
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact requiring mitigation to be reduced to a level that is less than significant as indicated in the 
checklist on the following pages. 

 Aesthetics  Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions  Population and Housing 

 Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources  Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials  Public Services 

 Air Quality  Hydrology and Water 
Quality  Recreation 

 Biological Resources  Land Use and Planning  Transportation/Traffic 

 Cultural Resources  Mineral Resources  Utilities and Service 
Systems 

 Geology and Soils  Noise  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 

  



 

20 

C. DETERMINATION  

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 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 of the incorporated mitigation measures and 
revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

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

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to 
be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated 
pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures 
that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

City Representative 

 

 

December 7, 2016 

Signature  Date 

Eric Norris, Planning Director   
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
 

1. AESTHETICS. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcrops, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings?     

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

    

e) Interfere with the nighttime use of the Mount 
Palomar Observatory, as protected through the 
Mount Palomar Observatory Lighting Ordinance? 

    

DISCUSSION 

a) No Impact. Scenic vistas include natural features such as topography, watercourses, rock outcrops, 
natural vegetation, and man-made alterations to the landscape. The project’s surrounding vicinity 
is developed and suburban (see Figure 7) in nature and consists of typical residential development 
and open space. The project site does not contain unique visual features that would distinguish it 
from surrounding areas. 

Future development consistent with the proposed land use and zoning changes would result in a 
more intensively developed project site. However, there are no scenic vistas identified in the 
General Plan on or near the proposed project site. Therefore, the project would have no impact on 
scenic vistas. 

b) No Impact. The project site is not located in the vicinity of any highways that have been officially 
designated or are eligible for designation as a state scenic highway (Caltrans 2011). In addition, the 
project site does not include any scenic resources such as trees, rock outcrops, or historic buildings 
(see Figure 7). No impact to scenic resources is anticipated.  

c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project consists of a General Plan Amendment to update the Land 
Use Map (General Plan Figure LU-1) and land use designation to reflect the previously approved 
GPA No. 918. While no new development is proposed as part of the GPA or COZ, future development 
would be more intensive than under the current designation. However, impacts on the visual 
character or quality would be similar in nature, and consistent with visual impacts associated with 
residential development. Therefore, impacts to visual character or quality would be less than 
significant. 
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d) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is partially developed and does not generate any light 
or glare. The GPA and COZ would ultimately allow a more intensive land use density on the project 
site. However, lighting and glare associated with future development would remain consistent with 
that of residential development and subject to City development requirements. Therefore, impacts 
related to a new source of light or glare would be less than significant. 

e) No Impact. As stated in Ordinance 655, lighting is only considered to be a potential impact to the 
Palomar Observatory if the project site is located in Zone A (within 15 miles of the observatory) or 
Zone B (within 45 miles of the observatory). The project site is not located within either Zone A or 
Zone B. In fact, the proposed project site is located approximately 57 miles from the observatory 
and therefore is not subject to the lighting restrictions in Ordinance 655. As such, no impact will 
occur. 

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 nonagricultural use? 

    

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

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

    

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

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

    

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to 
the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  

In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state’s inventory of forestland, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment 
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources 
Board. 

DISCUSSION 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is designated as Farmland of Local Importance, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Prime Farmland (California Department of Conservation 
2016). The project site is currently 15.77 acres of partially developed land. The proposed project 
would change the site’s land use designation to allow high-density residential uses. The City’s 
General Plan anticipates that the conversion of agricultural land use to nonagricultural uses through 
General Plan implementation throughout the City. The existing land use designation of Medium 
Density Residential, already anticipates future conversion of the project site from agriculture to 
housing, and the change from Medium to High Density Residential does not change or exacerbate 
this condition. The proposed project is a land use policy change that does not propose any 
development. Therefore, the project’s impacts would be less than significant. 
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b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently zoned Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10). The 
project would include a Change of Zone from Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10) to General Residential 
(R-3). The General Residential (R-3) zone permits the foreseeable development of single-family and 
multiple-family homes, which would be consistent with the City of Eastvale’s General Plan Policy 
LU-14. This policy promotes the clustering of residential designations and allows density of a 
particular land use designation to be clustered in one portion of the site in smaller lots.  

As stated in the Eastvale General Plan, Policy AQ-39, the loss of agricultural productivity on lands 
designated for urban uses within the city limits is anticipated as a consequence of the city’s 
development. The land that surrounds the project site consists of single-family residential, a school 
facility, and an existing park. Therefore, the zone change would promote Policies LU-14 and AQ-39, 
while being consistent with surrounding land use designations.  

 The site is designated Medium Density Residential in the Eastvale General Plan and would be 
converted to High Density Residential. The site is not operated under a Williamson Act contract with 
any local governments for the purpose of restricting specific parcels of land to agricultural or related 
open space use. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

c–e)  Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not located within an agricultural preserve. The 
parcel to the northwest of the site is zoned Heavy Agriculture–5-Acre Minimum (A-2-5); however, 
it does not contain active agricultural uses and has been fully developed as a high school campus. 
The land uses surrounding the project site do not include active agricultural activities and are 
primarily residential and recreational. Therefore, the project is not anticipated to result in other 
changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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3. AIR QUALITY. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is nonattainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?     

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people?     

DISCUSSION 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB), which 
is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The 
SCAQMD is required, pursuant to the federal Clean Air Act, to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants 
for which the basin is in nonattainment: ozone (O3), coarse particulate matter (PM10), and fine 
particulate matter (PM2.5). These are considered criteria pollutants because they are three of several 
prevalent air pollutants known to be hazardous to human health. An area designated as 
nonattainment for an air pollutant is an area that does not achieve national and/or state ambient 
air quality standards for that pollutant. 

To reduce emissions of criteria pollutants for which the SoCAB is in nonattainment, the SCAQMD 
adopted the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The 2012 AQMP establishes a program of 
rules and regulations directed at reducing air pollutant emissions and achieving state (California) 
and national air quality standards. The 2012 AQMP is a regional and multi-agency effort including 
the SCAQMD, the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG), and the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The pollutant control 
strategies in the 2012 AQMP are based on the latest scientific and technical information and 
planning assumptions, including SCAG’s 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy, updated emission inventory methodologies for various source categories, 
and SCAG’s latest growth forecasts. SCAG’s latest growth forecasts were defined in consultation 
with local governments and with reference to local general plans. The project is subject to the 
SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan. 
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Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are defined by the following indicators: 

• Consistency Criterion No. 1: The proposed project will not result in an increase in the 
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, or cause or contribute to new violations, 
or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions 
specified in the AQMP. 

• Consistency Criterion No. 2: The proposed project will not exceed the assumptions in the 
AQMP based on the years of project buildout phase. 

The violations to which Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers are the California ambient air quality 
standards (CAAQS) and the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). As evaluated under 
Issue b) below, the project would not exceed the short-term construction standards or long-term 
operational standards, and, in so doing, would not violate any air quality standards. Additionally, 
the analysis of long-term local air quality impacts shows that future carbon monoxide (CO) 
concentration levels along roadways and at intersections affected by project traffic would not 
exceed the 1-hour and 8-hour state CO pollutant concentration standards. Thus, a less than 
significant impact is expected, and the project would be consistent with the first criterion. 

Concerning Consistency Criterion No. 2, the AQMP contains air pollutant reduction strategies and 
demonstrates that the applicable ambient air quality standards can be achieved within the time 
frames required under federal law. Growth projections from local general plans adopted by cities 
in the district are provided to SCAG, which develops regional growth forecasts that are used to 
develop future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. Development consistent with the growth 
projections in the City of Eastvale General Plan is considered to be consistent with the AQMP. As 
previously stated, the project proposes a General Plan Amendment to redesignate the project site 
from Medium Density Residential, which allows 2.1 to 5 dwelling units per acre, to High Density 
Residential, which allows 8.1 to 14 dwelling units per acre. This proposed General Plan Amendment 
to redesignate the project site would allow residential development that would be denser than is 
allowed under the existing land use designation by more than 140 additional units.  

However, according to the traffic impact analysis prepared for the project (Urban Crossroads 2016), 
the proposed project would result in an increase of approximately 1,370 daily trips compared to the 
current land use designation. The AQMP estimates a total of 396 million vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) daily in the SoCAB in 2023. The average one-way work-trip length in the SoCAB is 16 miles 
(SCAQMD 2014). Therefore, assuming each of the 1,370 additional daily traffic trips spanned 16 
miles, the result would be 21,920 daily VMT, which is an increase of 0.005 percent of the estimated 
daily VMT in 2023.  

Although the project would result in an increase in the number of trips compared to that considered 
in the Air Quality Management Plan, the resultant VMT from trips generated by the project would 
not constitute a substantial increase in vehicle miles traveled from the number originally 
anticipated. As a result, the project would not conflict with the AQMP. Therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed previously, the project site is located in the South Coast 
Air Basin. State and federal air quality standards are often exceeded in many parts of the basin. A 
discussion of the project’s potential short-term construction period and long-term operational 
period air quality impacts is provided below. 
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Construction Emissions 

The SCAQMD has established methods to quantify air emissions associated with construction 
activities, such as those generated by operation of on-site construction equipment, fugitive dust 
emissions related to grading and site work activities, and mobile (tailpipe) emissions from 
construction worker vehicles and haul/delivery truck trips. Emissions would vary from day to day, 
depending on the level of activity, the specific type of construction activity occurring, and, for 
fugitive dust, prevailing weather conditions.  

Dust (PM10) is typically a major concern during rough grading activities. Because such emissions are 
not amenable to collection and discharge through a controlled source, they are called fugitive 
emissions. Fugitive dust emission rates vary as a function of many parameters (e.g., soil silt, soil 
moisture, wind speed, area disturbed, number of vehicles, depth of disturbance or excavation). All 
development projects in Eastvale, including the proposed project, are subject to SCAQMD rules and 
regulations to reduce fugitive dust emissions and to mitigate potential air quality impacts pursuant 
to Eastvale General Plan Policy AQ-37 and SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust). Rule 403 requires 
fugitive dust sources to implement best available control measures for all sources, and all forms of 
visible particulate matter are prohibited from crossing any property line. SCAQMD Rule 403 is 
intended to reduce PM10 emissions from any transportation, handling, construction, or storage 
activity that has the potential to generate fugitive dust. PM10 suppression techniques are 
summarized below. 

• Portions of the construction site to remain inactive longer than a period of three months 
will be seeded and watered until grass cover is grown or otherwise stabilized in a manner 
acceptable to the City. 

• All on-site roads will be paved as soon as feasible or watered periodically or chemically 
stabilized. 

• All material transported off-site will be either sufficiently watered or securely covered to 
prevent excessive amounts of dust. 

• The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation operations will be 
minimized at all times. 

• Where vehicles leave the construction site and enter adjacent public streets, the streets will 
be swept daily or washed down at the end of the work day to remove soil tracked onto the 
paved surface. 

• A wheel washing system will be installed and used to remove bulk material from tires and 
vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the site. 

Impacts assume compliance with applicable SCAQMD rules. The SCAQMD rules that are currently 
applicable during construction activity for this project include but are not limited to Rule 1113 
(Architectural Coatings), Rule 431.2 (Low Sulfur Fuel), Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), and Rule 
1186/1186.1 (Street Sweepers). Rules 1113 and 403 are quantified in the emissions model. 

Emissions were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 
2016.3.1, a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to provide a uniform platform 
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for use by government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals. This model 
was developed in coordination with the SCAQMD and is the most current emissions model approved 
for use in California by various other air districts. The estimated maximum daily construction 
emissions are summarized in Table 3-1.  

TABLE 3-1 
MAXIMUM SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) 

Construction Phase Reactive 
Organic Gas 

Nitrogen 
Oxide 

Carbon 
Monoxide Sulfur Oxide 

Coarse 
Particulate 

Matter 

Fine 
Particulate 

Matter 

Year One  6.98 72.61 45.63 0.07 7.96 5.48 

Year Two 11.55 53.49 47.39 0.08 4.47 3.33 

Year Three 10.63 46.62 45.08 0.08 3.95 2.85 

Maximum Daily Emissions 11.55 72.61 47.39 0.08 7.96 5.48 

SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod, version 2016.3.1. See Appendix 1. 

As shown in Table 3-1, construction activity emissions would not exceed the numerical thresholds 
established by the SCAQMD for any criteria pollutants. Thus, a less than significant impact would 
occur. 

 CONSTRUCTION LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS 

The SCAQMD has established that impacts to air quality are significant if there is a potential to 
contribute or cause localized exceedances of the federal and/or state ambient air quality standards 
(NAAQS/CAAQS). Collectively, these are referred to as localized significance thresholds (LSTs). 

The significance of localized emissions impacts depends on whether ambient levels in the vicinity of 
a given project are above or below state standards. In the case of CO and nitrogen oxides (NOx), if 
ambient levels are below the standards, a project is considered to have a significant impact if project 
emissions result in an exceedance of one or more of these standards. If ambient levels already 
exceed a state or federal standard, project emissions are considered significant if they increase 
ambient concentrations by a measurable amount. This would apply to PM10 and PM2.5, both of which 
are nonattainment pollutants. 

The SCAQMD established localized significance thresholds in response to the district’s governing 
board’s Environmental Justice Initiative I-4, which was developed in response to environmental 
justice and health concerns raised by the public regarding exposure of individuals to criteria 
pollutants in local communities. LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not 
cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard at the nearest residence or sensitive receptor. The SCAQMD adopted LSTs that 
show whether a project would cause or contribute to localized air quality impacts and thereby cause 
or contribute to potential localized adverse health effects. The analysis makes use of methodology 
included in the SCAQMD’s (2008) Localized Significance Threshold Methodology. The SCAQMD 
states that lead agencies can use the LSTs as another indicator of significance in air quality impact 
analyses. 



 

29 

LSTs are based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant within the project source receptor 
area (SRA), as demarcated by the SCAQMD, and the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. The 
project site is located in SCAQMD SRA 22. LSTs apply to carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2), particulate matter ≤10 microns (PM10), and particulate matter ≤ 2.5 microns (PM2.5).  

The SCAQMD look-up tables are intended for projects less than or equal to 5 acres in size and 
provide standards for projects that are 1, 2, and 5 acres. Table 3-2 is used to determine the 
maximum daily disturbed acreage for purposes of modeling localized emissions. While the proposed 
project site is approximately 15.77 acres, based on the data shown in Table 3-2, development of 
the site could actively disturb approximately 3.5 acres per day during site preparation and 5 acres 
per day during the grading phase of construction (CalEEMod version 2016.3.1). Therefore, 3.5 acres 
was extrapolated using the information provided from 1-, 2-, and 5-acre sites in the look-up table 
to identify the site preparation standard. For the grading standard, the 5-acre standard in the look-
up table was used for the 5 acres of grading.    

TABLE 3-2 
MAXIMUM DAILY DISTURBED ACREAGE 

Construction Phase Equipment Type Equipment 
Quantity 

Acres Graded per  
8-Hour Day 

Operating Hours 
per Day 

Acres Graded 
per Day 

Site Preparation 
Crawler Tractors 4 0.5 8 2.0 

Rubber-Tired Dozers 3 0.5 8 1.5 

Total acres graded per day during site preparation 3.5 

Grading 

Rubber-Tired Dozers 1 0.5 8 0.5 

Crawler Tractors 2 0.5 8 1.0 

Graders 1 0.5 8 0.5 

Excavators 2 0.5 8 1.0 

Scrapers 2 1.0 8 2.0 

Total acres graded per day during grading 5.0 

Source: CalEEMod, version 2016.3.1 

Certain populations are especially sensitive to air pollution and are given special consideration when 
evaluating air quality impacts from projects. These groups of people include children, the elderly, 
persons with preexisting respiratory or cardiovascular illness, and athletes and others who engage 
in frequent exercise. Structures that house these persons or places where they gather are defined 
as sensitive receptors.  

The nearest sensitive receptors are the single-family residential communities to the north across 
Citrus Street, approximately 20 meters (65 feet) from the project site. Notwithstanding, the 
SCAQMD methodology explicitly states, “It is possible that a project may have receptors closer than 
25 meters. Projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to the nearest receptor should 
use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters.” Therefore, LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters 
were used in this analysis. Table 3-3 identifies the localized impacts at the nearest receptor location 
in the project vicinity.  
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TABLE 3-3 
LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE SUMMARY – ON-SITE CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY)  

Construction Phase NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Site Preparation Emissions 

Maximum Daily Emissions (on-site) 54.18 23.91 7.86 5.45 

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 275.00 840.50 9.00 6.50 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No 

Grading Emissions 

Maximum Daily Emissions (on-site) 72.51 40.65 5.60 3.99 

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 337.00 674.00 12.00 8.00 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod, version 2016.3.1. See Appendix 1 

Emissions during the site preparation phase and grading phase of construction activity would not 
exceed the applicable thresholds for any criteria pollutant. Therefore, a less than significant impact 
would occur. 

Operational Emissions 

Operational activities associated with future project site development would result in emissions of 
reactive organic gases (ROG), NOx, CO, sulfur oxide (SOX), PM10, and PM2.5. Operational emissions 
would be expected from area source emissions such as landscaping equipment and some consumer 
products, and mobile source emissions (tailpipe emissions from vehicles). 

Emissions were calculated using CalEEMod, version 2016.3.1, assuming compliance with applicable 
SCAQMD rules. The SCAQMD rules currently applicable during operations for this project include 
SCAQMD Rule 445 (Wood-Burning Devices), which states that no person shall permanently install a 
wood-burning device into any new development. Operational emissions are summarized in Table 
3-4. Projected emissions associated with proposed operations are compared to the allowable 
development under the current General Plan land use designation, which would allow a maximum 
of 80 residential units. 
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TABLE 3-4 
LONG-TERM OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

Source 
Emissions  

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Summer Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

Proposed Project Development 
Potential 11.56 43.35 88.73 0.26 16.29 4.89 

Existing Development Potential 4.13 15.49 31.71 0.09 5.82 1.75 

Net Increase in Emissions 7.43 27.86 57.02 0.17 10.47 3.14 

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceed SCAQMD Daily Threshold? No No No No No No 

Winter Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

Proposed Project Development 
Potential 10.75 43.64 79.59 0.24 16.29 4.89 

Existing Development Potential 3.84 15.60 28.44 0.08 5.82 1.75 

Net Increase in Emissions 6.91 28.04 51.15 0.16 10.47 3.14 

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceed SCAQMD Daily Threshold? No No No No No No 
Source: CalEEMod version 2016.3.1. See Appendix 1 for emission model outputs 

As shown, project operational-source emissions would not exceed applicable SCAQMD regional 
thresholds of significance. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Impacts associated with construction and operational air quality would be considered less than 
significant, as SCAQMD significance thresholds for criteria emissions would not be surpassed (see 
Tables 3-1, 3-3, and 3-4).  

c) Less Than Significant Impact. Related projects could contribute to an existing or projected air 
quality exceedance because the SoCAB is currently in nonattainment for ozone (O3), PM10, and 
PM2.5. With regard to determining the significance of the contribution from the project, the 
SCAQMD recommends that any given project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts be 
assessed using the same significance criteria as for project-specific impacts. Therefore, this analysis 
assumes that individual projects that do not generate operational or construction emissions which 
exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts would also not 
cause a commutatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the air 
basin is in nonattainment and therefore would not be considered to have a significant, adverse air 
quality impact. Alternatively, individual project-related construction and operational emissions that 
exceed SCAQMD thresholds for project-specific impacts would be considered cumulatively 
considerable. As previously noted, the project would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD regional 
threshold for construction and operational-source emissions. As such, the project would result in a 
cumulatively less than significant impact. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. The potential impact of air pollutant emissions resulting from 
residential development on the project site at sensitive receptors has also been considered. 
Sensitive receptors can include uses such as long-term healthcare facilities, rehabilitation centers, 
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and retirement homes. Residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, and athletic facilities 
can also be considered sensitive receptors. 

As discussed in Issue b) above, results of the LST analysis indicate that the project will not exceed 
the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds during construction. Therefore, existing sensitive 
receptors would not be subject to significant air toxic impacts during construction on the project 
site. Results of the LST analysis indicate that the project would not exceed the SCAQMD localized 
significance thresholds during operational activity.  

Diesel Particulate Matter 

In April 2005, CARB released the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health 
Perspective, which offers guidance on developing sensitive land uses in proximity to sources of air 
toxics. One particular source of air toxics treated in the guidance is freeways and major roadways. 
These roadways are sources of diesel particulate matter, which CARB has listed as a toxic air 
contaminant.  

The handbook recommends that sensitive land uses be sited no closer than 500 feet from a freeway 
or major roadway. This 500-foot buffer area was developed to protect sensitive receptors from 
exposure to diesel PM and was based on traffic-related studies that showed a 70 percent drop in 
PM concentrations at a distance of 500 feet from the roadway. Presumably, acute and chronic risks 
as well as lifetime cancer risk due to diesel particulate matter exposure are lowered proportionately. 
The project site is not within 500 feet of any highway or interstate (Interstate 15 is located 
approximately 2,758 feet east of the project site). Therefore, the site is located beyond the CARB-
recommended buffer area, and future receptors would not be negatively affected by toxic air 
contaminants generated on a highway or interstate. There are no other potential sources of air 
toxics in the vicinity of the project site.  

Carbon Monoxide 

An analysis of CO “hot spots” is needed to determine whether the change in the level of service 
(LOS) of an intersection as a result of the proposed project would have the potential to result in 
exceedances of the CAAQS or NAAQS. It has long been recognized that CO exceedances are caused 
by vehicular emissions, primarily when vehicles are idling at intersections. Vehicle emissions 
standards have become increasingly stringent in the last 20 years. Currently, the CO standard in 
California is a maximum of 3.4 grams per mile for passenger cars (requirements for certain vehicles 
are more stringent). With the turnover of older vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels, and 
implementation of control technology on industrial facilities, CO concentrations have steadily 
declined. 

Accordingly, with the steadily decreasing CO emissions from vehicles, even very busy intersections 
do not result in exceedances of the CO standard. The analysis prepared for CO attainment in the 
South Coast Air Basin by the SCAQMD can assist in evaluating the potential for CO exceedances in 
the air basin. CO attainment was thoroughly analyzed as part of the SCAQMD’s 2003 Air Quality 
Management Plan and the 1992 Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide (1992 CO Plan). As 
discussed in the 1992 CO Plan, peak CO concentrations in the air basin are due to unusual 
meteorological and topographical conditions and are not due to the impact of particular 
intersections. Considering the region’s unique meteorological conditions and the increasingly 
stringent CO emissions standards, carbon monoxide modeling was performed as part of 1992 CO 
Plan and subsequent plan updates and air quality management plans. 
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The proposed project considered herein would not produce the volume of traffic required to 
generate a CO hot spot in the context of the 1992 CO hot-spot analysis. Consequently, at buildout 
of the project, none of the intersections in the vicinity of the proposed project site would have traffic 
volumes exceeding those at the intersections modeled in the 2003 AQMP, nor would there be any 
reason unique to the project area’s meteorology to conclude that the intersections would yield 
higher CO concentrations if modeled in detail.  

The SoCAB has been designated as attainment for CO since 2007, and even very busy intersections 
do not result in exceedances of the CO standard. Historical air quality data show that existing 
CO levels for the project area and the general vicinity do not exceed either state or federal ambient 
air quality standards. The CO concentrations in the project area are much lower than the federal 
and state carbon monoxide standards. The proposed project would not result in any significant 
increase in CO concentrations at nearby intersections. Therefore, project-related traffic would not 
significantly affect local CO levels under future year conditions, and the CO concentrations would 
be below the state and federal standards. No significant impact on local CO levels would occur. 
Pollutant emissions from project operation, also calculated with CalEEMod, would not exceed the 
SCAQMD thresholds for any criteria pollutants. LSTs would not be exceeded by long-term emissions 
from operation of the project. Therefore, CO hot spots are not an environmental impact of concern 
for the proposed project. Localized air quality impacts related to CO emissions would be less than 
significant. 

e) Less Than Significant Impact.  

The proposed project does not contain land uses typically associated with emissions of 
objectionable odors.  

Potential odor sources may result in the short term from construction equipment exhaust and the 
application of asphalt and architectural coatings during construction activities, and the temporary 
storage of typical solid waste (refuse) associated with long-term operational uses. Standard 
construction requirements would minimize odor impacts resulting from construction activity. It 
should be noted that any construction odor emissions generated would be temporary, short term, 
and intermittent in nature; would cease on completion of the respective phase of construction 
activity; and would not affect a substantial number of people. Therefore, odor emissions are 
considered less than significant.  

Refuse associated with future residential development would be stored in covered containers and 
removed at regular intervals in compliance with the City’s solid waste regulations. Future 
development on the site would also be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 to prevent 
occurrences of public nuisances. Therefore, odor impacts associated with the proposed project’s 
construction and operations would be less than significant.  

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

    

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

    

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

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat 
conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?  

    

DISCUSSION  

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site has been disturbed by previous agricultural activity. 
It is not anticipated that future development of the project site would 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 the US Fish and Wildlife Service. The GPA and COZ 
would allow future development of higher density residential development, compared to the 
existing Medium Density Residential land use designation. However, a similar development 
footprint and resulting impacts on biological resources would be expected under either designation. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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b)  Less Than Significant Impact. Previous biological evaluations prepared for Riverside County review 
of the project site in 20092 concluded that there were no riparian or riverine resources located on 
the project site. In addition, no fairy shrimp habitat or suitable burrowing owl habitat or narrow 
endemic plant species were identified. Since the time of these biological evaluations the site has 
remained in active use, so that biological conditions are not likely to have changed. Therefore, 
future development of the project site would not be expected to 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 Wildlife or the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The GPA and COZ would allow future development of high-density residential 
development compared to the existing Medium Density Residential land use designation. However, 
a similar development footprint and resulting impacts on biological resources would be expected 
under either designation. In addition, biological conditions would be confirmed in conjunction, and 
mitigation imposed if needed, in conjunction with any future development applications for the 
project site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

c)  Less Than Significant Impact. Based on previous biological evaluations there are no vernal pools or 
riparian habitat present on the site. Therefore, future development of the project site would not be 
expected to have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act. The GPA and COZ would allow future development of high-density 
residential development compared to the existing Medium Density Residential land use 
designation. However, a similar development footprint and resulting impacts on biological 
resources would be expected under either designation. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant.  

d)  Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is in an area that has been disturbed by agricultural 
and residential uses in the past. This parcel is partially developed and contains one single-family 
residence. Although wildlife currently can move freely throughout portions of the site, the parcel is 
not considered a corridor or constrained linkage area (Table 3-3 MSHCP). As such, future 
development would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. The GPA and COZ would allow future development 
of high-density residential development compared to the existing Medium Density Residential land 
use designation. However, a similar development footprint and resulting impacts on biological 
resources would be expected under either designation. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

e)  Less Than Significant Impact. The GPA and COZ would have no bearing on policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources. Future development of the project site would be subject to 
biological review, including any future tree preservation policies or ordinances adopted at the time 
of consideration. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

f) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located within the plan area and subject to the 
Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), which protects and preserves 

                                                           
2 Biological Report and HANS 1917 Analysis in support of Riverside County Mitigated Negative Declaration 
for GPA No. 918, Environmental Assessment No. 41740, 2009.  
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certain habitats and species in the region.  

The MSHCP delineates particular areas of concern through the identification of specific areas known 
as Criteria Cells, which typically contain certain restrictions on development and land alterations. 
The project site is not located within a Criteria Cell, so there are no special conservation 
requirements on the property. The project site is, however, still subject to be reviewed for 
consistency with other aspects of the MSHCP. In addition, the project site is within a Mitigation Fee 
Area. Future development would be required to pay these fees to comply with the overlying MSHCP. 
While the project would allow for future development of high-density residential compared to the 
existing Medium Density Residential land use designation; however, a similar development 
footprint, applicability of the MSHCP, and resulting impacts on biological resources would be 
expected under either designation. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as 
defined in Section 15064.5? 

     

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

     

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

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of dedicated 
cemeteries? 

    

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

 

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

    

ii) A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and 
supported by substantial evidence, to 
be significant pursuant to criteria set 
forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1. 

    

DISCUSSION 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site has been partially developed and contains structures 
and features (residence, storage and shade structures, ponds, fencing, etc.) of unknown age. Thus, 
the site may contain historic resources that could be impacted by future development. Future 
development of the site is likely to make full use of the site irrespective of the change in density 
proposed by the project. Thus, the proposed project would not cause substantial adverse change in 
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the significance of a historical resource as defined in California Code of Regulations Section 15064.5. 
Therefore, the impacts would be less than significant.   

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site has been highly disturbed and partially developed 
with a residence, pond, and internal roads and agricultural and other uses (i.e., storage containers 
on-site). Portions of the site soils are fully exposed, and the site is unlikely to feature intact 
archaeological features near the surface. However, buried archaeological resources may be present. 
Future development of the site is likely to make full use of the site, irrespective of the change in 
density proposed by the project, and will therefore have the same likelihood for impact on buried 
resources. Future proposals for site development would be required to investigate potential 
archaeological conditions further and to notify the proper authorities should inadvertent 
archaeological finds be discovered during ground-disturbing activities. This is a standard 
requirement and not considered mitigation pursuant to CEQA. Therefore, the impacts would be 
considered less than significant. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site has not been investigated by a professional 
paleontologist, so paleontological resources are presumed to be potentially present. Future 
development of the site is likely to make full use of the site, irrespective of the change in density 
proposed by the project, and will therefore have the same likelihood for impact on buried resources. 
As such, the impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. No known human remains are located on the project site; however, 
unknown remains could be disturbed by future development. Future development of the site is 
likely to make full use of the site, irrespective of the change in density proposed by the project, and 
will therefore have the same likelihood for impact on unknown human remains. Future 
development would be required to follow procedures of conduct following the discovery of human 
remains on nonfederal lands as mandated by Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, by Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98, and by CEQA in California Code of Regulations Section 15064.5(e). 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

e) Less Than Significant Impact. Consultation with tribes consistent with Public Resources Code 
Section 21074 has been initiated to confirm whether there are any tribal cultural resources of 
interest to tribes that have expressed an interest in projects in Eastvale. Through this process, tribes 
have the opportunity to confirm whether any potential tribal cultural resources are likely to be 
present on the project site and cooperatively work with the City to address potential impacts. In 
addition, tribes will continue to be consulted with regard to specific development proposals 
considered at the project site. Impacts would be less than significant. 

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning map, issued 
by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault?  

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?     

iv) Landslides?     

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

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

    

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

    

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

    

DISCUSSION 

a) 

i) Less Than Significant Impact. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in 1972 to 
mitigate the hazard of surface faulting to structures for human occupancy. This state law was a 
direct result of the 1971 San Fernando earthquake, which was associated with extensive surface 
fault ruptures that damaged numerous homes, commercial buildings, and other structures. Surface 
rupture is the most easily avoided seismic hazard (CGS 2015). An active fault is one that shows 
displacement within the last 11,000 years and therefore is considered more likely to generate a 
future earthquake. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act requires the California State 
Geologist to establish regulatory zones (known as Earthquake Fault Zones; prior to January 1, 1994, 
these zones were known as Special Studies Zones) around the surface traces of active faults that 
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pose a risk of surface ground rupture and to issue appropriate maps in order to mitigate the hazard 
of surface faulting to structures for human occupancy. The closest mapped active fault that could 
affect the site is the Chino-Central Avenue fault, located approximately 15 miles west of the subject 
site. The fault is capable of producing a maximum moment magnitude (Mw) of 6.7. Other known 
regional active faults that could affect the site include the Whittier, Elsinore-Glen Ivy, San Jose, 
Cucamonga, Sierra Madre, San Jacinto-San Bernardino segment, and Puente Hills faults. No active 
or potentially active faults have been previously mapped across the project site, and the site is not 
located in a current Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The potential for fault ground rupture at 
the site is considered very low. As such, impacts are considered less than significant. 

ii) Less Than Significant Impact. The site is located in Southern California, which is an active seismic area. 
The project site is located in an area of very high general ground shaking risk. Future residential 
development of the project site would be required to comply with the California Building Code and to 
take into consideration site specifics pertinent to ground shaking risks. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

iii) Less Than Significant Impact.  

Liquefaction (Above Groundwater). The project site is located in an area mapped with a very high 
potential for liquefaction in the Riverside County Land Information System (RCLIS) (2016). If a 
subsequent liquefaction analysis determines that on-site liquefaction potential is high, 
recommendations will be incorporated into the design of future development to prevent hazards 
associated with liquefaction. In the presence of strong ground motion, liquefaction hazards are 
likely to occur in saturated, cohesionless soils. Common methods to reduce or eliminate liquefaction 
potential include densification methods, removal and replacement, or permanent dewatering. 
Future development proposals would be subject to review and comment by the County Geologist. 
Future development would be required to comply with California Building Code (CBC) requirements 
pertaining to high-density residential development, which would mitigate the potential impact to 
less than significant. Because CBC requirements are applicable to all commercial and residential 
development, they are not considered mitigation for CEQA implementation purposes. Impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Seismically Induced Settlement (Below Groundwater). Settlement occurs primarily in loose to 
moderately dense, dry or saturated granular soil. Settlement caused by ground shaking is often non-
uniformly distributed, which can result in differential settlement. The project site is located in an 
area susceptible to subsidence, but not located near any documented areas of subsidence. CBC 
requirements pertaining to future high-density residential development would mitigate the 
potential impact to less than significant.  

iv) Less Than Significant Impact. The topography on the project site slopes gently toward the Santa Ana 
River, with few significant slopes. Adjacent areas are similarly situated and substantially developed 
and thus are not expected to be sources of landslides. On-site soil conditions would be required to be 
investigated as part of any specific future development proposals, and developments would be 
designed with consideration of CBC requirements for the site-specific conditions. Therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project proposes a change in residential density and does not 
involve a specific development whose construction could create erosion and soil loss. Future 
development associated with the project site would be subject to compliance with the requirements 
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set forth in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water General 
Construction Permit for construction, which requires the implementation of a stormwater pollution 
prevention plan, including erosion control measures. Therefore, the impacts would be less than 
significant. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact.  

Soil Compressibility. Soil compressibility refers to a soil’s potential for settlement (or decrease in 
volume) when subjected to increased loads such as from a fill surcharge. Compacting organic-rich 
soils is inadvisable, as it is difficult to obtain sufficient compaction to support foundations, and the 
soil will settle as the organic material decays. The proposed project does not include ground-
disturbing activity; therefore, the impacts are considered less than significant. 

Subsidence. Subsidence refers to the sudden sinking or gradual downward settling and compaction 
of soil and other surface material with little or no horizontal motion. Subsidence may be caused by 
a variety of human and natural activities, including earthquakes. According to the RCLIS (2016), the 
project site is located in an area susceptible to subsidence.  

All future development on the site would be required to comply with Chapter 33 of the California 
Building Code related to grading and excavation, other applicable building regulations, and standard 
construction techniques. The displacement of soil through cut and fill will be controlled by CBC 
Chapter 33 related to grading and excavation. Modern engineering practices and compliance with 
established building standards, including the CBC, which require special design and construction 
methods, would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. Expansive soils contain significant amounts of clay particles that swell 
considerably when wetted and shrink when dried. Foundations constructed on these soils are 
subjected to large uplifting forces caused by the swelling. Without proper measures taken, heaving 
and cracking of both building foundations and slabs-on-grade could result. The project site may be 
underlain by expansive soil; however, CBC requirements pertaining to future residential 
development will mitigate the potential impact to less than significant. The project does not include 
new residential development and would not be breaking ground. As CBC requirements are 
applicable to all residential development, they are not considered mitigation for CEQA 
implementation purposes. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

e) No Impact. If future development is proposed on the site, this development would be served by the 
municipal sewer system of the Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD). No impacts are identified 
for this issue area. 

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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? 

    

DISCUSSION 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. There is scientific consensus that the contribution of greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions into the atmosphere is resulting in the change of the global climate. The global 
average temperature is expected to increase relative to the 1986–2005 period by 0.3 to 4.8 degrees 
Celsius (°C) (0.5–8.6 degrees Fahrenheit [°F]) by the end of the twenty-first century (2081–2100), 
depending on future GHG emission scenarios (IPCC 2014). According to the California Natural 
Resources Agency (2012), temperatures in California are projected to increase 2.7°F above 2000 
averages by 2050 and, depending on emission levels, 4.1–8.6°F by 2100. Physical conditions beyond 
average temperatures could be indirectly affected by the accumulation of GHG emissions. For 
example, changes in weather patterns resulting from increases in global average temperature are 
expected to result in a decreased volume of precipitation falling as snow in California and an overall 
reduction in snowpack in the Sierra Nevada. The Global Warming Solutions Act, also known as 
Assembly Bill (AB) 32, is a legal mandate requiring that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 
levels by 2020. 

Construction and operation associated with future development of the project site would generate 
GHG emissions, with the majority of energy consumption and associated generation of GHG 
emissions occurring during operation (as opposed to during construction). During future 
construction, GHGs would be emitted through the operation of construction equipment and from 
worker and vendor vehicles, each of which typically uses fossil-based fuels to operate. The 
combustion of fossil-based fuels creates GHG emissions such as carbon dioxide (CO2), methane 
(CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O). Furthermore, CH4 is emitted during the fueling of heavy equipment. 
Operational activities associated with the proposed project would result in emissions of CO2, CH4, 
and N2O from the following primary sources: area source emissions; energy source emissions; 
mobile source emissions; solid waste; and water supply, treatment, and distribution. 

Area sources would result in GHG emissions generated from landscape maintenance equipment, 
which would generate emissions from fuel combustion and evaporation of unburned fuel. 
Equipment in this category includes lawn mowers, shredders/grinders, blowers, trimmers, chain 
saws, and hedge trimmers used to maintain landscaping. Area sources would also result in GHG 
emissions generated from the combustion of wood or biomass and are considered biogenic 
emissions of CO2. However, the project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 445, which 
prohibits the use of wood-burning stoves and fireplaces in new development. Energy source GHG 
emissions are emitted from buildings as a result of activities for which electricity and natural gas are 
typically used as energy sources. Combustion of any type of fuel emits CO2 and other GHG emissions 



 

43 

directly into the atmosphere; these emissions are considered direct emissions associated with a 
building. GHGs are also emitted during the generation of electricity from fossil fuels; these emissions 
are considered to be indirect emissions.  

GHG emissions would also result from mobile sources associated with future development. These 
mobile source emissions will result from the typical daily operation of motor vehicles by future 
residents. Mobile source emissions are dependent on overall daily vehicle trip generation. 
Residential land uses would result in the generation and disposal of solid waste. Waste is diverted 
from landfills through a variety of means, such as reducing the amount of waste generated, 
recycling, and/or composting. GHG emissions from landfills are associated with the anaerobic 
breakdown of material. Indirect GHG emissions result from the production of electricity used to 
convey, treat, and distribute water and wastewater; this amount of electricity depends on the 
volume of water as well as the sources of the water.  

Addressing GHG generation impacts requires an agency to make a determination as to what 
constitutes a significant impact. The amendments to the CEQA Guidelines specifically allow lead 
agencies to determine thresholds of significance that illustrate the extent of an impact and are a 
basis from which to apply mitigation measures. This means that each agency is left to determine 
whether a project’s GHG emissions will have a “significant” impact on the environment. The 
guidelines direct that agencies are to use “careful judgment” and “make a good-faith effort, based 
to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate” the project’s 
GHG emissions (14 California Code of Regulations Section 15064.4(a)).  

A number of expert agencies throughout the state have drafted or adopted varying threshold 
approaches and guidelines for analyzing operational GHG emissions in CEQA documents. The 
different thresholds include (1) compliance with a qualified GHG reduction strategy, 
(2) performance-based reductions, (3) numeric “bright-line” thresholds, and (4) efficiency-based 
thresholds. The California Supreme Court decision in the Centers for Biological Diversity et al. v. 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Newhall Land and Farming Company (November 30, 
2015, Case No. S217763) confirmed that when an “agency chooses to rely completely on a single 
quantitative method to justify a no-significance finding, CEQA demands the agency research and 
document the quantitative parameters essential to that method.”  

As noted earlier, AB 32 is a legal mandate requiring that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 
1990 levels by 2020. Efficiency-based thresholds represent the rate of emission reductions needed 
to achieve a fair share of California’s GHG emissions reduction target established under AB 32. In 
adopting AB 32, the legislature determined the necessary GHG reductions for the state to make in 
order to sufficiently offset its contribution to the cumulative climate change problem to reach 1990 
levels. AB 32 is the only legally mandated requirement for the reduction of greenhouse gases. As 
such, compliance with AB 32 is the current adopted basis upon which an agency can base its 
significance threshold for evaluating a project’s GHG impacts. However, it is acknowledged that 
Executive Orders 5-03-05 and B-30-15, Senate Bill (SB) 375, and the recently signed legislation of 
SB 32 will ultimately result in GHG emission reduction targets for years beyond 2020. 

The SCAQMD has not announced when staff is expecting to present a finalized version of its GHG 
thresholds to the governing board. On September 28, 2010, the SCAQMD recommended an interim 
screening level numeric bright-line threshold of 3,000 metric tons per year of carbon dioxide 
equivalent (CO2e) for land use projects. These efficiency-based thresholds were developed as part 
of the SCAQMD GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group. This working group was formed 
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to assist the SCAQMD’s efforts to develop a GHG significance threshold and is composed of a wide 
variety of stakeholders including the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), 
CARB, the Attorney General’s Office, a variety of city and county planning departments in the South 
Coast Air Basin, various utilities such as sanitation and power companies throughout the SoCAB, 
industry groups, and environmental and professional organizations. The numeric bright line was 
developed to be consistent with CEQA requirements for developing significance thresholds, is 
supported by substantial evidence, and provides guidance to CEQA practitioners with regard to 
determining whether GHG emissions from a proposed project are significant.  

Emissions resulting from implementation of the proposed project have been quantified and the 
quantified emissions are compared with the SCAQMD greenhouse gas threshold. The anticipated 
GHG emissions during project construction (amortized over 30 years pursuant to SCAQMD 
guidance) and operation are shown in Table 7-1. Projected GHG emissions associated with proposed 
operations are compared to the allowable development under the current General Plan 
designation, which includes 80 residential units. 
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TABLE 7-1 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – PROJECT OPERATIONS (METRIC TONS PER YEAR)  

Emissions Source CO2e 

Proposed Development Potential 

Annual construction-related emissions amortized over 30 years 41 

Area Source (landscaping, hearth) 53 

Energy 760 

Mobile 3,637 

Waste 52 

Water 113 

Total 4,656 

Existing Development Potential  

Annual construction-related emissions amortized over 30 years 33 

Area Source (landscaping, hearth) 19 

Energy 272 

Mobile 1,300 

Waste 19 

Water 40 

Total 1,683 

Increase 

Annual construction-related emissions amortized over 30 years 8 

Area Source (landscaping, hearth) 34 

Energy 488 

Mobile 2,337 

Waste 33 

Water 73 

Total 2,973 

SCAQMD Potentially Significant Impact Threshold 3,000 

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? No 

Source: CalEEMod version 2016.3.1. See Appendix 2 for emission model outputs. 
 

As shown, GHG emissions projected to result from both construction (amortized over 30 years 
pursuant to SCAQMD guidance) and operation of the proposed project would not exceed the 
SCAQMD greenhouse gas threshold. The impact is therefore considered less than significant.  

b) Less Than Significant Impact. Although the City of Eastvale has not adopted a GHG reduction plan, 
the project would be below the SCAQMD’s greenhouse gas threshold (see Issue a) above). 
Furthermore, as previously mentioned, AB 32 is the legal mandate requiring that statewide GHG 
emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. In addition, statewide goals for GHG reductions in the 
years beyond 2020 have been recently codified into state law with the passage of SB 32. Signed into 
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law on September 2016, SB 32 codifies the 2030 target in the recent Executive Order B-30-15 (40 
percent below 1990 levels by 2030). The bill authorizes the state board to adopt an interim GHG 
emissions level target to be achieved by 2030. SB 32 states that the intent is for the Legislature and 
appropriate agencies to adopt complementary policies which ensure that the long-term emissions 
reductions advance specified criteria. At the time of writing this Initial Study, however, no specific 
policies or emissions reduction mechanisms have been established.  

SCAG’s 2016–2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), 
adopted April 7, 2016, is a long-range visioning plan that balances future mobility and housing needs 
with economic, environmental, and public health goals. The RTP/SCS embodies a collective vision 
for the region’s future and is developed with input from local governments, county transportation 
commissions, tribal governments, nonprofit organizations, businesses, and local stakeholders in 
Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura counties. The RTP/SCS 
establishes GHG emissions goals for automobiles and light-duty trucks for 2020 and 2035, and 
establishes an overall GHG target for the region consistent with both the target date of AB 32 (2020) 
and the post-2020 GHG reduction goals of SB 32. The 2016 RTP/SCS contains over 4,000 
transportation projects, including highway improvements, railroad grade separations, bicycle lanes, 
new transit hubs, and replacement bridges. These future investments were included in county plans 
developed by the six-county transportation commissions and seek to reduce traffic bottlenecks, 
improve the efficiency of the region’s network, and expand mobility choices. The RTP/SCS is an 
important planning document for the region, allowing project sponsors to qualify for federal 
funding. In addition, the RTP/SCS is supported by a combination of transportation and land use 
strategies that help the region achieve state GHG emission reduction goals and federal Clean Air Act 
requirements, preserve open space areas, improve public health and roadway safety, support the 
vital goods movement industry, and use resources more efficiently. The proposed project’s 
consistency with the RTP/SCS goals is analyzed in detail in Table 7-2. As shown in Table 7-1, GHG 
emissions resulting from development-related mobile sources are a major source of emissions. 
Therefore, project comparison to the RTP/SCS is an appropriate indicator of whether the proposed 
project would inhibit the post-2020 GHG reduction goals promulgated by the State. 

As shown in Table 7-2, the project would not conflict with any components of the RTP/SCS. The 
impact is therefore considered less than significant. 
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TABLE 7-2 
CONSISTENCY WITH SCAG’S REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY GOALS 

SCAG Goals Compliance with Goal 

Goal 1: Align the plan investments 
and policies with improving regional 
economic development and 
competitiveness.  

Not Applicable: This is not a project-specific policy and is therefore not applicable. 

Goal 2: Maximize mobility and 
accessibility for all people and 
goods in the region. 

Consistent: Improvements to the transportation network in Eastvale are developed 
and maintained to meet the needs of local and regional transportation and to ensure 
efficient mobility. A number of regional and local plans and programs are used to 
guide development and maintenance of transportation networks, including but not 
limited to:  
• Riverside County Congestion Management Program  
• Caltrans Traffic Impact Studies Guidelines  
• Caltrans Highway Capacity Manual  
• SCAG RTP/SCS  

Goal 3: Ensure travel safety and 
reliability for all people and goods in 
the region. 

Consistent: All modes of transit in Eastvale are required to follow safety standards set 
by corresponding regulatory documents. Pedestrian walkways and bicycle routes 
must follow safety precautions and standards established by local (e.g., City of 
Eastvale, County of Riverside) and regional (e.g., SCAG, Caltrans) agencies. Roadways 
for motorists must follow safety standards established for the local and regional 
plans.  

Goal 4: Preserve and ensure a 
sustainable regional transportation 
system. 

Consistent: All new roadway developments and improvements to the existing 
transportation network must be assessed with some level of traffic analysis (e.g., 
traffic assessments, traffic impact studies) to determine how the developments 
would impact existing traffic capacities and to determine the needs for improving 
future traffic capacities.  

Goal 5: Maximize the productivity of 
our transportation system. 

Consistent: The local and regional transportation system would be improved and 
maintained to encourage efficiency and productivity. The City’s Public Works 
Department oversees the improvement and maintenance of all aspects of the public 
right-of-way on an as-needed basis. The City also strives to maximize productivity of 
the region’s public transportation system (e.g., bus, bicycle) for residents, visitors, 
and workers coming into and out of Eastvale.  

Goal 6: Protect the environment 
and health of our residents by 
improving air quality and 
encouraging active transportation 
(non-motorized transportation, 
such as bicycling and walking). 

Consistent: The reduction of energy use, improvement of air quality, and promotion 
of more environmentally sustainable development are encouraged through the 
development of alternative transportation methods, green design techniques for 
buildings, and other energy-reducing techniques. For example, development projects 
are required to comply with the provisions of the California Building and Energy 
Efficiency Standards and the Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen). The City 
also strives to maximize the protection of the environment and improvement of air 
quality by encouraging and improving the use of the region’s public transportation 
system (e.g., bus, bicycle) for residents, visitors, and workers coming into and out of 
Eastvale.  

Goal 7: Actively encourage and 
create incentives for energy 
efficiency, where possible. 

Not Applicable: This is not a project-specific policy and is therefore not applicable. 

Goal 8: Encourage land use and 
growth patterns that facilitate 
transit and non-motorized 
transportation. 

Consistent: See response to RTP/SCS Goal 6. 

Goal 9: Maximize the security of our 
transportation system through 
improved system monitoring, rapid 

Consistent: The City of Eastvale monitors existing and newly constructed roadways 
and transit routes to determine the adequacy and safety of these systems. Other 
local and regional agencies (e.g., Riverside County Transportation Department, 
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SCAG Goals Compliance with Goal 

recovery planning, and coordination 
with other security agencies. 

Caltrans, SCAG) work with the City to manage these systems. Security situations 
involving roadways and evacuations would be addressed in the County of Riverside’s 
emergency management plans (e.g., Riverside County Operational Area Emergency 
Operations Plan) developed in accordance with the state and federal mandated 
emergency management regulations.  

 

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required.  

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required.  
 

  



 

49 

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent 
to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

    

DISCUSSION 

a)  Less Than Significant Impact. The project proposes a High Density Residential land use designation 
and General Residential zoning; therefore, the project will not create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the routine transport or disposal of hazardous materials. 
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Through implementation of conditions of approval applied to future development and standard City 
requirements, the impact from hazardous materials is considered less than significant.  

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project proposes a change in land use designation that would 
allow high-density residential land uses. These uses may result in the use and disposal of substances 
such as household cleaning products, fertilizers, pesticides, automotive fluids, etc., but the nature 
and volume of such substances associated with the residential uses would not present the potential 
to create a significant public or environmental hazard. Impacts would be less than significant. 

c)  Less Than Significant Impact. Eleanor Roosevelt High School is located 0.4 mile northwest of the 
project site (Google Earth 2014). The project proposes an amendment to the General Plan land use 
designation from Medium Density Residential to High Density Residential and a Change of Zone 
from Heavy Agriculture to General Residential. The proposed project would not emit hazardous 
emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous material. The project does not include 
proposed developments that would emit or handle hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not located on the State of California Hazardous 
Waste and Substances Sites List published by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(2016). The site’s historic use is associated with agriculture and thus was potentially subject to the 
routine use of hazardous materials associated with agricultural activities, such as fuel and oil used 
to operate machinery, paints and solvents used to maintain facilities, and pesticides and fertilizers 
associated with cultivation. Future development would likely require further investigation of the 
potential for existing hazardous material releases, and remediation, if needed, prior to 
development. The proposed change in land use and zoning to high-density residential would have 
no bearing on these conditions. Therefore, project impacts would be less than significant. 

e, f) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is not located within 2 miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, or a private airstrip or heliport. Future development of the project site would not result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area. The project site is located 
approximately 6 miles from the Chino Airport and is not in the Chino Airport Influence Area. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

g) Less Than Significant Impact. The project proposes a High Density Residential land use and would 
not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
an emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

h) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not designated as a high fire hazard area (RCLIS 
2016). The site is also located in an urbanizing area, further reducing the threat of exposure to 
wildfire. The surrounding parcels do not contain wildlands. It is not likely that people or structures 
would be exposed to significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving fires. Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant. 

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements?     

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge, such that there would be a net deficit 
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production 
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to 
a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have 
been granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

    

d) 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? 

    

e) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

f) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map? 

    

g) Place within 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a 
levee or dam? 

    

i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     

DISCUSSION 

Floodplain review is required on the majority of the site. The site is also located within the Santa Ana River 
Corridor Policy Area (SAPA). Of particular relevance here is the fact that the proposal to increase the 
height of the Prado Dam would cause inundation of land below an elevation of 566 feet in this area, and 
much of the site lies between the 560- and 580-foot elevation contours. Among SAPA policies relevant to 
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the site are the following: (1) protect the multipurpose open space attributes of the Santa Ana River 
Corridor through adherence to policies in the Flood & Inundation Hazards section of the Safety Element, 
the MSHCP section of the Multipurpose Open Space Element, and the Open Space, Habitat & Natural 
Resource Preservation section of the Land Use Element; (2) require development, where allowable, to be 
set back an appropriate distance from the top of bluffs to protect the natural and recreation values of the 
river and to avoid public responsibility for property damage that could result from soil erosion or future 
floods; (3) minimize the disruption of sensitive vegetation and species, especially, in and near the 566-
foot elevation contour; and (4) preserve areas subject to erosive flood in a natural state.  

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed High Density Residential land use designation and 
General Residential zone would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements. Future development at this density would be subject to state and local requirements 
for water quality protection in conjunction with construction and site design. Therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant.  

b) Less Than Significant Impact. A project would normally have a significant impact on groundwater 
supplies if it were to result in a demonstrable and sustained reduction of groundwater recharge 
capacity or change the potable water levels such that it would reduce the ability of a water utility 
to use the groundwater basin for public water supplies or storage of imported water, reduce the 
yields of adjacent wells or well fields, or adversely change the rate or direction of groundwater flow. 
The proposed project would not install any groundwater wells and would not otherwise directly 
withdraw any groundwater. In addition, there are no known aquifer conditions at the project site 
or in the surrounding area that could be intercepted by the project. Therefore, future development 
would not be expected to physically interfere with any groundwater supplies.  

The  Jurupa Community Services District would provide water for the project site during 
construction, and after construction to any future residential development, through its established 
system and various water resources. Future development would not be anticipated to create or 
contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or create substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant.  

c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site does not contain any streams, rivers, or other 
drainage features. The proposed high-density residential uses would have the potential to alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site or area. However, grading associated with future development 
would be required to be designed in a manner that perpetuates the existing natural drainage 
patterns with respect to tributary drainage area, outlet points, and outlet conditions. Substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site is not anticipated. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed High Density Residential land use designation and 
General Residential zone are not anticipated to create or contribute runoff water that would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or create substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff. Future development plans would be required to conform to current 
stormwater requirements including mirror predevelopment conditions for stormwater runoff 
volume and rate, use low impact design measures, and treat water quality prior to stormwater 
release. As a result, future development would not increase stormwater volumes. Thus, the impacts 
would be less than significant.  
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e) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed High Density Residential land use designation and 
General Residential zone are not anticipated to degrade water quality. As previously discussed, 
future development proposals would be required to satisfy local and state water quality 
requirements for development. Therefore, the impacts would be less than significant. 

f, g) Less Than Significant Impact. A portion of the project site lies within a floodplain. Implementing 
projects would be required to be designed so that no housing is placed in the floodway area, and 
flood flows would not be impeded or redirected. In addition, future development proposals would 
be subject to City review for floodplain considerations. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant.  

h) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not within a downstream dam inundation area 
whose failure could expose people or structures to flooding. A portion of the project site is within 
the Santa Ana River upstream inundation area for Prado Dam, a flood zone. Use of this portion of 
the site would be subject to flood review considerations/restrictions. Therefore, the impacts would 
be less than significant. 

i) No Impact. The project site is not located near any large inland bodies of water or the Pacific Ocean 
so as to be inundated by seiches or tsunamis, nor is the project site located on or near steep slopes 
where rapid erosion could trigger mudflows. As such, no impact is associated with this issue area. 

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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10. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?     

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

    

DISCUSSION 

a) No Impact. The proposed land use designation of High Density Residential and zone of General 
Residential will not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur.  

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently designated by the Eastvale General Plan 
as Medium Density Residential (MDR) and is zoned Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10). The project applicant 
is applying for a General Plan Amendment to change the site’s land use designation to High Density 
Residential (HDR) and for a Change of Zone to revise the zoning to General Residential (R-3). 
Approval of these requests would amend the City’s General Plan Land Use Map and Zoning Map 
and would result in consistency with these documents. Neither the current nor the proposed 
General Plan land use designation is designed to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect. Both 
designations are designed to allow urban uses. As stated in the City of Eastvale General Plan, Policy 
AQ-39, the loss of agricultural productivity on lands designated for urban uses within the city limits 
is anticipated as a consequence of the city’s development. The proposed project has been reviewed 
by the City and was determined to fully comply with, or would not otherwise conflict with, all 
General Plan policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 
The project is required to comply with all Eastvale Municipal Code chapters and sections. The 
following Eastvale Municipal Code chapters/sections were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect: 10.36 (Transportation Demand Management Program); 14.12 
(Stormwater Drainage System Protection Regulations); 16.36 (Fly Control); 16.104 (Mobile Source 
Air Pollution Reduction Program); 110.60 (Earthquake Fault Area Construction Regulations); and 
120.05.100 (Outdoor Displays, Sales, and Storage). Sections of the code that address environmental 
impacts are discussed in the relevant topic areas of this Initial Study. Further, the property is 
predominantly surrounded by urban uses and will not impact any adjacent plan for avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Eastvale participates in the Western Riverside County 
MSHCP. The plan establishes areas of sensitivity considered Criteria Areas or Cells, which require 
further review by the MSHCP implementing agency. Projects outside of these areas can proceed 
consistent with the provisions of other portions of the MSHCP and CEQA, and are subject to 
payment of an MSHCP Mitigation Fee. Eastvale Municipal Code Chapter 4.62 requires payment of 
MSHCP fees at the time a certificate is issued for the residential unit or development project or 
upon final inspection, whichever occurs first. Future development of the project site would require 
compliance with provisions of the MSHCP. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

DISCUSSION 

a, b) No Impact. There are no mineral resource recovery sites on the project site delineated in the 
Eastvale General Plan (2012a) or other land use plan of value to the region or to the residents of the 
state. The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site. Therefore, no impacts would occur.  

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS  

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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12. NOISE. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) The exposure of persons to, or the generation 
of, noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

    

b) The exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

       

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

    

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

    

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

    

DISCUSSION  

Noise Fundamentals 

Noise is generally defined as sound that is loud, disagreeable, or unexpected. The selection of a proper 
noise descriptor for a specific source is dependent on the spatial and temporal distribution, duration, and 
fluctuation of the noise. The noise descriptors most often encountered when dealing with traffic, 
community, and environmental noise include an overall frequency-weighted sound level in decibels that 
approximates the frequency response of the human ear (A-weighted decibels or dBA). Regarding 
increases in A-weighted noise levels (dBA), the following relationships should be noted for understanding 
this analysis: 

• Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA cannot be perceived by 
humans. 

• Outside of the laboratory, a 3 dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference. 
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• A change in level of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in community response 
would be expected. An increase of 5 dBA is typically considered substantial. 

• A 10 dBA change is subjectively heard as an approximate doubling in loudness and would almost 
certainly cause an adverse change in community response (FICON 1992). 

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. 
The rate depends on the ground surface and the number or type of objects between the noise source and 
the receiver. Mobile transportation sources, such as highways, and hard and flat surfaces, such as 
concrete or asphalt, have an attenuation rate of 3.0 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 from the 
source. Noise generated by stationary sources typically attenuates at a rate of approximately 6.0 to 7.5 
dBA per doubling of distance from the source.  

Sound levels can be reduced by placing barriers between the noise source and the receiver. In general, 
barriers contribute to decreasing noise levels only when the structure breaks the “line of sight” between 
the source and the receiver. Buildings, concrete walls, and berms can all act as effective noise barriers. 
Wooden fences or broad areas of dense foliage can also reduce noise, but are less effective than solid 
barriers. 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The noise criteria identified in the City of Eastvale General Plan Noise 
Element (Table N-3) are guidelines to evaluate the land use compatibility of transportation and 
stationary related noise. The General Plan compatibility criteria provide the City with a planning tool 
to gauge the compatibility of land uses relative to existing and future exterior noise levels. Table 
N-3 (Noise Compatibility by Land Use Designation) in the Eastvale General Plan lists guidelines to 
evaluate the acceptability of noise level impacts. Residential land uses, such as allowed on the 
project site and surrounding the project site, are considered completely compatible with exterior 
noise levels below 60 dBA CNEL and tentatively compatible with noise levels between 60 and 70 
dBA CNEL. 

The predominant noise source associated with future development on the project site would be 
traffic-generated noise. Similarly, traffic noise is the primary source of noise currently affecting the 
project area. Nonetheless, typical residential neighborhood noise sources such as heating and air 
conditioning systems and property maintenance (i.e., the operation of lawn mowers, garbage 
trucks, etc.) would be generated during operation of future residential development allowed under 
the project. Noise generated by such sources would occur on an intermittent basis, primarily during 
the day and evening hours and less frequently at night. Heating and air conditioning systems would 
be the primary stationary noise source associated with the proposed residential land uses. Large 
HVAC systems can result in noise levels that average between 50 and 65 dBA at 50 feet from the 
equipment. While the trash compactors on garbage trucks can reach noise levels of 90.1 dBA, this 
noise source is much more intermittent and short in duration. Section 8.52.020 of the City’s 
Municipal Code exempts sound sources typically associated with residential uses and associated 
property maintenance, such as air conditioners, trash pickup, etc. (property maintenance involving 
noise-generating equipment is restricted to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.).  

Future traffic noise levels throughout the area surrounding the project site were modeled based on 
the traffic volumes identified by Urban Crossroads (2016) to determine the noise level contours 
along project area roadways (see Appendix G). Table 12-1 compares the calculated peak-hour 
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roadway noise levels during existing conditions, with resultant traffic levels under the development 
potential of the existing land use designation, and with the development potential allowed under 
the proposed project.  

TABLE 12-1 
SUMMARY OF MODELED PEAK-HOUR TRAFFIC NOISE LEVEL CHANGES IN THE PROJECT VICINITY 

Roadway Segment 

CNEL at 75 Feet, dBA* 

Existing 
Conditions 

Existing 
Development 

Potential 

Proposed Project 
Development 

Potential  

Citrus Street 

West of Sumner Avenue 63.9 65.1 65.1 

Between Sumner Avenue & Scholar Way 62.7 64.4 64.4 

Between Scholar Way & Hamner Avenue 64.9 67.1 67.5 

Sumner Avenue 

Between Schleisman Road & Citrus Street 62.1 65.0 65.0 

Scholar Way 

Between Schleisman Road & Citrus Street 64.9 65.0 65.1 

Hamner Avenue 

Between Schleisman Road & Citrus Street 66.8 69.1 69.2 

Notes: CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level; dBA = A-weighted decibels  

Source: FHWA roadway noise prediction model (FHWA-RD-77-108), see Appendix 3. 

As shown in Table 12-1, noise levels on vicinity roadway segments currently fall with the range from 
60 to 70 dBA CNEL, which is considered tentatively compatible noise levels for residential 
neighborhoods. According to the City General Plan, locating residential land uses in an area of 
tentatively compatible noise levels is permissible, though it requires a conditional use permit from 
the City. As further shown in Table 12-1, noise levels on vicinity roadway segments are also 
projected to fall within the range of 60 to 70 dBA CNEL as a result of developing the site under the 
current land use development potential as well as developing the site under the proposed land use 
development potential. General Plan Noise Element Policy N-4 requires noise-sensitive land uses 
proposed in areas where existing or projected future noise levels would be in excess of 65 CNEL 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. Policy N-11 requires 
developers of new residential uses that are placed in environments subject to existing or projected 
tentatively compatible noise levels to ensure that acceptable exterior and interior noise levels will 
be achieved. All future development on the project site would be required to adhere to the City’s 
General Plan. Therefore, site plan–specific noise evaluation would be required for future 
development of the project site.   

Since future development on the site will be responsible for ensuring that acceptable exterior and 
interior noise levels would be achieved, the project would not exposure of persons to or generate 
noise levels in excess of City noise standards. Impacts would be less than significant.  

b) Less Than Significant Impact. Project construction would have the potential to result in varying 
degrees of temporary groundborne vibration, depending on the specific construction equipment 
used and the operations involved. Vibration generated by construction equipment spreads through 



 

60 

the ground and diminishes in magnitude with increases in distance. This impact discussion uses the 
City General Plan vibration standard of 0.0787 peak particle velocity (inches per second). The 
nearest residential structure to the project site is located across Citrus Street to the north at 
approximately 75 feet. However, it is acknowledged that construction activities would occur 
throughout the project site and would not be concentrated at the point closest to the sensitive 
receptors. 

Table 12-2 displays vibration levels for typical construction equipment within 75 feet. 

TABLE 12-2 
TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT VIBRATION LEVELS 

Equipment Peak Particle Velocity  
at 25 Feet (inches/second) 

Peak Particle Velocity  
at 75 Feet (inches/second) 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.016 

Caisson Drilling 0.089 0.016 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.014 

Rock Breaker 0.059 0.011 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.006 

Small Bulldozer/Tractors 0.003 0.000 

Source: FTA 2006; Caltrans 2004 

Based on the vibration levels presented in Table 12-2, ground vibration generated by heavy-duty 
equipment would not be anticipated to exceed approximately 0.016 inches per second (PPV) at 75 
feet. Therefore, the use of construction equipment would most likely not result in a groundborne 
vibration velocity level above 0.0787 inches per second, and predicted vibration levels at the nearest 
off-site structures would not exceed recommended criteria. Additionally, this impact would be 
temporary and would cease completely when construction ends. Once the project is operational, 
the noise sources at the project site would not be a source of groundborne vibration. Impacts would 
be less than significant. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact. In addition to reviewing proposed development for compliance with 
specific noise thresholds (Issue a), this analysis accounts for the increases in noise levels over both 
existing noise conditions and the noise conditions estimated for the current allowable potential 
development. As previously described, a change in level of at least 3 dBA is required before any 
perceptible change in community response would be expected. An increase of more than 3 dBA 
would therefore be considered a substantial increase in noise and would represent a significant 
impact.  

As previously stated, the predominant noise source associated with future development on the 
project site would be traffic-generated noise. As shown in Table 12-1, all predicted increases in 
traffic noise levels associated with the project would be less than 3 dBA over both existing noise 
conditions and the noise conditions estimated for the current allowable potential development. 
Specifically, the development potential proposed by the change in land use density would increase 
traffic noise 0.4 dBA compared with the development potential currently allowed on the site. 
Furthermore, the development potential created by the project would increase traffic noise 2.9 dBA 
compared with existing conditions. Therefore, predicted traffic noise levels would not result in a 
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substantial increase in traffic noise levels along other primarily affected roadways. Impacts would 
be less than significant.  

d) Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, implementation projects would temporarily 
increase noise levels. Noise levels can be created by the operation of heavy-duty trucks, backhoes, 
dozers, excavators, scrapers, and other heavy-duty construction equipment. Table 12-3 lists the 
anticipated noise levels of construction equipment. The average noise levels presented in the table 
are based on the quantity, type, and acoustical use factor for each type of equipment that is 
anticipated to be used.  

TABLE 12-3 
MAXIMUM NOISE LEVELS GENERATED BY CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Type of Equipment Acoustical Use Factor1 

(percent) 
Maximum Noise (Lmax) at  

50 Feet (dBA) 

Blasting 1 94 

Crane 16 81 

Dozer 40 82 

Excavator 40 81 

Generator 50 81 

Grader 40 85 

Other Equipment (greater than 5 horsepower) 50 85 

Paver 50 77 

Roller 20 80 

Tractor 40 84 

Truck 40 75 

Truck 40 80 

Welder 40 73 

Source: FHWA 2006 
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. 

As previously stated, residential uses are located directly north of the project site across Citrus 
Street. City General Plan Noise Element Policy N-23 requires that proposed new development 
adjacent to developed noise-sensitive lands uses submit a construction-related noise mitigation 
plan to the City for review and approval prior to issuance of a grading permit. Therefore, a 
construction-related noise mitigation plan would be required for future development. It is also 
noted that temporary noise increases from construction are of short duration and temporary. 
Impacts would be less than significant.  

e, f) No Impact. The proposed project site is beyond the Chino Airport Influence Area (RCALUC 2008). 
Therefore, while aircraft flyovers will be heard, such noise will not significantly impact the proposed 
project from a noise standpoint. 

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 



 

62 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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13. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

DISCUSSION 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would amend the existing Medium Density 
Residential land use designation to High Density Residential, along with a Change of Zone. Thus, 
when developed, the project would allow an overall increase in the number of residential units. The 
existing Medium Density Residential designation would provide for up to 80 units, while the 
proposed High Density Residential designation would allow up to 224 units, an increase of 142 units, 
or 180 percent. The future construction of additional units would potentially induce population 
growth; however, the increase in units is not sufficient to be considered substantial. Therefore, 
impacts would be a less than significant.  

b, c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is partially developed and contains one residence and 
several outbuildings. Future development consistent with the proposed High Density Residential 
land use designation would provide sufficient replacement housing in the event the single home on 
the site were to be removed. No other displacement would occur. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant.  

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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14. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

i) Fire protection?     

ii) Police protection?     

iii) Schools?     

iv) Parks?     

v) Other public facilities?     

DISCUSSION 

i) Less Than Significant Impact. The Riverside County Fire Department provides fire protection and 
safety services to the City of Eastvale. The nearest fire station in the city is Eastvale Fire Station #27, 
located at 7067 Hamner Avenue, approximately 0.9 mile northeast of the project site. Any potential 
future development would be conditioned to comply with the requirements of the Riverside County 
Fire Department and for the payment of the City’s development impact fees pursuant to Eastvale 
Municipal Code Chapter 110.28. Since the proposed project is not expected to result in unusual 
circumstances that may generate high demand for fire protection services, payment of the City’s 
fees in conjunction with future development would fully mitigate any potential impact on Riverside 
County Fire Department facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.   

ii) Less Than Significant Impact. Police protection services are provided by the Eastvale Police 
Department, under contract from the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department. The nearest sheriff’s 
station is the Jurupa Valley Station, located at 7477 Mission Boulevard in Jurupa Valley, 
approximately 12 miles northeast of the project site. The Jurupa Valley Station comprises a total of 
80 deputy sheriffs, a number of which could respond to any calls for service in Eastvale (City of 
Eastvale 2012b). The proposed project is not expected to result in any unusual circumstances that 
may generate high demand for police protection services. In addition, any potential future 
development would be conditioned for the payment of the City’s development impact fees 
pursuant to Eastvale Municipal Code Chapter 110.28. Payment of the City’s fees would fully mitigate 
any potential impact on the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department facilities. Impacts would be less 
than significant.   
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iii) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is located in the Corona-Norco Unified 
School District (CNUSD). The district has established school impact mitigation fees to address the 
facility impacts created by residential, commercial, and industrial development. Future applicants 
for development of new residential uses will be required to pay developer impact fees in the 
amount of $4.17 per square foot of inhabitable space or the fee at the time of building permit 
issuance (CNUSD 2012). The district uses these fees to pay for facility expansion and upgrades 
needed to serve new students. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65996, payment of 
these fees is considered full mitigation for project impacts to the CNUSD. Impacts would be less 
than significant. 

iv) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is in the Jurupa Community Services District 
(JCSD), which has established development impact fees to fund park development as needed to 
respond to area growth. Payment of these fees would ensure that adequate parkland and 
recreational facilities are made available to the residents of the proposed project and to the city as 
a whole. Any future development would be conditioned to comply with the payment of 
development impact fees as required by the City and other agencies. Impacts would be less than 
significant.   

v) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project could result in an increase in the demand for 
other governmental services such as the economic development and other community support 
services commonly provided by the City. This impact would be fully mitigated through the payment 
of the appropriate City development impact fees. Impacts would be less than significant.   

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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15. RECREATION. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

DISCUSSION 

a, b) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is in the Jurupa Community Services District. 
Future residents resulting from development of the project site would likely use community 
recreation facilities. However, future development would be required to contribute development 
fees that the district uses to development and maintain community recreation facilities. It is not 
anticipated that substantial physical deterioration of facilities would occur or be accelerated by the 
construction of future development. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, 
taking into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel 
and relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

    

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) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial 
safety risks? 

    

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

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities? 

    

BACKGROUND 

A traffic impact analysis (TIA) was prepared for the proposed project by Urban Crossroads and is included 
as Appendix 4 to this document.  

Setting 

The project is located on the southeast corner of the intersection of Scholar Way and Citrus Street in 
Eastvale. The City of Eastvale adopted its General Plan in June 2012. The roadway classifications and 
planned (ultimate) roadway cross sections of the major roadways in the city are identified in the General 
Plan Circulation Element. For instance, Urban Arterial Highways are high-speed/high-capacity roads that 
provide access to regional transportation facilities. Urban Arterial Highways are primarily for through 
traffic where anticipated traffic volumes exceed four-lane capacities and access from other 
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streets/highways should be limited to approximately one-quarter-mile intervals. Schleisman Road and the 
Hamner Avenue segment north of Schleisman Road are the project area roadways that are classified as 
Urban Arterial Highways. These roadway segments are identified as having a 152-foot right-of-way and a 
110-foot curb-to-curb measurement, and include three lanes of travel in each direction and a 14-foot 
curbed and/or landscaped median. Major Highways are intended to serve property zoned for major 
industrial and commercial uses or to serve through traffic. Major Highways include two lanes of travel in 
each direction, divided by a 12-foot painted median (two-way left turn lane). Sumner Avenue and the 
segment of Hamner Avenue south of Schleisman Road are project roadways that are considered Major 
Highways. Scholar Way and Citrus Street are defined as Secondary Highways, which are intended to 
accommodate through traffic along longer routes between major traffic-generating areas or to serve 
property zoned for multiple residential, secondary industrial, or commercial uses.  

PROPOSED PROJECT CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS 

The project is anticipated to have access onto Citrus Street via Scholar Way and an additional access point 
to the east of Scholar Way. Regional access to the project site is via Interstate 15 at the Limonite Avenue 
and 6th Street interchanges. 

METHODOLOGY 

The scope of the TIA was approved by the City Public Works Department. Table 16-1 shows the roadway 
segments and Table 16-2 shows the intersections that were approved for study in the TIA. The TIA 
evaluated three scenarios:  

 Existing (2016)  

 General Plan Horizon Year without the Project (2040)  

 General Plan Horizon Year with the Project (2040)  

Traffic from the project buildout was estimated to generate a net total of 2,132 trip-ends per day on a 
typical weekday, with approximately 168 AM peak-hour trips and 224 PM peak-hour trips. However, the 
net increase in trips associated with the proposed project’s development potential as compared with 
existing development potential was evaluated for the purposes of the analysis (i.e., an additional 142 
single-family residential dwelling units). The net increase in potential dwelling units compared with the 
site’s existing General Plan designation is anticipated to generate an additional 1,370 trips per day, with 
an additional 108 AM peak-hour trips and 144 additional PM peak-hour trips. 

Some of the project vicinity roadways and intersections have already been identified in the Genera Plan 
as needing improvements in anticipation of projected growth in the city, which includes the development 
of the project site.  

Daily volume-to-capacity roadway analyses were evaluated for the following roadway segments, as shown 
in Table 16-1. 
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TABLE 16-1 
ROADWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS LOCATIONS 

ID Roadway Segment Location Jurisdiction Level of Service 

1 Schleisman Road, between Sumner Avenue and Scholar Way Eastvale A 

2 Sumner Avenue, between Schleisman Road and Citrus Street Eastvale A 

3 Scholar Way, between Schleisman Road and Citrus Street Eastvale A 

4 Hamner Avenue, between Schleisman Road and Citrus Street Eastvale/Norco B 

5 Citrus Street, between Sumner Avenue and Scholar Way Eastvale A 

6 Citrus Street, between Scholar Way and Hamner Avenue Eastvale D 
Source: Urban Crossroads 2016 

The six study area intersections listed in Table 16-2 were evaluated. 

TABLE 16-2 
EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 

ID Intersection Location Jurisdiction 
Level of Service 

AM Midday PM 

1 Sumner Avenue/Schleisman Road Eastvale E D D 

2 Sumner Avenue/Citrus Street Eastvale C C B 

3 Scholar Way/Schleisman Road Eastvale C C B 

4 Scholar Way/Citrus Street Eastvale D B C 

5 Hamner Avenue/Schleisman Road Eastvale B B B 

6 Hamner Avenue/Citrus Street Eastvale, Norco E D E 
Source: Urban Crossroads 2016 

Pursuant to Eastvale General Plan Policy C-10, the following level of service (LOS) standard will be utilized 
for study area intersections located within the city:  

Seek to maintain the following target levels of service: C along all City-maintained roads. A peak hour level 
of service of D may be allowed in commercial and employment areas, and at intersections of any 
combination of Major Highways, Urban Arterials, Secondary Highways, or freeway ramp intersections. 

For each of the off-site study area intersections in Eastvale, the intersecting roadways were found to be a 
Secondary Highway or higher in the City’s General Plan Circulation Element. As such, the minimum level 
of service applicable to the study area intersections is LOS D. Therefore, any intersection operating at 
LOS E or worse is considered deficient for the purposes of this analysis. 

Where the average daily volume (ADT) based roadway segment analysis indicates a deficiency 
(unacceptable level of service), a review of the more detailed peak hour intersection analysis was 
undertaken. The more detailed peak-hour intersection analysis explicitly accounts for factors that affect 
roadway capacity. While the traffic study recognizes that LOS C is the City’s target level of service for 
roadway segments, a review of the more detailed peak-hour intersection analysis is necessary to 
determine whether roadway widening along the segment is necessary. For the purposes of the analysis, 
if the peak-hour intersection operations on either side of the roadway segment are anticipated to operate 
at LOS D or better, then additional roadway segment widening is not recommended. Therefore, roadway 
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segment widening would be recommended if the peak-hour intersection analysis indicates the need for 
additional through lanes. Furthermore, it is likely that a roadway segment can have a volume-to-capacity 
ratio of up to 1.10 if the adjacent intersections are anticipated to operate at an acceptable level of service, 
without the need for additional widening. 

DISCUSSION 

a, b) Less Than Significant Impact. Every county in California is required to develop a Congestion 
Management Program (CMP) that examines the links between land use, transportation, and air 
quality. The CMP in effect in Riverside County was approved by the Riverside County Transportation 
Commission in 2011. All freeways and selected arterial roadways, such as Citrus Street, are designated 
elements of the CMP system of highways and roadways. The minimum level of service applicable to 
project vicinity roadways is LOS C, although a peak-hour LOS D may be allowed in commercial and 
employment areas and at intersections of any combination of Major Highways, Urban Arterials, 
Secondary Highways, or freeway ramp intersections. Table 16-1 shows that the portion of Citrus Street 
between Scholar Way and Hamner Avenue currently operates at LOS D. All other roadway segments 
operate acceptably. The minimum level of service applicable to project vicinity intersections is LOS D. 
Table 16-2 shows that the Sumner Avenue/Schleisman Road intersection and the Hamner 
Avenue/Citrus Street intersection currently operate at unacceptable levels of service at certain times 
of the day. The improvements required to address the level of service at these transportation facilities 
are identified in the Eastvale General Plan. As shown in more detail below (see Tables 16-5 and 16-6), 
the specific facility improvements needs associated with the proposed project are all within the 
envelope of the improvements identified in the General Plan. In other words, the cumulative 
improvement needs identified for the purposes of the traffic analysis are consistent with or less than 
those assumed in the City’s General Plan. 

The General Plan Horizon Year (2040) roadway and intersection analysis results are shown in Table 
16-3 and Table 16-4, respectively. The analysis shows that no additional project vicinity facilities are 
anticipated to experience unacceptable level of service with the addition of project traffic, in addition 
to those previously identified under Horizon Year without Project conditions. Additionally, the analysis 
shows that there are no additional project vicinity intersections anticipated to experience 
unacceptable level of service (LOS E or worse) with the addition of project traffic during one or more 
peak hours, in addition to those previously identified under Horizon Year without Project conditions. 
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TABLE 16-3 
ROADWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS FOR HORIZON YEAR (2040) CONDITIONS 

# Roadway  Segment Limits LOS 
Capacity1 

2040 
without 
Project 

V/C LOS 
2040 
with 

Project 
V/C LOS Acceptable 

LOS 

1 Schleisman 
Road 

Sumner Avenue 
to Scholar Way 18,000 51,981 2.89 F 52,119 2.90 F C 

2 Sumner 
Avenue 

Schleisman Road 
to Citrus Street 35,900 15,178 0.42 A 15,328 0.43 A C 

3 Scholar 
Way 

Schleisman Road 
to Citrus Street 35,900 8,777 0.24 A 9,135 0.25 A C 

4 Hamner 
Avenue 

Schleisman Road 
to Citrus Street 35,900 30,292 0.84 D 30,690 0.85 D C 

5 Citrus 
Street 

Sumner Avenue 
to Scholar Way 35,900 17,961 0.51 A 18,289 0.51 A C 

6 Citrus 
Street 

Scholar Way to 
Hamner Avenue 18,000 20,205 1.14 F 20,479 1.14 F C 

Source: Urban Crossroads 2016 
Notes: BOLD = LOS or V/C does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS) 
LOS = level of service; V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio 
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TABLE 16-4 
INTERSECTION ANALYSIS FOR HORIZON YEAR (2040) CONDITIONS 

# 
Intersection 
Location 

2040 without Project 2040 with Project 

Delay (seconds) LOS Delay (seconds) LOS 

AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM AM MD PM 

1 
Sumner Avenue/ 
Schleisman Road >200 >200 >200 F F F >200 >200 >200 F F F 

2 
Sumner Avenue/ 
Citrus Street 35.3 134.2 44.3 D F D 35.9 137.3 45.8 D F D 

3 
Scholar Way/ 
Schleisman Road >200 >200 >200 F F F >200 >200 >200 F F F 

4 
Scholar Way/ 
Citrus Street 109.2 84.7 48.4 F F D 111.7 90.9 54.3 F F D 

5 
Hamner Avenue/ 
Schleisman Road >200 >200 >200 F F F >200 >200 >200 F F F 

6 
Hamner Avenue/ 
Citrus Street 64.6 >200 >200 E F F 67.6 >200 >200 E F F 

Source: Urban Crossroads 2016 
Notes: BOLD = LOS and delay does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS) 
LOS = level of service 
 

As shown in Table 16-3 and Table 16-4, no additional project vicinity roadway facilities are anticipated 
to experience unacceptable level of service with the addition of project traffic, in addition to those 
previously identified under Horizon Year without Project conditions. Additionally, the analysis shows 
that there are no additional project vicinity intersections anticipated to experience unacceptable level 
of service (LOS E or worse) with the addition of project traffic during one or more peak hours, in 
addition to those previously identified under Horizon Year without Project conditions. 

As previously stated, the improvements required to address the level of service at project vicinity 
transportation facilities was identified in the City General Plan. The effectiveness of the General Plan 
improvement strategies has been identified by Urban Crossroads (2016), which determined that the 
project intersections listed in Table 16-4 would operate at an acceptable level of service with the 
improvements. Specifically, all project intersections would operate at LOS D or better.  

Tables 16-5 and 16-6 show the specific facility improvements required to address the level of service 
at project vicinity transportation facilities as identified in the City General Plan. As shown, the specific 
facility improvements needs associated with the proposed project are all within the envelope of the 
improvements identified in the General Plan. 
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TABLE 16-5 
SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS  

# Intersection 
Location Jurisdiction 

Recommended Improvements 

Existing 2040 Without Project 2040 With Project 

1 Sumner Ave/ 
Schleisman Rd Eastvale 

• EB left turn lane  
• WB left turn lane   
 
• Implement protected left 

turn phasing on the 
eastbound and westbound 
approaches 

• Same  
• Same   
 
• Same 
 
• Second NB left turn lane  
• Second NB through lane   
• NB right turn lane 
• Second SB left turn lane 
• Second SB through lane     
• Second and third EB through 

lanes 
• Second WB left turn lane 
• Second and third WB through 

lanes 
• Modify the traffic signal to 

implement overlap phasing 
on the NB right turn lane  

• Same  
• Same   

 
• Same 

 
• Same  
• Same   
• Same 
• Same  
• Same   
• Same 
• Same 
• Same   
• Same 

2 
Sumner Ave/ 
Citrus St 

• Eastvale • None • WB right turn lane 
• Modify the traffic signal to 

implement overlap phasing 
on the WB right turn lane 

• Same   
• Same 

3 Scholar Way/ 
Schleisman Rd Eastvale 

• None • Second NB left turn lane  
• Second SB left turn lane   
• SB right turn lane 
• Second EB left turn lane 
• Third EB through lane     
• Second WB left turn lane 
• Third WB through lane 
• Modify the traffic signal to 

implement overlap phasing 
on the SB right turn lane 

• Same  
• Same   
• Same 
• Same  
• Same   
• Same 
• Same 

 
• Same 

4 Scholar Way/ 
Citrus St 

Eastvale • None • Second EB through lane 
• Second WB through lane   

• Same  
• Same   

5 Hamner Ave/ 
Schleisman Rd Eastvale 

• None • Second NB left turn lane  
• NB right turn lane   
• Two SB left turn lanes 
• SB right turn lane 
• Three EB through lanes     
• Two WB left turn lanes 
• Three WB right turn lanes 
• Modify the traffic signal to 

implement overlap phasing 
on the NB, SB, EB, and WB 
right turn lanes  

• Same  
• Same   
• Same 
• Same  
• Same   
• Same 
• Same 
• Same 

6 
Hamner Ave/ 
Citrus St 

Eastvale, 
Norco 

• Second NB left turn lane • Same 
• Second EB left turn lane 
• Implement protected left turn 

phasing on the eastbound 
and westbound approaches 

• Same  
• Same   

 
 

• Same 
Source: Urban Crossroads 2016 
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TABLE 16-6 
SUMMARY OF ROADWAY SEGMENT IMPROVEMENTS 

# Roadway  Segment Limits Jurisdiction 

Existing 
(2016) 

2040 
without 
Project 

LOS 

2040 
with 

Project 
LOS LOS 

1 Schleisman Road Sumner Avenue to 
Scholar Way Eastvale A E E 

2 Sumner Avenue Schleisman Road to 
Citrus Street Eastvale A A A 

3 Scholar Way Schleisman Road to 
Citrus Street Eastvale A A A 

4 Hamner Avenue Schleisman Road to 
Citrus Street Eastvale B D D 

5 Citrus Street Sumner Avenue to 
Scholar Way Eastvale A A A 

6 Citrus Street Scholar Way 
Hamner Avenue Eastvale D A A 

Source: Urban Crossroads 2016 
Notes: BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS). Acceptable LOS for roadway 
segments is LOS C. 

The City has a program in place designed to implement intersection improvements. Future 
development on the project site would be required to pay its proportionate share of improvement 
costs prior to issuance of a building permit. Impacts would be less than significant.  

c) No Impact. The project site is beyond the Chino Airport Influence Area (RCALUC 2008). Furthermore, 
future development of the project site would not be expected to include the construction of any tall 
structures or lighting that could interfere with existing air traffic patterns. Building height is limited 
by the Eastvale Zoning Code to 50 feet, or up to 75 feet with the granting of an exception. These 
heights would not interfere with existing air traffic patterns. Furthermore, the project would not 
result in substantial population growth that could significantly increase demand for air 
transportation. Therefore, the project would have no impact on existing air traffic patterns. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. Citrus Street is straight and flat, which are characteristics conducive to 
good sight distance conditions. The project driveways and improvements (i.e., signage, buildings, and 
landscaping) would be designed in accordance with City standards so that adequate sight distance 
for drivers entering and exiting the site is maintained. Therefore, project implementation would not 
create or increase any hazards related to traffic. Impacts would be less than significant. 

e) Less Than Significant Impact. Prior to any development on-site, the proposed site plan and roadway 
designs are required to be reviewed by City engineering and planning staff in order to ensure the 
designs meet all applicable City standards, including the minimum turnaround area for emergency 
vehicles. In addition, both neighborhoods on-site would be afforded two points of access for 
emergency vehicles. Therefore impacts would be less than significant. 
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f) Less Than Significant Impact. The Riverside Transit Agency provides bus service in the project 
vicinity, including fixed bus routes with regular stops on Citrus Street, with one at the corner of 
Scholar Way and Citrus Street, and another at the corner of Northview Street and Citrus Street. 
Sidewalks are present along the site’s Citrus Street frontage. Future development on the project site 
would promote the use of public transit and pedestrian facilities to access the site in accordance with 
City policy. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

STANDARD CONDITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS 

None required.  

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required.  
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17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

    

b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new 
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 

    

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

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 
waste disposal needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste?     

DISCUSSION 

a, e) Less Than Significant Impact. Wastewater disposal is regulated under the federal Clean Water Act 
and the state Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. The Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) regulates wastewater discharges in Eastvale, including the project site, and 
implements the Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Act by administering the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), issuing water discharge permits, and establishing best 
management practices (BMPs). Future development of the project site would not affect the 
wastewater flows that would be collected and treated at the wastewater treatment plant that serves 
Eastvale (Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority plant). Impacts would be less 
than significant. 
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b, d) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be served by the Jurupa Community 
Services District with existing water facilities pursuant to the arrangement of financial agreements. 
Riverside County Department of Environmental Health requires development projects to obtain a 
will-serve letter from the JCSD. The proposed project would not require or result in the construction 
of new water treatment facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, the impacts would 
be less than significant. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed High Density Residential land use designation and 
General Residential zone are not anticipated to require the construction of new stormwater drainage 
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. 
Future development plans would be required to conform to the current stormwater requirements 
including mirror predevelopment conditions for stormwater runoff volume and rate, use low impact 
design measures, and treat water quality prior to stormwater release. As a result, future 
development would not increase stormwater volumes. Thus, the impacts would be less than 
significant.  

f, g) Less Than Significant Impact. The main disposal sites for the project site are the El Sobrante Landfill 
in Corona and the Lamb Canyon Sanitary Landfill in Riverside. The El Sobrante Landfill has a capacity 
of 16,054 tons of solid waste per day and, as of April 2009, had 145,530,000 tons of capacity available 
(CalRecycle 2014a). The facility is projected to reach capacity in 2045. The Lamb Canyon Sanitary 
Landfill has a capacity of 3,000 tons of solid waste per day and, as of January 2009, had 18,955,000 
cubic yards (roughly 5,117,850 tons) of capacity available (CalRecycle 2014b). Therefore, existing 
facilities are sufficient to serve future development in the region, including the project site. The 
proposed project would not require nor result in the construction of new landfill facilities, including 
the expansion of existing facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Furthermore, any potential development resulting from the General Plan Amendment and Change 
of Zone would be consistent with the County Integrated Waste Management Plan and would be 
required to comply with the recommendations of the Riverside County Waste Management 
Department. Additionally, future development would be required to comply with all federal, state, 
and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste and would also require project-level CEQA 
review to determine impacts to these services. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

STANDARD CONDITIONS & REQUIREMENTS 

None required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Would the proposed project: 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Have the potential to 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 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

b) Have impacts that 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, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects 
of probable future projects.) 

    

c) Have environmental effects, which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

    

The following are mandatory findings of significance in accordance with Section 15065 of the CEQA 
Guidelines.  

DISCUSSION 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed previously, the proposed project would not result in any 
significant impacts. Implementation of the proposed project would not degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant of animal, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. The proposed project, a 
General Plan Amendment to amend the land use designation from Medium Density Residential to 
High Density Residential and a Change of Zone from Heavy Agriculture to General Residential to be 
in compliance with General Plan Amendment No. 918, would not in and of itself have the potential 
for any significant impacts. All aforementioned environmental impacts that would result from the 
city’s anticipated growth and development have been addressed either by policies in the Eastvale 
General Plan or by the mitigation measures in the EIR for the Eastvale General Plan. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not result in impacts that are individually 
limited but cumulatively considerable. All cumulative environmental impacts that could result from 
the city’s anticipated growth and development were addressed in the EIR for the Eastvale General 
Plan. Although the General Plan Amendment and the Change of Zone would result in an increase in 
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density and the resulting number of residential units, the project would not introduce new impacts 
that were not previously addressed in the EIR for the Eastvale General Plan. Mitigation integrated 
into the various elements of the General Plan in the form of goals, policies, and implementation 
measures would reduce all cumulatively significant impacts to a level of less than significant. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the analysis herein, the proposed project does not have the 
potential to significantly adversely affect humans, either directly or indirectly. The project would 
ultimately allow for an increase in residential density at a specific site. The land use would be 
compatible with other neighboring uses including parks and residential. In addition, through specific 
development review, the City of Eastvale will ensure that measures imposed to protect human 
beings are implemented. 
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1  INTRODUCTION 

This  report  presents  the  results  of  the  traffic  assessment  for  the  proposed  Van  Leeuwen 
General Plan Amendment (GPA) (“Project”) located at the southeast corner of Scholar Way and 
Citrus  Street  in  the  City  of  Eastvale  as  shown  on  Exhibit  1‐1.    The  purpose  of  this  traffic 
assessment is to evaluate the potential circulation system deficiencies that may result from the 
development of the proposed Project, and to recommend improvements to achieve acceptable 
circulation system operational conditions. 

1.1  PROJECT OVERVIEW 

It is our understanding that the Project is currently designated as Medium Density (allowing up 
to 5 dwelling units per acre or 80 dwelling units) and  is proposing to amend the General Plan 
Land Use to High Density (allowing up to 14 dwelling units per acre or 224 dwelling units). As 
such,  the proposed GPA  is proposing  to  increase  the density by 144  additional  single  family 
residential dwelling units. 

The Project  is anticipated to have access onto Citrus Street via Scholar Way and an additional 
access point to the east of Scholar Way.  Regional access to the Project site is provided via the I‐
15 Freeway at Limonite Avenue and 6th Street interchanges.  For the purposes of this analysis, 
only  long‐range  (Horizon Year 2040)  traffic conditions have been evaluated  to determine  the 
potential impacts to near‐by intersections with the proposed increase in density. 

Trips  generated  by  the  Project’s  proposed  land  uses  have  been  estimated  based  on  trip 
generation  rates  collected by  the  Institute of  Transportation  Engineers  (ITE)  Trip Generation 
(20additional 1,370 trips per day with an additional 108 AM peak hour trips and 144 additional 
PM peak hour  trips,  in addition  to  those associated with  the currently adopted General Plan 
land use  (80  single  family  residential dwelling units).   The assumptions and methods used  to 
estimate the Project’s trip generation characteristics are discussed  in greater detail  in Section 
4.1 Project Trip Generation of this report. 

1.2  ANALYSIS SCENARIOS 

For  the  purposes  of  this  traffic  study,  potential  impacts  to  traffic  and  circulation  have  been 
assessed for each of the following conditions: 

 Existing (2016) (1 scenario) 

 Horizon Year (2040), Without and With Project (2 scenarios) 
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1.2.1 EXISTING (2016) CONDITIONS 

Information for Existing (2016) conditions is disclosed to represent the baseline traffic 
conditions as they existed at the time this report was prepared. 

1.2.2 HORIZON YEAR (2040) CONDITIONS 

Traffic projections for Horizon Year With Project conditions were derived from the Riverside 
County Transportation Analysis Model (RivTAM) using accepted procedures for model forecast 
refinement and smoothing.  The Horizon Year conditions analysis determines the long-range 
cumulative circulation system deficiencies. 

The traffic forecasts reflect the area-wide growth anticipated between Existing (2016) 
conditions and Horizon Year conditions.  In most instances the traffic model zone structure is 
not designed to provide accurate turning movements along arterial roadways unless 
refinement and reasonableness checking is performed.  Therefore, the Horizon Year peak hour 
forecasts were refined using the model derived long-range forecasts, base (validation) year 
model forecasts, along with existing peak hour traffic count data collected at each analysis 
location in October 2016.  Future estimated peak hour traffic data was used for new 
intersections and intersections with an anticipated change in travel patterns to further refine 
the Horizon Year peak hour forecasts.  Additional growth has been included to increase the 
2035 RivTAM forecasts to reflect 2040 traffic conditions.  The average annual population, 
employment and household growth anticipated for the City of Eastvale between 2012 and 2040 
was obtained from the 2016 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) / Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  (2)  Lastly, the traffic 
forecasts for Horizon Year traffic conditions were reviewed to ensure a minimum growth over 
Existing conditions as a part of the refinement process.  The minimum growth includes any 
additional growth between Existing and Horizon Year traffic conditions that is not accounted for 
by the traffic generated by cumulative development projects and ambient growth rates. 

The peak hour intersection operations for Horizon Year (2040) Without and With Project traffic 
conditions were compared to determine if the proposed increase in density would result in 
additional impacts/improvement needs from those required based on the currently adopted 
General Plan land use. 

1.3 STUDY AREA 

To ensure that this TIA satisfies the City of Eastvale’s traffic study requirements, Urban 
Crossroads, Inc. has coordinated with City staff prior to the preparation of this assessment. 

1.3.1 INTERSECTIONS 

The following 6 study area intersections and 6 roadway segments shown on Exhibit 1-2 and 
listed in Table 1-1 were selected for this assessment based on consultation with City of Eastvale 
staff. 
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TABLE 1‐1: INTERSECTION ANALYSIS LOCATIONS 

ID  Intersection Location  Jurisdiction 

1  Sumner Avenue / Schleisman Road  Eastvale 

2  Sumner Avenue / Citrus Street  Eastvale 

3  Scholar Way / Schleisman Road  Eastvale 

4  Scholar Way / Citrus Street  Eastvale 

5  Hamner Avenue / Schleisman Road  Eastvale 

6  Hamner Avenue / Citrus Street  Eastvale, Norco 

1.3.2 ROADWAY SEGMENTS 

Pursuant  to  the direction of City  staff, daily volume‐to‐capacity  roadway analyses have been 
evaluated for the following roadway segments as shown on Table 1‐2: 

TABLE 1‐2: ROADWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS LOCATIONS 

ID  Roadway Segment Location  Jurisdiction 

1  Schleisman Road, between Sumner Avenue and Scholar Way  Eastvale 
2  Sumner Avenue, between Schleisman Road and Citrus Street  Eastvale 
3  Scholar Way, between Schleisman Road and Citrus Street  Eastvale 
4  Hamner Avenue, between Schleisman Road and Citrus Street  Eastvale, Norco 
5  Citrus Street, between Sumner Avenue and Scholar Way  Eastvale 
6  Citrus Street, between Scholar Way and Hamner Avenue  Eastvale 

1.4  CIRCULATION SYSTEM DEFICIENCIES AND RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

1.4.1  RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS TO ADDRESS DEFICIENCIES AT INTERSECTIONS 

As shown on Table 1‐3 the cumulative improvement needs identified on Table 5‐3 for Horizon 
Year  traffic  conditions  are  all within  the  envelope of  the General Plan.    In other words,  the 
cumulative  improvement needs  identified  for the purposes of this traffic study are consistent 
with or less than the geometrics assumed in the City’s General Plan. 

The  improvement needs for Horizon Year (2040) With Project traffic conditions are consistent 
with  those  necessary  to  achieve  acceptable  peak  hour  operations  for  Horizon  Year  (2040) 
Without Project traffic conditions. 
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Table 1‐3

Existing (2016) 2040 Without Project 2040 With Project

1 Sumner Av. / Schleisman Rd. Eastvale ‐ EB left turn lane ‐ Same ‐ Same
‐ WB left turn lane ‐ Same ‐ Same

‐ Implement protected 
left turn phasing on the 
eastbound and 
westbound approaches

‐ Same ‐ Same

‐ 2nd NB left turn lane ‐ Same
‐ 2nd NB through lane ‐ Same
‐ NB right turn lane ‐ Same
‐ 2nd SB left turn lane ‐ Same
‐ 2nd SB through lane ‐ Same
‐ 2nd and 3rd EB through lanes ‐ Same
‐ 2nd WB left turn lane ‐ Same
‐ 2nd and 3rd WB through lanes ‐ Same
‐ Modify the traffic signal to 
implement overlap phasing on the 
NB right turn lane

‐ Same

2 Sumner Av. / Citrus St. Eastvale ‐ None ‐ WB right turn lane ‐ Same
‐ Modify the traffic signal to 
implement overlap phasing on the 
WB right turn lane

‐ Same

3 Scholar Wy. / Schleisman Rd. Eastvale ‐ None ‐ 2nd NB left turn lane ‐ Same

‐ 2nd SB left turn lane ‐ Same

‐ SB right turn lane ‐ Same

‐ 2nd EB left turn lane ‐ Same

‐ 3rd EB through lane ‐ Same

‐ 2nd WB left turn lane ‐ Same

‐ 3rd WB through lane ‐ Same

‐ Modify the traffic signal to 
implement overlap phasing on the 
SB right turn lane

‐ Same

4 Scholar Wy. / Citrus St. Eastvale ‐ None ‐ 2nd EB through lane ‐ Same

‐ 2nd WB through lane ‐ Same

5 Hamner Av. / Schleisman Rd. Eastvale ‐ None ‐ 2nd NB left turn lane ‐ Same

‐ NB right turn lane ‐ Same

‐ 2 SB left turn lanes ‐ Same

‐ SB right turn lane ‐ Same

‐ 3 EB through lanes ‐ Same

‐ 2 WB left turn lanes ‐ Same

‐ 3 WB through lanes ‐ Same

‐ 1 WB right turn lane ‐ Same

‐ Modify the traffic signal to 
implement overlap phasing on the 
NB, SB, EB, and WB right turn lanes

‐ Same

6 Hamner Av. / Citrus St. Eastvale, Norco ‐ 2nd NB left turn lane ‐ Same ‐ Same

‐ 2nd EB left turn lane ‐ Same

‐ Implement protected left turn 
phasing on the eastbound and 
westbound approaches

‐ Same

1 All recommended improvements are consistent with the General Plan designations of the respective jurisdictions in which they are located.

Summary of Intersection Improvements

# Intersection Location Jurisdiction

Recommended Improvements1
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1.4.2  RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS TO ADDRESS DEFICIENCIES ON ROADWAY SEGMENTS 

Deficiencies on study area roadway segments are  identified and described  in detail  in Section 
3.0 Existing Conditions and Section 5.0 Horizon Year (2040) Traffic Analysis of this report.  The 
recommended roadway improvements shown on Table 1‐4 are consistent with the summary of 
improvements  needed  to  address  study  area  intersection  operational  deficiencies  for  each 
analysis scenario shown previously on Table 1‐3. 

 The  segment of Schleisman Road between Sumner Avenue and Scholar Way  is anticipated  to 
continue to have unacceptable LOS (LOS E) for both Without and With Project traffic conditions, 
but since the intersections on either side of this deficient roadway segment (Sumner Avenue at 
Schleisman Road and Scholar Way at Schleisman Road) are anticipated to operate at acceptable 
LOS with  the  improvements  shown on  Table 1‐3,  additional  roadway widening has not been 
recommended.  

 Similarly,  the  segment  of  Hamner  Avenue  between  Schleisman  Road  and  Citrus  Street  is 
anticipated  to operate at unacceptable LOS  (LOS D)  for both Without and With Project  traffic 
conditions, but since the intersections on either side of this deficient roadway segment (Hamner 
Avenue at Schleisman Road and Hamner Avenue at Citrus Street) are anticipated to operate at 
an acceptable LOS with the improvements shown on Table 1‐3, additional roadway widening has 
not been recommended. 

 The  segment  of  Citrus  Street  between  Sumner  Avenue  and  Scholar  Way  is  anticipated  to 
operate at acceptable LOS with the ultimate widening of Schleisman Road as a Secondary (e.g., 
LOS A).   
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Table 1‐4

Roadway

Section

1 Schleisman Road Eastvale 2D A 6D E E

2 Sumner Avenue Eastvale 4D A 4D A A

3 Scholar Way Schleisman Road to Citrus Street Eastvale 4D A 4D A A

4 Hamner Avenue Schleisman Road to Citrus Street Eastvale 4D B 4D D D

5 Sumner Avenue to Scholar Way Eastvale 4D A 4D A A

6 Scholar Way to Hamner Avenue Eastvale 2U D 4D A A
BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).  Acceptable LOS for roadway segments is LOS C.
1 Recommended improvements are consistent with the intersection improvements and are based on the City's General Plan classification for each roadway.

Segment LimitsRoadway#

Existing (2016)

LOS

Summary of Roadway Segment Improvements

Sumner Avenue to Scholar Way

Schleisman Road to Citrus Street

Citrus Street

Jurisdiction

Recommended 

Roadway 

Section1

2040 

Without 

Project LOS

2040 With 

Project LOS
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2 METHODOLOGIES 

This section of the report presents the methodologies used to perform the traffic analyses 
summarized in this report.  The methodologies described are generally consistent with City of 
Eastvale traffic study guidelines.  

2.1 LEVEL OF SERVICE 

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. 

2.2 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. (3)  The HCM uses 
different procedures depending on the type of intersection control.  

2.2.1 SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

City of Eastvale 

The City of Eastvale requires signalized intersection operations analysis based on the 
methodology described in the HCM 2010. (3)  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 2-1. 

TABLE 2-1: SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LOS THRESHOLDS 

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 
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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 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 2010  

Study area intersections have been analyzed using the software package Vistro (Version 2.0 
2014).  The LOS analysis for signalized intersections has been performed using optimized signal 
timing for existing traffic conditions.  Signal timing optimization has considered pedestrian safety 
and signal coordination requirements.  Appropriate time for pedestrian crossings has also been 
considered in the signalized intersection analysis.  Signal timing for study area intersections have 
been requested and utilized.  Where signal timing was unavailable, the local accepted standards 
were utilized in lieu of actual signal timing. 

The peak hour traffic volumes have been adjusted using a peak hour factor (PHF) to reflect peak 15 
minute volumes.  Common practice for LOS analysis is to use a peak 15-minute rate of flow.  
However, flow rates are typically expressed in vehicles per hour.  The PHF is the relationship 
between the peak 15-minute flow rate and the full hourly volume (e.g. PHF = [Hourly Volume] / 
[4 x Peak 15-minute Flow Rate]).  The use of a 15-minute PHF produces a more detailed analysis 
as compared to analyzing vehicles per hour.  Existing PHFs have been used for all analysis 
scenarios, with the exception of Horizon Year traffic conditions for intersections along 
Schleisman Road only.  Per Chapter 4 of the HCM 2010, PHF values over 0.95 often are 
indicative of high traffic volumes with capacity constraints on peak hour flows while lower PHF 
values are indicative of greater variability of flow during the peak hour. (3)  In an effort to 
conduct a conservative analysis, a PHF of 0.92 has been utilized for Horizon Year traffic 
conditions, for intersections along Schleisman Road, unless the PHF is higher for Existing 
conditions. 

The traffic modeling and signal timing optimization software package Synchro (Version 9) has 
been utilized to analyze signalized intersections.  Synchro is a macroscopic traffic software 
program that is based on the signalized intersection capacity analysis as specified in the HCM.  
Macroscopic level models represent traffic in terms of aggregate measures for each movement 
at the study intersections.  Equations are used to determine measures of effectiveness such as 
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delay and queue length. The level of service and capacity analysis performed by Synchro takes 
into consideration optimization and coordination of signalized intersections within a network.   

2.2.2 UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

The City of Eastvale requires the operations of unsignalized intersections be evaluated using the 
methodology described in the HCM 2010.  (3)  The LOS rating is based on the weighted average 
control delay expressed in seconds per vehicle (see Table 2-2).   

TABLE 2-2: UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LOS THRESHOLDS 

Description Average Control Delay 
Per Vehicle (Seconds) 

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 15.00 B F 

Average traffic delays. 15.01 to 25.00 C F 

Long traffic delays. 25.01 to 35.00 D F 

Very long traffic delays. 35.01 to 50.00 E F 
Extreme traffic delays with 
intersection capacity exceeded. > 50.00 F F 

Source:  HCM 2010 

At two-way or side-street stop-controlled intersections, LOS is calculated for each controlled 
movement and for the left turn movement from the major street, as well as for the intersection 
as a whole.  For approaches composed of a single lane, the delay is computed as the average of 
all movements in that lane.  For all-way stop controlled intersections, LOS is computed for the 
intersection as a whole. 

2.3 ROADWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Roadway segment operations have been evaluated using the daily roadway segment capacities 
for each type of roadway as summarized in Table 2-3. 

TABLE 2-3: ROADWAY SEGMENT CAPACITIES 

Roadway Classification Number of Lanes Maximum 2-Way Traffic (ADT)1 

Local Road 2 Varies 

Secondary Collector 2 13,000 

Major Collector 2 18,000 

Arterial 4 35,900 

Urban Arterial 4 35,900 

Urban Arterial 6 53,900 
1 Based on LOS E maximum two-way traffic volume (ADT) thresholds from the City of Eastvale General Plan (Table C-1) for an Urban Arterial. 
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These roadway capacities are “rule of thumb” estimates for planning purposes and are affected 
by such factors as intersections (spacing, configuration and control features), degree of access 
control, roadway grades, design geometrics (horizontal and vertical alignment standards), sight 
distance, vehicle mix (truck and bus traffic) and pedestrian bicycle traffic.  As such, where the 
average daily volume (ADT) based roadway segment analysis indicates a deficiency 
(unacceptable LOS), a review of the more detailed peak hour intersection analysis and 
progression analysis are undertaken.  The more detailed peak hour intersection analysis 
explicitly accounts for factors that affect roadway capacity.  Therefore, for the purposes of this 
analysis, roadway segment widening is typically only recommended if the peak hour 
intersection analysis indicates the need for additional through lanes. 

2.4 MINIMUM LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 

Per Policy C-10 of the City of Eastvale General Plan, the following LOS will be utilized for study 
area intersections located within the City:  Seek to maintain the following target levels of 
service: C along all City-maintained roads.  A peak hour level of service of D may be allowed in 
commercial and employment areas, and at intersections of any combination of Major 
Highways, Urban Arterials, Secondary Highways, or freeway ramp intersections. 

For each of the off-site study area intersections within the City of Eastvale the intersecting 
roadways were found to be Secondary Highway or higher on the City’s General Plan Circulation 
Element.  As such, the minimum level of service applicable to the study area intersections is LOS 
D.  Therefore, any intersection operating at LOS E or worse will be considered deficient for the 
purposes of this analysis. 

Where the average daily volume (ADT) based roadway segment analysis indicates a deficiency 
(unacceptable LOS), a review of the more detailed peak hour intersection analysis is 
undertaken.  The more detailed peak hour intersection analysis explicitly accounts for factors 
that affect roadway capacity.  While this traffic study recognizes LOS C is the City’s target LOS 
for roadway segments, a review of the more detailed peak hour intersection analysis is 
necessary to determine whether roadway widening along the segment is necessary.  For the 
purposes of this analysis, if the peak hour intersection operations on either side of the roadway 
segment are anticipated to operate at LOS D or better, then additional roadway segment 
widening is not recommended.  Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, roadway segment 
widening is typically only recommended if the peak hour intersection analysis indicates the 
need for additional through lanes.  Furthermore, it is likely that a roadway segment can have a 
volume-to-capacity ratio of up to 1.10 if the adjacent intersections are anticipated to operate at 
acceptable LOS, without the need for additional widening. 

2.5 DEFICIENCY CRITERIA 

This section outlines the methodology used in this analysis related to identifying circulation 
system deficiencies.   
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2.5.1 INTERSECTIONS 

To determine whether the addition of project traffic at a study intersection would result in a 
deficiency, the following will be utilized: 

• When the pre-Project condition is at or better than LOS D (i.e., acceptable LOS), and project-
generated traffic causes deterioration below LOS D (i.e., unacceptable LOS), a deficiency is 
deemed to occur. 

2.5.2 ROADWAY SEGMENT 

For the purposes of this analysis, roadway segment widening has only been recommended 
where widening is necessary for acceptable peak hour intersection operations.  In other words, 
if a roadway segment is operating at unacceptable LOS, but the intersections on either end of 
the roadway segment is anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS without the addition of 
through lanes then additional widening along the roadway segment has not been 
recommended. 
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3 AREA CONDITIONS 

This section provides a summary of the existing circulation network, the City of Eastvale 
General Plan Circulation Network, and a review of existing peak hour intersection operations 
and roadway segment capacities. 

3.1 EXISTING CIRCULATION NETWORK 

The study area includes a total of 6 existing and future intersections as shown previously on 
Exhibit 1-2.  Exhibit 3-1 illustrates the study area intersections located near the proposed 
Project and identifies the number of through traffic lanes for existing roadways and intersection 
traffic controls. 

3.2 CITY OF EASTVALE GENERAL PLAN CIRCULATION ELEMENT 

As previously noted, the Project site is located within the City of Eastvale.  Exhibit 3-2 shows the 
City of Eastvale General Plan Circulation Element, and Exhibit 3-3 illustrates the City of Eastvale 
General Plan roadway cross-sections.  The City of Eastvale adopted their General Plan in June 
2012.  The roadway classifications and planned (ultimate) roadway cross-sections of the major 
roadways within the City of Eastvale as identified on their respective General Plan Circulation 
Elements are described subsequently. 

Urban Arterial Highways are high-speed/high-capacity roads that provide access to regional 
transportation facilities.  Urban Arterial Highways are primarily for through traffic where 
anticipated traffic volumes exceed four-lane capacities and access from other streets/highways 
should be limited to approximately one-quarter mile intervals.  The study area roadways that 
are classified as Urban Arterial Highways are identified as having a 152-foot right-of-way and 
110-foot curb-to-curb measurement.  Urban Arterials Highways include three lanes of travel in 
each direction and a 14-foot curbed and/or landscaped median.  The following study area 
roadways within the City of Eastvale are classified as Urban Arterial Highways: 

• Schleisman Road 

• Hamner Avenue, north of Schleisman Road 

Major Highways are intended to serve property zoned for major industrial and commercial 
uses, or to serve through traffic.  Access from other streets/highways should be limited to 
approximately 660-foot intervals.  The study area roadways that are classified as Major 
Highways are identified as having 118-foot right-of-way and 76-foot curb-to-curb 
measurement.    Major Highways include two lanes of travel in each direction, divided by a 12- 
foot painted median (two-way-left-turn lane).  The following study area roadways within the 
City of Eastvale are classified as Major Highways: 

• Sumner Avenue 

• Hamner Avenue, south of Schleisman Road  
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Secondary Highways are intended to through traffic along longer routes between major traffic 
generating areas or to serve property zoned for multiple residential, secondary industrial or 
commercial uses.  Access from other streets/highways should be limited to approximately 330-
foot intervals.  The study area roadways that are classified as Secondary Highways are identified 
as having 100-foot right-of-way and 64-foot curb-to-curb measurement.  Secondary Highways 
include two lanes of travel in each direction.  The following study area roadways within the City 
of Eastvale are classified as Secondary Highways: 

• Scholar Way 

• Citrus Street 

3.3 EXISTING (2016) TRAFFIC COUNTS 

The intersection LOS analysis is based on the traffic volumes observed during the peak hour 
conditions using traffic count data collected in October 2016.  The following peak hours were 
selected for analysis: 

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

• Weekday Mid-day Peak Hour (peak hour between 1:30 PM and 3:30 PM)  

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

The weekday AM, weekday mid-day, and weekday PM peak hour count data is representative of 
typical weekday peak hour traffic conditions in the study area.  Weekday mid-day peak hour 
conditions have been evaluated to capture the end of the school day as there are several existing 
schools within or in close proximity to 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.  The raw 
manual peak hour turning movement traffic count data sheets are included in Appendix 3.1.  
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.). 

Existing weekday average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on arterial highways throughout the study 
area are also shown on Exhibit 3-6.  Existing ADT volumes are based upon actual daily counts 
collected in the field (see Appendix 3.1).  Existing weekday AM and weekday PM peak hour 
intersection volumes are also shown on Exhibit 3-4.  Existing weekday mid-day peak hour 
intersection volumes are shown on Exhibit 3-5. 
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3.4 EXISTING (2016) CONDITIONS INTERSECTION OPERATIONS ANALYSIS 

Existing peak hour traffic operations have been evaluated for the study area intersections 
based on the analysis methodologies presented in Section 2.2 Intersection Capacity Analysis of 
this report.  The intersection operations analysis results are summarized in Table 3-1 which 
indicates that all of the study area intersections are currently operating at acceptable LOS 
during the peak hours, with the exception of the following: 

• Sumner Avenue / Schleisman Road (#1) – LOS E AM peak hour only 

• Hamner Avenue / Citrus Street (#6) – LOS E AM and PM peak hours 

Consistent with Table 3-1, a summary of the peak hour intersection LOS for Existing conditions 
are shown on Exhibit 3-6.  The intersection operations analysis worksheets are included in 
Appendix 3.2 of this TIA. 

3.5 EXISTING (2016) CONDITIONS ROADWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

The General Plan Circulation Element for each of the respective jurisdictions within the study 
area provides roadway volume capacity values presented previously on Table 2-3.  The roadway 
segment capacities are approximate figures only, and are used at the General Plan level to 
assist in determining the roadway functional classification (number of through lanes) needed to 
meet traffic demand.  Table 3-2 provides a summary of the Existing conditions roadway 
segment capacity analysis based on the General Plan Circulation Element Roadway Segment 
Capacities identified previously on Table 2-3 for the City of Eastvale.  As shown on Table 3-2, 
the following roadway segment is currently operating at an unacceptable LOS based on daily 
roadway segment capacities identified on Table 2-3: 

• Citrus Street, between Scholar Way and Hamner Avenue (#6) – LOS D 
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Table 3‐1

Delay 2 Level of

Traffic Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service Acceptable

# Intersection Control
3 L T R L T R L T R L T R AM MD PM AM MD PM LOS

1 Sumner Av. / Schleisman Rd. TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 69.9 47.1 48.8 E D D D

2 Sumner Av. / Citrus St. TS 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 21.0 20.7 18.4 C C B D

3 Scholar Wy. / Schleisman Rd. TS 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 2 1> 1 2 1 31.1 27.9 17.5 C C B D

4 Scholar Wy. / Citrus St. TS 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 40.5 19.0 23.0 D B C D

5 Hamner Av. / Schleisman Rd. TS 1 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 17.6 13.5 13.3 B B B D

6 Hamner Av. / Citrus St. TS 1 2 1> 2 2 1> 1 1 1> 1 1 0 58.6 45.4 78.2 E D E 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.

2 Per the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all‐way stop control.
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.

3 TS = Traffic Signal

      L  =  Left;  T  =  Through;  R  =  Right; > = Right‐Turn Overlap Phasing;  d= Defacto Right Turn Lane

Intersection Approach Lanes1

Existing (2016) Conditions Intersection Analysis
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Table 3‐2

Roadway LOS Existing Acceptable

# Roadway Section Capacity1 (2016) V/C LOS LOS

1 Schleisman Road 2D 18,000 9,602 0.53 A C

2 Sumner Avenue 4D 35,900 8,135 0.23 A C

3 Scholar Way Schleisman Road to Citrus Street 4D 35,900 7,979 0.22 A C

4 Hamner Avenue Schleisman Road to Citrus Street 4D 35,900 21,840 0.61 B C

5 Sumner Avenue to Scholar Way 4D 35,900 13,817 0.38 A C

6 Scholar Way to Hamner Avenue 2U 18,000 14,229 0.79 D C
BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).
1 These maximum roadway capacities have been extracted from the following source: City of Eastvale General Plan (Table C‐1) for an Urban

Sumner Avenue to Scholar Way

Roadway Segment Analysis for Existing (2016) Conditions

Segment Limits

Arterial, Major, and Secondary .  These roadway capacities are "rule of thumb" estimates for planning purposes.  The LOS E service volumes are 
estimated maximum daily capacity for respective classifications.  Capacity is affected by such factors as intersections (spacing, configuration and 
control features), degree of access control, roadway grades, design geometrics (horizontal and vertical alignment standards), sight distance, vehicle 
mix (truck and bus traffic) and pedestrian and bicycle traffic. 

Citrus Street

Schleisman Road to Citrus Street
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3.6 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

Improvement strategies have been recommended at intersections and roadway segments that 
have been identified as impacted under Existing (2016) traffic conditions in an effort to achieve 
an acceptable LOS (i.e., LOS D or better).   

3.6.1  RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS TO ADDRESS DEFICIENCIES AT INTERSECTIONS  

Table 3-3 indicates the physical improvements needed to address LOS deficiencies at each of 
the study area intersections under Existing (2016) traffic conditions. The following 
improvements are recommended to reduce Existing (2016) deficiencies; the improvement 
strategies identified below are consistent with City of Eastvale General Plan roadway cross-
sections: 

Recommended Improvement – Sumner Avenue / Schleisman Road (#1) – The following 
improvements are necessary to reduce the existing impact to acceptable levels: 

• One eastbound left turn lane. 

• One westbound left turn lane. 

• Modify the traffic signal to implement protected left turn phasing for the eastbound and 
westbound approaches. 

Recommended Improvement – Hamner Avenue / Citrus Street (#6) – The following 
improvement is necessary to reduce the existing impact to acceptable levels: 

• 2nd northbound left turn lane. 

3.6.2 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS TO ADDRESS DEFICIENCIES ON ROADWAY SEGMENTS 

As noted in Section 2.3 Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis, daily roadway capacities are “rule 
of thumb” estimates for planning purposes and are affected by such factors as intersections 
(spacing, configuration and control features), degree of access control, roadway grades, design 
geometrics (horizontal and vertical alignment standards), sight distance, vehicle mix (truck and 
bus traffic) and pedestrian bicycle traffic.  Where the ADT-based roadway segment analysis 
indicates a deficiency (unacceptable LOS), a review of the more detailed peak hour intersection 
analysis have been undertaken.  The more detailed peak hour intersection analysis explicitly 
accounts for factors that affect roadway capacity.  Therefore, roadway segment widening is 
typically only recommended if the peak hour intersection analysis indicates the need for 
additional through lanes. 

The intersections located adjacent to the deficient roadway segment (Scholar Way at Citrus 
Street and Hamner Avenue at Citrus Street) are anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS during 
the peak hours with existing lanes or with the recommended intersection improvements 
discussed previously (see Table 3-1 and Table 3-3).  As such, no roadway widening has been 
recommended as part of this traffic study to address the deficient roadway segments under 
Existing traffic conditions. 
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Table 3‐3

Delay2 Level of

Traffic Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R AM MD PM AM MD PM

1 Sumner Av. / Schleisman Rd.
‐ Without Improvements TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 69.9 47.1 48.8 E D D

‐ With Improvements4 TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 37.9 26.1 26.1 D C C

6 Hamner Av. / Citrus St.
‐ Without Improvements TS 1 2 1> 2 2 1> 1 1 1> 1 1 0 58.6 45.4 78.2 E D E

‐ With Improvements TS 2 2 1> 2 2 1> 1 1 1> 1 1 0 24.6 19.1 29.8 C B C
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 righ
turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes

2 Per the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all‐way stop c
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 show

3 TS = Traffic Signal
4 Recommended improvement also includes implementing protected left turn phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches

Intersection Analysis for Existing (2016) With Improvements

Intersection Approach Lanes1

      L  =  Left;  T  =  Through;  R  =  Right; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane; > = Right‐Turn Overlap Phasing; 1 = Improvement
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4 PROJECTED FUTURE TRAFFIC 

This section presents the traffic volumes estimated to be generated by the Project, as well as 
the Project’s trip assignment onto the study area roadway network.  The Project is currently 
designated with the Medium Density land use (allowing up to 5 dwelling units per acre or 80 
dwelling units) and is proposing to amend the General Plan Land Use to High Density (allowing 
up to 14 dwelling units per acre or 224 dwelling units). As such, the proposed GPA is proposing 
to increase the density by 144 additional single family residential dwelling units. 

The Project is anticipated to have access onto Citrus Street via Scholar Way and an additional 
access point to the east of Scholar Way.  Regional access to the Project site is provided via the I-
15 Freeway at Limonite Avenue and 6th Street interchanges.   

4.1 PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

Trip generation represents the amount of traffic which is both attracted to and produced by a 
development.  Determining traffic generation for a specific project is therefore based upon 
forecasting the amount of traffic that is expected to be both attracted to and produced by the 
specific land uses being proposed for a given development. 

Trip generation rates used to estimate Project traffic and a summary of the Project’s trip 
generation are shown in Table 4-1.  The trip generation rates are based upon data collected by 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for Single-Family Detached Residential (ITE Land 
Use Code 210) land use in their published Trip Generation manual, 9th Edition, 2012.  (1)  The 
Project is estimated to generate a net total of 2,132 trip-ends per day on a typical weekday with 
approximately 168 AM peak hour trips and 224 PM peak hour trips.  However, the net increase 
in trips associated with the additional 144 single family residential dwelling units has been 
evaluated for the purposes of this assessment.  The net increase in dwelling units is anticipated 
to generate an additional 1,370 trips per day with an additional 108 AM peak hour trips and 144 
additional PM peak hour trips, in addition to those associated with the currently adopted 
General Plan land use (80 single family residential dwelling units).   

4.2 PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

Trip distribution is the process of identifying the probable destinations, directions or traffic 
routes that will be utilized by Project traffic.  The potential interaction between the planned 
land uses and surrounding regional access routes are considered, to identify the route where 
the Project traffic would distribute.  The Project trip distribution was developed based on a 
select zone run from the RivTAM traffic model of the traffic analysis zone (TAZ) in which the 
Project is located. 

The trip distribution patterns are heavily influenced by the geographical location of the site, the 
location of surrounding uses, and the proximity to the regional freeway system.  Exhibit 4-1 
illustrates the trip distribution patterns for the Project.   
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Table 4‐1

ITE LU AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Land Use Code Units2 In Out Total In Out Total

Single Family Detached Residential 210 DU 0.19 0.56 0.75 0.63 0.37 1.00 9.52

Land Use Quantity Units2 In Out Total In Out Total Daily

Single Family Detached Residential 80 DU 15 45 60 50 30 80 762

Single Family Detached Residential 224 DU 43 125 168 141 83 224 2,132
Net Increase 144 DU 28 80 108 91 53 144 1,370
1  Trip Generation Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, Ninth Edition (2012).
2  DU = Dwelling Unit

Daily

Project Trip Generation Summary

Currently Adopted:

Proposed:

Project Trip Generation Rates1

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Project Trip Generation Summary
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4.3  MODAL SPLIT 

The traffic reducing potential of public transit, walking or bicycling have not been considered in 
this TIA.   Essentially,  the  traffic projections are "conservative"  in  that  these alternative  travel 
modes might be able to reduce the forecasted traffic volumes. 

4.4  PROJECT TRIP ASSIGNMENT 

The assignment of traffic from the Project area to the adjoining roadway system is based upon 
the Project trip generation,  trip distribution, and  the arterial highway and  local street system 
improvements that would be in place by the time of initial occupancy of the Project.  Based on 
the  identified Project  traffic  generation  and  trip distribution patterns, Project ADT  and peak 
hour intersection turning movement volumes are shown on Exhibit 4‐2.  The Project’s weekday 
PM peak hour traffic volumes have been utilized for the weekday mid‐day peak hour analysis. 

4.5  HORIZON YEAR (2040) CONDITIONS  

Traffic  projections  for  Horizon  Year  conditions  were  derived  from  the  Riverside  County 
Transportation  Analysis  Model  (RivTAM)  using  accepted  procedures  for  model  forecast 
refinement  and  smoothing.    The  traffic  forecasts  reflect  the  area‐wide  growth  anticipated 
between Existing  (2016)  conditions,  and Horizon Year  conditions.    In most  instances  the  traffic 
model  zone  structure  is  not  designed  to  provide  accurate  turning movements  along  arterial 
roadways unless refinement and reasonableness checking  is performed.   Therefore, the Horizon 
Year  peak  hour  forecasts  were  refined  using  the  model  derived  long‐range  forecasts,  base 
(validation) year model forecasts, along with existing peak hour traffic count data collected at each 
analysis location in October 2016.  The refined future peak hour approach and departure volumes 
obtained from these calculations are then entered into a spreadsheet program consistent with the 
National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP Report 255), along with initial estimates 
of turning movement proportions.  A linear programming algorithm is used to calculate individual 
turning  movements  which  match  the  known  directional  roadway  segment  forecast  volumes 
computed  in  the  previous  step.    This  program  computes  a  likely  set  of  intersection  turning 
movements  from  intersection  approach  counts  and  the  initial  turning  proportions  from  each 
approach leg. 

Future estimated peak hour traffic data was used for new intersections and intersections with an 
anticipated  change  in  travel  patterns  to  further  refine  the  Horizon  Year  peak  hour  forecasts.  
Additional  growth has  been  included  to  increase  the  2035 RivTAM  forecasts  to  reflect  2040 
traffic  conditions.    The  average  annual  population,  employment  and  household  growth 
anticipated for the City of Eastvale between 2012 and 2040 was obtained from the 2016 SCAG 
RTP/SCS.    (2)   Lastly, the traffic  forecasts  for Horizon Year traffic conditions were reviewed to 
ensure a minimum growth over Existing conditions as a part of  the  refinement process.   The 
minimum  growth  includes  any  additional  growth  between  Existing  and  Horizon  Year  traffic 
conditions  that  is  not  accounted  for  by  the  traffic  generated  by  cumulative  development 
projects and ambient growth rates. 
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As noted previously, the traffic analysis in this report considers weekday mid-day peak hour 
traffic conditions in addition to the weekday AM and weekday PM peak hours.  Therefore, 
factors were applied to the weekday PM peak hour Horizon Year (2040) traffic forecasts with a 
relationship to the weekday mid-day Existing (2016) turning volumes to estimate weekday mid-
day peak hour Horizon Year (2040) traffic forecasts since the RivTAM traffic model considers 
only weekday (AM and PM) peak hour traffic conditions.  Based on the volume comparison and 
evaluation of Existing (2016) weekday PM peak hour and weekday mid-day peak hour traffic 
forecasts, relationships were found to vary between study area intersections.  These calculated 
factors (determined by turning movement) were then applied to the weekday PM Horizon Year 
(2040) peak hour turning volumes to determine Horizon Year (2040) turning volumes during the 
weekday mid-day peak hour using the same relationship observed for Existing (2016) traffic 
conditions.  Again, these forecasts were reviewed to ensure minimum growth over Existing 
(2016) traffic conditions. 

Post-processing worksheets for Horizon Year Without traffic conditions are provided in Appendix 
4.1.  Horizon Year With Project forecasts were determined by adding the Project traffic (for 144 
additional single family dwelling units) to the Horizon Year Without Project traffic forecasts.  
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5 HORIZON YEAR (2040) TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

This section discusses the methods used to develop Horizon Year (Post-2035) Without and With 
Project traffic forecasts, and the resulting intersection operations and roadway segment 
capacities.   

5.1 ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

The lane configurations and traffic controls assumed to be in place for Horizon Year conditions 
are consistent with those shown previously on Exhibit 3-1, with the exception of the following: 

• 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 only (e.g., intersection and 
roadway improvements along the Project’s frontage and driveways). 

• Extension of Schleisman Road to the east of Hamner Avenue (towards the future proposed I-15 
Freeway interchange). 

5.2 HORIZON YEAR (2040) WITHOUT PROJECT TRAFFIC VOLUME FORECASTS 

This scenario includes the refined post-processed volumes obtained from the RivTAM.  The 
weekday ADT and weekday AM and PM peak hour volumes which can be expected for Horizon 
Year Without Project traffic conditions are shown on Exhibit 5-1.  Weekday mid-day peak hour 
volumes are shown on Exhibit 5-2. 

5.3 HORIZON YEAR (2040) WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC VOLUME FORECASTS 

This scenario includes the refined post-processed volumes obtained from the RivTAM, plus 
proposed Project volumes. The weekday ADT and weekday AM and PM peak hour volumes 
which can be expected for Horizon Year With Project traffic conditions are shown on Exhibit 5-
3.  Weekday mid-day peak hour volumes are shown on Exhibit 5-4. 

5.4 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS ANALYSIS 

5.4.1 HORIZON YEAR (2040) WITHOUT PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

LOS calculations were conducted for the study intersections to evaluate their operations under 
Horizon Year Without Project conditions with roadway and intersection geometrics consistent 
with Section 5.1 Roadway Improvements.  As shown in Table 5-1, all of the study area 
intersections are anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS during one or more peak hours. 

A summary of the peak hour intersection LOS for Horizon Year Without Project conditions are 
shown on Exhibit 5-5.  The intersection operations analysis worksheets for Horizon Year 
Without Project traffic conditions are included in Appendix 5.1 of this TIA.  
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5.4.2 HORIZON YEAR (2040) WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

As shown on Table 5-1 and illustrated on Exhibit 5-6, there are no additional study area 
intersections anticipated to experience unacceptable LOS (LOS E or worse) with the addition of 
Project traffic during one or more peak hours in addition to those previously  identified under 
Horizon Year Without Project conditions.  The intersection operations analysis worksheets for 
Horizon Year With Project traffic conditions are included in Appendix 5.2 of this TIA. 

Measures to address long-range deficiencies for Horizon Year traffic conditions are discussed in 
Section 5.6 Long-Range Deficiencies and Recommended Improvements. 

5.5 ROADWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

5.5.1 HORIZON YEAR (2040) WITHOUT PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

The General Plan Circulation Element for each of the respective jurisdictions within the study 
area provides roadway volume capacity values presented previously on Table 2-3.  The roadway 
segment capacities are approximate figures only, and are used at the General Plan level to 
assist in determining the roadway functional classification (number of through lanes) needed to 
meet traffic demand.  Table 5-2 provides a summary of the Horizon Year Without Project 
conditions roadway segment capacity analysis based on the General Plan Circulation Element 
Roadway Segment Capacities identified previously on Table 2-3 for the City of Eastvale.  As 
shown on Table 5-2, the following roadway segments are anticipated to operate at an 
unacceptable LOS based on daily roadway segment capacities identified on Table 2-3 in 
addition to those previously identified under Existing (2016) traffic conditions: 

• Schleisman Road, between Sumner Avenue to Scholar Way (#1) – LOS F 

• Hamner Road, between Schleisman Road to Citrus Street (#4) – LOS D 

5.5.2 HORIZON YEAR (2040) WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

As shown on Table 5-2, there are no additional study area roadway segments anticipated to 
experience unacceptable LOS (LOS D or worse) with the addition of Project traffic in addition to 
those previously identified under Horizon Year Without Project conditions. 
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Table 5‐2

Roadway LOS 2040 2040 Acceptable

# Roadway Section Capacity
1 NP V/C LOS WP V/C LOS LOS

1 Schleisman Road 2D 18,000 51,981 2.89 F 52,119 2.90 F C

2 Sumner Avenue 4D 35,900 15,178 0.42 A 15,328 0.43 A C

3 Scholar Way Schleisman Road to Citrus Street 4D 35,900 8,777 0.24 A 9,135 0.25 A C

4 Hamner Avenue Schleisman Road to Citrus Street 4D 35,900 30,292 0.84 D 30,690 0.85 D C

5 Sumner Avenue to Scholar Way 4D 35,900 17,961 0.50 A 18,289 0.51 A C

6 Scholar Way to Hamner Avenue 2U 18,000 20,205 1.12 F 20,479 1.14 F C
BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).
1 These maximum roadway capacities have been extracted from the following source: City of Eastvale General Plan (Table C‐1) for an Urban
Arterial, Major, and Secondary .  These roadway capacities are "rule of thumb" estimates for planning purposes.  The LOS E service volumes are estimated maximum daily 
capacity for respective classifications.  Capacity is affected by such factors as intersections (spacing, configuration and control features), degree of access control, roadway 
grades, design geometrics (horizontal and vertical alignment standards), sight distance, vehicle mix (truck and bus traffic) and pedestrian and bicycle traffic. 

Roadway Segment Analysis for Horizon Year (2040) Conditions

Segment Limits

Sumner Avenue to Scholar Way

Schleisman Road to Citrus Street

Citrus Street
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5.6 LONG-RANGE DEFICIENCIES AND RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

5.6.1 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS TO ADDRESS DEFICIENCIES AT INTERSECTIONS 

Improvement strategies have been recommended at intersections that have been identified as 
deficient in an effort to reduce each location’s peak hour delay and improve the associated LOS 
grade to an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better).  The effectiveness of the recommended 
improvement strategies discussed below to address Horizon Year traffic deficiencies is 
presented in Table 5-3.  The cumulative improvement needs identified on Table 5-3 for Horizon 
Year traffic conditions are all within the envelope of the General Plan.  In other words, the 
cumulative improvement needs identified for the purposes of this traffic study are consistent 
with or less than the geometrics assumed in the City’s General Plan.   

Worksheets for Horizon Year Without and With Project conditions, with improvements, HCM 
calculations are provided in Appendix 5.3 and Appendix 5.4. 

5.6.2 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS TO ADDRESS DEFICIENCIES ON ROADWAY SEGMENTS 

As noted in Section 2.3 Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis, daily roadway capacities are “rule 
of thumb” estimates for planning purposes and are affected by such factors as intersections 
(spacing, configuration and control features), degree of access control, roadway grades, design 
geometrics (horizontal and vertical alignment standards), sight distance, vehicle mix (truck and 
bus traffic) and pedestrian bicycle traffic.  Where the ADT-based roadway segment analysis 
indicates a deficiency (unacceptable LOS), a review of the more detailed peak hour intersection 
analysis have been undertaken.  The more detailed peak hour intersection analysis explicitly 
accounts for factors that affect roadway capacity.  Therefore, roadway segment widening is 
typically only recommended if the peak hour intersection analysis indicates the need for 
additional through lanes. 

Consistent with the Horizon Year intersection improvements shown previously on Table 5-3, 
the recommended roadway segment widening and analysis results are shown on Table 5-4.  
The segment of Schleisman Road between Sumner Avenue and Scholar Way is anticipated to 
continue to have unacceptable LOS (LOS E) for both Without and With Project traffic conditions, 
but since the intersections on either side of this deficient roadway segment (Sumner Avenue at 
Schleisman Road and Scholar Way at Schleisman Road) are anticipated to operate at acceptable 
LOS with the improvements shown on Table 5-3, additional roadway widening has not been 
recommended.  Similarly, the segment of Hamner Avenue between Schleisman Road and Citrus 
Street is anticipated to operate at unacceptable LOS (LOS D) for both Without and With Project 
traffic conditions, but since the intersections on either side of this deficient roadway segment 
(Hamner Avenue at Schleisman Road and Hamner Avenue at Citrus Street) are anticipated to 
operate at an acceptable LOS with the improvements shown on Table 5-3, additional roadway 
widening has not been recommended.   
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Table 5‐3

Delay2 Level of

Traffic Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R AM MD PM AM MD PM

1 Sumner Av. / Schleisman Rd.
‐ Without Project4 TS 2 2 1> 2 2 0 1 3 0 2 3 1 36.8 54.3 50.9 D D D

‐ With Project4 TS 2 2 1> 2 2 0 1 3 0 2 3 1 37.0 54.8 51.4 D D D

2 Sumner Av. / Citrus St.
‐ Without Project TS 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 2 1> 28.5 43.5 26.7 C D C

‐ With Project TS 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 2 1> 28.6 44.5 27.3 C D C

3 Scholar Wy. / Schleisman Rd.
‐ Without Project TS 2 2 1 2 2 1> 2 3 1> 2 3 1 46.1 45.4 53.8 D D D

‐ With Project TS 2 2 1 2 2 1> 2 3 1> 2 3 1 46.4 45.5 54.5 D D D

4 Scholar Wy. / Citrus St.
‐ Without Project TS 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 49.7 36.5 21.8 D D C

‐ With Project TS 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 51.7 39.0 23.4 D D C

5 Hamner Av. / Schleisman Rd.
‐ Without Project TS 2 2 1> 2 2 1> 2 3 1> 2 3 1> 32.0 51.4 52.8 C D D

‐ With Project TS 2 2 1> 2 2 1> 2 3 1> 2 3 1> 33.0 53.0 53.6 C D D

6 Hamner Av. / Citrus St.
‐ Without Project4 TS 2 2 1> 2 2 1> 2 1 1> 1 1 0 38.2 32.3 34.6 D C C

‐ With Project4 TS 2 2 1> 2 2 1> 2 1 1> 1 1 0 39.9 33.6 36.9 D C D
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 righ

turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes

2 Per the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all‐way stop co
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

3 TS = Traffic Signal
4 Recommended improvement also includes implementing protected left turn phasing on the eastbound and westbound approaches

Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year (2040) With Improvements

Intersection Approach Lanes1

      L  =  Left;  T  =  Through;  R  =  Right; > = Right‐Turn Overlap Phasing;  d= Defacto Right Turn Lane;  1 = Improvement
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Table 5‐4

Roadway LOS 2040 2040 Acceptable

# Roadway Section Capacity
1 NP V/C LOS WP V/C LOS LOS

1 Schleisman Road 6D 53,900 51,981 0.96 E 52,119 0.97 E C

4 Hamner Avenue Schleisman Road to Citrus Street 4D 35,900 30,292 0.84 D 30,690 0.85 D C

6 Scholar Way to Hamner Avenue 4D 35,900 20,205 0.56 A 20,479 0.57 A C
BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).
1 These maximum roadway capacities have been extracted from the following source: City of Eastvale General Plan (Table C‐1) for an Urban
Arterial, Major, and Secondary .  These roadway capacities are "rule of thumb" estimates for planning purposes.  The LOS E service volumes are estimated maximum daily 
capacity for respective classifications.  Capacity is affected by such factors as intersections (spacing, configuration and control features), degree of access control, roadway 
grades, design geometrics (horizontal and vertical alignment standards), sight distance, vehicle mix (truck and bus traffic) and pedestrian and bicycle traffic. 

Roadway Segment Analysis for Horizon Year (2040) Conditions With Improvements

Segment Limits

Sumner Avenue to Scholar Way

Citrus Street
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ADDENDUM 2 
TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

CITY OF EASTVALE 
The Campus 

SCH NO. 2008081117 
 
 

I. PROJECT INFORMATION 
 
i)  Project Title: Addendum 2 to the Final Environmental Impact Report No. 515, City 

of Eastvale Development of Tentative Parcel Map Number 35865, 
SCH No. 2008081117, for Birtcher Center at Corona Valley, now 
known as The Campus Business Park 

 
ii) Lead Agency Name City of Eastvale 
 and Address:  12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910, Eastvale, CA 91752 
 
iii) Contact:  Eric Norris, Planning Director  
 
iv) Project Location: The proposed project is on a vacant site located north of 65th Street 

along the westerly side of Archibald Avenue and easterly of 
Cucamonga Creek. The generally triangular-shaped parcel is 
elongated in an east to west direction, with site topography 
generally flat, sloping gently from the north to the south. The 
cadastral location is in Section 27, Township 2 South, Range 7 
West, San Bernardino Meridian. 

 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND PROJECT INFORMATION 

A. Project Background 

This project was originally approved by the County of Riverside after certification of 
Environmental Impact Report No. 515. The project approved by the County allowed for 734,432 
square feet of industrial space, which is slightly smaller than the 758,300 square feet of 
industrial space analyzed in the EIR. In addition, EIR No. 515 analyzed traffic impacts up to 
773,300 square feet of light industrial use. 

The City of Eastvale incorporated on October 1, 2010, and the City is now the lead agency for 
the purposes of CEQA and has jurisdiction over the entitlements and development of the 
property. As part of the city’s incorporation, this project was accepted by the City as originally 
approved by Riverside County. All mitigation measures will be modified to reflect the City as the 
lead agency and responsible for the implementation of the mitigation measures. Except as 
modified in this Addendum all mitigation measures will apply to the proposed project.  

On June 13, 2012, the City Council rejected a time extension request for the County-approved 
development plan (Plot Plan No. 23219). Because the time extension was not approved, the 
applicant submitted a new application (No. 12-0750) to request approval of a Major 
Development Plan Review and a revised Tentative Parcel Map for the project site, referred to as 
Providence Business Park, on May 8, 2013. While the original project approval expired, the EIR 
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remains certified and project 12-0750 used the EIR, as updated, in the first Addendum to EIR 
(SCH No. 2008081117), which was prepared and adopted at the time of project approval by the 
City Council on April 9, 2014.   

The applicant submitted a new application (No. 16-00032) to request approval of a Major 
Development Plan Review for the project site to increase the industrial building square footage. 
The EIR remains certified and the proposed project is using the EIR as updated in this 
addendum (Addendum 2) to comply with CEQA. Technical materials submitted with this request 
included an updated Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix A). 

Table 1 shows the project as it was evaluated in EIR No. 515, in Addendum 1, and as currently 
proposed and evaluated in Addendum 2, herein. The proposed Major Development Plan (DP) 
16-00032 for The Campus (proposed project) project allows for the following:  

 Major Development Plan No. 16-00032 - to allow development of the site into a 
14-building business park development providing 11 industrial buildings, two retail 
buildings, and one -two-story office/medical building, totaling approximately 776,068  
square feet. Proposed uses will be Retail (M/B occupancies), Office (B occupancy), and 
Industrial (S1 occupancy).  

Project Setting and Description 

The project site consists of approximately 53.37 gross acres of vacant land zoned Industrial 
Park (I-P) (Figure 1). The generally triangular-shaped parcel is elongated in an east to west 
direction, with the topography of the relatively level parcel descending gradually from north to 
south. The project site currently has field crops and other buildings associated with farming 
activities. Existing residential development is located southeast of the project site. Directly to the 
south, is the Trails at Eastvale, a residential subdivision (Eastvale Tract No. 36423). The 
property located across Archibald Avenue and sharing the proposed signal at Archibald and 
Limonite avenues has an active application for a 177,780-square-foot Walmart Superstore 
(Eastvale Project No. 12-0051).  

Building construction will be concrete tilt-up incorporating vertical accent walls, glazing, and 
aluminum canopies at main building entrances and at building accent locations. A concrete form 
liner base will be provided at building entrances and accent wall locations. Retail and 
office/medical buildings are located at the entrance to the business park and allow pedestrian 
connections between the uses and the remainder of project development as well to the 
Southern California Edison (SCE) easement trail/bike path. The industrial buildings are 
designed to provide corner building entrances and recessed areas along the street frontage with 
details similar to the retail/office buildings. Landscaping is designed to provide focal points at the 
project entrance and transition to a private street, as well as key accent points within the 
development. 

Table 1 provides a comparison of the project details as they appear in EIR No. 515 (2009), as 
previously approved (Addendum 1) and the proposed project. As shown in Table 1, the 
proposed project is larger in size than the project analyzed in the EIR and larger than the project 
previously approved by the City. 
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Figure 1 Site Plan 
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF PROJECT DETAILS (ORIGINAL AND MODIFIED)  

 

EIR No. 515 Analysis 

Project Approved  

April 9, 2014 (Addendum 1)   
Proposed Project 

(Addendum 2) 

Difference Between Certified 

EIR and Proposed Project 

Difference Between  

Previously Approved and 

Proposed Project 

Bldg. 
Square 

Feet 

Dock 

Doors 
Bldg. 

Square 

Feet 

Dock 

Doors 
Phase 

Square 

Feet 

Dock 

Doors 
Phase Square Feet Dock Doors Square Feet Dock Doors 

1  
106,561 10 

1A, 1B 254,810 28 I 271,140 28 I 
+238,096 +25 

+16,330 0 

2 2 72,180 7 II 73,517 7 I +1,337 0 

3  
99,604 12 

3 26,600 5 I 27477 5 I 

-88,467 
-7 

+877 0 

4 4A, 4B 10,600 0 I 

44,200 

0 II 0 0 

5 60,540 7 5 33,600 0 II 0 II -7 0 0 

6 40,490 4 6 37,400 4 II 40,590 4 I +100 0 +3,190 0 

7 14,560 1 7 38,600 4 II 41,836 4 I +27,276 +3 +3,236 0 

8 47,002 0 8 41,200 4 II 44,328 4 I -2,674 +4 +3,128 0 

9 23,800 0 9 42,400 4 II 45,575 4 I +21,775 +4 +3,175 0 

10 75,768 8 10 47,500 4 II 50,436 4 I -25,332 -4 +2,936 0 

11 58,713 6 11 48,780 4 I/II 51,737 4 I -6,976 -2 +2,957 0 

12 75,015 8 12 85,300 7 I 82,232 7 I +10,217 -1 -68 0 

13 67,247 6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A -67,247 -6 0 0 

14 89,000 12 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A -89,000 -12 0 0 

Total 
758,300

1 
74 Total 738,970 71 N/A 776,068 71 N/A 17,768 -3 

+ 

+37,098 

 

0 

Source: Albert A. Webb Associates 2009a and 2009b 

                                                           
1 The Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for EIR No. 515 evaluated 773,300 square feet of Light Industrial buildings. 
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As shown in Table 1, EIR No. 515 analyzed 758,300 square feet of developed building area and 
74 dock doors. When Addendum 1 to the Final EIR was approved on April 9, 2014 by the City, 
the building square footage was approved at 738,970 square feet with 71 dock doors. The 
square footage of the proposed project is 776,068 with 71 dock doors, which is larger in square 
footage and has less dock doors than what was analyzed in EIR No. 515. 

C. Project Details 

The project will be developed in two phases. Phase I will include the construction of buildings 1, 
2, 3, and 6-12 (industrial buildings, only) and all associated street improvements, infrastructure 
and utility systems to service these buildings, all site improvements and related landscaping and 
irrigation. Phase II will include the construction of buildings 4a, 4b and 5 and all associated 
infrastructure and utility systems to service these buildings, all site improvements and related 
landscaping and irrigation. 

III. CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR AN ADDENDUM 

This Addendum has been prepared in accordance with the current CEQA Statutes and 
Guidelines for implementing CEQA. CEQA Section 15164 includes the following procedures for 
the preparation and use of an Addendum: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified 
EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in 
Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.  

(c) An addendum need not be circulated for public review, but can be included in or attached to 
the Final EIR or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The decision making body shall consider the addendum with the Final EIR or adopted 
negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 
15162 should be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency’s required findings on 
the project, or elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial 
evidence. 

The information contained in this Addendum supports a finding that the EIR adequately 
addressed the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  

If changes to a project or its circumstances occur or new information becomes available after 
certification of an EIR, the lead agency may: (1) prepare a subsequent EIR if the criteria of State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a) are met, (2) prepare a subsequent negative declaration, 
(3) prepare an addendum, or (4) prepare no further documentation (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15162(b)). When only minor technical changes or additions to the certified EIR are 
necessary and none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a 
subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred, CEQA allows the lead agency to 
prepare and adopt an addendum (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(b)). 



7 
 

Under Section 15162, a subsequent EIR or negative declaration is required only when: 

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; 

The proposed project would not result in additional changes to the environment beyond 
those analyzed in the original EIR and therefore does not affect the impact analysis 
originally discussed in the EIR. 

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken which will require major revisions of the EIR due to the involvement of any new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects; or 

The impacts of the proposed project are analyzed in the technical studies included with 
this addendum, as applicable, and demonstrate that the proposed project would not 
result in additional environmental impacts beyond those analyzed in EIR No. 515. Based 
on the evidence provided in the attached technical studies implementation of the 
proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of the 
previously identified impacts.  

(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 negative declaration was 
adopted, shows any of the following: 

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR; 

As discussed in this Addendum, the proposed project does not increase the impact of 
any environmental impact identified in EIR No. 515, and no additional impacts beyond 
those identified in EIR No. 515 would occur.  

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in 
the previous EIR; 

The proposed project does not increase the severity of any of the environmental impacts 
identified in EIR No. 515 because the proposed project footprint is similar to the project 
analyzed in the EIR.   

(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 alternative; or 

The mitigation measures adopted with EIR No. 515 were modified by Addendum 1 to 
EIR No. 515 to reflect changes in industry practice and the incorporation of the City of 
Eastvale. As part of these modifications, additional measures were added to address 
biological resources. The EIR identified impacts in each of these issue areas and 
provides mitigation. All mitigation measures are carried forward through Addendum 2 
and reduce the potential impacts of the proposed project. 
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(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed 
in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative. 

In addition to the mitigation measures for EIR No. 514, this Addendum incorporates 
mitigation from Addendum 1 and are consistent with the existing mitigation strategy in 
the EIR.  

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

The following conclusions were developed regarding potential impacts from approval and 
implementation of the proposed project. 

Agricultural Resources 

As evaluated in the EIR, the project would convert 38 acres of Prime Farmland, approximately 1 
acre of Unique Farmland, and approximately 14 acres of Farmland of Local Importance to 
nonagricultural land uses. Based on criteria using the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
(LESA) model, the proposed project site scored a 75.2 out of a possible 100 points, resulting in 
a scoring decision of “Considered Significant” pursuant to the LESA Manual. The EIR evaluated 
mitigation measures for their ability to eliminate or reduce impacts to a level below significant. 
Potential mitigation measures were identified in the EIR. However, even with the implementation 
of mitigation measures, the EIR determined that the loss of viable agricultural land would result 
in significant and unavoidable impacts. The proposed project would affect the same area as the 
project evaluated in the EIR, resulting in the development of 53.37 acres of agriculturally zoned 
land uses. As the proposed project affects an area identical to that evaluated in the EIR, the 
impacts to this issue area would remain the same as analyzed in the EIR.  

Airports 

The Chino Airport is located approximately 6,600 feet west of the proposed project site and is 
owned and operated by the County of San Bernardino. The Riverside County Airport Land Use 
Commission approved the 2008 Compatibility Plan for the Chino Airport on September 11, 
2008. The project site falls within designated Compatibility Zones C and D and is within the 
Riverside County Sphere of Influence for Chino Airport and thus requires review by the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission.  

The overall increase in building area of 17,768 square feet is likely to result in a proportional 
increase in employees and the density of people present on the project site. An estimated 20 
additional employees for a total of 878 total employees would result in an increase in density 
from 16.1 to 16.5 people per acre. This is much less than the allowable densities of for the 
applicable ALUC Compatibility Zones of C, which allows 195 people per acre and D which 
allows 390 people per acre. Thus, no impacts would occur beyond those originally identified in 
the EIR. 

The EIR found that the proposed project would result in less than significant levels with regard 
to noise exposure and airport vicinity height guidelines. Although the proposed project is 
compatible with the guidelines and the 2008 Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the EIR 
includes mitigation measures designed to reduce potential impacts associated with lighting 
spillover and the development of land uses that could affect air safety. The existing mitigation 
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measures (MM Airport 1 through MM Airport 3) affect the overall square footage, location, and 
quantity of the buildings proposed. The proposed project is consistent with the EIR and will 
apply the same mitigation measures; therefore, no impacts beyond those originally identified in 
the EIR would occur. 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gasses 

EIR No. 515 identified the following significant impacts that would result from the project: short-
term construction emissions would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for NOx, PM10 and PM2.5, 
even with the implementation mitigation measures MM Air 1 through MM Air 6; emissions of 
VOC, NOx and CO from project operation would exceed SCAMD regional thresholds even with 
implementation of mitigation measures; regional construction emissions would have a 
cumulatively considerable net increase in ozone and thus, a significant cumulative impact; the 
project operation would potentially contribute to greenhouse gas impacts. The EIR concluded 
that air quality impacts related to other topics (AQMP consistency, toxic air contaminants, 
objectionable odors, and other criteria pollutants, etc.) would be less than significant.  

The EIR concluded that the project would result in less than significant impacts to the following 
issue areas: conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; expose 
sensitive receptors to any toxic air contaminant (TAC), at a level that exceeds 10 excess cancer 
cases per one million people (per the South Coast Air Quality Management District [SCAQMD]); 
and expose sensitive receptors to a hazard index of 1.0 or greater using a chronic reference 
exposure level for chronic non-cancer risks associated with TACs (per the SCAQMD). 
Additionally, the following issue areas were determined to have significant and unavoidable 
impacts: violate any air quality standard or  contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation; create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people; and result 
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 
is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors). Even with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, the EIR concluded that operational source emissions 
and cumulative impacts would result in significant and unavoidable impacts.  

The proposed project would increase the building area by 17,768 square feet—an increase of 
less than 5%--but would not change the overall construction and development footprint. As a 
result, construction impacts would be substantially similar in nature and intensity to those 
evaluated in the EIR. Operational emission sources include vehicle emissions resulting from 
project related trips and from stationary sources such as energy usage and landscaping. The 
minor increase in square footage would create a slight increase in energy usage, but would be 
remain substantially consistent with the analysis in the EIR. The proposed project would 
generate a total of 3,752 trips, including 298 AM and 347 PM peak hour trips; also see 
Transportation discussion herein. However, the EIR evaluated 6,037 trips, including 788 AM 
and 840 PM peak hour trips. Therefore, the impacts of the proposed project are sufficiently 
evaluated in the EIR and no additional air quality impacts beyond those identified in the EIR are 
anticipated.  

The proposed project would still result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts 
because it would contribute, along with other projects in proximity to the proposed project, to the 
existing nonattainment status of the SCAB. However, with implementation of the mitigation 
measures discussed in the EIR (MM Air-1 through MM Air-7), impacts from construction-related 
construction NOx and operational VOCs, NOx, and CO emissions have been reduced to less 
than significant levels. Additionally, the Air Quality Impact Analysis prepared for Addendum 1 to 
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EIR No. 515 identified additional mitigation measures MM AQ-1 through MM AQ-5 to augment 
the existing mitigation measures identified in EIR No. 515. Mitigation measures MM AQ-1 and 
MM AQ-2 are standard regulatory requirements/best available control measures, MM AQ-3 and 
MM AQ-4 are additional construction activity mitigation measures, and MM AQ-5 is an 
operational activity mitigation measure. 

Biological Resources 

The proposed project site has been heavily disturbed by activities associated with agriculture, 
including alfalfa cultivation and dairy production. The Dairy Quest Farm used to be located on-
site; abandoned structures and other facilities associated with the former dairy operation are still 
present on the eastern portion of the property and include a barn, animal enclosures, and metal 
canopies used to house the cows and feed. Information from reports prepared by Principe and 
Associates in 2013 was used to support this analysis. These reports are titled Western 
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Consistency Analysis, Revised 
Tentative Parcel Map 35865, Providence Business Park, and California Environmental Quality 
Act Addendum on Biological Resources, Revised Tentative Parcel Map 35865, Providence 
Business Park provided in-full as a part of Addendum 1 to EIR No. 515 (Appendix B,). 

Based on the “California Environmental Quality Act Addendum on Biological Resources” 
provided in-full as a part of Addendum 1 to EIR No. 515 (Appendix B,), no MSHCP 
Riparian/Riverine areas, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)/Santa Ana Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.,” and/or California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) jurisdictional streambeds occur on the site. Temporary disturbance 
to the concrete trapezoidal channel of Cucamonga Creek located directly off the site to the west 
will be required to install drainage outlet infrastructure required to convey on- and off-site storm 
flow into the adjacent Cucamonga Creek. Although Cucamonga Creek Channel is entirely 
concrete and therefore supports limited biological functions and values, the channel is regulated 
by the USACE and Santa Ana RWQCB as “waters of the U.S.” pursuant to Section 404 and 
Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act, respectively. Cucamonga Creek Channel is also 
subject to regulation by CDFW as jurisdictional streambed pursuant to Section 1602 of the 
California Fish and Game Code. However, Cucamonga Creek was determined not to meet the 
definition of riparian/riverine areas pursuant to section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP and does not 
therefore warrant preparation of a Determination of Equivalent or Superior Preservation. The 
temporary construction disturbance will not result in adverse effects to the concrete-lined 
channel which does not support riparian areas, wetlands or other special aquatic sites, and/or 
sensitive habitats within proximity to the proposed limits of offsite construction. Given that the 
project proposes only temporary impacts to Corps, Santa Ana RWQCB and CDFW jurisdictions 
associated with construction disturbance to the adjacent concrete-lined Cucamonga Creek 
Channel, no compensatory mitigation measures are anticipated as part of subsequent Section 
404/401/1602 regulatory permits for the project. 

Additionally, the proposed project site is located within the Western Riverside Multiple Species 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) area; however, it is not located in the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 
Habitat Conservation Plan area. The proposed project is in compliance and consistent with 
MSHCP Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3, and 6.1.4 and is located within the burrowing owl survey area as 
shown in Figure 6-4 of the MSHCP. A burrowing owl assessment was conducted on the project 
site in March 2008 (Thomas Leslie Corporation), and it was determined that suitable habitat for 
burrowing owls exists along road berms and fence lines within the project site. Ten potential 
burrows were identified in the suitable habitat area; however, no burrowing owls or signs 
(feathers, scat, pellets, shells, etc.) were observed during the focused burrowing owl surveys. A 
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burrowing owl site assessment and focused burrow survey conducted in 2013 (Principe and 
Associates) determined that suitable habitat was absent from the project site. However, due to 
the confirmation of suitable habitat in previous surveys and because the project site is located in 
a burrowing owl survey area, mitigation measures MM Bio 3 and MM Bio 4 below were added 
through adoption of Addendum 1 to EIR No. 515, which will reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

Further, avian species observed on-site are not necessarily protected by the California or 
federal Endangered Species Acts; however, many species are protected under the federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the California Fish and Game Code, which prohibits take 
or destruction of birds or their nests or eggs. To prevent potential harm, project-related 
disturbances shall be reduced or eliminated during the nesting cycle (generally February to 
August 31). Should eggs be discovered on-site, the nest cannot be disturbed (pursuant to 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife guidelines) until the young have hatched and fledged 
(matured to a state that they can leave the nest on their own). Additionally, the implementation 
of MM Bio 2 in the EIR will ensure that impacts to avifauna are reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

The implementation of mitigation measures identified above would reduce impacts to these 
issue areas to less than significant levels. In addition to the above mitigation measures, the 
project proponent shall pay the Local Development Mitigation Fee consistent with Section 4 of 
the MSHCP Implementing Agreement (Volume 3). 

The EIR determined that because the project site does not contain any threatened or 
endangered plant or animal 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), 
impacts are less than significant associated with this issue area.  

The proposed project affects the same geographic area as the project analyzed in the EIR, and 
all mitigation measures currently in effect would apply to the proposed project. Because of the 
passage of time, MM Bio 3 and MM Bio 4 are necessary, recognizing that burrowing owls, 
while not currently on the project site, were on-site in 2008 and could be on-site again. These 
additional mitigation measures are not needed due to a determination of new impact, but to 
comply with the provisions of the MSHCP and to account for the potential for a delay between 
approval of the proposed project and physical construction. With the additional mitigation 
measures, no impacts beyond those identified in the EIR would occur. (Appendix C) 

Mitigation Measures 

MM Bio 3 
Focused surveys for burrowing owl shall be conducted by a qualified biologist in accordance 
with Step II, Part B, of the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (March 29, 2006). In addition, a final report 
detailing the survey results shall be submitted to the City of Eastvale for review and 
distribution to the appropriate agencies. 

MM Bio 4 
If burrowing owls are identified during the survey period, the City shall require the project 
applicant to take the following actions to offset impacts prior to ground disturbance: 

Active nests within the areas scheduled for disturbance or degradation shall be avoided 
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from February 1 through August 31, and a minimum 250-foot (75-meter) buffer shall be 
provided until fledging has occurred. Following fledging, owls may be passively relocated by 
a qualified biologist. 

If impacts on occupied burrows in the non-nesting period are unavoidable, on-site passive 
relocation techniques may be used if approved by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) to encourage owls to move to alternative burrows outside of the impact 
area. However, no occupied burrows shall be disturbed during the nesting season. A 
qualified biologist must verify through noninvasive methods that the burrow is no longer 
occupied.  

If relocation of the owls is approved for the site by the CDFW, the City shall require the 
developer to hire a qualified biologist to prepare a plan for relocating the owls to a suitable 
site. The relocation plan must include all of the following: 

 The location of the nest and owls proposed for relocation 

 The location of the proposed relocation site 

 The number of owls involved and the time of year when the relocation is proposed to 
take place 

 The name and credentials of the biologist who will be retained to supervise the 
relocation 

 The proposed method of capture and transport for the owls to the new site 

 A description of site preparation at the relocation site (e.g., enhancement of existing 
burrows, creation of artificial burrows, one-time or long-term vegetation control) 

 A description of efforts and funding support proposed to monitor the relocation 

If paired owls are present within 160 feet (50 meters) of a temporary project disturbance 
(e.g., parking areas), active burrows shall be protected with fencing/cones/flagging and 
monitored by a qualified biologist throughout construction to identify losses from nest 
abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort. Any identified loss shall be reported to the 
CDFW. 

Geology and Soils 

EIR No. 515 concluded that the following issue areas would result in less than significant 
impacts with the implementation of mitigation measures: excessive subsurface methane 
generation; ground cracking, which is associated with organic-rich soils containing high moisture 
content; and expansive soils. The proposed project site is located in an area where there is 
concern regarding accumulation of methane after grading activities due to the current high 
levels of methane. As identified in the EIR, mitigation measures MM Geo 1 through MM Geo 5 
would reduce impacts. Mitigation measure MM Geo 6 would reduce impacts associated with the 
potential for ground cracking. Additionally, to reduce the potential for expansive soils after 
grading, mitigation measure MM Geo 11 would reduce impacts. Finally, mitigation measures 
MM Geo 7 through MM Geo 10 address underlying soils and ensure that the stability of these 
soils is maintained during construction.  

The Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation by Matrix Geotechnical Consulting, 2013, is 
provided in-full as a part of Addendum 1 to EIR No. 515 (Appendix B) concluded that 
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modifications associated with the proposed project would not result in impacts beyond those 
analyzed and mitigated in the EIR. However, recommendations identified in Section 4.0 of the 
Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation were not addressed in the EIR or required as 
mitigation and are therefore included as Conditions of Approval to the proposed project. 
Conditions 15 through 18 detail requirements for site preparation; over excavation and 
recompaction; import soils for grading; and shrinking and bulking, respectively. Conditions 32 
and 33 describe temporary stability of excavations and fill placement and compaction. Condition 
49 requires compliance with Sections 4.2 through 4.10 of the Matrix Geotechnical Report 
(Appendix B). These sections outline topics such as foundation selection, lateral earth 
pressures and retaining wall design considerations, and structural setbacks. Additionally, a 
Pesticide and Soil Gas Investigation Report (Appendix B) was conducted (Matrix Geotechnical 
Consulting 2013). Based on the tests conducted by Matrix Geotechnical, elevated methane 
concentrations were measured at several bore holes. As a result, Section 5.0 of the report 
recommends that precautionary measures be implemented during the grading of the property to 
reduce the potential for the generation of additional methane gas during post-construction of the 
site. These recommendations are part of the original EIR and reduce impact levels to less than 
significant.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was performed on the project site in January 2007. 
The EIR includes mitigation measure MM Haz 1 that addresses the accidental discovery of an 
abandoned underground tank or contaminated soil during site development. Additionally, a 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment by SCS Engineers 2010 is provided in-full as a part of 
Addendum 1 to EIR No. 515 (Appendix B) concluded that no additional investigations were 
necessary. In addition, the recommendations described in a Phase I Environmental Assessment 
Update Letter (Matrix Environmental 2013; Appendix B)  have been addressed with mitigation 
measures MM Haz 1 and MM Geo 1 through MM Geo 5. Because the proposed project affects 
the same geographic area as the project analyzed in the EIR, the impacts concerning hazards 
and hazardous materials would be identical to those reported in the EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Development of the site would increase the amount of impervious surfaces, thereby reducing 
the amount of rainwater that would be subject to infiltration and the amount of salts that would 
potentially be deposited into the groundwater. Additionally, an increase in impervious surface 
area could also result in negative impacts to surface water quality because with less water 
percolating into the ground, more surface runoff will be created. As analyzed in EIR No. 515, the 
project would be required to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Construction Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with 
Construction Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) prior to obtaining 
a grading permit and to implement best management practices (BMPs) typically identified in a 
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) to protect downstream areas from sediment and 
other pollutants during site grading and construction.  

The EIR concluded that the proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts 
related to increased flows and water quality without the incorporation of mitigation measure MM 
Hydro 1. Since the proposed project affects the same geographic area as what was originally 
identified in EIR No. 515, no impacts beyond those identified in the EIR would occur with regard 
to hydrology and water quality.  
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Land Use and Planning 

While the original application changed zone districts, when the City incorporated, it adopted the 
existing County zoning that recognizes this approved project. The current City of Eastvale 
zoning for the property is Industrial Park (I-P). The proposed project is consistent with the zone 
district; therefore, no changes are needed to either the General Plan or the zone district to 
accommodate the proposed project. 

As such, impacts associated with the proposed project would be similar to those identified in 
EIR No. 515, and no impacts beyond those identified in the EIR would occur with respect to land 
use and planning. 

Noise 

EIR No. 515 concluded that with implementation of mitigation measures MM Noise 1 through 
MM Noise 4, the noise impacts from the project would be less than significant. The proposed 
project would increase the building area by 17,768 square feet—an increase of less than 5%--
but would not change the overall construction and development footprint. As a result, 
construction impacts would be substantially similar in nature and intensity to those evaluated in 
the EIR. The proposed project would generate a total of 3,752 trips, including 298 AM and 347 
PM peak hour trips; also see Transportation discussion herein. However, the EIR evaluated 
6,037 trips, including 788 AM and 840 PM peak hour trips. As a result, the EIR more than 
adequately evaluates the traffic related noise impacts of the proposed project. Therefore, 
impacts associated with the proposed project would be similar to those identified in the EIR; 
and, no additional noise impacts beyond those identified in EIR No. 515 are anticipated.   

Public Services  

The EIR determined that the proposed project would not affect service ratios, response times, or 
other performance objectives for fire protection or law enforcement (sheriff) services. The minor 
increase in building square footage is insufficient to appreciably affect the service ratios, 
response times, or other performance objectives for fire protection or law enforcement (sheriff) 
services. Impacts associated with the proposed project would be similar to those identified in the 
EIR, and no impacts beyond those identified in the EIR would occur with respect to public 
services.  

Transportation 

Traffic 

EIR No. 515 evaluated potential impacts to traffic and circulation based on a project square 
footage of 773,300 square feet. EIR No. 515 identified mitigation measures MM Trans 1 
through MM Trans 18 to reduce project-related transportation impacts. Mitigation measures MM 
Trans 4 through MM Trans 7 are designed to either require the improvement or pay the 
proportionate cost of the improvement if the improvement has been constructed. Mitigation 
measures MM Trans 8 through MM Trans 17 are related to cumulative impacts and are 
addressed through payment of various fees. However, the EIR determined that even with 
implementation of mitigation measures, cumulative impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  
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The EIR evaluated 2,768 fewer square feet than the currently proposed project, see Table 2 
below. However, the EIR evaluates a greater number of daily, AM and PM peak hour trips than 
would result from the proposed project.  

TABLE 2: TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY 

 Square Feet AM Peak Hour Trips 

(PCEs) 

PM Peak Hour Trips 

(PCEs) 

Daily Trips 

EIR No. 5151 773,300 788 840 6,037 

Proposed Project 776,068 298 347 3,752 

Change +2,768 -490 -493 -2,285 

Source: Bircher Center at Corona Valley Draft EIR No. 515, County of Riverside 2009; and The Campus Trip 

Generation Evaluation, Urban Crossroads 2016.  

PCEs=passenger car equivalents 

1. The project described and generally evaluated in the EIR address approximately 758,300 square feet, however, 

the traffic section evaluated 773,300 square feet, and thus overestimated project impacts.  

As stated in the EIR and required by the City of Eastvale, the proposed project is required to 
pay the County’s Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), the Mira Loma Road and 
Bridge Benefit District (RBBD) fee, and the City of Eastvale Development Impact Fee (DIF). The 
proposed project results in less of an impact on transportation than the approved project and is 
consistent with the findings in the EIR. 

Dock Doors 

The proposed project includes a total of 71 dock-height doors, which is 3 less than the 74 dock-
height doors evaluated in the EIR. Based on the 2016 TIA (Appendix A) and a memo clarifying 
concerns regarding dock-height doors and their correlation to truck traffic provided in-full as a 
part of Addendum 1 to EIR No. 515 (Appendix B) (both from Urban Crossroads), it was 
determined that the number of dock doors is a poor indicator for truck trip generation. A review 
of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) most recent edition of Trip Generation (9th 
edition, 2012) regarding trip generation factors for industrial type uses, the number of dock 
height doors was not identified as one of the independent variables commonly utilized to 
estimate a project’s potential trip generation. Trip generation for any land use is estimated 
based upon an independent variable, which is defined as a physical, measureable and 
predictable unit describing the study site or trip generator (e.g., gross floor area, employees, 
dwelling units). Trip Generation presents an independent variable or variables for each land use 
that appears to be a “cause” for the variation in the number of trips generated by a particular 
land use. The use of dock-height doors was not found to be used as an accurate indicator 
(independent variable) of variation in trip generation for industrial land uses. 

Further review of the trip generation rate sources indicates that the traffic impacts associated 
with warehouse/industrial projects are generally based on the building square footage or the 
number of employees. 

Although dock doors are not valid indicators of trip generation, the proposed project has 
reduced the amount of dock doors (71 total) from what was analyzed in EIR No. 515 (74 total) 
and has the same number of dock doors as the 2014-approved project analyzed in Addendum 
1, therefore the proposed project would not result in additional impacts beyond those identified 
in EIR No. 515.  
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Utilities 

The EIR determined that there is existing capacity within the Jurupa Community Services 
District’s (JCSD) water system to provide potable water to the project site and there are no 
significant supply constraints due to water quality (Appendices B and D). The minor building 
square footage increase would not appreciably affect the existing capacity within the JCSD 
water system to provide potable water to the project site. Additionally, the JCSD has adequate 
capacity to treat the additional wastewater generated and to serve the proposed project’s 
projected demand. Further, the proposed project would not be served by landfills with 
insufficient capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs. Impacts 
associated with the proposed project would be similar to those identified in the EIR, and no 
impacts beyond those identified in the EIR would occur with respect to utilities.  

V. CONCLUSION 

EIR No. 515 was used as a basis for this Addendum, updated with current information from 
sources cited, referenced and attached as appendices to this Addendum. Based on this 
evidence, the potential adverse environmental impacts from implementation of the proposed 
project, as defined in Section IV of this document, would not be greater than those identified in 
the EIR and may be less than evaluated in the EIR due to changes in circumstances and 
changes in project impacts at the present time. This Addendum provides an update of the 
impacts associated with the modifications proposed for the project, identifies the continued need 
to implement the measures required in the original environmental document and the adopted 
MMRP which was modified through the adoption of Addendum 1.  

Pursuant to CEQA Section 15164, the certified 2009 FEIR, as updated with this Addendum, can 
be relied upon for documentation of the effects of the proposed project on the environment. 
Because the changes in the project do not exceed the thresholds outlined in Sections 15162 
and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines that would require preparation of either a 
supplemental or subsequent EIR, no further analysis of the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project is required.  
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November 21, 2016 
 
Mr. Ray Polverini 
CAMPUS EASTVALE PROPERTY OWNER, LLC 
c/o Orbis Real Estate Partners 
280 Newport Center Drive, Suite 240  
Newport Beach, CA 92660 
 

SUBJECT: THE CAMPUS TRIP GENERATION EVALUATION 

Dear Mr. Ray Polverini: 

Urban Crossroads, Inc. is pleased to provide the following Trip Generation Evaluation for The Campus 
project, which is located in the City of Eastvale The purpose of this work effort is to assess the potential 
changes in trip generation associated with the update to the project description. 

PREVIOUS PLAN ANALYSIS 

The previous project traffic analysis was prepared on January 15, 2014 (Providence Business Park 
Addendum #1 to EIR No. 515 Traffic Impact Analysis, Urban Crossroads, Inc.). The previous traffic study 
analyzed a project consisting of 3 types of land uses, large warehouse buildings, (694,770 Square Feet), 
Medical Office (33,600 Square Feet), and retail use (10,600 Square Feet). The large warehouse buildings 
were evaluated as “Industrial Park” uses, using empirical trip rates that were collected for similar 
developments in the Inland Empire. 

The previous 2014 traffic study concluded that the project would generate 3,646 trips per day, with 287 
trips generated during the AM peak hour and 338 trips generated during the PM peak hour. All trips 
were calculated in terms of Passenger Car Equivalents (PCEs), which accounts for the larger amount of 
roadway capacity that trucks utilize. These trip generation estimates represent the appropriate 
benchmark for any future amendments to the Specific Plan, as they were the basis of the original project 
approval process. Relevant excerpts from the previous traffic study are included as Attachment “A” to 
this letter report. 

CURRENT PLAN DESCRIPTION 

The currently proposed plan is presented as Attachment “B” to this letter report. The proposed project 
consists of 731,868 Square Feet of Industrial Park land use, 33,600 Square Feet of Medical Office land 
use, and 10,600 Square Feet of retail land use. The medical office and retail components of the proposed 
project have not changed from the previously evaluated project description. 
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PROPOSED PROJECT TRIP GENERATION EVALUATION 

The proposed project land uses have been used to evaluate the project trip generation. Trip generation 
represents the amount of traffic which is both attracted to and produced by a development. Traffic 
generation rates for the proposed Project have been derived from two resources. The informational 
document Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation (9th Edition, 2012) has been used 
to determine the trip rates associated with the Medical Office and Retail land uses. The Industrial Park 
trip generation rates have been developed from data collected in the Inland Empire. The same rates 
used in the previous study have been utilized for this analysis. Table 1 summarizes the trip rates used. 

TABLE 1:  PROJECT TRIP GENERATION RATES1 

 

Table 2 presents the proposed project trip generation, based upon the updated project site plan 
provided as Attachment “B” to this letter report. As shown on Table 2, the proposed project will generate 
3,752 trips per day, with 298 trips generated during the AM peak hour and 347 trips generated during 
the PM peak hour. Table 2 also presents the trip generation extracted from the previously completed 
traffic study report, along with the difference (Delta) and percent difference (% Delta) resulting from the 
proposed change in the project description. The proposed project will result in minor increases in traffic 
compared to the project evaluated in the previously completed traffic study. It is estimated that the 
project will increase daily trips by 106 trips (3%), AM peak hour trips by 11 trips (4%) and PM peak hour 
trips by 9 trips (3%). 
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TABLE 2:  PROJECT TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY 

         

An increase of less than 50 peak hour trips is generally considered the threshold at which additional 
analysis could be necessary. The peak hour trip increase is only 9 or 11 trips total, depending on the time 
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of day (AM or PM peak hour). 

The potential for the number of peak hour trips at the limits of the study area in the traffic study to cross 
the 50 peak hour trip threshold has also been reviewed. The highest number of peak hour trips entering 
and/or leaving any intersection in a single direction at the boundary of the study area is 42 peak hour 
trips. An increase of 8 trips (required to pass the 50 trip threshold) implies that the increase in project 
peak hour traffic would need to be on the order of a 20% increase. As discussed previously, the peak 
hour increases are in the range of 3-4%. Therefore, no additional impacts are anticipated. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

The previously evaluated project consists of 3 types of land uses, large warehouse buildings, (694.770 
Square Feet), Medical Office (33,600 Square Feet), and retail use (10,600 Square Feet). The large 
warehouse buildings were evaluated as “Industrial Park” uses, using empirical trip rates that were 
collected for similar developments in the Inland Empire. The 2014 traffic study concluded that the 
previously evaluated project would generate 3,646 trips per day, with 287 trips generated during the 
AM peak hour and 338 trips generated during the PM peak hour. All trips were calculated in terms of 
Passenger Car Equivalents (PCEs), which accounts for the larger amount of roadway capacity that trucks 
utilize. These trip generation estimates represent the appropriate benchmark for any future 
amendments to the project, as they were the basis of the previous project approval process. 

The proposed project land uses consist of 731,868 Square Feet of Industrial Park land use, 33,600 Square 
Feet of Medical Office land use, and 10,600 Square Feet of retail land use. The medical office and retail 
components of the proposed project have not changed from the previously evaluated project 
description. 

This Trip Generation Evaluation shows that the proposed project will generate 3,752 trips per day, with 
298 trips generated during the AM peak hour and 347 trips generated during the PM peak hour. The 
proposed project will result in minor increases in traffic compared to the project evaluated in the 
previously completed traffic study. It is estimated that the project will increase daily trips by 106 trips 
(3%), AM peak hour trips by 11 trips (4%) and PM peak hour trips by 9 trips (3%). 

An increase of less than 50 peak hour trips is generally considered the threshold at which additional 
analysis could be necessary. The peak hour trip increase is only 9 or 11 trips total, depending on the time 
of day (AM or PM peak hour). 

The potential for the number of peak hour trips at the limits of the study area in the traffic study to cross 
the 50 peak hour trip threshold has also been reviewed. The highest number of peak hour trips entering 
and/or leaving any intersection in a single direction at the boundary of the study area is 42 peak hour 
trips. An increase of 8 trips (required to pass the 50 trip threshold) implies that the increase in project 
peak hour traffic would need to be on the order of a 20% increase. As discussed previously, the peak 
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hour increases are in the range of 3-4%. Therefore, no additional impacts are anticipated. 

In summary, the results of the evaluation summarized in this letter report indicate that the proposed 
project will generate a slight increase in traffic compared to the project description evaluated in the 
previously prepared traffic study report. Therefore, no additional project traffic related impacts are 
anticipated as a result of the modified project description. Urban Crossroads, Inc. is pleased to provide 
this trip generation evaluation for your use. If you have any questions, please contact me directly at (949) 
336-5981. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
URBAN CROSSROADS, INC. 

       

Carleton Waters, P.E.        Bill Lawson, P.E.  
Senior Transportation Engineer      Principal 
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ATTACHMENT A: 
 

2014 TRAFFIC STUDY EXCERPTS 
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Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis 
City of Eastvale, CA (JN:08438-06 Report) 

4.0 PROJECTED FUTURE TRAFFIC   
 
This section presents the traffic volumes estimated to be generated by the Project, as well as the Project’s 
trip assignment onto the study area roadway network.   
 
The Project is to consist of 694,770 square feet of industrial park spread over ten (10) buildings, 33,600 
square feet of medical office use, and 10,600 square feet of commercial retail use. The approved project 
that was appended to Final EIR No. 515 studied traffic generated by 773,300 square feet of light industrial; 
therefore, the comparison analysis provided in this report assumes a decrease in traffic associated with 
694,770 square feet of industrial park, 33,600 square feet of medical office, and 10,600 square feet of 
commercial retail. For the purposes of this traffic impact analysis, it is assumed that the Project will be 
constructed and at full occupancy by 2015. 
 
The Project is proposed to access Archibald Avenue via Driveway 1 and Driveway 2.  Driveway 1 is 
proposed to be a signalized full access Project driveway and Driveway 2 is proposed to have right-in/right-
out access only and is proposed to be stop controlled on the side-street (driveways) with free-flow on 
Archibald Avenue.  
 
4.1 PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 
 
Trip generation represents the amount of traffic which is both attracted to and produced by a development.  
Determining traffic generation for a specific project is therefore based upon forecasting the amount of traffic 
that is expected to be both attracted to and produced by the specific land uses being proposed for a given 
development. 
 
The proposed project includes a total of 71 dock-height doors, which is an increase of nine (9) dock-
height doors above that identified by the prior project approval. Furthermore, the City of Eastvale has 
expressed concerns about potential truck traffic on Limonite Avenue, and the relationship of the 
number of dock-height loading doors to the volume of truck traffic. The City has further expressed some 
concern that the combination of Buildings 1 and 2 forms a large cross-dock building that maximizes the 
number and effective use of dock-height loading doors. The City acknowledges that although there is 
no strictly defined standard for the number of dock-height doors to be contained in a particular industrial 
building, the project as proposed may be inconsistent with the City’s desire to see a project with 
reduced truck traffic than previously approved by the County.  
 
4.1.1 ASSESSMENT OF APPLICABLE TRIP GENERATION SOURCES 
 
ITE Trip Generation  
After a careful review of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) most recent edition of Trip 

Generation (9th Edition, 2012) regarding trip generation factors for industrial type uses, the number of dock 
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Table 4-1

ITE LU AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Land Use1 Units2 Code Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total

Industrial Park3 TSF -- 0.187 0.045 0.232 0.045 0.165 0.210 2.336

0.151 0.036 0.188 0.036 0.134 0.170 1.892

0.028 0.007 0.035 0.007 0.025 0.032 0.354

0.003 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.003 0.004 0.042

0.045 0.011 0.056 0.011 0.040 0.050 0.561

Medical Office TSF 720 1.89 0.50 2.39 1.00 2.57 3.57 36.13

Shopping Center TSF 820 0.60 0.36 0.96 1.78 1.93 3.71 42.70

1  Trip Generation Source:  Empirical data collected in July 2013 and Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, Ninth Edition (2012).
2  TSF = thousand square feet
3   Trip Generation and Vehicle Mix Source: Based on empirical data collected in July 2013, an average of data collected at four (4) sample sites.

Project Trip Generation Rates1

Daily

81.0% Passenger Cars

10.1% 2-Axle Trucks (PCE = 1.5)

0.9% 3-Axle Trucks (PCE = 2.0)

8.0% 4-Axle+ Trucks (PCE = 3.0)

___________________________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4-2

Land Use Quantity Units1
In Out Total In Out Total Daily

Industrial Park 694.770 TSF

     Passenger Cars: 105 25 131 25 93 118 1,315

               - Net Truck Trips (Raw) 25 6 31 6 22 28 308

     Truck Trips (PCE)2:

         2-axle (PCE): 20 5 24 5 17 22 246

         3-axle (PCE): 2 1 3 1 2 3 29

        4+-axle (PCE): 31 8 39 8 28 35 390

               - Net Truck Trips (PCE)2 53 13 66 13 47 60 665

Medical Office 33.600 TSF 64 17 80 34 86 120 1,214

Retail 10.600 TSF 6 4 10 19 20 39 453

200 52 252 84 221 305 3,290

228 59 287 91 247 337 3,646

1  TSF = thousand square feet
2   Vehicle Mix Source:  Based on empirical data collected in July 2013.  PCE rates are per SANBAG.
3  TOTAL TRIPS (Raw) = Passenger Cars + Net Truck Trips (Raw).
4  TOTAL TRIPS (PCE) = Passenger Cars + Net Truck Trips (PCE).

Project Trip Generation Summary

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

TOTAL NET TRIPS (PCE) 4

TOTAL NET TRIPS (Raw) 3

___________________________________________________________________________________________
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Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis 
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height doors was not identified as one of the independent variables commonly utilized to estimate a 
project’s potential trip generation. ITE’s Trip Generation manual is based upon thousands of data samples 
collected and complied by the ITE, and is updated on a periodic basis with current count surveys provided 
by its membership of transportation engineers and transportation planning professionals throughout the 
United States.  It is widely recognized as the most reliable source of trip generation data in the United 
States, and is the source for most trip estimates used in traffic impact studies throughout Southern 
California.  
 
Trip generation for any land use is estimated based upon an independent variable, which is defined as a 
physical, measurable and predictable unit describing the study site or trip generator (e.g., gross floor area, 
employees, dwelling units). Trip Generation presents an independent variable or variables for each land 
use that appears to be a “cause” for the variation in the number of trips generated by a particular land use. 
Independent variables that demonstrate the most direct correlation for the variation in trip ends generated 
by a particular land use are identified.  
 
As presented in Trip Generation, trip generation rates for industrial uses such as General Light Industrial 
(ITE Land Use Code 110), General Heavy Industrial (ITE Land Use Code 120), Industrial Park (ITE Land 
Use Code 130), Warehousing (ITE Land Use Code 150) and High-Cube Warehouses (ITE Land Use Code 
152) are all based on independent variables such as the number of employees, gross building square 
footage, and overall site acreage. The use of dock-height doors was not found to be used as an accurate 
indicator (independent variable) of variation in trip generation for any of the above mentioned industrial land 
uses.  
 
Other Trip Generation Sources for Industrial Related Uses 
The 2003 Fontana Study was conducted to evaluate the truck trip generation characteristics of nine (9) 
industrial land use categories commonly associated with heavy truck traffic.  This study was conducted in 
response to concerns over the validity of the earlier 1992 Fontana Study due to its use of data collected 
during Southern California’s recessionary economic times in 1992. The methodology for the new study was 
structured to follow ITE’s trip generation estimating procedures and was based solely on locally-collected 
data gathered at sites in the City of Fontana, unincorporated areas of San Bernardino County, the City of 
Ontario and the City of Rancho Cucamonga. The study presents trip generation rates based on the same 
independent variables utilized in the ITE Trip Generation Manual (e.g., number of employees, gross 
building square footage and overall site acreage).  
 
By comparison, the Inland Empire Chapter of National Association of Industrial and Office Properties 
(NAIOP) recently published a High Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Analysis which provides trip 
generation rates for high-cube warehouse uses based on gross building square footage only, utilizing 
empirical data collected at various high-cube warehouse locations throughout the Inland Empire.  Neither 
the Fontana Study nor the NAIOP analysis identified Dock-Height Doors as an independent variable to 
estimate truck traffic. 

40



Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis 
City of Eastvale, CA (JN:08438-06 Report) 

Conclusion 
Based on our assessment of the available trip generation rate sources for industrial uses in use throughout 
the Southern California area today, the number of dock-height doors was not used as a variable to estimate 
the number of truck trips to be generated by the particular industrial building.  
 
4.1.2 PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 
 
Trip generation rates used to estimate Project traffic are shown in Table 4-1, and a summary of the 
Project’s trip generation is shown in Table 4-2.  The trip generation rates are based upon data collected by 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for retail use (ITE Land Use Code 820), and medical office 
(ITE Land Use Code 720) in their recently published Trip Generation manual, 9th Edition, 2012. 
 
Trip generation rates for the industrial park component of the Project have been calculated based on actual 
site surveys taken in July of 2013 in the Inland Empire with similar land use and operations as the proposed 
Project.  Consistent with guidelines outlined in Chapter 4 Conducting a Trip Generation Study of the ITE 
Trip Generation Handbook (2nd Edition, 2004), Urban Crossroads, Inc. has collected local data in an effort 
to establish a suitable local trip generation rate for industrial park use.  Four (4) nearby sample sites in the 
cities of Pomona, Ontario, and Chino were chosen due to their similarities to the proposed Project.  The 
resulting trip generation rates were approved for use in this study by the City of Eastvale.  A more detailed 
explanation of the methodology, development, and decision to utilize the local trip generation rates for the 
industrial park land use can be found in Appendix “4.1” of this report.  
 
As shown on Table 4-2, the Project is anticipated to generate a total of approximately 3,646 passenger car 
equivalent (PCE) trip-ends per day on a typical weekday with approximately 287 PCE weekday AM peak 
hour trips and 337 PCE weekday PM peak hour trips.   
 
4.2 PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION 
 
Trip distribution is the process of identifying the probable destinations, directions or traffic routes that will be 
utilized by Project traffic. The potential interaction between the planned land uses and surrounding regional 
access routes are considered, to identify the route where the Project traffic would distribute.  The Project 
trip distribution was developed based on anticipated travel patterns to and from the Project site for both 
truck and passenger car traffic.  The Project trip distribution patterns for both trucks and passenger cars 
were developed based on an understanding of existing travel patterns in the area, the geographical location 
of the site, and the site’s proximity to the regional arterial and state highway system in conjunction with City 
of Eastvale staff.  
 
The total volume on each roadway was divided by the total site traffic generation to indicate the percentage 
of Project traffic that would use each component of the regional roadway system in each relevant direction.  
The Project passenger car trip distribution pattern is graphically depicted on Exhibit 4-1.  The Project truck 
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Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis 
City of Eastvale, CA (JN:08438-06 Report) 

trip distribution pattern is graphically depicted on Exhibit 4-2.  Each of these distribution patterns were 
reviewed and approved by the City of Eastvale as part of the traffic study scoping process.  
 
4.3 MODAL SPLIT 
 
Although the use of public transit, walking, and/or bicycling have the potential to reduce Project-related 
traffic, such reductions have not been taken into consideration in this traffic study in order to provide a 
conservative analysis of the Project’s potential to result in significant traffic impacts. 
 
4.4 PROJECT TRIP ASSIGNMENT 
 
The assignment of traffic from the Project area to the adjoining roadway system is based upon the Project 
trip generation, trip distribution, and the arterial highway and local street system improvements that would 
be in place by the time of initial occupancy of the Project.  Based on the identified Project traffic generation 
and trip distribution patterns, Project (2015) average daily traffic (ADT) volumes for the weekday are shown 
on Exhibit 4-3.  Project (2015) weekday AM and PM peak hour volumes are shown on Exhibits 4-4 and 4-5, 
respectively.  A more detailed breakdown of Project trips by vehicle type has been included in Appendix 
“4.2” of this report.  
 
4.5 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC 
 
Future year traffic forecasts have been based upon two (2) years of background (ambient) growth at 2% 
per year for 2015 traffic conditions.  The total ambient growth is 4.04% for 2015 traffic conditions 
(compounded growth of three percent per year over two years or 1.022 years).  This ambient growth rate is 
added to existing traffic volumes to account for area-wide growth not reflected by cumulative development 
projects.  Ambient growth has been added to daily and peak hour traffic volumes on surrounding roadways, 
in addition to traffic generated by the development of future projects that have been approved but not yet 
built and/or for which development applications have been filed and are under consideration by governing 
agencies. 
 
According to information published by the Riverside County Center for Demographic Research 
(RCCDR) and used as the basis for completing the Western Riverside Council of Governments 
(WRCOG) TUMF Nexus Study – 2009 Program Update, the population of Western Riverside County is 
projected to increase by 61.7% in the period between 2007 and 2035, a compounded rate of 
approximately 1.73% annually.  During the same period, employment in Western Riverside County is 
expected to increase by 111.4% or 2.71% annually.  Therefore, the annual growth rate of 2% in 
conjunction with cumulative project traffic would appear to be conservative and tend to overstate as 
opposed to understate traffic impacts. 
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ADDENDUM 
TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

CITY OF EASTVALE 
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley 

SCH NO. 2008081117 
 
 

I. PROJECT INFORMATION 
 
i)  Project Title: Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report, City of 

Eastvale Development of Tentative Parcel Map  Number 35865, 
SCH No. 2008081117, for Birtcher Center at Corona Valley, now 
known as Eastvale Business Park. 

 
ii) Lead Agency Name City of Eastvale 
 and Address:  12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910, Eastvale, CA 91752 
 
iii) Contact:  Mark Teague, Environmental Planning Manager  
 
iv) Project Location: The proposed project is on a vacant site located north of 65th Street 

along the westerly side of Archibald Avenue and easterly of 
Cucamonga Creek. The generally triangular-shaped parcel is 
elongated in an east to west direction, with site topography 
generally flat, sloping gently from the north to the south. The 
cadastral location is in Section 27, Township 2 South, Range 7 
West, San Bernardino Meridian. 

 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND PROJECT INFORMATION 

A. Project Background 

This project was originally approved by the County of Riverside after certification of 
Environmental Impact Report No. 515 (Attachment 1). The project approved by the County 
allowed for 734,432 square feet of industrial space, which is slightly smaller than the 758,300 
square feet of industrial space analyzed in the EIR.  

The City of Eastvale incorporated on October 1, 2010, and the City is now the lead agency for 
the purposes of CEQA and has jurisdiction over the entitlements and development of the 
property. As part of the city’s incorporation, this project was accepted by the City as originally 
approved by Riverside County. All mitigation measures will be modified to reflect the City as the 
lead agency and responsible for the implementation of the mitigation measures. Except as 
modified in this Addendum all mitigation measures, as shown in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (Attachment 2), will apply to the proposed project. On June 13, 2012, the 
City Council rejected a time extension request for the approved development plan (Plot Plan No. 
23219) for the proposed project, now named Eastvale Business Park. This submittal responds 
to the City Council comments made during the meeting of June 13, 2012.  

The applicant submitted application No. 12-0750 to request approval of a Major Development 
Plan Review and a revised Tentative Parcel Map for the project site. While the original project 
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approval expired, the EIR remains certified and the proposed project is using the EIR as 
updated in this addendum to comply with CEQA. Technical materials submitted with this request 
included an updated Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix 1), Air Quality Impact Analysis 
(Appendix 2), and Greenhouse Gas Analysis (Appendix 3). 

Table 1 shows the project as it was evaluated in EIR No. 515. The proposed Major 
Development Plan (DP) 12-0750 and Revised Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) No. 35865 for the 
Providence Business Park (proposed project; project) allows for the following:  

 Revised Tentative Parcel Map No. 35865 -  to modify the approved Tentative Parcel 
Map No. 35865 that involves a division of 53.37 gross acres and 46.92 net acres into 
11 development parcels and 6 letter lots consistent with the Major Development Plan.  

 Major Development Plan No. 12-0750 - to allow development of the site into a 14-
building business park development providing 11 industrial buildings, two retail buildings, 
and one -two-story office/medical building, totaling approximately 738,970 square feet. 
Proposed uses will be Retail (M/B occupancies), Office (B occupancy), and Industrial 
(S1 occupancy).  

 Change of Zone – from Heavy Agriculture (A-2) to Industrial Park (I-P), subject to 
conditions of approval. The County of Riverside initially approved a Change of Zone for 
the entire project site from A-2 to I-P, however the final adoption of the Change of Zone 
did not occur.  

B. Project Setting and Description 

The project site consists of approximately 53.37 gross acres of vacant land zoned Heavy 
Agriculture (A-2) (Figure 1). The generally triangular-shaped parcel is elongated in an east to 
west direction, with the topography of the relatively level parcel descending gradually from north 
to south. The project site currently has field crops and other buildings associated with farming 
activities. Existing residential development is located southeast of the project site. Directly to the 
south, is the Trails at Eastvale, a residential subdivision (Eastvale Tract No. 36423). The 
property located across Archibald Avenue and sharing the proposed signal at Archibald and 
Limonite avenues has an active application for a 177,780-square-foot Walmart Superstore 
(Eastvale Project No. 12-0051).  

Building construction will be concrete tilt-up incorporating vertical accent walls, glazing, and 
aluminum canopies at main building entrances and at building accent locations. A concrete form 
liner base will be provided at building entrances and accent wall locations. Retail and 
office/medical buildings are located at the entrance to the business park and allow pedestrian 
connections between the uses and the remainder of project development as well to the 
Southern California Edison (SCE) easement trail/bike path. The industrial buildings are 
designed to provide corner building entrances and recessed areas along the street frontage with 
details similar to the retail/office buildings. Landscaping is designed to provide focal points at the 
project entrance and transition to a private street, as well as key accent points within the 
development. 

Table 1 provides a comparison of the project details as they appear in EIR No. 515 (2009), as 
previously approved and the proposed project. As shown in Table 1, the proposed project is 
smaller in size than the project analyzed in the EIR but larger than the project previously 
approved by the County. 
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF PROJECT DETAILS (ORIGINAL AND MODIFIED)  

 

EIR No. 515 Analysis 
Previously Approved 

Project  
Proposed Project 

Difference in Square 

Footage and Dock 

Doors Between 

Certified EIR and 

Proposed Project 

Difference in Square 

Footage and Dock Doors 

Between  

Previously Approved  and 

Proposed Project 

Building 
Square 

Feet 

Dock 

Door 
Square Feet 

Dock 

Doors 
Building 

Square 

Feet 

Dock 

Doors 
Phase 

Square 

Feet 

Dock 

Doors 
Square Feet 

Dock 

Door 

1  
106,561 10 

49,758 4 1A & 1B 254,810 28 I 
+220,429 +25 

+205,052 +24 

2 62,248 5 2 72,180 7 II +9,932 +2 

3  
99,604 12 

46,857 4 3 26,600 5 I 
-62,404 -7 

-20,257 +1 

4 50,760 5 4A & 4B 10,600 0 I -40,160 -5 

5 60,540 7 51,360 5 5 33,600 0 II -26,940 -7 -17,760 -5 

6 40,490 4 24,834 2 6 37,400 4 II -3,090 0 -12,566 +2 

7 14,560 1 12,638 0 7 38,600 4 II +24,040 +3 +25,962 +4 

8 47,002 0 48,450 0 8 41,200 4 II -5,802 +4 -7,250 +4 

9 23,800 0 23,000 0 9 42,400 4 II +18,600 +4 +19,400 +4 

10 75,768 8 75,768 8 10 47,500 4 II -28,268 -4 -28,268 -4 

11 58,713 6 58,713 6 11 48,780 4 I/II -9,933 -2 -9,933 -2 

12 75,015 8 75,015 8 12 85,300 7 I +10,285 -1 +10,285 -1 

13 67,247 6 67,247 6 N/A N/A N/A N/A -67,247 -6 -67,247 -6 

14 89,000 12 91,784 9 N/A N/A N/A N/A -89,000 -12 -67,247 -9 

Total 758,300 74 738,432 62 Total 738,970 71 N/A -19,330 --3 +538 +9 

Source: Albert A. Webb Associates 2009a and 2009b
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As shown in Table 1, EIR No. 515 analyzed 758,300 square feet of developed building area and 
74 dock doors. When the Final EIR (Attachment 1) was approved on October 27, 2009, the 
building square footage was reduced to 738,432 square feet and 62 dock doors (Appendices 4 
and 5). The square footage of the proposed project is 738,970 with 71 dock doors, which is 
smaller in square footage and has less dock doors than what was analyzed in EIR No. 515. 

C. Project Details 

The project will be developed in two phases (Figures 2 and 3). Phase I will include the 
construction of buildings 1, 3, 4, and 12 and all associated infrastructure and utility systems to 
service these buildings; all site improvements for buildings 1, 3, 4, and 12; landscaping and 
irrigation for building sites 1, 3, and 11 and landscaping and irrigation for building 4 with the 
exception of areas reserved for building 5 and its associated parking; and all required utility 
infrastructure connections for buildings 1, 3, 4, and 12. Phase II will include the construction of 
buildings 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 and all associated infrastructure and utility systems to 
service these buildings; and all site improvements for buildings 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10. 

III. CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR AN ADDENDUM 

This Addendum has been prepared in accordance with the current CEQA Statutes and 
Guidelines for implementing CEQA. CEQA Section 15164 includes the following procedures for 
the preparation and use of an Addendum: 

(a) The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified 
EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in 
Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.  

(c) An addendum need not be circulated for public review, but can be included in or attached to 
the Final EIR or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The decision making body shall consider the addendum with the Final EIR or adopted 
negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

(e) A brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 
15162 should be included in an addendum to an EIR, the lead agency’s required findings on 
the project, or elsewhere in the record. The explanation must be supported by substantial 
evidence. 

The information contained in this Addendum supports a finding that the EIR adequately 
addressed the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  

If changes to a project or its circumstances occur or new information becomes available after 
certification of an EIR, the lead agency may: (1) prepare a subsequent EIR if the criteria of State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a) are met, (2) prepare a subsequent negative declaration, 
(3) prepare an addendum, or (4) prepare no further documentation (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15162(b)). When only minor technical changes or additions to the certified EIR are 
necessary and none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a 
subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred, CEQA allows the lead agency to 
prepare and adopt an addendum (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(b)). 
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Under Section 15162, a subsequent EIR or negative declaration is required only when: 

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; 

The proposed project will not result in additional changes to the environment beyond 
those analyzed in the original EIR and therefore does not affect the impact analysis 
originally discussed in the EIR. 

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken which will require major revisions of the EIR due to the involvement of any new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects; or 

The impacts of the proposed project are analyzed in the technical studies included with 
this addendum and demonstrate that the proposed project would not result in additional 
environmental impacts beyond those analyzed in EIR No. 515. Based on the evidence 
provided in the attached technical studies implementation of the proposed project would 
not result in a substantial increase in the severity of the previously identified impacts.  

(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 negative declaration was 
adopted, shows any of the following: 

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR; 

As discussed in this Addendum, the proposed project does not increase the impact of 
any environmental impact identified in EIR No. 515, and no additional impacts beyond 
those identified in EIR No. 515 would occur.  

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in 
the previous EIR; 

The proposed project does not increase the severity of any of the environmental impacts 
identified in EIR No. 515 because the proposed project footprint is similar to the project 
analyzed in the EIR.   

(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 alternative; or 

The mitigation measures adopted with EIR No. 515 have been modified to reflect 
changes in industry practice and the incorporation of the City of Eastvale. As part of 
these modifications, additional measures have been added to address air quality, 
biological resources, and transportation and traffic. The EIR identified impacts in each of 
these issue areas and provides mitigation. The additional mitigation measures, in 
addition to the existing measures, further reduce the potential impacts of the proposed 
project. 

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed 
in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 
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environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative. 

The additional mitigation measures proposed are not substantially different from the 
measures contained in the project EIR. The additional measures are considered 
refinements to the existing mitigation strategy and have all been accepted by the 
applicant as part of the project review process.  

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

The following conclusions were developed regarding potential impacts from approval and 
implementation of the proposed project. 

Agricultural Resources 

As evaluated in the EIR, the project would convert 38 acres of Prime Farmland, approximately 1 
acre of Unique Farmland, and approximately 14 acres of Farmland of Local Importance to 
nonagricultural land uses. Based on criteria using the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
(LESA) model, the proposed project site scored a 75.2 out of a possible 100 points, resulting in 
a scoring decision of “Considered Significant” pursuant to the LESA Manual. The EIR evaluated 
mitigation measures for their ability to eliminate or reduce impacts to a level below significant. 
Potential mitigation measures were identified in the EIR. However, even with the implementation 
of mitigation measures, the EIR determined that the loss of viable agricultural land would result 
in significant and unavoidable impacts. The proposed project would affect the same area as the 
project evaluated in the EIR, resulting in the development of 53.37 acres of agriculturally zoned 
land uses. As the proposed project affects an area identical to that evaluated in the EIR, the 
impacts to this issue area would remain the same as analyzed in the EIR.  

Airports 

The Chino Airport is located approximately 6,600 feet west of the proposed project site and is 
owned and operated by the County of San Bernardino. The Riverside County Airport Land Use 
Commission approved the 2008 Compatibility Plan for the Chino Airport on September 11, 
2008. The project site falls within designated Compatibility Zones C and D and is within the 
Riverside County Sphere of Influence for Chino Airport and thus requires review by the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission.  

The EIR found that the proposed project would result in less than significant levels with regard 
to noise exposure and airport vicinity height guidelines. Although the proposed project is 
compatible with the guidelines and the 2008 Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the EIR 
includes mitigation measures designed to reduce potential impacts associated with lighting 
spillover and the development of land uses that could affect air safety. The existing mitigation 
measures (MM Airport 1 through MM Airport 3) affect the overall square footage, location, and 
quantity of the buildings proposed. The proposed project is consistent with the EIR and will 
apply the same mitigation measures; therefore, no impacts beyond those originally identified in 
the EIR would occur. 

Air Quality 

The EIR concluded that the project would result in less than significant impacts to the following 
issue areas: conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; expose 
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sensitive receptors to any toxic air contaminant (TAC), at a level that exceeds 10 excess cancer 
cases per one million people (per the South Coast Air Quality Management District [SCAQMD]); 
and expose sensitive receptors to a hazard index of 1.0 or greater using a chronic reference 
exposure level for chronic non-cancer risks associated with TACs (per the SCAQMD). 
Additionally, the following issue areas were determined to have significant and unavoidable 
impacts: violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation; create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people; and result 
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 
is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors). Even with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, the EIR concluded that operational source emissions 
and cumulative impacts would result in significant and unavoidable impacts.  

To support the analysis in this Addendum, an updated Air Quality Impact Analysis (2013) was 
prepared by Urban Crossroads (Appendix 2) for the proposed project. The analysis determined 
that cumulative projects could contribute to an existing or projected air quality exceedance 
because the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) is currently in nonattainment for ozone, PM10, and 
PM2.5. With regard to determining the significance of the contribution from the project, the 
SCAQMD recommends that any given project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts 
should be assessed using the same significance criteria as for project-specific impacts. 
Therefore, the analysis assumes that individual projects which do not generate operational or 
construction emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds for project-
specific impacts would also not cause a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for 
those pollutants for which the SCAB is in nonattainment and therefore would not be considered 
to have a significant, adverse air quality impact. Alternatively, individual project-related 
construction and operational emissions that exceed SCAQMD thresholds for project-specific 
impacts would be considered cumulatively considerable.  

The proposed project would still result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts 
because it would contribute, along with other projects in proximity to the proposed project, to the 
existing nonattainment status of the SCAB. However, with implementation of the mitigation 
measures discussed in the EIR (MM Air-1 through MM Air-7), impacts from construction-related 
construction NOx and operational VOCs, NOx, and CO emissions have been reduced to less 
than significant levels. Additionally, the Air Quality Impact Analysis identified additional 
mitigation measures MM AQ-1 through MM AQ-5 to augment the existing mitigation measures 
identified in EIR No. 515. Mitigation measures MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-2 are standard regulatory 
requirements/best available control measures, MM AQ-3 and MM AQ-4 are additional 
construction activity mitigation measures, and MM AQ-5 is an operational activity mitigation 
measure.  

Biological Resources 

The proposed project site has been heavily disturbed by activities associated with agriculture, 
including alfalfa cultivation and dairy production. The Dairy Quest Farm used to be located on-
site; abandoned structures and other facilities associated with the former dairy operation are still 
present on the eastern portion of the property and include a barn, animal enclosures, and metal 
canopies used to house the cows and feed. Information from reports prepared by Principe and 
Associates in 2013 was used to support this analysis. These reports are titled Western 
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Consistency Analysis, Revised 
Tentative Parcel Map 35865, Providence Business Park, and California Environmental Quality 



 

8 

Act Addendum on Biological Resources, Revised Tentative Parcel Map 35865, Providence 
Business Park (Appendices 6 and 7, respectively). 

Based on the “California Environmental Quality Act Addendum on Biological Resources” 
provided as Appendix I, no MSHCP Riparian/Riverine areas, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE)/Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) jurisdictional “waters of 
the U.S.,” and/or California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) jurisdictional streambeds 
occur on the site. Temporary disturbance to the concrete trapezoidal channel of Cucamonga 
Creek located directly off the site to the west will be required to install drainage outlet 
infrastructure required to convey on- and off-site storm flow into the adjacent Cucamonga 
Creek. Although Cucamonga Creek Channel is entirely concrete and therefore supports limited 
biological functions and values, the channel is regulated by the USACE and Santa Ana RWQCB 
as “waters of the U.S.” pursuant to Section 404 and Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water 
Act, respectively. Cucamonga Creek Channel is also subject to regulation by CDFW as 
jurisdictional streambed pursuant to Section 1602 of the California Fish & Game Code.  
However, Cucamonga Creek was determined not to meet the definition of riparian/riverine areas 
pursuant to section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP and does not therefore warrant preparation of a 
Determination of Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP).  The temporary construction 
disturbance will not result in adverse effects to the concrete-lined channel which does not 
support riparian areas, wetlands or other special aquatic sites, and/or sensitive habitats within 
proximity to the proposed limits of offsite construction. Given that the project proposes only 
temporary impacts to Corps, Santa Ana RWQCB and CDFW jurisdictions associated with 
construction disturbance to the adjacent concrete-lined Cucamonga Creek Channel, no 
compensatory mitigation measures are anticipated as part of subsequent Section 404/401/1602 
regulatory permits for the project. 

Additionally, the proposed project site is located within the Western Riverside Multiple Species 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) area; however, it is not located in the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 
Habitat Conservation Plan area. The proposed project is in compliance and consistent with 
MSHCP Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3, and 6.1.4 and is located within the burrowing owl survey area as 
shown in Figure 6-4 of the MSHCP. A burrowing owl assessment was conducted on the project 
site in March 2008 by the Thomas Leslie Corporation, and it was determined that suitable 
habitat for burrowing owls exists along road berms and fence lines within the project site. Ten 
potential burrows were identified in the suitable habitat area; however, no burrowing owls or 
signs (feathers, scat, pellets, shells, etc.) were observed during the focused burrowing owl 
surveys. Principe and Associates performed a burrowing owl site assessment and focused 
burrow survey in 2013 and determined that suitable habitat was absent from the project site. 
However, due to the confirmation of suitable habitat in previous surveys and because the 
project site is located in a burrowing owl survey area, it is recommended that focused surveys 
be conducted as detailed in mitigation measure MM Bio 3 below. This mitigation measure was 
not included in the certified EIR because focused surveys had been recently conducted at the 
time of the EIR’s preparation. To comply with the MSHCP, a preconstruction survey is also 
required within 30 days prior to earth-moving activities as detailed in MM Bio 1 of the EIR. 
Finally, if burrowing owls are found on-site during surveys, implementation of MM Bio 4 below 
will reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

Further, avian species observed on-site are not necessarily protected by the California or 
federal Endangered Species Acts; however, many species are protected under the federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the California Fish and Game Code, which prohibits take 
or destruction of birds or their nests or eggs. To prevent potential harm, project-related 
disturbances shall be reduced or eliminated during the nesting cycle (generally February to 
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August 31). Should eggs be discovered on-site, the nest cannot be disturbed (pursuant to 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife guidelines) until the young have hatched and fledged 
(matured to a state that they can leave the nest on their own). Additionally, the implementation 
of MM Bio 2 in the EIR will ensure that impacts to avifauna are reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

The implementation of mitigation measures identified above would reduce impacts to these 
issue areas to less than significant levels. In addition to the above mitigation measures, the 
project proponent shall pay the Local Development Mitigation Fee consistent with Section 4 of 
the MSHCP Implementing Agreement (Volume 3). 

The EIR determined that because the project site does not contain any threatened or 
endangered plant or animal 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), 
impacts are less than significant associated with this issue area.  

The proposed project affects the same geographic area as the project analyzed in the EIR, and 
all mitigation measures currently in effect would apply to the proposed project. Because of the 
passage of time, MM Bio 3 and MM Bio 4 are necessary, recognizing that burrowing owls, 
while not currently on the project site, were on-site in 2008 and could be on-site again if 
construction does not occur in the near term. These additional mitigation measures are not 
needed due to a determination of new impact, but to comply with the provisions of the MSHCP 
and to account for the potential for a delay between approval of the proposed project and 
physical construction. With the additional mitigation measures, no impacts beyond those 
identified in the EIR would occur. 

Mitigation Measures 

MM Bio 3 

Focused surveys for burrowing owl shall be conducted by a qualified biologist in accordance 
with Step II, Part B, of the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (March 29, 2006). In addition, a final report 
detailing the survey results shall be submitted to the City of Eastvale for review and 
distribution to the appropriate agencies. 

MM Bio 4 

If burrowing owls are identified during the survey period, the City shall require the project 
applicant to take the following actions to offset impacts prior to ground disturbance: 

Active nests within the areas scheduled for disturbance or degradation shall be avoided 
from February 1 through August 31, and a minimum 250-foot (75-meter) buffer shall be 
provided until fledging has occurred. Following fledging, owls may be passively relocated by 
a qualified biologist. 

If impacts on occupied burrows in the non-nesting period are unavoidable, on-site passive 
relocation techniques may be used if approved by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) to encourage owls to move to alternative burrows outside of the impact 
area. However, no occupied burrows shall be disturbed during the nesting season. A 
qualified biologist must verify through noninvasive methods that the burrow is no longer 
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occupied.  

If relocation of the owls is approved for the site by the CDFW, the City shall require the 
developer to hire a qualified biologist to prepare a plan for relocating the owls to a suitable 
site. The relocation plan must include all of the following: 

 The location of the nest and owls proposed for relocation 

 The location of the proposed relocation site 

 The number of owls involved and the time of year when the relocation is proposed to 
take place 

 The name and credentials of the biologist who will be retained to supervise the 
relocation 

 The proposed method of capture and transport for the owls to the new site 

 A description of site preparation at the relocation site (e.g., enhancement of existing 
burrows, creation of artificial burrows, one-time or long-term vegetation control) 

 A description of efforts and funding support proposed to monitor the relocation 

If paired owls are present within 160 feet (50 meters) of a temporary project disturbance 
(e.g., parking areas), active burrows shall be protected with fencing/cones/flagging and 
monitored by a qualified biologist throughout construction to identify losses from nest 
abandonment and/or loss of reproductive effort. Any identified loss shall be reported to the 
CDFW. 

Geology and Soils 

EIR No. 515 concluded that the following issue areas would result in less than significant 
impacts with the implementation of mitigation measures: excessive subsurface methane 
generation; ground cracking, which is associated with organic-rich soils containing high moisture 
content; and expansive soils. The proposed project site is located in an area where there is 
concern regarding accumulation of methane after grading activities due to the current high 
levels of methane. As identified in the EIR, mitigation measures MM Geo 1 through MM Geo 5 
would reduce impacts. Mitigation measure MM Geo 6 would reduce impacts associated with the 
potential for ground cracking. Additionally, to reduce the potential for expansive soils after 
grading, mitigation measure MM Geo 11 would reduce impacts. Finally, mitigation measures 
MM Geo 7 through MM Geo 10 address underlying soils and ensure that the stability of these 
soils is maintained during construction.  

The Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation (Appendix 8) conducted by Matrix Geotechnical 
Consulting (2013) concluded that modifications associated with the proposed project would not 
result in impacts beyond those analyzed and mitigated in the EIR. However, recommendations 
identified in Section 4.0 of the Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation were not addressed in 
the EIR or required as mitigation and are therefore included as Conditions of Approval to the 
proposed project. Conditions 15 through 18 detail requirements for site preparation; over 
excavation and recompaction; import soils for grading; and shrinking and bulking, respectively.  
Conditions 32 and 33 describe temporary stability of excavations and fill placement and 
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compaction. Condition 49 requires compliance with Sections 4.2 through 4.10 of the Matrix 
Geotechnical Report (Appendix 8). These sections outline topics such as foundation selection, 
lateral earth pressures and retaining wall design considerations, and structural setbacks. 
Additionally, a Pesticide and Soil Gas Investigation Report (Appendix 9) was conducted by 
Matrix Geotechnical Consulting (2013). Based on the tests conducted by Matrix Geotechnical, 
elevated methane concentrations were measured at several bore holes. As a result, Section 5.0 
of the report recommends that precautionary measures be implemented during the grading of 
the property to reduce the potential for the generation of additional methane gas during post-
construction of the site. These recommendations are part of the original EIR and reduce impact 
levels to less than significant.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was performed on the project site in January 2007. 
The EIR includes mitigation measure MM Haz 1 that addresses the accidental discovery of an 
abandoned underground tank or contaminated soil during site development. Additionally, a 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix J) conducted by SCS Engineers (2010) 
concluded that no additional investigations were necessary. It should be noted that the 
recommendations described in the Phase I Environmental Assessment Update Letter 
(Appendix K) generated by Matrix Environmental (2013) have been addressed with mitigation 
measures MM Haz 1 and MM Geo 1 through MM Geo 5. Because the proposed project affects 
the same geographic area as the project analyzed in the EIR, the impacts concerning hazards 
and hazardous materials would be identical to those reported in the EIR. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Development of the site will increase the amount of impervious surfaces, thereby reducing the 
amount of rainwater that would be subject to infiltration and the amount of salts that would 
potentially be deposited into the groundwater. Additionally, an increase in impervious surface 
area could also result in negative impacts to surface water quality because with less water 
percolating into the ground, more surface runoff will be created. As analyzed in EIR No. 515, the 
project will be required to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Construction Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with 
Construction Activities (Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) prior to obtaining a 
grading permit and to implement best management practices (BMPs) typically identified in a 
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) to protect downstream areas from sediment and 
other pollutants during site grading and construction.  

The EIR concluded that the proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts 
related to increased flows and water quality without the incorporation of mitigation measure MM 
Hydro 1. Since the proposed project affects the same geographic area as what was originally 
identified in EIR No. 515, no impacts beyond those identified in the EIR would occur with regard 
to hydrology and water quality.  

Land Use and Planning 

While the original application changed zone districts, when the City incorporated, it adopted the 
existing County zoning that recognizes this approved project. The current City of Eastvale 
zoning for the property is Industrial Park (I-P). The proposed project is consistent with the zone 
district; therefore, no changes are needed to either the General Plan or the zone district to 
accommodate the proposed project. 
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As such, impacts associated with the proposed project would be similar to those identified in 
EIR No. 515, and no impacts beyond those identified in the EIR would occur with respect to land 
use and planning. 

Noise 

EIR No. 515 concluded that with implementation of mitigation measures MM Noise 1 through 
MM Noise 4, the noise impacts from the project would be less than significant. Impacts 
associated with the proposed project would be similar to those identified in the EIR; therefore, 
no additional noise impacts beyond those identified in EIR No. 515 are anticipated.   

Public Services  

The EIR determined that the proposed project would not affect service ratios, response times, or 
other performance objectives for fire protection or law enforcement (sheriff) services. Impacts 
associated with the proposed project would be similar to those identified in the EIR, and no 
impacts beyond those identified in the EIR would occur with respect to public services.  

Transportation 

Traffic 

EIR No. 515 identified mitigation measures MM Trans 1 through MM Trans 18 to reduce 
project-related transportation impacts. Mitigation measures MM Trans 4 through MM Trans 7 
are designed to either require the improvement or pay the proportionate cost of the 
improvement if the improvement has been constructed. Mitigation measures MM Trans 8 
through MM Trans 17 are related to cumulative impacts and are addressed through payment of 
various fees. However, the EIR determined that even with implementation of mitigation 
measures, cumulative impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  

The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) conducted by Urban Crossroads (2014) concluded that the 
proposed project would generate 2,391 fewer trip ends per day, with 501 fewer AM peak-hour 
trips and 503 fewer PM peak-hour trips than the approved project. As such, cumulative impacts 
associated with the proposed project would be less than the approved project, but would still 
result in a significant and unavoidable determination. The rationale for the determination is 
explained in the EIR on page 5.0-30: “However, the timing of road improvements needed to 
improve level of service on a regional basis will be determined by the County of Riverside based 
upon need and the availability of funding. Thus, it is possible that the required improvements will 
not be constructed in time to mitigate the project’s cumulative impacts to below the level of 
significance. Therefore, after mitigation, the project’s cumulative impacts will remain significant.” 

The TIA also identifies the need for a third westbound and eastbound lane at the north- and 
southbound ramps of Interstate 15 (I-15) and Limonite Avenue. These lanes are in addition to 
the requirements of mitigation measures MM Trans 16 and MM Trans 17 in the EIR. The 
existing mitigation requires two through lanes in these directions and a right turn lane. The 
revised mitigation measures would require three through lanes and a right turn lane. The 
additional lane is consistent with the planned I-15 at Limonite Avenue Interchange project. 

As stated in the EIR and required by the City of Eastvale, the proposed project is required to 
pay the County’s Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), the Mira Loma Road and 
Bridge Benefit District (RBBD) fee, and the City of Eastvale Development Impact Fee (DIF). The 
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proposed project results in less of an impact on transportation than the approved project and is 
consistent with the findings in the EIR. 

Dock Doors 

Based on the TIA (Appendix 1) and a memo clarifying concerns regarding dock-height doors 
and their correlation to truck traffic (Appendix 12) (both from Urban Crossroads), it was 
determined that there is no relationship between the number of dock doors and truck traffic. A 
review of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) most recent edition of Trip Generation 
(9th edition, 2012) regarding trip generation factors for industrial type uses, the number of dock 
height doors was not identified as one of the independent variables commonly utilized to 
estimate a project’s potential trip generation. Trip generation for any land use is estimated 
based upon an independent variable, which is defined as a physical, measureable and 
predictable unit describing the study site or trip generator (e.g., gross floor area, employees, 
dwelling units). Trip Generation presents an independent variable or variables for each land use 
that appears to be a “cause” for the variation in the number of trips generated by a particular 
land use. The use of dock-height doors was not found to be used as an accurate indicator 
(independent variable) of variation in trip generation for industrial land uses. 

Further review of the trip generation rate sources indicates that the traffic impacts associated 
with warehouse/industrial projects are generally based on the building square footage or the 
number of employees. 

Although dock doors are not valid indicators of trip generation, the proposed project has 
reduced the amount of dock doors (71 total) from what was analyzed in EIR No. 515 (74 total) 
and therefore would not result in additional impacts beyond those identified in EIR No. 515.  

Utilities 

The EIR determined that there is existing capacity within the Jurupa Community Services 
District’s (JCSD) water system to provide potable water to the project site and there are no 
significant supply constraints due to water quality (Appendix 13). Additionally, the JCSD has 
adequate capacity to treat the additional wastewater generated and to serve the proposed 
project’s projected demand. Further, the proposed project would not be served by landfills with 
insufficient capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs. Impacts 
associated with the proposed project would be similar to those identified in the EIR, and no 
impacts beyond those identified in the EIR would occur with respect to utilities.  

V. CONCLUSION 

EIR No. 515 was used as a basis for this Addendum, updated with current information from 
sources cited, referenced and attached as appendices to this Addendum. Based on this 
evidence, the potential adverse environmental impacts from implementation of the proposed 
project, as defined in Section IV of this document, will not be greater than those identified in the 
EIR and may be less than evaluated in the EIR due to changes in circumstances and changes 
in project impacts at the present time. This Addendum provides an update of the impacts 
associated with the modifications proposed for the project, identifies the continued need to 
implement the measures required in the original environmental document, and provides 
additional mitigation that helps further reduce project impacts.  
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Pursuant to CEQA Section 15164, the certified 2009 FEIR, as updated with this Addendum, can 
be relied upon for documentation of the effects of the proposed project on the environment. 
Because the changes in the project do not exceed the thresholds outlined in Sections 15162 
and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines that would require preparation of either a 
supplemental or subsequent EIR, no further analysis of the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project is required.  
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PROVIDENCE BUSINESS PARK 
ADDENDUM #1 TO EIR NO. 515 

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 
CITY OF EASTVALE, CALIFORNIA 

 
1.0 INTRODUCTION   
 
This report presents the results of the traffic impact analysis (TIA) for the proposed Providence Business 
Park (Project), which is generally located on the west side of Archibald Avenue just south Limonite Avenue 
in the City of Eastvale as shown on Exhibit 1-1.   
 
The purpose of this traffic impact analysis is to evaluate the potential impacts to traffic and circulation 
associated with the development of the proposed Project, and to recommend improvements to mitigate 
impacts considered significant in comparison to established regulatory thresholds.  Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15168©, this report analyzes whether the currently proposed Project would have 
significant adverse effects on traffic and circulation that were not previously identified in certified EIR No. 
515 and determines if the Project would result in new effects, substantially more sever effects, and if now or 
modified mitigation measures are warranted. In sum, this report will assist the City in determining whether it 
is appropriate to approve the Project as with the scope of the traffic analysis previously prepared in 
association with certified EIR No. 515. 
 
The scope of this study has been developed through consultation with the City of Eastvale, and follows 
the City’s traffic study requirements.   
 
1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
The Project is to consist of 694,770 square feet of industrial park spread over ten (10) buildings, 33,600 
square feet of medical office use, and 10,600 square feet of commercial retail use. The approved project 
that was appended to Final EIR No. 515 studied traffic generated by 773,300 square feet of light industrial; 
therefore, the comparison analysis provided in this report assumes a decrease in traffic associated with 
694,770 square feet of industrial park, 33,600 square feet of medical office, and 10,600 square feet of 
commercial retail. 

 
For the purposes of this traffic impact analysis, it is assumed that the Project will be constructed and at full 
occupancy by 2015. 
 
The Project is anticipated to generate a total of approximately 3,646 passenger car equivalent (PCE) trip-
ends per day on a typical weekday with approximately 287 PCE weekday AM peak hour trips and 337 PCE 
weekday PM peak hour trips.  The assumptions and methods used to estimate the Project’s trip generation 
characteristics are discussed in detail in Section 4.1 Project Trip Generation of this report. 
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1.2 ANALYSIS SCENARIOS 
 
For the purposes of this traffic study, potential impacts to traffic and circulation have been assessed for 
each of the following conditions: 
 

 Existing (2013) (1 scenario) 
 Existing plus Project (1 scenario) 
 Opening Year (2015), without and with Project (2 scenarios) 

 
1.2.1 EXISTING (2013) CONDITIONS 
 
Information for existing year (2013) is disclosed to represent the baseline traffic conditions as they 
existed at the time this report was prepared.  
 
1.2.2 EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 
 
The existing year (2013) plus Project (E+P) analysis determines significant traffic impacts that would 
occur on the existing roadway system with the addition of Project traffic.  The E+P analysis is intended 
to identify the project-specific impacts associated solely with the development of the proposed Project 
based on a comparison of the E+P traffic conditions to Existing (2013) conditions. 
 
1.2.3 OPENING YEAR (2015) CONDITIONS 
 
The Opening Year (2015) conditions analysis will be utilized to determine if improvements funded 
through regional transportation mitigation fee programs, such as the Transportation Uniform Mitigation 
Fee (TUMF), Mira Loma Road and Bridge Benefit District (RBBD) fee program, and City of Eastvale 
Development Impact Fee (DIF) programs, or other approved funding mechanism can accommodate the 
cumulative traffic at the target LOS identified by the City of Eastvale (lead agency).  If the planned and 
funded improvements can provide the target LOS, then the Project’s payment into these established 
fee programs will be considered as cumulative mitigation.  Other improvements needed beyond the 
“funded” improvements (such as localized improvements to non-TUMF facilities) are identified as such. 
To account for background traffic, a comprehensive list of other known cumulative development 
projects in the study area were included in addition to a 4.04% ambient growth factor.  This 
comprehensive list was compiled from information provided by the City of Eastvale in conjunction with 
cumulative project information obtained from other near-by jurisdictions (i.e., County of Riverside, City 
of Ontario, City of Jurupa Valley, City of Norco and City of Chino). 
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1.3 STUDY AREA 
 
The following thirteen (13) study area intersection locations shown on Exhibit 1-2 and listed in Table 1-
1 were selected for this TIA based on consultation with the City of Eastvale, and County of Riverside 
traffic study guidelines that require analysis of intersection locations at which a proposed project is 
anticipated to contribute 50 or more peak-hour trips.   
 
Additional consideration was also given to intersections in the nearby cities of Chino, Ontario and 
Jurupa Valley, however, consistent with County of Riverside and County of San Bernardino CMP traffic 
study guidelines, intersections in these jurisdictions were not selected for additional peak hour analysis 
as they did not meet the requisite 50 peak-hour trip threshold.  
  

Table 1-1  Intersection Analysis Locations 
 

ID Intersection Location Jurisdiction 
1 Hellman Avenue / Schleisman Road Chino, Eastvale 
2 Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue Eastvale 
3 Archibald Avenue / Driveway 1 (Project Access) Eastvale 
4 Archibald Avenue / Driveway 2 (Project Access) Eastvale 
5 Archibald Avenue / 65th Street Eastvale 
6 Archibald Avenue / Schleisman Road Eastvale 
7 Archibald Avenue / Chandler Street Eastvale 
8 Harrison Avenue / Limonite Avenue Eastvale 
9 Sumner Avenue / Limonite Avenue Eastvale 

10 Scholar Way / Limonite Avenue Eastvale 
11 Hamner Avenue / Limonite Avenue Eastvale 
12 I-15 Southbound Ramps / Limonite Avenue Caltrans 
13 I-15 Northbound Ramps / Limonite Avenue Caltrans 

 
It should be pointed out that the “50 peak hour trip” criterion utilized by the City of Eastvale is consistent 
with the methodology employed by both the County of Riverside and County of San Bernardino.  
Although each intersection may have unique operating characteristics, the “50 peak hour trip” criterion 
is a valid and proven way to establish a study area as it generally represents a threshold of trips at 
which an intersection would have the potential to be impacted. 
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1.4 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 
1.4.1 EXISTING (2013) CONDITIONS 
 
The intersection operations analysis results for Existing (2013) conditions indicates that all existing 
study area intersections are currently operating at acceptable LOS during the peak hours with the 
exception of the following intersection: 
 

ID Intersection Location 
2 Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue – LOS “F” AM peak hour 

 
A detailed discussion of intersection operations analysis under Existing (2013) conditions can be found 
in Section 3.0 Area Conditions of this report.  
 
1.4.2 EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 
 
The intersection operations analysis results for Existing plus Project conditions indicates that no 
additional study area intersections are anticipated to operate at deficient LOS (LOS “E” or “F”) to those 
identified under Existing (2013) conditions.   
 
However, the addition of Project traffic is anticipated to increase the delay by more than seven (7.0) 
seconds at the currently deficient intersection of Archibald Avenue and Limonite Avenue during the AM 
peak hour.  According to the City of Eastvale’s thresholds of significance, discussed later in Section 2.5 
Thresholds of Significance, if the addition of project-related traffic results in an increase in delay by 
more than five (5.0) seconds, the Project’s impact at this intersection is considered significant.  
Mitigation measures to bring the Project’s impact to less-than-significant at this location will be 
discussed later in Section 1.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  

 

A detailed discussion of intersection operations analysis under Existing plus Project conditions can be 
found in Section 5.0 Existing plus Project Traffic Analysis of this report.  
 
1.4.3 OPENING YEAR (2015) CONDITIONS 
 
The intersection operations analysis results for Opening Year (2015) without Project conditions 
indicates that the additional study area intersections are anticipated to operate at deficient LOS (LOS 
“E” or “F”) in addition to those identified under Existing (2013) conditions: 
 

ID Intersection Location 
12 I-15 Southbound Ramps / Limonite Avenue – LOS “F” PM peak hour only 
13 I-15 Northbound Ramps / Limonite Avenue – LOS “E” PM peak hour only 
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In addition to the deficient intersections identified under Opening Year (2015) without Project 
conditions, the following intersection is anticipated to operate at deficient LOS (LOS “E” or “F”) under 
Opening Year (2015) with Project conditions: 
 

ID Intersection Location 
11 Hamner Avenue / Limonite Avenue – LOS “E” PM peak hour only 

 
A detailed discussion of intersection operations analysis under Opening Year (2015) conditions can be 
found in Section 6.0 Opening Year (2015) Traffic Analysis of this report.  
 
1.5 SUMMARY OF COMPARISON TO TRAFFIC IMPACTS DISCLOSED IN EIR NO. 515 
 
The proposed Project was previously analyzed in Environmental Impact Report No. 515. EIR No. 515 
was certified in 2009 was supported by a technical traffic study prepared by Urban Crossroads, Inc. 
dated August 6, 2008. In comparison to the previously approved project, the proposed Project would 
generate 2,391 fewer trip ends per day with 501 fewer AM peak hour trips, and 503 PM peak hour trips. 
Thus, the overall traffic impact of the proposed Project is less than was disclosed in EIR No. 515; and, 
if the approved project to be implemented today, its traffic impact would be more severe than the 
currently proposed Project at most study area intersections.  
 
Because traffic volumes and road improvements evolve over time, existing traffic conditions are not the 
same as they were in 2008 when the prior traffic study was prepared; therefore, this TIA considers 
existing (2013) traffic conditions, currently anticipated future conditions, and also uses site specific trip 
generation data and analysis techniques that area consistent with the most current County of Riverside 
Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide (August 2008). For these reasons, this TIA’s study area 
along with the Project’s anticipate trip generation and traffic distribution pattern are not exactly the 
same as identified in the 2008 traffic study and EIR No. 515. Nonetheless, this TIA provides an 
adequate basis to determine the level of traffic impact of the currently proposed Project compared to 
the traffic impacts that were disclosed in EIR No. 515. In all cases this TIA does not identify any new or 
substantially more severe traffic impacts. In fact, due to the construction of several road improvement 
projects in the area since 2008, the LOS of many intersections analyzed in this TIA currently operate 
and are projected to operate at improved LOS as compared to those previously disclosed in EIR No. 
515. 
 
1.6 PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
This section provides a summary of recommended mitigation measures necessary to address Project 
impacts for E+P traffic conditions.  Section 2.0 Methodologies provide information on the 
methodologies used in the analysis and Section 5.0 Existing plus Project Traffic Analysis includes the 
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detailed analysis.  The recommended mitigation measure necessary to reduce the direct project-related 
impact to less-than-significant is discussed below. 
 
Impact 1.1 – Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue (#2) – Although this intersection was found to 
operate at an unacceptable LOS (LOS “F”) during the weekday AM peak hour without the Project, the 
City of Eastvale’s specialized significance criteria dictates that if the addition of Project traffic (as 
measured by 50 peak hour trips) results in an increase in delay by more than five (5.0) seconds, the 
impact is considered significant.  The project-related delay increase is greater than five (5.0) seconds 
during the peak hours, therefore, the impact is considered significant (Impact 1.1). 
 
Mitigation Measure 1.1 – Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue (#2) – The following improvements 
are necessary to reduce the increase in delay to within five (5.0) seconds of the pre-project condition, 
thus reducing the Project’s impact to less-than-significant: 
 

 Implement overlap phasing on the westbound right turn lane. 
 
1.7 SUMMARY OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 
 
A summary of off-site improvements needed to address cumulative traffic impacts for Opening Year 
(2015) traffic conditions is included in Table 1-2 and have also been listed below.  Improvements 
identified in the column labeled “Program Improvements” have been determined to be included in one 
of the following City of Eastvale (lead agency) fee programs: Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee 
(TUMF), the Mira Loma Road and Bridge Benefit District (RBBD) fee, and the City of Eastvale 
Development Impact Fee (DIF).  Payment of fees to these programs may be considered as mitigation 
to address the Project’s proportional “fair share” for each of these cumulatively impacted locations.  
These fees are collected as part of a funding mechanism aimed at ensuring that regional highways and 
arterial expansions keep pace with development.  Additional information related to the City of Eastvale 
fee programs is contained in Section 9.0 Local and Regional Funding Mechanisms of this report. 
 
The following improvements are recommended to reduce Opening Year (2015) with Project cumulative 
impacts to less-than-significant:  
 
Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue (#2) – The following improvements are necessary to reduce the 
impact to less-than-significant: 
 

 Construct a 2nd northbound through lane. 
 Implement overlap phasing on the northbound right turn lane. 
 Construct a 2nd southbound left turn lane. 
 Construct a 2nd southbound through lane. 
 Implement overlap phasing on the westbound right turn lane. (Mitigation Measure 1.1) 
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Hamner Avenue / Limonite Avenue (#11) – The following improvements are necessary to reduce the 
impact to less-than-significant: 
 

 Implement overlap phasing on the southbound right turn lane.  
 
I-15 Southbound Ramps / Limonite Avenue (#12) – The following improvements are necessary to 
reduce the impact to less-than-significant: 
 

 Construct a 3rd eastbound through lane. 
 Construct a 3rd westbound through lane. 

 
It should be noted that these improvements are consistent with the planned I-15 Freeway at Limonite 
Avenue Interchange project. 
 
I-15 Northbound Ramps / Limonite Avenue (#13) – The following improvements are necessary to 
reduce the impact to less-than-significant: 
 

 Construct a 3rd eastbound through lane. 
 Construct a 3rd westbound through lane. 

 
It should be noted that these improvements are consistent with the planned I-15 Freeway at Limonite 
Avenue Interchange project. 
 
1.8 ON-SITE ROADWAY AND SITE ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS 
 
The Project is proposed to access Archibald Avenue via Driveway 1 (Prospect Street) and Driveway 2.  
Driveway 1 is proposed to be full access and Driveway 2 is proposed to have right-in/right-out access only.  
 
The Project will construct improvements on the site adjacent roadway of Archibald Avenue.   Regional 
access to the Project site will be provided by the SR-60 Freeway (via Archibald Avenue) and the I-15 
Freeway (via Limonite Avenue). 
 
Roadway improvements necessary to provide site access and on-site circulation are assumed to be 
constructed in conjunction with site development and are described below.  These improvements should be 
in place prior to occupancy. 
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1.8.1 ON-SITE ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 
 
The recommended site-adjacent roadway improvements for the Project are described below.  These 
improvements need to be incorporated into the project description prior to Project approval or imposed as 
conditions of approval as part of the Project approval. 
 
Archibald Avenue – Archibald Avenue is a north-south oriented roadway located along the Project’s 
eastern boundary.   Construct Archibald Avenue from the Project’s northern boundary to southern 
boundary consistent with the planned interim condition street improvement and signing and striping plans 
illustrated on Exhibit 1-3 consisting of two (2) southbound travel lanes from south of the Project’s primary 
access to the Project’s southern boundary.  Ultimate curb and gutter will also be constructed.  However, 
ultimate pavement on the western side of Archibald Avenue cannot be placed nor can ultimate striping 
occur until after the existing utility poles are relocated behind the curb and the median is rebuilt to 
accommodate the planned curved alignment.    
 
1.8.2 SITE ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS 

 
The recommended site access driveway improvements for the Project are described below.  Exhibit 1-4 
illustrates the on-site and site adjacent recommended roadway lane improvements.  Construction of on-site 
and site adjacent improvements are recommended to occur in conjunction with adjacent Project 
development activity or as needed for Project access purposes.   
 
Archibald Avenue at Driveway 1 – Install a traffic signal and construct the intersection with the 
following geometrics: 
Northbound Approach: One left turn lane and two though lanes. 
Southbound Approach: One shared through right turn lane. 
Eastbound Approach: One left turn lane and one right turn lane. 
Westbound Approach: N/A 
 
Archibald Avenue at Driveway 2 – Install a stop sign on the eastbound approach and construct the 
intersection with the following geometrics: 
Northbound Approach: Two though lanes. 
Southbound Approach: One through lane and one shared through right turn lane. 
Eastbound Approach: One right turn lane. 
Westbound Approach: N/A 
 
On-site traffic signing and striping should be implemented in conjunction with detailed construction plans for 
the Project site. 
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Sight distance at each project access point should be reviewed with respect to standard Caltrans and City 
of Eastvale sight distance standards at the time of preparation of final grading, landscape and street 
improvement plans. 
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2.0 METHODOLOGIES   
 
This section documents the methodologies and assumptions used to perform this TIA.   
 
2.1 LEVEL OF SERVICE 
 
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. 
 
2.2 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) (Transportation Research Board 2000) methodology expresses the LOS at an 
intersection in terms of delay time for the various intersection approaches.  The HCM uses different 
procedures depending on the type of intersection control.   
 
2.2.1 SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
 
The City requires signalized intersection operations analysis based on the methodology described in 
Chapter 16 of the (HCM).  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 2-1. 
 

Table 2-1  Signalized Intersection LOS Thresholds 
 

Level of  
Service 

 
Description 

Average Control 
Delay (Seconds)  

A 
Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable progression and/or 

short cycle length. 

0 to 10.00 

B 
Operations with low delay occurring with good progression and/or short 

cycle lengths. 

10.01 to 20.00 
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Table 2-1 (Cont.)  Signalized Intersection LOS Thresholds 
 

Level of  
Service 

 
Description 

Average Control 
Delay (Seconds)  

C 
Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression and/or 

longer cycle lengths.  Individual cycle failures begin to appear. 

20.01 to 35.00 

D 

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 

E 

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 

F 
Operation with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring due to over 

saturation, poor progression, or very long cycle lengths 

80.01 and up 

Source:  HCM 2000, Chapter 16 

 
Per the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, the traffic modeling and signal 
timing optimization software package Synchro (Version 8 Build 801) has been utilized to analyze 
signalized intersections under Caltrans’ jurisdiction, which include interchange to arterial ramps (i.e. I-
15 Freeway at Limonite Avenue).  Synchro is a macroscopic traffic software program that is based on 
the signalized intersection capacity analysis as specified in the Chapter 16 of the HCM.  Macroscopic 
level models represent traffic in terms of aggregate measures for each movement at the study 
intersections.  Equations are used to determine measures of effectiveness such as delay and queue 
length. The level of service and capacity analysis performed by Synchro takes into consideration 
optimization and coordination of signalized intersections within a network.  All other study area 
intersections have been analyzed using the software package Traffix (Version 8.0 R1, 2008). 
 
The peak hour traffic volumes have been adjusted using a peak hour factor (PHF) to reflect peak 15 minute 
volumes.  Common practice for LOS analysis is to use a peak 15-mintue rate of flow.  However, flow 
rates are typically expressed in vehicles per hour.  The PHF is the relationship between the peak 15-
minute flow rate and the full hourly volume (e.g. PHF = [Hourly Volume] / [4 x Peak 15-minute Flow 
Rate]).  The use of a 15-minute PHF produces a more detailed analysis as compared to analyzing 
vehicles per hour.  Existing PHFs have been used for Existing (2013), E+P and Opening Year (2015) 
without and with Project traffic conditions.   
 
2.2.2 UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
 
The City of Eastvale requires the operations of unsignalized intersections be evaluated using the 
methodology described in Chapter 17 of the HCM.  The LOS rating is based on the weighted average 
control delay expressed in seconds per vehicle (see Table 2-2).   
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Table 2-2  Unsignalized Intersection LOS Thresholds 

 
Level of  

Service 

 

Description 

Average Control 

Per Vehicle (Seconds)  

A Little or no delays. 0 to 10.00 

B Short traffic delays. 10.01 to 15.00 

C Average traffic delays. 15.01 to 25.00 

D Long traffic delays. 25.01 to 35.00 

E Very long traffic delays. 35.01 to 50.00 

F Extreme traffic delays with intersection capacity exceeded. > 50.00 

Source:  HCM 2000, Chapter 17 

 
At two-way or side-street stop-controlled intersections, LOS is calculated for each controlled movement and 
for the left turn movement from the major street, as well as for the intersection as a whole.  For approaches 
composed of a single lane, the delay is computed as the average of all movements in that lane.  For all-way 
stop controlled intersections, LOS is computed for the intersection as a whole.  All unsignalized study area 
intersections have utilized the Traffix software (Version 8.0 R1, 2008). 
 
2.3 TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

 
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 TIA uses the signal warrant criteria presented in the latest 
edition of the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD), as amended by the MUTCD 2012 California Supplement, for all study area intersections.  
 
The signal warrant criteria for Existing (2013) conditions are based upon several factors, including 
volume of vehicular and pedestrian traffic, frequency of accidents, and location of school areas.  Both 
the FHWA’s MUTCD and the MUTCD 2012 California Supplement indicate that the installation of a 
traffic signal should be considered if one or more of the signal warrants are met.  Future unsignalized 
intersections have been assessed regarding the potential need for new traffic signals based on future 
average daily traffic (ADT) volumes, using the Caltrans planning level ADT-based signal warrant 
analysis worksheets.  It should be noted that for the purposes of this analysis, the peak hour warrant 
has also been utilized at the one study area location under future traffic conditions.  Peak Hour Volume-
based Warrant 3 is appropriate to use for this TIA because it provides specialized warrant criteria for 
intersections with rural characteristics (e.g. located in communities with populations of less than 10,000 
persons or with adjacent major streets operating above 40 miles per hour).  Warrant 3 are basically 
identical for both the FHWA’s MUTCD and the MUTCD 2012 California Supplement.  For the purposes 
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of this study, the speed limit was the basis for determining whether Urban or Rural warrants were used 
for a given intersection.  
 
Traffic signal warrant analysis was performed for the following unsignalized study area intersection: 
 

ID Intersection Location Jurisdiction 
3 Archibald Avenue / Driveway 1 (Project Access) Eastvale 

 
The traffic signal warrant analysis for future conditions is presented in Section 5.0 Existing plus Project 

Traffic Analysis of this report.  
 
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 threshold 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 not necessarily correlate with level of service.  An intersection may satisfy a signal warrant 
condition and operate at or above LOS “D” or operate below LOS “D” and not meet a signal warrant. 
 
2.4 LOS CRITERIA 
 
The City of Eastvale General Plan Policy C-10 sets a standard of LOS “C” with LOS “D” as acceptable 
in commercial and employment areas and at intersections of any combination of major highways, urban 
arterials, secondary highways, or freeway ramps.     
 
The City of Chino has established a LOS standard of LOS “D”.   
 
Consistent with the policies and standards set by the Cities of Eastvale and Chino, the following LOS 
thresholds will be utilized at each study intersection location for the purposes of this report. 
 

ID Intersection Location Acceptable LOS 
1 Hellman Avenue / Schleisman Road D 
2 Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue D 
3 Archibald Avenue / Driveway 1 (Project Access) D 
4 Archibald Avenue / Driveway 2 (Project Access) D 
5 Archibald Avenue / 65th Street D 
6 Archibald Avenue / Schleisman Road D 
7 Archibald Avenue / Chandler Street D 
8 Harrison Avenue / Limonite Avenue D 
9 Sumner Avenue / Limonite Avenue D 

10 Scholar Way / Limonite Avenue D 
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ID Intersection Location Acceptable LOS 
11 Hamner Avenue / Limonite Avenue D 
12 I-15 Southbound Ramps / Limonite Avenue D 
13 I-15 Northbound Ramps / Limonite Avenue D 

 
2.5 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
For purposes of analyzing California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) impacts, the City of Eastvale 
utilizes the following thresholds of significance.  First, when the pre-Project condition is at or above the 
target LOS (i.e., LOS “D”), and project-generated traffic causes deterioration below the LOS target (i.e., 
LOS “E” or “F”), a significant impact is deemed to occur.  However, when the pre-Project condition is 
already below the target LOS threshold, and project-generated traffic causes an increase in delay of 
more than five (5.0) seconds, the Project will be responsible for fully mitigating its impacts to reduce the 
increase in delay back to pre-project conditions. 
 
Cumulative traffic impacts are created as a result of a combination of the proposed Project together 
with other future developments contributing to the overall traffic impacts requiring additional 
improvements to maintain acceptable level of service operations with or without the project.  A Project’s 
contribution to a cumulatively considerable impact can be reduced to less-than-significant if the Project 
is required to implement or fund its fair share of improvements designed to alleviate the potential 
cumulative impact.  If full funding of future cumulative improvements is not reasonably assured, a 
temporary unmitigated cumulative impact may occur until the needed improvement is fully funded and 
constructed. 
 
2.6 FAIR SHARE CALCULATION METHODOLOGY 
 
A project’s fair share contribution at an off-site study area intersection is determined based on the 
following equation, which is the ratio of project traffic to new traffic, and new traffic is total future traffic 
subtracts existing traffic: 
 

Project Fair Share % = Project Traffic / (Total Traffic – Existing Traffic) 
 
The project fair contribution calculations are presented in Section 9.0 Regional Funding Mechanisms of 
this TIA. 
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3.0 AREA CONDITIONS   
 
This section provides a summary of the existing circulation network, the City of Eastvale General Plan 
Circulation Network, and a review of existing peak hour intersection operations, freeway mainline 
operations and traffic signal warrants. 
 
3.1 EXISTING CIRCULATION NETWORK 
 
Pursuant to discussion with City of Eastvale staff, the study area includes a total of thirteen (13) existing 
and future intersections as shown on Exhibit 1-2.  Of these 13 intersections, the existing study area 
circulation network includes eleven (11) intersections.  Two (2) intersections in the study area are future 
planned Project driveways that do not currently exist.  Exhibit 3-1 illustrates the study area intersections 
located near the proposed Project and identifies the number of through traffic lanes for existing roadways 
and intersection traffic controls.   
 
3.2 GENERAL PLAN CIRCULATION ELEMENT 
 
As previously noted, the Project site is located within the City of Eastvale.  Exhibit 3-2 shows the City of 
Eastvale General Plan Circulation Element and roadway cross-sections (adopted the County of 
Riverside General Plan Circulation Element on June 13, 2012).  Exhibit 3-3 shows the City of Eastvale 
General Plan roadway cross-sections. 
 
City of Eastvale 
 
The roadway classifications and planned (ultimate) roadway cross-sections of the major roadways 
within the City of Eastvale as identified on the City of Eastvale General Plan Circulation Element are 
described subsequently. 
 
Urban Arterial Highways are high-speed/high-capacity roads that provide access to regional 
transportation facilities.  Urban Arterial Highways are primarily for through traffic where anticipated 
traffic volumes exceed four-lane capacities and access from other streets/highways should be limited to 
approximately one-quarter mile intervals.  The study area roadways that are classified as Urban Arterial 
Highways are identified as having a 152-foot right-of-way and 110-foot curb-to-curb measurement.  
Urban Arterials Highways include three lanes of travel in each direction and a 14-foot curbed and/or 
landscaped median.  The following study area roadways within the City of Eastvale are classified as 
Urban Arterial Highways: 
 

 Archibald Avenue 
 Limonite Avenue 
 Schleisman Road 
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 Hamner Avenue, north of Schleisman Road 
 
Arterial Highways are divided highways for through traffic to which access from abutting property shall 
be kept at a minimum and access from other streets/highways should be limited to approximately one-
quarter mile intervals.  The study area roadways that are classified as Arterial Highways are identified 
as having a 128-foot right-of-way and 86-foot curb-to-curb measurement.  Arterial Highways include 
two lanes of travel in each direction and an 18-foot curbed and/or landscaped median.  The following 
study area roadway within the City of Eastvale is classified as an Arterial Highway: 
 

 Chandler Street, west of Archibald Avenue 
 
Major Highways are intended to serve property zoned for major industrial and commercial uses, or to 
serve through traffic.  Access from other streets/highways should be limited to approximately 660-foot 
intervals.  The study area roadways that are classified as Major Highways are identified as having 118-
foot right-of-way and 76-foot curb-to-curb measurement.  Major Highways include two lanes of travel in 
each direction, divided by a 12-foot painted median (two-way-left-turn lane).  The following study area 
roadways within the City of Eastvale are classified as Major Highways: 
 

 Sumner Avenue 
 Hamner Avenue, south of Schleisman Road 

 
Secondary Highways are intended to through traffic along longer routes between major traffic 
generating areas or to serve property zoned for multiple residential, secondary industrial or commercial 
uses.  Access from other streets/highways should be limited to approximately 330-foot intervals.  The 
study area roadways that are classified as Secondary Highways are identified as having 100-foot right-
of-way and 64-foot curb-to-curb measurement.  Secondary Highways include two lanes of travel in 
each direction.  The following study area roadways within the City of Eastvale are classified as 
Secondary Highways: 
 

 Hellman Avenue 
 65th Street 
 Chandler, east of Archibald Avenue 
 Harrison Avenue 
 Scholar Way 

 
City of Chino 
 
The roadway classifications and planned (ultimate) roadway cross-sections of the major roadways 
within the City of Chino as identified on the City of Chino General Plan Circulation Element are 
described subsequently. 
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The study area roadways that are classified as Primary Arterials are identified as having a 98-foot right-
of-way and 74-foot curb-to-curb measurement.  Primary Arterials include two lanes of travel in each 
direction and a 14-foot curbed and/or landscaped median.  The following study area roadways within 
the City of Chino are classified as Primary Arterials: 
 

 Pine Avenue, west of Euclid Avenue (SR-83) 
 Hellman Avenue 

 
3.3 TRANSIT SERVICE 
 
The study area is currently served by both Omnitrans (areas of San Bernardino County) and the 
Riverside Transit Authority (RTA), a public transit agency serving the unincorporated Riverside County 
region near the City of Eastvale, with bus service along Riverside Drive, Hamner Avenue, Limonite 
Avenue, Sumner Avenue and Limonite Avenue through various routes.  Based on a review of the 
existing transit routes within the vicinity of the proposed Project, there does not appear to be one 
existing line that could feasibly serve the Project.  Transit service is reviewed and updated by RTA 
periodically to address ridership, budget and community demand needs.  Changes in land use can 
affect these periodic adjustments which may lead to either enhanced or reduced service where 
appropriate.  As such, it is recommended that the applicant work in conjunction with the City of 
Eastvale and RTA to determine the feasibility of providing future bus service within walking distance 
(approximately ¼ mile or less) to the site. 
 
3.4 TRUCK ROUTES  
 
The City of Chino and City of Ontario designated truck routes are shown on Exhibit 3-4 and Exhibit 3-5, 
respectively.  There are State truck routes, large truck (38/40) routes and other truck routes throughout 
the Cities of Chino and Ontario.  As identified on Exhibit 3-4, Pine Avenue is a designated City of Chino 
truck route.  As shown on Exhibit 3-5, Archibald Avenue is a designated City of Ontario truck route.   
 
3.5 EXISTING TRAFFIC COUNTS 
 

Existing traffic counts have been gathered by Urban Crossroads, Inc. for AM and PM peak hours.  The raw 
manual peak hour turning movement traffic count data sheets are included in Appendix “3.1”.  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) 

 
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 
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normal schedules.  The raw manual peak hour turning movement traffic count data sheets are included in 
Appendix “3.1”.  These raw turning volumes have been flow conserved between intersections with limited 
access, no access and where there are currently no uses generating traffic. 
 
Existing (2013) weekday average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on arterial highways throughout the study 
area are shown on Exhibit 3-6.  Existing (2013) ADT volumes are based upon factored intersection peak 
hour counts collected by Urban Crossroads, Inc. using the following formula for each intersection leg: 
 

Weekday PM Peak Hour (Approach Volume + Exit Volume) x 12 = Leg Volume 
 
Existing (2013) weekday AM and PM peak hour intersection volumes are shown on Exhibits 3-7 and 3-8, 
respectively. 
 
3.6 EXISTING CONDITIONS INTERSECTION OPERATIONS ANALYSIS 
 
Existing (2013) peak hour traffic operations have been evaluated for the study area intersections based 
on the analysis methodologies presented in Section 2.2 Intersection Capacity Analysis of this report.  
The intersection operations analysis results are summarized in Table 3-1 and illustrated on Exhibit 3-9, 
which indicates that the existing study area intersections are currently operating at acceptable LOS 
during the peak hours with the exception of the following intersection: 
 

ID Intersection Location 
2 Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue – LOS “F” AM peak hour 

 
The intersection operations analysis worksheets are included in Appendix “3.2” of this TIA. 
 
3.7 EXISTING CONDITIONS TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS 
 
Traffic signal warrant analysis for existing traffic conditions has not been performed as all existing study 
area intersections are currently signalized.  
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Table 3-1

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

1 TS 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 1> 1 2 1> 30.3 35.2 C D D
2 TS 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 60.1 28.6 F4 C D
3 -- -- -- -- -- D
4 -- -- -- -- -- D
5 TS 1 2 d 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 31.1 26.9 C C D
6 TS 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 30.1 28.2 C C D
7 TS 1 2 d 1 2 0 1 2 d 1 2 1 41.4 31.2 D C D
8 TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 d 1 2 1 30.9 30.2 C C D
9 TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 2 3 d 2 2 1 31.3 28.7 C C D

10 TS 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 20.5 23.6 C C D
11 TS 2 3 1 2 2 1 2 3 1 2 2 1 29.2 33.3 C C D
12 TS 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 1 2 2 0 22.8 27.5 C C D
13 TS 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 1 30.2 32.2 C C D

1

2 Delay and level of service calculated using the following analysis software:  

3 TS = Traffic Signal

4 V/C is greater than 1.00; Level of Service "F".

*  BOLD = Unsatisfactory level of service; cumulative impact.

Intersection Analysis for Existing (2013) Conditions

Acceptable 
LOSIntersection

Hellman Ave / Pine Ave/Schleisman Rd

Archibald Ave / Schleisman Rd
Archibald Ave / Chandler St
Harrison Ave / Limonite Ave
Sumner Ave / Limonite Ave

Archibald Ave / Limonite Ave
Archibald Ave / Driveway 1

Level of 
ServiceDelay2   (secs.)Traffic 

Control3

Traffix (Version 8.0 R1, 2008) for signalized and unsignalized intersections. The I-15 freeway ramps have been analyzed using Synchro 8. Per the 2000 
Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a  traffic signal. 

Intersection Does Not Exist
Intersection Does Not Exist

Intersection Approach Lanes1

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Scholar Way / Limonite Ave
Hamner Ave / Limonite Ave
I-15 Southbound Ramps / Limonite Ave
I-15 Northbound Ramps / Limonite Ave

 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; > = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing;  d = Defacto Right Turn Lane

Archibald Ave / Driveway 2
Archibald Ave / 65th St

______________________________________________________
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4.0 PROJECTED FUTURE TRAFFIC   
 
This section presents the traffic volumes estimated to be generated by the Project, as well as the Project’s 
trip assignment onto the study area roadway network.   
 
The Project is to consist of 694,770 square feet of industrial park spread over ten (10) buildings, 33,600 
square feet of medical office use, and 10,600 square feet of commercial retail use. The approved project 
that was appended to Final EIR No. 515 studied traffic generated by 773,300 square feet of light industrial; 
therefore, the comparison analysis provided in this report assumes a decrease in traffic associated with 
694,770 square feet of industrial park, 33,600 square feet of medical office, and 10,600 square feet of 
commercial retail. For the purposes of this traffic impact analysis, it is assumed that the Project will be 
constructed and at full occupancy by 2015. 
 
The Project is proposed to access Archibald Avenue via Driveway 1 and Driveway 2.  Driveway 1 is 
proposed to be a signalized full access Project driveway and Driveway 2 is proposed to have right-in/right-
out access only and is proposed to be stop controlled on the side-street (driveways) with free-flow on 
Archibald Avenue.  
 
4.1 PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 
 
Trip generation represents the amount of traffic which is both attracted to and produced by a development.  
Determining traffic generation for a specific project is therefore based upon forecasting the amount of traffic 
that is expected to be both attracted to and produced by the specific land uses being proposed for a given 
development. 
 
The proposed project includes a total of 71 dock-height doors, which is an increase of nine (9) dock-
height doors above that identified by the prior project approval. Furthermore, the City of Eastvale has 
expressed concerns about potential truck traffic on Limonite Avenue, and the relationship of the 
number of dock-height loading doors to the volume of truck traffic. The City has further expressed some 
concern that the combination of Buildings 1 and 2 forms a large cross-dock building that maximizes the 
number and effective use of dock-height loading doors. The City acknowledges that although there is 
no strictly defined standard for the number of dock-height doors to be contained in a particular industrial 
building, the project as proposed may be inconsistent with the City’s desire to see a project with 
reduced truck traffic than previously approved by the County.  
 
4.1.1 ASSESSMENT OF APPLICABLE TRIP GENERATION SOURCES 
 
ITE Trip Generation  
After a careful review of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) most recent edition of Trip 

Generation (9th Edition, 2012) regarding trip generation factors for industrial type uses, the number of dock 
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Table 4-1

ITE LU AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Land Use1 Units2 Code Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total

Industrial Park3 TSF -- 0.187 0.045 0.232 0.045 0.165 0.210 2.336

0.151 0.036 0.188 0.036 0.134 0.170 1.892

0.028 0.007 0.035 0.007 0.025 0.032 0.354

0.003 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.003 0.004 0.042

0.045 0.011 0.056 0.011 0.040 0.050 0.561

Medical Office TSF 720 1.89 0.50 2.39 1.00 2.57 3.57 36.13

Shopping Center TSF 820 0.60 0.36 0.96 1.78 1.93 3.71 42.70

1  Trip Generation Source:  Empirical data collected in July 2013 and Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, Ninth Edition (2012).
2  TSF = thousand square feet
3   Trip Generation and Vehicle Mix Source: Based on empirical data collected in July 2013, an average of data collected at four (4) sample sites.

Project Trip Generation Rates1

Daily

81.0% Passenger Cars

10.1% 2-Axle Trucks (PCE = 1.5)

0.9% 3-Axle Trucks (PCE = 2.0)

8.0% 4-Axle+ Trucks (PCE = 3.0)

___________________________________________________________________________________________
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Table 4-2

Land Use Quantity Units1
In Out Total In Out Total Daily

Industrial Park 694.770 TSF

     Passenger Cars: 105 25 131 25 93 118 1,315

               - Net Truck Trips (Raw) 25 6 31 6 22 28 308

     Truck Trips (PCE)2:

         2-axle (PCE): 20 5 24 5 17 22 246

         3-axle (PCE): 2 1 3 1 2 3 29

        4+-axle (PCE): 31 8 39 8 28 35 390

               - Net Truck Trips (PCE)2 53 13 66 13 47 60 665

Medical Office 33.600 TSF 64 17 80 34 86 120 1,214

Retail 10.600 TSF 6 4 10 19 20 39 453

200 52 252 84 221 305 3,290

228 59 287 91 247 337 3,646

1  TSF = thousand square feet
2   Vehicle Mix Source:  Based on empirical data collected in July 2013.  PCE rates are per SANBAG.
3  TOTAL TRIPS (Raw) = Passenger Cars + Net Truck Trips (Raw).
4  TOTAL TRIPS (PCE) = Passenger Cars + Net Truck Trips (PCE).

Project Trip Generation Summary

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

TOTAL NET TRIPS (PCE) 4

TOTAL NET TRIPS (Raw) 3

___________________________________________________________________________________________
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height doors was not identified as one of the independent variables commonly utilized to estimate a 
project’s potential trip generation. ITE’s Trip Generation manual is based upon thousands of data samples 
collected and complied by the ITE, and is updated on a periodic basis with current count surveys provided 
by its membership of transportation engineers and transportation planning professionals throughout the 
United States.  It is widely recognized as the most reliable source of trip generation data in the United 
States, and is the source for most trip estimates used in traffic impact studies throughout Southern 
California.  
 
Trip generation for any land use is estimated based upon an independent variable, which is defined as a 
physical, measurable and predictable unit describing the study site or trip generator (e.g., gross floor area, 
employees, dwelling units). Trip Generation presents an independent variable or variables for each land 
use that appears to be a “cause” for the variation in the number of trips generated by a particular land use. 
Independent variables that demonstrate the most direct correlation for the variation in trip ends generated 
by a particular land use are identified.  
 
As presented in Trip Generation, trip generation rates for industrial uses such as General Light Industrial 
(ITE Land Use Code 110), General Heavy Industrial (ITE Land Use Code 120), Industrial Park (ITE Land 
Use Code 130), Warehousing (ITE Land Use Code 150) and High-Cube Warehouses (ITE Land Use Code 
152) are all based on independent variables such as the number of employees, gross building square 
footage, and overall site acreage. The use of dock-height doors was not found to be used as an accurate 
indicator (independent variable) of variation in trip generation for any of the above mentioned industrial land 
uses.  
 
Other Trip Generation Sources for Industrial Related Uses 
The 2003 Fontana Study was conducted to evaluate the truck trip generation characteristics of nine (9) 
industrial land use categories commonly associated with heavy truck traffic.  This study was conducted in 
response to concerns over the validity of the earlier 1992 Fontana Study due to its use of data collected 
during Southern California’s recessionary economic times in 1992. The methodology for the new study was 
structured to follow ITE’s trip generation estimating procedures and was based solely on locally-collected 
data gathered at sites in the City of Fontana, unincorporated areas of San Bernardino County, the City of 
Ontario and the City of Rancho Cucamonga. The study presents trip generation rates based on the same 
independent variables utilized in the ITE Trip Generation Manual (e.g., number of employees, gross 
building square footage and overall site acreage).  
 
By comparison, the Inland Empire Chapter of National Association of Industrial and Office Properties 
(NAIOP) recently published a High Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Analysis which provides trip 
generation rates for high-cube warehouse uses based on gross building square footage only, utilizing 
empirical data collected at various high-cube warehouse locations throughout the Inland Empire.  Neither 
the Fontana Study nor the NAIOP analysis identified Dock-Height Doors as an independent variable to 
estimate truck traffic. 
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Conclusion 
Based on our assessment of the available trip generation rate sources for industrial uses in use throughout 
the Southern California area today, the number of dock-height doors was not used as a variable to estimate 
the number of truck trips to be generated by the particular industrial building.  
 
4.1.2 PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 
 
Trip generation rates used to estimate Project traffic are shown in Table 4-1, and a summary of the 
Project’s trip generation is shown in Table 4-2.  The trip generation rates are based upon data collected by 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for retail use (ITE Land Use Code 820), and medical office 
(ITE Land Use Code 720) in their recently published Trip Generation manual, 9th Edition, 2012. 
 
Trip generation rates for the industrial park component of the Project have been calculated based on actual 
site surveys taken in July of 2013 in the Inland Empire with similar land use and operations as the proposed 
Project.  Consistent with guidelines outlined in Chapter 4 Conducting a Trip Generation Study of the ITE 
Trip Generation Handbook (2nd Edition, 2004), Urban Crossroads, Inc. has collected local data in an effort 
to establish a suitable local trip generation rate for industrial park use.  Four (4) nearby sample sites in the 
cities of Pomona, Ontario, and Chino were chosen due to their similarities to the proposed Project.  The 
resulting trip generation rates were approved for use in this study by the City of Eastvale.  A more detailed 
explanation of the methodology, development, and decision to utilize the local trip generation rates for the 
industrial park land use can be found in Appendix “4.1” of this report.  
 
As shown on Table 4-2, the Project is anticipated to generate a total of approximately 3,646 passenger car 
equivalent (PCE) trip-ends per day on a typical weekday with approximately 287 PCE weekday AM peak 
hour trips and 337 PCE weekday PM peak hour trips.   
 
4.2 PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION 
 
Trip distribution is the process of identifying the probable destinations, directions or traffic routes that will be 
utilized by Project traffic. The potential interaction between the planned land uses and surrounding regional 
access routes are considered, to identify the route where the Project traffic would distribute.  The Project 
trip distribution was developed based on anticipated travel patterns to and from the Project site for both 
truck and passenger car traffic.  The Project trip distribution patterns for both trucks and passenger cars 
were developed based on an understanding of existing travel patterns in the area, the geographical location 
of the site, and the site’s proximity to the regional arterial and state highway system in conjunction with City 
of Eastvale staff.  
 
The total volume on each roadway was divided by the total site traffic generation to indicate the percentage 
of Project traffic that would use each component of the regional roadway system in each relevant direction.  
The Project passenger car trip distribution pattern is graphically depicted on Exhibit 4-1.  The Project truck 
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trip distribution pattern is graphically depicted on Exhibit 4-2.  Each of these distribution patterns were 
reviewed and approved by the City of Eastvale as part of the traffic study scoping process.  
 
4.3 MODAL SPLIT 
 
Although the use of public transit, walking, and/or bicycling have the potential to reduce Project-related 
traffic, such reductions have not been taken into consideration in this traffic study in order to provide a 
conservative analysis of the Project’s potential to result in significant traffic impacts. 
 
4.4 PROJECT TRIP ASSIGNMENT 
 
The assignment of traffic from the Project area to the adjoining roadway system is based upon the Project 
trip generation, trip distribution, and the arterial highway and local street system improvements that would 
be in place by the time of initial occupancy of the Project.  Based on the identified Project traffic generation 
and trip distribution patterns, Project (2015) average daily traffic (ADT) volumes for the weekday are shown 
on Exhibit 4-3.  Project (2015) weekday AM and PM peak hour volumes are shown on Exhibits 4-4 and 4-5, 
respectively.  A more detailed breakdown of Project trips by vehicle type has been included in Appendix 
“4.2” of this report.  
 
4.5 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC 
 
Future year traffic forecasts have been based upon two (2) years of background (ambient) growth at 2% 
per year for 2015 traffic conditions.  The total ambient growth is 4.04% for 2015 traffic conditions 
(compounded growth of three percent per year over two years or 1.022 years).  This ambient growth rate is 
added to existing traffic volumes to account for area-wide growth not reflected by cumulative development 
projects.  Ambient growth has been added to daily and peak hour traffic volumes on surrounding roadways, 
in addition to traffic generated by the development of future projects that have been approved but not yet 
built and/or for which development applications have been filed and are under consideration by governing 
agencies. 
 
According to information published by the Riverside County Center for Demographic Research 
(RCCDR) and used as the basis for completing the Western Riverside Council of Governments 
(WRCOG) TUMF Nexus Study – 2009 Program Update, the population of Western Riverside County is 
projected to increase by 61.7% in the period between 2007 and 2035, a compounded rate of 
approximately 1.73% annually.  During the same period, employment in Western Riverside County is 
expected to increase by 111.4% or 2.71% annually.  Therefore, the annual growth rate of 2% in 
conjunction with cumulative project traffic would appear to be conservative and tend to overstate as 
opposed to understate traffic impacts. 
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4.6 CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC 
 
CEQA Guidelines require that the impacts from the Project, along with the incremental cumulative impact 
from “closely related past, present and reasonable foreseeable probably future projects” to be analyzed.  A 
cumulative project list was developed for the purposes of this analysis through consultation with City of 
Eastvale staff.  In addition, the County of Riverside, City of Chino, City of Ontario and City of Jurupa Valley 
were also contacted to also obtain cumulative development project information for their respective 
jurisdictions.  Exhibit 4-6 illustrates the cumulative development location map. 
 
A summary of the cumulative development projects and respective land uses are provided on Table 4-3.  If 
applicable, the traffic generated by individual cumulative projects was manually added to the Opening Year 
(2015) forecasts to ensure that traffic generated by the listed cumulative development projects in Table 4-3 
are reflected as part of the background traffic.  
 
4.7 TRAFFIC FORECASTS  
 
To provide a comprehensive assessment of the potential project-related and cumulative traffic impacts, the 
“buildup” method was performed in support of this work effort.  The “buildup” method was used to 
approximate E+P traffic conditions, and is intended to identify the direct project-related impacts on the 
existing circulation system.  The “buildup” method was also used to approximate Opening Year (2015) 
traffic conditions, and is intended to identify the cumulatively considerable impacts on both the existing and 
planned near-term circulation system.  The Opening Year (2015) traffic condition includes background 
traffic, traffic generated by other cumulative development projects within the study area and the traffic 
generated by the proposed Project.   
 
4.8 OPENING YEAR (2015) CONDITIONS 
 
The “buildup” approach combines existing traffic counts with a background ambient growth factor to 
forecast the near-term 2015 traffic conditions.  An ambient growth factor of 4.04% accounts for background 
(area-wide) traffic increases that occur over time up to the year 2015 from the year 2013 (compounded two 
percent per year growth over a two year period).  Traffic volumes generated by the Project are then added 
to assess the Opening Year (2015) traffic conditions.  The 2015 roadway network is similar to the existing 
conditions roadway network with the exception of future roadways and intersections proposed to be 
developed by the Project.   
 
The near-term traffic analysis includes the following traffic conditions, with the various traffic components: 
 

 Opening Year (2015) Without Project 
o Existing 2013 counts  
o Ambient growth traffic (4.04%) 
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Table 4-3
Page 1 of 3

Fast Food w/o Drive Thru 3.457 TSF
Heath/Fitness Club 43.009 TSF
Shopping Center 20.132 TSF
Apartments 300 DU

2 10-0117 (TM36373) SFDR 51 DU
Shopping Center 249.000 TSF
Hotel 130 RM
High Cube Warehouse 3,100.000 TSF
Business Park 610.000 TSF
Gas Station w/ convenience store and car wash 18.000 VFP
Fast-Food w/o Drive-Thru 2.800 TSF
Fast-Food with Drive-Thru 2.100 TSF
Coffee/Donut Shop w/ Drive Thru 1.600 TSF

Fast Food w/ Drive Thru 3.500 TSF

Shopping Center 82.671 TSF

6 TR30896 SFDR 73 DU

7 11-0363 TTM 36382 (Altfillisch Residential Project5) SFDR 146 DU
Shopping Center 267.200 TSF
General Light Industrial 801.500 TSF
Business Park 1,121.100 TSF

9 11-0366 - Eastvale South3 Medical-Dental Office Building 70.000 TSF

10 11-0568 TPM 36400 (Cloverdale Marketplace Phase II4) Shopping Center 34.500 TSF
11 11-0558 (65th Street Residential) SFDR 250 DU
12 PP 22277 Shopping Center 200.342 TSF
13 TR32797 SFDR 119 DU
14 TR35751 Condo/Townhouse 243 DU
15 TR34014 Condo/Townhouse 224 DU
16 CUP 03482 Shopping Center 75.759 TSF
17 TR31492 SFDR 175 DU
18 PP24626 Recreation Community Center 34.000 TSF
19 TR32821 Condo/Townhouse 350 DU
20 TR32909 SFDR 140 DU
21 TR31252 SFDR 205 DU

SFDR 122 DU
Shopping Center 124.360 TSF

23 Countryside SFDR 819 DU
SFDR 310 DU
Multi-Family Attached (Condo) 274 DU
Commercial Retail 217.520 TSF
Business Park 550.000 TSF
SFDR 914 DU
Multi-Family Attached (Apartments) 496 DU
SFDR 484 DU
Multi-Family Attached (Apartments) 843 DU

City of Ontario

24 Edenglen

25 Esperanza

26 Grand Park

City of Eastvale

1 Eastvale Gateway South

3 10-0271 - Eastvale Commerce Center (Phase 1 and 2)

4 11-0354 - Arco Gas Station

5 The Marketplace at Enclave

Cumulative Development Land Use Summary

# Project/Location Land Use1 Quantity Units2

8 SP00358 - The Ranch at Eastvale

22 TR29997

______________________________________
Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis
City of Eastvale, CA (JN:08438)
U:\UcJobs\_08100-08500\_08400\08438\Excel\08438-06 Report\4-3

50



Table 4-3
Page 2 of 3

Cumulative Development Land Use Summary

# Project/Location Land Use1 Quantity Units2

SFDR 437 DU
Multi-Family Attached (Apartments) 1,510 DU
Commercial Retail 115.000 TSF
SFDR 2,732 DU
Multi-Family Attached (Condo) 1,524 DU
Commercial Retail 848.200 TSF
SFDR 2,865 DU
Commercial Retail 87.000 TSF
SFDR 2,020 DU
Multi-Family Attached (Apartments) 586 DU
Commercial Retail 250.000 TSF
SFDR 753 DU
Commercial Retail 87.000 TSF
SFDR 176 DU
Commercial Retail 26.000 TSF

33 PDEV10-011 SFDR 11 DU
34 PDEV10-008 - Dry Food Storage Mini-Warehouse 17.000 TSF
35 PDEV06-036 - Phase 3 Shopping Center 28.000 TSF
36 PDEV07-050 Shopping Center 36.324 TSF
37 PDEV08-008 - Commercial Retail Building Shopping Center 3.920 TSF

Soccer Field 14 Fields
Soccer Field 10 Fields
Equestrian Facility 400 Stalls
Hotel 96 RM
High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant 10.000 TSF

40 TR33428 SFDR 338 DU
41 TR33258 SFDR 45 DU
42 CUP03555 Mini-Warehouse 141.460 TSF
43 CUP03488 (Self Storage) Mini-Warehouse 89.642 TSF
44 TR35655 SFDR 9 DU

TR31644 SFDR 213 DU
TR31768 SFDR 95 DU
TR31778 SFDR 64 DU
TR33461 SFDR 102 DU
Thorobred Farms High-Cube Warehouse 1,176.120 TSF

SFDR 468 DU
Park 8.4 AC

47 Riverside Drive Development General Light Industrial 167.020 TSF
48 6316 Wineville Av. (Daycare) Daycare 40 Students

49 Bickmore Street Residential SFDR 196 DU
50 PL11-0047 Apartments 135 DU
51 TM17898 SFDR 77 DU
52 TM18848 Condominium 101 DU
53 TM17891 SFDR 75 DU
54 PL11-0299 General Light Industrial 50.000 TSF

39 Fairfield Inn Hotel

City of Norco

City of Jurupa Valley

45

46 Ter Maaten (TTM No. 36391)

City of Chino

The Avenue 

38 Silverlakes Equestrian6

31 West Haven

27 Parkside

28 Rich Haven

29 Subarea 29 & Ammendment

32 Tuscana Village 

30
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Table 4-3
Page 3 of 3

Cumulative Development Land Use Summary

# Project/Location Land Use1 Quantity Units2

55 PL10-0544 General Light Industrial 303.300 TSF
High-Cube Warehouse 2,890.400 TSF
Warehousing 180.000 TSF
Specialty Retail 25.000 TSF
Pharmacy/Drugstore with Drive-Thru 13.000 TSF
Fast-Food with Drive-Thru 8.600 TSF
Warehousing 110.000 TSF
High-Cube Warehouse 942.000 TSF
General Light Industrial 99.164 TSF
High-Cube Warehouse 2,077.594 TSF

58 TM16420-1 Apartments 799.000 DU
59 PM19368 General Light Industrial 1,593.500 TSF

PL 08-0334 Manufacturing 421.031 TSF
PL 10-0726 General Office 13.672 TSF

SFDR 204 DU
Condo/Townhouse 340 DU

SFDR = Single Family Detached Residential

TSF = Ten Thousand Square Feet; DU = Dwelling Unit; VFP = Vehicle Fueling Position 

Source: Eastvale South Trip Generation Analysis, Albert A. Webb Associates, May 27, 2011

Source: Trip Generation Comparison for Cloverdale Marketplace, Phase II, Eastvale CA, Albert A. Webb Associates, August 15, 2011.

Source: Altfillisch Residential Project TIA Memorandum, LSA Associates, Inc., July 25, 2011.

Source: From Silverlakes TIA (Revised), Kunzman Associates, September 25, 2008.

60

56
Majestic Airport Center

Chino West

57 PM18635

61 Falloncrest at The Preserve (Phase 1)

City of Chino
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o Cumulative Development Project traffic 
 

 Opening Year (2015) With Project 
o Existing 2013 counts  
o Ambient growth traffic (4.04%) 
o Cumulative Development Project traffic 
o Project traffic 
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5.0 EXISTING PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC ANALYSIS   
 
In an effort to satisfy the CEQA Guideline section 15125(a), an analysis of existing traffic volumes plus 
traffic generated by the proposed Project (E+P) has been included in this analysis.  This section discusses 
the traffic forecasts for existing plus project (E+P) conditions and the resulting intersection operations and 
traffic signal warrants.   
 
5.1 ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

 
The lane configurations and traffic controls assumed to be in place for E+P traffic conditions are 
consistent with those shown previously on Exhibit 3-1, with the exception of project driveways and 
those facilities assumed to be constructed by the Project to provide site access.  Assumed lane 
geometrics and intersection controls for E+P traffic conditions are summarized on Table 5-1. 
 
5.2 EXISTING PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC VOLUME FORECASTS 
 
This scenario includes Existing (2013) traffic volumes plus Project traffic.  Exhibit 5-1 shows the ADT 
volumes which can be expected for E+P traffic conditions.  E+P weekday AM and PM intersection turning 
movement volumes are shown on Exhibits 5-2 and 5-3, respectively. 
 
5.3 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS ANALYSIS 
 
E+P peak hour traffic operations have been evaluated for the study area intersections based on the 
analysis methodologies presented in Section 2.0 Methodologies of this TIA.  The intersection analysis 
results are summarized in Table 5-1 and illustrated on Exhibit 5-4, which indicates that the following 
study area intersections are anticipated to operate at unacceptable levels of service: 
 

ID Intersection Location 
2 Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue – LOS “F” AM peak hour 

 
These findings are consistent with the results of the Existing (2013) conditions analysis.   
 
However, the addition of Project traffic is anticipated to increase the delay by more than seven (7.0) 
seconds at the currently deficient intersection of Archibald Avenue and Limonite Avenue during the AM 
peak hour.  According to the City of Eastvale’s thresholds of significance, discussed previously in 
Section 2.5 Thresholds of Significance, if the addition of project-related traffic results in an increase in 
delay by more than five (5.0) seconds, the Project’s impact is considered significant.  Mitigation 
measures to bring the Project’s impact to less-than-significant at this location will be discussed later in 
Section 5.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  
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Table 5-1

Traffic

# Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

1 TS 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 1> 1 2 1> 30.3 35.2 C D 30.4 35.4 C D 0.1 0.2
2 TS 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 60.1 28.6 F4 C 67.1 36.1 F4 D 7.0 7.5
3 TS 1 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 -- -- -- -- 13.7 31.4 B C -- --
4 CSS 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 -- -- -- -- 10.7 13.4 B B -- --
5 TS 1 2 d 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 31.1 26.9 C C 31.2 27.0 C C 0.1 0.1
6 TS 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 30.1 28.2 C C 30.5 28.5 C C 0.4 0.3
7 TS 1 2 d 1 2 0 1 2 d 1 2 1 41.4 31.2 D C 41.4 31.4 D C 0.0 0.2
8 TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 d 1 2 1 30.9 30.2 C C 31.5 30.9 C C 0.6 0.7
9 TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 2 3 d 2 2 1 31.3 28.7 C C 32.9 29.3 C C 1.6 0.6

10 TS 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 20.5 23.6 C C 20.9 25.0 C C 0.4 1.4
11 TS 2 3 1 2 2 1 2 3 1 2 2 1 29.2 33.3 C C 29.5 33.7 C C 0.3 0.4
12 TS 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 1 2 2 0 22.8 27.5 C C 23.0 28.7 C C 0.2 1.2
13 TS 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 1 30.2 32.2 C C 31.1 33.4 C C 0.9 1.2

1

2 Delay and level of service calculated using the following analysis software:  

3 CCS = Cross Street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal

4 V/C is greater than 1.00; Level of Service "F".

*  BOLD = Unsatisfactory level of service.
BOLD

Hellman Ave / Pine Ave/Schleisman Rd
Archibald Ave / Limonite Ave

Southbound Eastbound

Archibald Ave / Driveway 2
Archibald Ave / 65th St
Archibald Ave / Schleisman Rd
Archibald Ave / Chandler St

Archibald Ave / Driveway 1

= Significant Impact as defined by City of Eastvale traffic study guidelines and summarized in Section 2.5 Thresholds of Significance. First, when the pre-Project 
condition is at or above the target LOS (i.e., LOS “D”), and project-generated traffic causes deterioration below the LOS target (i.e., LOS “E” or “F”), a significant impact 
is deemed to occur.  However, when the pre-Project condition is already below the target LOS threshold, and project-generated traffic causes an increase in delay of 
more than five (5.0) seconds, the Project will be responsible for fully mitigating its impacts to reduce the increase in delay back to pre-project conditions.

Scholar Way / Limonite Ave
Hamner Ave / Limonite Ave
I-15 Southbound Ramps / Limonite Ave
I-15 Northbound Ramps / Limonite Ave

 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; > = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing;  d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; 1 = Improvement

Traffix (Version 8.0 R1, 2008) for signalized and unsignalized intersections. The I-15 freeway ramps have been analyzed using Synchro 8. Per the 2000 Highway Capacity 
Manual, 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.

Harrison Ave / Limonite Ave
Sumner Ave / Limonite Ave

Intersection Analysis for Existing plus Project Conditions

Existing (2013) E+P Change In Delay

Delay2 LOS Delay2 LOS

AM2 PM2Intersection

Intersection Approach Lanes1

Northbound Westbound

______________________________________________________
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A summary of the peak hour intersection LOS for E+P conditions are shown on Exhibit 5-4.  The 
intersection operations analysis worksheets for E+P traffic conditions are included in Appendix “5.1” of 
this TIA. 
 
5.4 TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS 
 
Traffic signal warrant analysis for E+P traffic conditions are based on E+P ADT volumes.  For E+P 
conditions, a traffic signal appears to be warranted at the following intersection (See Appendix “5.2”): 
 

ID Intersection Location Jurisdiction 
3 Archibald Avenue / Driveway 1 Eastvale 

 
5.5 PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
This section provides a summary of recommended mitigation measures necessary to address Project 
impacts for E+P traffic conditions.  Based on the City of Eastvale’s stated significance criteria discussed 
in Section 2.5 Thresholds of Significance, the following intersection was found to be impacted by the 
Project.  The recommended mitigation measure necessary to reduce the direct project-related impact to 
less-than-significant is discussed below. 
 
Impact 1.1 – Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue (#2) – Although this intersection was found to 
operate at an unacceptable LOS (LOS “F”) during the weekday AM peak hour without the Project, the 
City of Eastvale’s specialized significance criteria dictates that if the addition of Project traffic (as 
measured by 50 peak hour trips) results in an increase in delay by more than five (5.0) seconds, the 
impact is considered significant.  The project-related delay increase is greater than five (5.0) seconds 
during the peak hours, therefore, the impact is considered significant (Impact 1.1). 
 
Mitigation Measure 1.1 – Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue (#2) – The following improvements 
are necessary to reduce the increase in delay to within five (5.0) seconds of the pre-project condition, 
thus reducing the Project’s impact to less-than-significant: 
 

 Implement overlap phasing on the westbound right turn lane. 
 
The effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measure is presented in Table 5-2.  E+P intersection 
operations analysis worksheets with mitigation measures are provided in Appendix “5.3”. 
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Table 5-2

Traffic

# Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM

2

TS 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 60.1 28.6 F4 C

TS 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 67.1 36.1 F4 D

TS 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1> 47.2 34.3 F4
C

1

2 Delay and level of service calculated using the following analysis software:  

3 TS = Traffic Signal

4 V/C is greater than 1.00; Level of Service "F".

5 It should be noted that this mitigation measure has been constructed and currently exists after the preparation of this report. 

*  BOLD = Unsatisfactory level of service.

 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; > = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing; 1 = Improvement

Traffix (Version 8.0 R1, 2008) for signalized and unsignalized intersections. Per the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and 
level of service are shown for intersections with a  traffic signal.  

- Existing plus Project Conditions

- with Mitigation Measure 1.15

- Existing (2013) Conditions

Intersection Analysis for Existing plus Project Conditions, with Project Mitigation Measures

Intersection Approach Lanes1 2015 With Project
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Delay2 LOS

Intersection

Archibald Ave / Limonite Ave

______________________________________________________
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6.0 OPENING YEAR (2015) TRAFFIC ANALYSIS       
 
This section discusses the methods used to develop Opening Year (2015) without and with Project traffic 
forecasts, and the resulting intersection operations.   
 
6.1 ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

 
The lane configurations and traffic controls assumed to be in place for Opening Year (2015) without 
and with Project conditions are consistent with those shown previously on Exhibit 3-1, with the 
exception of the following: 
 

 Project driveways and improvements along Archibald Avenue from south of Limonite Avenue to 
65th Street are assumed to be constructed by the Project and adjacent cumulative 
developments. 
 

 Cumulative project driveways assumed to be constructed by cumulative projects to provide site 
access (i.e., Walmart project located east of Archibald Avenue across from the proposed 
Project site). 

 
Assumed lane geometrics and intersection controls for Opening Year (2015) traffic conditions are 
summarized on Table 6-1. 
 
6.2 OPENING YEAR (2015) WITHOUT PROJECT TRAFFIC VOLUME FORECASTS 
 
This scenario includes Existing (2013) traffic volumes, an ambient growth factor of 4.04% and traffic from 
pending and approved but not yet constructed known development projects in the area.  The weekday 
ADT volumes which can be expected for Opening Year (2015) without Project traffic conditions are shown 
on Exhibit 6-1.  Exhibits 6-2 and 6-3 show the weekday AM and PM peak hour intersection turning 
movement volumes for Opening Year (2015) Without Project traffic conditions.   
 
6.3 OPENING YEAR (2015) WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC VOLUME FORECASTS 
 
This scenario includes Existing (2013) traffic volumes, an ambient growth factor of 4.04%, traffic from 
pending and approved but not yet constructed known development projects in the area and the addition 
of Project traffic.  The ADT volumes which can be expected for Opening Year (2015) with Project traffic 
conditions are shown on Exhibit 6-4.  Exhibits 6-5 and 6-6 show the weekday AM and PM peak hour 
intersection turning movement volumes for Opening Year (2015) with Project traffic conditions. 
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6.4 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS ANALYSIS 
 
LOS calculations were conducted for the study intersections to evaluate their operations under Opening 
Year (2015) without Project conditions with roadway and intersection geometrics consistent with Exhibit 
3-1 and the changes described in Section 6.1 Roadway Improvements.  As shown in Table 6-1 and 
illustrated on Exhibit 6-7, the following intersections were found to operate at an unacceptable LOS 
under Opening Year (2015) without Project traffic conditions: 
 

ID Intersection Location 
2 Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue – LOS “F” AM and PM peak hours 

12 I-15 Southbound Ramps / Limonite Avenue – LOS “F” PM peak hour only 
13 I-15 Northbound Ramps / Limonite Avenue – LOS “E” PM peak hour only 

 
As shown on Table 6-1 and illustrated on Exhibit 6-8, the following intersection is anticipated to operate 
at an unacceptable LOS under Opening Year (2015) with Project conditions in addition to those 
identified as deficient under Opening Year (2015) without Project conditions: 
 

ID Intersection Location 
11 Hamner Avenue / Limonite Avenue – LOS “E” PM peak hour only 

 
The intersection operations analysis worksheets for Opening Year (2015) without Project conditions are 
included in Appendix “6.1” of this TIA.  The intersection operations analysis worksheets for Opening 
Year (2015) with Project conditions are included in Appendix “6.2” of this TIA.  Measures to address the 
cumulatively considerable impacts for Opening Year (2015) with Project traffic conditions are discussed in 
Section 6.6 Impacts and Recommended Improvements. 
 
6.5 TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS 
 
There are no additional traffic signals anticipated to be warranted under Opening Year (2015) without 
and with Project traffic conditions in addition to those previously warranted under Existing (2013) and 
E+P traffic conditions. 
 
6.6 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 
 
Improvements have been recommended at intersections that have been identified as cumulatively 
impacted to reduce each location’s peak hour delay to acceptable levels.  The effectiveness of the 
recommended improvements discussed below to address Opening Year (2015) cumulative traffic 
impacts are presented in Table 6-2. 
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Table 6-1

Traffic

# Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

1 TS 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 1> 1 2 1> 31.7 45.7 C D 32.0 46.2 C D
2 TS 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 >80.0 >80.0 F F >80.0 >80.0 F F
3 TS 1 3 1 1 2 0 2 1 0 1 1 0 -- -- -- -- 38.3 47.9 D D
4 CSS 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 -- -- -- -- 15.3 19.3 C C
5 TS 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 37.6 32.1 D C 38.2 33.0 D C
6 TS 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 31.2 29.5 C C 31.7 29.9 C C
7 TS 1 2 d 1 2 0 1 2 d 1 2 1 47.1 34.3 D C 47.3 34.4 D C
8 TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 d 1 2 1 33.9 33.6 C C 35.6 34.1 D C
9 TS 1 2 d 1 2 d 2 3 d 2 2 1 35.9 31.6 D C 38.3 32.1 D C

10 TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 27.6 38.7 C D 28.0 49.5 C D
11 TS 2 3 1 2 2 1 2 3 1 2 2 1 35.5 51.6 D D 38.4 55.3 D E
12 TS 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 1 2 2 0 25.7 62.5 C F4 27.9 70.2 C F4

13 TS 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 1 39.7 65.1 D E 42.8 71.6 D F4

1

2 Delay and level of service calculated using the following analysis software:  

3 CCS = Cross Street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal

4 V/C is greater than 1.00; Level of Service "F".

*  BOLD = Unsatisfactory level of service
BOLD = Significant Cumulative Impact

Traffix (Version 8.0 R1, 2008) for signalized and unsignalized intersections. The I-15 freeway ramps have been analyzed using Synchro 8. Per the 2000 Highway Capacity 
Manual, 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.

Intersection Analysis for Opening Year (2015) Conditions

Without Project With Project

LOSDelay2Delay2 LOS
Intersection Approach Lanes1

      L  =  Left;  T  =  Through;  R  =  Right; > = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing;  d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; 1 = Improvement

 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.

Hellman Ave / Pine Ave/Schleisman Rd

Archibald Ave / Driveway 2

I-15 Northbound Ramps / Limonite Ave
I-15 Southbound Ramps / Limonite Ave
Hamner Ave / Limonite Ave

Archibald Ave / Driveway 1

Archibald Ave / Chandler St

Scholar Way / Limonite Ave
Sumner Ave / Limonite Ave

Archibald Ave / Schleisman Rd
Archibald Ave / 65th St

Harrison Ave / Limonite Ave

Archibald Ave / Limonite Ave

WestboundEastbound

Intersection

SouthboundNorthbound
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Table 6-2

Traffic

# Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM

2
TS 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 >80.0 >80.0 F F
TS 0 2 1> 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1> 42.6 28.6 D C

11
TS 2 3 1 2 2 1 2 3 1 2 2 1 38.4 55.3 D E
TS 2 3 1 2 2 1> 2 3 1 2 2 1 37.7 45.6 D D

12
TS 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 1 2 2 0 27.9 70.2 C F4

TS 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 1 2 3 0 24.5 29.1 C C
13

TS 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 1 42.8 71.6 D F4

TS 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 3 1 30.8 32.4 C C

1

2 Delay and level of service calculated using the following analysis software:  

3 TS = Traffic Signal

4 V/C is greater than 1.00; Level of Service "F".

*  BOLD = Unsatisfactory level of service.

Intersection
Archibald Ave / Limonite Ave
- 2015 with Project

Intersection Analysis for Opening Year (2015) with Project Conditions, with Cumulative Improvements

Intersection Approach Lanes1 2015 With Project
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Delay2 LOS

- with Improvements

- 2015 with Project
I-15 Southbound Ramps / Limonite Ave

Hamner Ave / Limonite Ave
- 2015 with Project
- with Improvements

Traffix (Version 8.0 R1, 2008) for signalized and unsignalized intersections. The I-15 freeway ramps have been analyzed using Synchro 8. Per the 2000 
Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a  traffic signal.  

- with Improvements
I-15 Northbound Ramps / Limonite Ave
- 2015 with Project
- with Improvements

 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; > = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing; 1 = Improvement
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The following improvements are recommended to reduce Opening Year (2015) with Project cumulative 
impacts to less-than-significant:  
 
Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue (#2) – The following improvements are necessary to reduce the 
impact to less-than-significant: 
 

 Construct a 2nd northbound through lane. 
 Implement overlap phasing on the northbound right turn lane. 
 Construct a 2nd southbound left turn lane. 
 Construct a 2nd southbound through lane. 
 Implement overlap phasing on the westbound right turn lane. (Mitigation Measure 1.1) 

 
Hamner Avenue / Limonite Avenue (#11) – The following improvements are necessary to reduce the 
impact to less-than-significant: 
 

 Implement overlap phasing on the southbound right turn lane.  
 
I-15 Southbound Ramps / Limonite Avenue (#12) – The following improvements are necessary to 
reduce the impact to less-than-significant: 
 

 Construct a 3rd eastbound through lane. 
 Construct a 3rd westbound through lane. 

 
It should be noted that these improvements are consistent with the planned I-15 Freeway at Limonite 
Avenue Interchange project. 
 
I-15 Northbound Ramps / Limonite Avenue (#13) – The following improvements are necessary to 
reduce the impact to less-than-significant: 
 

 Construct a 3rd eastbound through lane. 
 Construct a 3rd westbound through lane. 

 
It should be noted that these improvements are consistent with the planned I-15 Freeway at Limonite 
Avenue Interchange project. 
 
Opening Year (2015) with Project intersection operations analysis worksheets, with recommended 
improvements, are provided in Appendix “6.4”. 
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7.0 SITE ACCESS AND ON-SITE CIRCULATION   
 
This section summarizes Project site access and on-site circulation recommendations.   
 
The Project is proposed to access Archibald Avenue via Driveway 1 (Prospect Street) and Driveway 2.  
Driveway 1 is proposed to be a signalized full access Project driveway and Driveway 2 is proposed to have 
right-in/right-out access only and is proposed to be stop controlled on the side-street (driveways) with free-
flow on Archibald Avenue.  
 
Roadway improvements necessary to provide site access and on-site circulation are assumed to be 
constructed in conjunction with site development and are described below.  These improvements should be 
in place prior to occupancy. 
 
7.1 ON-SITE ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

 
The recommended site-adjacent roadway improvements for the Project are described below.  These 
improvements need to be incorporated into the project description prior to Project approval or imposed as 
conditions of approval as part of the Project approval. 
 
Archibald Avenue – Archibald Avenue is a north-south oriented roadway located along the Project’s 
eastern boundary.   Construct Archibald Avenue from the Project’s northern boundary to southern 
boundary consistent with the planned interim condition street improvement and signing and striping plans 
illustrated on Exhibit 7-1 consisting of two (2) southbound travel lanes from south of the Project’s primary 
access to the Project’s southern boundary.  Ultimate curb and gutter will also be constructed.  However, 
ultimate pavement on the western side of Archibald Avenue cannot be placed nor can ultimate striping 
occur until after the existing utility poles are relocated behind the curb and the median is rebuilt to 
accommodate the planned curved alignment.    
 
7.2 SITE ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS 

 
The recommended site access driveway improvements for the Project are described below.  As the Project 
shares a future access (Driveway 1) with an adjacent cumulative development on the east side of Archibald 
Avenue, there are two (2) sets of improvements along the Project frontage, one set of interim 
improvements on Archibald Avenue without the adjacent cumulative development and one set of ultimate 
street improvements on Archibald Avenue with the adjacent cumulative development completed.  It should 
be noted that the lane geometrics assumed under Section 6.0 Opening Year (2015) Traffic Analysis do not 
reflect the full ultimate lane geometries as shown on the plans for ultimate street improvements as it is 
uncertain that Archibald Avenue will be improved to its ultimate classification as an urban arterial highway 
south of the Project site by year 2015.  Plans for these two sets of improvements are shown on Exhibits 7-1 
and 7-2, respectively.  
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Exhibit 7-3 illustrates the on-site and site adjacent recommended roadway lane improvements.  
Construction of on-site and site adjacent improvements shall occur in conjunction with adjacent Project 
development activity or as needed for Project access purposes. 
 
Archibald Avenue at Driveway 1 – Install a traffic signal and construct the intersection with the 
following geometrics: 
Northbound Approach: One left turn lane and two though lanes. 
Southbound Approach: One shared through right turn lane. 
Eastbound Approach: One left turn lane and one right turn lane. 
Westbound Approach: N/A 
 
Archibald Avenue at Driveway 2 – Install a stop sign on the eastbound approach and construct the 
intersection with the following geometrics: 
Northbound Approach: Two though lanes. 
Southbound Approach: One through lane and one shared through right turn lane. 
Eastbound Approach: One right turn lane. 
Westbound Approach: N/A 
 
On-site traffic signing and striping should be implemented in conjunction with detailed construction plans for 
the Project site. 
 
Sight distance at each project access point should be reviewed with respect to standard Caltrans and City 
of Eastvale sight distance standards at the time of preparation of final grading, landscape and street 
improvement plans. 
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8.0 COMPARISON TO ANALYSIS IN EIR NO. 515   
 
This section summarizes the Project traffic’s impacts revealed in this TIA as compared to the impacts 
that were identified in the previously certified EIR No. 515 and the technical traffic study prepared by 
Urban Crossroads, Inc. in support of that EIR.   
 
A comparison of the proposed Project’s trip generation to that previously assumed and analyzed in the 
Birtcher at Corona Valley (PM35865) Traffic Impact Analysis (prepared by Urban Crossroads, Inc. in 
August 6, 2008) indicates that the development of the proposed Project would generate fewer trips than 
that previously analyzed in the Birtcher at Corona Valley (PM35865) traffic impact study report.  The trip 
generation rates and trip generation summary for the approved project were obtained from the Birtcher at 

Corona Valley (PM35865) Traffic Impact Analysis.  The traffic impact study report utilized the trip 
generation rates from the ITE Trip Generation manual, 7th Edition, 2003 Light Industrial (ITE Land Use 
Code 110), and included additional adjustments to account for truck traffic through a vehicle mix provided 
by Riverside County and City of Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study (2003).   
 
The approved project traffic study assumed the development of 773,300 square feet of light industrial use, 
whereas, the proposed Project is to consist of 694,770 square feet of industrial park spread over ten (10) 
buildings, 33,600 square feet of medical office, and 10,600 square feet of commercial retail. As shown in 
Table 8-1, the development of the currently proposed Project is anticipated to generate 2,391 fewer trip 
ends per day with 501 fewer AM peak hour trips, and 503 PM peak hour trips. Thus, the overall traffic 
impact of the proposed Project is less than was disclosed in EIR No. 515; and, if the approved project to be 
implemented today, its traffic impact would be more severe than the currently proposed Project at most 
study area intersections. 
 
Because traffic volumes and road improvements evolve over time, existing traffic conditions are not the 
same as they were in 2008 when the prior traffic study was prepared; therefore, this TIA considers 
existing (2013) traffic conditions, currently anticipated future conditions, and also uses site specific trip 
generation data and analysis techniques that area consistent with the most current County of Riverside 
Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide (August 2008). For these reasons, this TIA’s study area 
along with the Project’s anticipate trip generation and traffic distribution pattern are not exactly the 
same as identified in the 2008 traffic study and EIR No. 515. Nonetheless, this TIA provides an 
adequate basis to determine the level of traffic impact of the currently proposed Project compared to 
the traffic impacts that were disclosed in EIR No. 515. In all cases this TIA does not identify any new or 
substantially more severe traffic impacts. In fact, due to the construction of several road improvement 
projects in the area since 2008, the LOS of many intersections analyzed in this TIA currently operate 
and are projected to operate at improved LOS as compared to those previously disclosed in EIR No. 
515.  A comparison of recommended improvements identified in this study and those presented in EIR 
No.515 are shown in Table 8-2.  
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Table 8-1

Land Use In Out Total In Out Total Daily

Currently Proposed1 228 59 287 91 247 337 3,646
Previous TIA2

693 95 788 103 737 840 6,037
VARIANCE -465 -36 -501 -12 -490 -503 -2,391

1  Trip Generation Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, Ninth Edition (2012).

Project Trip Generation Comparison

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

2  Birtcher Center at Corona Valley Traffic Impact Analysis (prepared by Urban Crossroads, Inc. in August 6, 2008), Trip Generation 
Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, Seventh Edition (2003).
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Table 8-2

# Intersection Location Previous Traffic Study EAPC1 Current Opening Year (2015)2  With Project
- Construct a 2nd NB through lane. - Same.

- Modify the signal and implement overlap phasing on the NB right turn lane. - Same.

- Construct a 2nd SB left turn lane. - Same.

- Construct a 2nd SB through lane. - Same.

- Construct a 2nd WB left turn lane. - Not applicable.

- Modify the signal and implement overlap phasing on the WB right turn lane. 3 - Same.

- Modify the signal and implement overlap phasing on the NB right turn lane. - Not applicable.

- Modify the signal and implement overlap phasing on the SB right turn lane. - Same.

- Modify the signal and implement overlap phasing on the EB right turn lane. - Not applicable.

- Construct an additional WB through lane - Not applicable.

- Construct a SB free right turn lane. - Not applicable.

- Construct an EB right turn lane. - Currently exists. 

- Construct a 3rd EB through lane. 4

- Construct a 3rd WB through lane. 4

- Construct a 2nd EB left turn lane. - Currently exists

- Construct a 3rd EB through lane. 4

- Construct a 3rd WB through lane. 4

1

2

3

4

12 I-15 Southbound Ramps / Limonite Ave.

Improvements are consistent with the planned I-15 Freeway at Limonite Avenue Interchange project.

This improvement has been constructed and currently exists after the preparation of this report.

Comparison of Recommended Improvements 

2 Archibald Ave. / Limonite Ave.

11 Hamner Ave. / Limonite Ave.

13 I-15 Northbound Ramps / Limonite Ave.

Improvements identified from the previous traffic study Birtcher Center at Corona Valley Traffic Impact Analysis  (prepared by Urban Crossroads Inc., dated August 6, 2008) for EAPC traffic 
conditions.

Currently exists = Improvement has been constructed and currently exists; Not applicable = Improvement was not needed to achieve acceptable LOS; Same = Same improvement as 
previously identified.

______________________________________________________________________________
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9.0 LOCAL AND REGIONAL FUNDING MECHANISMS   
 
Transportation improvements within the City of Eastvale are funded through a combination of direct 
project mitigation, fair share contributions or development impact fee programs, such as the County’s 
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) program, Mira Loma Road and Bridge Benefit District 
(RBBD) fee program and the City of Eastvale Development Impact Fee (DIF) program.  Identification 
and timing of needed improvements is generally determined through local jurisdictions based upon a 
variety of factors. 
 
Table 9-1 lists the improvements that are required by the Year 2015 to mitigate the cumulative and 
project-related impacts.  The regional and local transportation impact fee programs have each been 
reviewed and compared to the recommended improvements for each impacted facility.  Recommended 
improvements already identified and included in one of the City of Eastvale’s pre-existing fee programs 
(i.e., TUMF, Mira Loma RBBD, City of Eastvale DIF, etc.) are clearly denoted.   
 
The improvements listed in Table 9-1 are comprised of lane additions and signal modifications.  As 
noted, the identified improvements are covered either by the TUMF Program, Mira Loma RBBD or the 
City of Eastvale DIF Program.  Lane additions are shown as the number of lanes required and the 
direction of travel, for example, “1.EBT” indicates one additional eastbound through lane.  Depending 
on the width of the existing pavement and right-of-way, these improvements may involve only striping 
modifications or they may involve construction of additional pavement width.  Although other 
jurisdictions within the study area (i.e., City of Chino) have their own DIF fee programs (with both local 
and regional components) in place that may include some of the cumulative improvements identified as 
“Non-Program Improvements” in Table 9-1, they have been identified as such since the proposed 
Project is not subject to fees within these adjacent jurisdictions.  Rather, the Project would contribute, 
on a fair share basis, to address its cumulative contribution to an impacted facility thereby reducing its 
impact to less than cumulatively considerable.  Additional discussion of the relevant pre-existing 
transportation impact fee programs is provided below. 
 
9.1 TRANSPORTATION UNIFORM MITIGATION FEE (TUMF) 
 
The TUMF program is administered by Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) based 
upon a regional Nexus Study completed in early 2003 and updated in 2009 to address major changes 
in right of way acquisition and improvement cost factors.  TUMF identifies a network of backbone and 
local roadways that are needed to accommodate growth through 2035.  This regional program was put 
into place to ensure that development pays its fair share and that funding is in place for construction of 
facilities needed to maintain the requisite level of service and critical to mobility in the region.  TUMF is 
a truly regional mitigation fee program, and is imposed and implemented in every jurisdiction in 
Western Riverside County, except the City of Beaumont. 
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TUMF fees are imposed on new residential, industrial, and commercial development through 
application of the TUMF fee ordinance and fees are collected at the building or occupancy permit 
stage.  The fee for industrial, retail and office use per square feet of gross floor area is $1.73, $10.49 
and $2.19, respectively.  In addition, an annual inflation adjustment is considered each year in 
February.  In this way, TUMF fees are adjusted upwards on a regular basis to ensure that the 
development impact fees collected keep pace with construction and labor costs, etc.  
 
A number of the facilities forecast to be impacted by the Project are programmed for improvements 
through the TUMF program.  The project applicant will be subject to the TUMF fee program and will pay 
the requisite TUMF fees at the rates then in effect pursuant to the TUMF Ordinance.  The facilities 
planned through the TUMF program are constructed prior to the time at which the identified facility is 
expected to deteriorate to an inadequate level of service.  WRCOG has a successful track record 
funding and overseeing the construction of improvements funded through the TUMF program.  In total, 
the TUMF program is anticipated to generate nearly $5 billion in transportation projects for Western 
Riverside County.  The project’s payment of TUMF fees appear to be sufficient to mitigate its impacts to 
TUMF-funded facilities. 
 
9.2 MIRA LOMA ROAD AND BRIDGE BENEFIT DISTRICT (RBBD) PROGRAM 
 
Similar to other regions within Riverside County, the City of Eastvale is anticipated to experience 
substantial growth.  Extensive improvements are necessitated by new development within the region.  
In particular, Riverside County recognized the impact of this growth on the vicinity of the study area 
when it formed the Mira Loma RBBD.  The proposed Project lies within Zone D of the Mira Loma 
RBBD.  Zone D is generally bounded by Bellegrave Avenue to the north, Hellman Avenue to the west, 
Hamner Avenue to the east and the Santa Ana River to the south.  A list of completed and planned 
future transportation infrastructure improvements covered by the Mira Loma RBBD includes: 
 
Mira Loma Road and Bridge Benefits District (Zone D): 
 

 Interchange improvements at I-15 Freeway at Limonite Avenue 
 Overcrossing improvements to Bellegrave Avenue at the I-15 Freeway 
 Widening of Archibald Avenue to six-lanes between River Road and the San Bernardino 

County/Riverside County line 
 Landscaped median improvements to Archibald Avenue between River Road and the San 

Bernardino County/Riverside County line (where landscaped median improvements include 
curb, gutter, landscaping and irrigation) 

 Widening of Limonite Avenue to six lanes between Hamner Avenue and Archibald Avenue 
 Landscaped median improvements to Limonite Avenue between Hamner Avenue and Archibald 

Avenue (where landscaped median improvements include curb, gutter, landscaping and 
irrigation) 
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 Widening of Schleisman Road between Hamner Avenue to the San Bernardino 
County/Riverside County line 

 Landscaped median improvements to Schleisman Road between Hamner Avenue to the San 
Bernardino County/Riverside County line (where landscaped median improvements include 
curb, gutter, landscaping and irrigation) 

 Landscaped median improvements to Hamner Avenue between Bellegrave Avenue and the 
Santa Ana River (where landscaped median improvements include curb, gutter, landscaping 
and irrigation) 

 
9.3 CITY OF EASTVALE DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE (DIF) 
 
The Project will also be subject to City of Eastvale Development Impact Fees (DIF).  The City of 
Eastvale has recently prepared a Nexus Study to establish fees which has been adopted by the City as 
of July 1, 2012.  The DIF program consists of three separate components: Transportation Component, 
Fire Component and General Government Component.  It is our understanding that the DIF program 
includes widening of the Hellman Avenue Bridge over Cucamonga Creek and the signalization of up to 
twenty-three (23) intersections.  The City of Eastvale DIF for industrial, retail and office use per square 
feet of gross floor area is $0.645, $1.966 and $0.654, respectively.  In addition, an annual inflation 
adjustment is considered each year in March.  Fee credits and reimbursements will be available as part 
of the Fee Program and will only be given to projects that are identified as a Fee Program facility.  The 
Project’s Conditions of Approval will establish and clarify eligibility. 
   
9.4 FAIR SHARE CONTRIBUTION 
 
Project mitigation may include a combination of fee payments to established programs, construction of 
specific improvements, payment of a fair share contribution toward future improvements or a 
combination of these approaches.  Improvements constructed by development may be eligible for a fee 
credit or reimbursement through the program where appropriate. 
 
When off-site improvements are identified with a minor share of responsibility assigned to proposed 
development, the approving jurisdiction may elect to collect a fair share contribution or require the 
development to construct improvements.  Detailed fair share calculations, for each analysis peak hour, 
has been provided on Table 9-2 for the cumulatively impacted intersections.  Improvements included in 
a defined program and constructed by development may be eligible for a fee credit or reimbursement 
through the program where appropriate. 
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Table 9-2

# Intersection

2 Archibald Avenue / Limonite Avenue AM 2,319 222 3,971 1,652 13.4%

PM 2,345 259 4,087 1,742 14.9%
11 Hamner Avenue / Limonite Avenue AM 3,094 203 4,658 1,564 13.0%

PM 4,011 238 6,231 2,220 10.7%

12 I-15 SB Ramps / Limonite Avenue AM 2,861 174 4,136 1,275 13.6%
PM 3,782 204 5,601 1,819 11.2%

13 I-15 NB Ramps / Limonite Avenue AM 2,634 110 3,603 969 11.4%
PM 3,555 122 4,945 1,390 8.8%

Project Contribution to Total New Traffic

Peak 
Hour 2013 Traffic 2015 Project 

Traffic 2015 Traffic New Traffic Project 
Contribution
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PROVIDENCE BUSINESS PARK 
AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS 
CITY OF EASTVALE, CALIFORNIA 

 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION   

 

This report presents the results of the air quality impact analysis (AQIA) prepared by Urban 

Crossroads, Inc. for the proposed Providence Business Park (referred to as “Project) located south 

of Limonite Avenue and west of Archibald Avenue in the City of Eastvale as shown in Exhibit 1-1.  

 

The purpose of this AQIA is to evaluate the potential impacts to air quality associated with 

construction and operation of the Project and recommend measures to mitigate impacts 

considered significant in comparison to established regulatory thresholds.    

 
1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW  

 

The Project is to consist of 694,770 square feet of industrial park spread over ten (10) buildings, 

33,600 square feet of medical office use, and 10,600 square feet of commercial retail use. 

 

For the purposes of this AQIA, it is assumed that the Project will be constructed and at full 

occupancy by 2015. 

 

1.2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS  

 

Construction-Source Emissions 

Project construction-source emissions would exceed applicable regional thresholds of significance 

established by the SCAQMD for VOCs and NOx.  Mitigation measures (MM AQ-1 through MM AQ-

4) are recommended to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. With implementation of MM 

AQ-1 through MM AQ-4, construction activity emissions will not exceed applicable regional 

thresholds established by the SCAQMD for construction activity. Thus, a less than significant 

impact will occur with the implementation of mitigation measure MM AQ-1 through MM AQ-4. 
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EXHIBIT 1-1 

PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN 
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For localized emissions, the Project will exceed applicable Localized Significance Thresholds 

(LSTs) established by the SCAQMD for PM2.5. Although, Mitigation Measures (MM AQ-1 through 

MM AQ-4) will reduce the impact to less than significant levels. Therefore, a less than significant 

impact would occur with the application of the recommended mitigation measures (MM AQ-1 

through MM AQ-4). 

 

Project construction-source emissions would not conflict with the Basin Air Quality Management 

Plan (AQMP). As discussed herein, the Project will comply with all applicable SCAQMD 

construction-source emission reduction rules and guidelines. Project construction-source 

emissions would not cause or substantively contribute to violation of the California Ambient Air 

Quality Standards (CAAQS) or National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 

 

Established requirements addressing construction equipment operations, and construction material 

use, storage, and disposal requirements act to minimize odor impacts that may result from 

construction activities. Moreover, construction-source odor emissions would be temporary, short-

term, and intermittent in nature and would not result in persistent impacts that would affect 

substantial numbers of people. Potential construction-source odor impacts are therefore 

considered less-than-significant.  

 

As noted, the Project‐specific evaluation of emissions presented in the analysis demonstrates 

that construction of the Project will not result in exceedances of regional or localized thresholds. 

Thus, a less than significant cumulative impact is expected during construction activity.  

 

Additionally, pursuant to CEQA § 15164 (a) the lead agency shall prepare an addendum to a 

previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions 

described in §15162 calling for preparation for a subsequent EIR have occurred. More 

specifically, §15162 (a)(3)(B) states that no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for the project 

unless significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in 

the previous EIR. A significant and unavoidable impact for emissions of NOx during 

construction-related activity was previously identified and disclosed in the Birtcher Center at 

Corona Valley Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 515 SCH No. 2008081117 (EIR). As 

noted, the impacts identified for the Project are not substantially greater (they are in fact 

substantially less after mitigation as shown on Table 3-6) than what was identified in the 

previously certified EIR.   

 

Operational-Source Emissions 

Project operational-source emissions would exceed applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds of 

significance for emissions of VOCs and NOx. No feasible mitigation measures exist that would 

reduce these emissions to levels that are less-than-significant. Project operational-source VOC and 

NOx emission exceedances of applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds are therefore considered 
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significant and unavoidable. Since the project is expected to exceed emissions thresholds during 

long-term operational activity it is assumed that the project and other cumulative developments 

have the potential to result in a cumulatively significant impact for VOCs and NOx during long-term 

operational activity.  

 

Project operational-source emissions would not result in or cause a significant localized air quality 

impact as discussed in the operational LSTs section of this report. Additionally, Project traffic will 

not cause or result in CO concentrations exceeding applicable state and/or federal standards (CO 

“hotspots). Project operational-source emissions would therefore not adversely affect sensitive 

receptors within the vicinity of the Project.  

 

Substantial odor-generating sources include land uses such as agricultural activities, feedlots, 

wastewater treatment facilities, landfills or various heavy industrial uses. The Project does not 

propose any such uses or activities that would result in potentially significant operational-source 

odor impacts.   Potential sources of operational odors generated by the Project would include 

disposal of miscellaneous commercial refuse. Moreover, SCAQMD Rule 402 acts to prevent 

occurrences of odor nuisances.  Consistent with City requirements, all Project-generated refuse 

would be stored in covered containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance with solid 

waste regulations. Potential operational-source odor impacts are therefore considered less-than-

significant. 

 

Additionally, pursuant to CEQA § 15164 (a) the lead agency shall prepare an addendum to a 

previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions 

described in §15162 calling for preparation for a subsequent EIR have occurred. More 

specifically, §15162 (a)(3)(B) states that no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for the project 

unless significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in 

the previous EIR. A significant and unavoidable impact for emissions of VOCs, NOx, and CO 

during on-going operational-source related activity was previously identified and disclosed in the 

Birtcher Center at Corona Valley Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 515 SCH No. 

2008081117 (EIR). As noted, the impacts identified for the Project are not substantially greater 

(they are in fact substantially less as shown on Table 3-9 and Table 3-10) than what was 

identified in the previously certified EIR.   
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1.3 EIR MITIGATION MEASURES FROM BIRTCHER CENTER AT CORONA VALLEY 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 515 SCH NO. 2008081117 

 

The Project is required to comply with the following measures, as outlined in EIR No. 515 

 

MM Air 1 

During construction, ozone precursor emissions from mobile construction equipment shall be 

controlled by maintaining equipment engines in good condition and in proper tune per 

manufacturers’ specifications to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. 

Equipment maintenance records and equipment design specification data sheets shall be kept on-

site during construction. Compliance with this measure shall be subject to periodic inspections by 

the Department of Building and Safety.  
 
MM Air 2 

Electricity from power poles shall be used instead of temporary diesel - or gasoline powered 

generators to reduce the associated emissions. Approval will be required by the Department of 

Building and Safety’s Grading Division prior to issuance of grading permits. 
 
MM Air 3 

To reduce construction vehicle (truck) idling while waiting to enter/exit the site, prior to issuance of 

grading permits, the contractor shall submit a traffic control plan that will describe in detail safe 

detours to prevent traffic congestion to the best of the project’s ability, and provide temporary traffic 

control measures during construction activities that will allow both construction and on-street traffic 

to move with less than 5-minute idling times. 

 

MM Air 4 

Consolidate and schedule construction deliveries to off-peak hours to reduce congestion of local 

streets. 

 

MM Air 5 

In order to reduce energy consumption from the proposed project development, applicable plans 

(e.g., electrical plans, improvement maps, etc.) submitted to the County shall include the 

installation of energy-efficient street lighting throughout the Project site. These plans shall be 

reviewed and approved by the applicable Department prior to conveyance of applicable streets. 
 
MM Air 6 

Signage will be posted prohibiting on-site truck idling in excess of five minutes for trucks servicing 

light industrial uses.  
 
MM Air 7 
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The project shall be LEED certified, and at a minimum, be required to increase building energy 

performance 24.5% beyond Title 24, and reduce water use by 20%, prior to issuance of any 

building permits. Plans shall include proof of LEED certification.  

 
1.4 STANDARD REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS/BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL 

MEASURES (BACMS)  
 

SCAQMD Rules that are currently applicable during construction activity for this Project include but 

are not limited to: Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings); Rule 431.2 (Low Sulfur Fuel); Rule 403 

(Fugitive Dust); and Rule 1186 / 1186.1 (Street Sweepers).  In order to facilitate monitoring and 

compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) during construction activity, Rule 403 is 

restated as a mitigation measure. 

 
MM AQ-1 

The following measures shall be incorporated into Project plans and specifications as 

implementation of Rule 403:   

 

 All clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities shall cease when winds exceed 25 

mph per SCAQMD guidelines in order to limit fugitive dust emissions. 

 

 The contractor shall ensure that all disturbed unpaved roads and disturbed areas within the 

Project are watered at least three (3) times daily during dry weather. Watering, with complete 

coverage of disturbed areas, shall occur at least three times a day, preferably in the mid-

morning, afternoon, and after work is done for the day.   

 The contractor shall ensure that traffic speeds on unpaved roads and Project site areas are 

reduced to 15 miles per hour or less  

 

Additional regulatory requirements that are in effect during Project construction include the 

following: 

 

MM AQ-2 

Plans, specifications and contract documents shall note that a sign shall be posted on-site stating 

that construction workers shall not idle diesel engines in excess of five minutes.  

 
1.5 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

In addition to the above-cited SCAQMD regulatory requirement, BACMs, and Mitigation Measures 

required under EIR No. 515, the following construction activity mitigation measures are required, 

and shall be noted on plans, specifications and contract documents:  
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MM AQ-3 

During grading activity, all Rubber Tired Dozers, Graders, Scrapers shall be California Air 

Resources Board (CARB) Tier 3 Certified or better. Additionally, during grading activity, total 

horsepower-hours per day for all equipment shall not exceed 22,992 horsepower-hours per day 

and the maximum disturbance (actively graded) area shall not exceed six acres per day.     

 

MM AQ-4 

Only “Zero-Volatile Organic Compounds” paints (no more than 150 gram/liter of VOC) and/or 

High Pressure Low Volume (HPLV) applications consistent with South Coast Air Quality 

Management District Rule 1113 shall be used.  
 

1.6 OPERATIONAL ACTIVITY MITIGATION MEASURES 

 

In addition to the Mitigation Measures required under EIR No. 515, the following operational activity 

mitigation measures are required, and shall be noted on plans, specifications and contract 

documents:  

 

MM AQ-5 

The truck access gates and loading docks within the truck court on the Project site shall be 

posted with signs which state: 

 

a) Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use; 

b) Diesel  trucks servicing the Project shall not idle for more than five (5) minutes1; and  

c) Telephone numbers of the building facilities manager and the CARB to report 

violations. 

 

                                                           
1 While restricted idling is required per MM AQ-5, the analysis presented here takes no quantified credit or reduction in emissions for 

restricted idling, and reflects an assumed 15-minute “worst case” idling condition. 



 

Providence Business Park Air Quality Analysis 
City of Eastvale, CA (JN:08495-05 AQ Report) 

8 

2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS         
 

This section provides an overview of the existing air quality conditions in the Project area and 

region.  

 

2.1 SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN  

 

The Project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) within the jurisdiction of SCAQMD.  

The SCAQMD was created by the 1977 Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, which merged 

four county air pollution control bodies into one regional district.  Under the Act, the SCAQMD is 

responsible for bringing air quality in areas under its jurisdiction into conformity with federal and 

state air quality standards.  As discussed above, the Project site is located within the South Coast 

Air Basin, a 6,745-square mile subregion of the SCAQMD, which includes portions of Los Angeles, 

Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, and all of Orange County. The SCAB is bound by the 

Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the 

north and east.   

 

2.2 REGIONAL CLIMATE  

 

The regional climate has a substantial influence on air quality in the SCAB.  In addition, the 

temperature, wind, humidity, precipitation, and amount of sunshine influence the air quality. 

 

The annual average temperatures throughout the SCAB vary from the low to middle 60s (degrees 

Fahrenheit).  Due to a decreased marine influence, the eastern portion of the SCAB shows greater 

variability in average annual minimum and maximum temperatures.  January is the coldest month 

throughout the SCAB, with average minimum temperatures of 47°F in downtown Los Angeles and 

36°F in San Bernardino.  All portions of the SCAB have recorded maximum temperatures 

above 100°F. 

 

Although the climate of the SCAB can be characterized as semi-arid, the air near the land surface 

is quite moist on most days because of the presence of a marine layer.  This shallow layer of sea 

air is an important modifier of SCAB climate.  Humidity restricts visibility in the SCAB, and the 

conversion of sulfur dioxide to sulfates is heightened in air with high relative humidity.  The marine 

layer provides an environment for that conversion process, especially during the spring and 

summer months.  The annual average relative humidity within the SCAB is 71 percent along the 

coast and 59 percent inland.  Since the ocean effect is dominant, periods of heavy early morning 

fog are frequent and low stratus clouds are a characteristic feature.  These effects decrease with 

distance from the coast. 
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More than 90 percent of the SCAB’s rainfall occurs from November through April.  The annual 

average rainfall varies from approximately nine inches in Riverside to fourteen inches in downtown 

Los Angeles.  Monthly and yearly rainfall totals are extremely variable.  Summer rainfall usually 

consists of widely scattered thunderstorms near the coast and slightly heavier shower activity in the 

eastern portion of the SCAB with frequency being higher near the coast. 

 

Due to its generally clear weather, about three-quarters of available sunshine is received in the 

SCAB.  The remaining one-quarter is absorbed by clouds.  The ultraviolet portion of this abundant 

radiation is a key factor in photochemical reactions.  On the shortest day of the year there are 

approximately 10 hours of possible sunshine, and on the longest day of the year there are 

approximately 14-1/2 hours of possible sunshine. 

 

The importance of wind to air pollution is considerable.  The direction and speed of the wind 

determines the horizontal dispersion and transport of the air pollutants.  During the late autumn to 

early spring rainy season, the SCAB is subjected to wind flows associated with the traveling storms 

moving through the region from the northwest.  This period also brings five to ten periods of strong, 

dry offshore winds, locally termed “Santa Anas” each year.  During the dry season, which coincides 

with the months of maximum photochemical smog concentrations, the wind flow is bimodal, typified 

by a daytime onshore sea breeze and a nighttime offshore drainage wind.  Summer wind flows are 

created by the pressure differences between the relatively cold ocean and the unevenly heated 

and cooled land surfaces that modify the general northwesterly wind circulation over southern 

California.  Nighttime drainage begins with the radiational cooling of the mountain slopes.  Heavy, 

cool air descends the slopes and flows through the mountain passes and canyons as it follows the 

lowering terrain toward the ocean.  Another characteristic wind regime in the SCAB is the “Catalina 

Eddy,” a low level cyclonic (counterclockwise) flow centered over Santa Catalina Island which 

results in an offshore flow to the southwest.  On most spring and summer days, some indication of 

an eddy is apparent in coastal sections. 

 

In the SCAB, there are two distinct temperature inversion structures that control vertical mixing of 

air pollution.  During the summer, warm high-pressure descending (subsiding) air is undercut by a 

shallow layer of cool marine air.  The boundary between these two layers of air is a persistent 

marine subsidence/inversion.  This boundary prevents vertical mixing which effectively acts as an 

impervious lid to pollutants over the entire SCAB.  The mixing height for the inversion structure is 

normally situated 1,000 to 1,500 feet above mean sea level. 

A second inversion-type forms in conjunction with the drainage of cool air off the surrounding 

mountains at night followed by the seaward drift of this pool of cool air.  The top of this layer forms 

a sharp boundary with the warmer air aloft and creates nocturnal radiation inversions.  These 

inversions occur primarily in the winter, when nights are longer and onshore flow is weakest.  They 

are typically only a few hundred feet above mean sea level.  These inversions effectively trap 
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pollutants, such as NOX and CO from vehicles, as the pool of cool air drifts seaward.  Winter is 

therefore a period of high levels of primary pollutants along the coastline. 

 

2.3 WIND PATTERNS AND PROJECT LOCATION  

 

The distinctive climate of the Project area and the SCAB is determined by its terrain and 

geographical location.  The Basin is located in a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and 

low hills, bounded by the Pacific Ocean in the southwest quadrant with high mountains forming 

the remainder of the perimeter. 

 

Wind patterns across the south coastal region are characterized by westerly and southwesterly 

on-shore winds during the day and easterly or northeasterly breezes at night.  Winds are 

characteristically light although the speed is somewhat greater during the dry summer months 

than during the rainy winter season. 

 

Wind speed and direction data is monitored by the SCAQMD for the Project area (Source 

Receptor Area (SRA 23) this data was obtained from Metropolitan Riverside County 1 

monitoring station, located approximately 10.38 miles west of the Project site.  As shown in the 

following wind rose exhibit (Exhibit 2-1), the prevailing winds move predominately from the 

northwest to southeast with an average wind speed of 1.95 meters per second (m/s) or 4.36 

miles per hour (mph).   

 

2.4 EXISTING AIR QUALITY  

 

Existing air quality is measured based upon ambient air quality standards.  These standards are 

the levels of air quality that are considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the 

public health and welfare.  National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) currently in effect, as well health effects of each pollutant 

regulated under these standards are shown in Table 2-1. 

 

The determination of whether a region’s air quality is healthful or unhealthful is determined by 

comparing contaminant levels in ambient air samples to the state and federal standards presented 

in Table 2-1.  The air quality in a region is considered to be in attainment by the state if the 

measured ambient air pollutant levels for O3, CO, SO2, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5 are not equaled or 

exceeded at any time in any consecutive three-year period; and the federal standards (other than  
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TABLE 2-1 (PAGE 1 OF 2)  
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TABLE 2-1 FOOTNOTES (PAGE 2 OF 2) 
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O3, PM10, PM2.5, and those based on annual averages or arithmetic mean) are not exceeded more 

than once per year.  The O3 standard is attained when the fourth highest eight-hour concentration 

in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard.  For PM10, the 24-hour 

standard is attained when 99 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are 

equal to or less than the standard.   

 

2.5 REGIONAL AIR QUALITY  

 

The SCAQMD monitors levels of various criteria pollutants at 30 monitoring stations throughout the 

air district.  In 2010, the federal and state standards were exceeded on one or more days for 

ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 at most monitoring locations.  No areas of the SCAB exceeded federal or 

state standards for SO2, CO, or sulfates.  See Table 2-2 for attainment designations for the SCAB.   

 
2.6 LOCAL AIR QUALITY 
 
Relative to the Project site, the nearest long-term air quality monitoring site for Ozone (O3), Carbon 

Monoxide (CO), Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2), Inhalable Particulates (PM10), and Ultra-Fine 

Particulates (PM2.5) is the South Coast Air Quality Management District Mira Loma monitoring 

station, located approximately 6.05 miles northwest of the Project site in Mira Loma (SRA 23).  

 

The three (3) years of data in Table 2-3 shows the number of days standards were exceeded for 

the study area, which was chosen to be representative of the local air quality at the Project site.  

Additionally, data for SO2 has been omitted as attainment is regularly met in the South Coast Air 

Basin and few monitoring stations measure SO2 concentrations.  

 

Criteria pollutants are pollutants that are regulated through the development of human health 

based and/or environmentally based criteria for setting permissible levels.  Examples of sources 

and effects of the criteria pollutants are identified below: 

 

 Carbon Monoxide (CO):  Is a colorless, odorless gas produced by the incomplete 

combustion of carbon-containing fuels, such as gasoline or wood. CO concentrations tend to 

be the highest during the winter morning, when little to no wind and surface-based 

inversions trap the pollutant at ground levels. Because CO is emitted directly from internal 

combustion engines, unlike ozone, motor vehicles operating at slow speeds are the primary 

source of CO in the Basin. The highest ambient CO concentrations are generally found near 

congested transportation corridors and intersections. 
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TABLE 2-2 
 

ATTAINMENT STATUS OF CRITERIA POLLUTANTS IN THE SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN (SCAB) 
 

Criteria Pollutant State Designation Federal Designation 

Ozone - 1hour standard Nonattainment No Standard 

Ozone - 8 hour standard Nonattainment Extreme Nonattainment
1
 

PM10 Nonattainment Serious Nonattainment 

PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment Attainment/Maintenance 

Nitrogen Dioxide Nonattainment
2
 Attainment/Maintenance 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment 

Lead Attainment/Nonattainment
3
 Attainment/Nonattainment

4
 

All others Attainment/Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified 

 
Source: California Air Resources Board 2010 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/area10/area10.htm, http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/feddesig.htm) 
 
1
 The USEPA approved redesignation from Severe 17 to Extreme Nonattainment on May 5, 2010 to be effective June 4, 2010. 

 
2
 The NO2 standard (0.030 ppm) was exceeded at three monitoring sites located in Lynwood and Pomona in Los Angeles County and Upland in 

San Bernardino County. Because of this, the entire SCAB was reclassified from attainment to nonattainment for nitrogen dioxide on March 25, 
2010. Although, because the Project site is located in the county of Riverside, the nonattainment status for nitrogen dioxide would not accurately 
represent the city of Eastvale’s ambient air concentration levels. 
 
3
 Los Angeles County was reclassified from attainment to nonattainment for lead on March 25, 2010; the remainder of the SCAB is in attainment 

of the State Standard. 
 
4
 The Los Angeles County portion of the SCAB is classified as nonattainment; the remainder of the SCAB is in attainment of the State Standard. 

 

 

 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/area10/area10.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/feddesig.htm
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TABLE 2-3 
 

PROJECT AREA AIR QUALITY MONITORING SUMMARY 2010-2012 

MIRA LOMA (SRA 23) AIR MONITORING STATION DATA 

          

POLLUTANT STANDARD 
YEAR 

2010 2011 2012 

Ozone (O3)
1 

Maximum 1-Hour Concentration (ppm)   0.121 0.126 0.124 

Maximum 8-Hour Concentration (ppm)   0.094 0.104 0.102 

Number of Days Exceeding State 1-Hour Standard > 0.09 ppm 22 32 31 

Number of Days Exceeding State 8-Hour Standard > 0.07 ppm 63 63 72 

Number of Days Exceeding Federal 1-Hour Standard > 0.12 ppm 0 1 0 

Number of Days Exceeding Federal 8-Hour Standard > 0.075 ppm 38 36 47 

Number of Days Exceeding Health Advisory ≥ 0.15 ppm 0 0 0 

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
 
 

Maximum 1-Hour Concentration (ppm)   3 2.2 2.1 

Maximum 8-Hour Concentration (ppm)   1.9 1.4 1.9 

Number of Days Exceeding State 1-Hour Standard > 20 ppm 0 0 0 

Number of Days Exceeding Federal / State 8-Hour Standard > 9.0 ppm 0 0 0 

Number of Days Exceeding Federal 1-Hour Standard > 35 ppm 0 0 0 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
 
 

Maximum 1-Hour Concentration (ppm)   0.0622 0.0588 0.0610 

Annual Arithmetic Mean Concentration (ppm)   0.0151 0.0153 - 

Number of Days Exceeding State 1-Hour Standard > 0.18 ppm 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter ≤ 10 Microns (PM10)
 

Maximum 24-Hour Concentration (µg/m
3
)   89 79 78 

Number of Samples   60 59 56 

Number of Samples Exceeding State Standard > 50 µg/m
3
 25 25 98 

Number of Samples Exceeding Federal Standard > 150 µg/m
3
 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter ≤ 2.5 Microns (PM2.5) 

Maximum 24-Hour Concentration (µg/m
3
)   54.2 56.3 31.2 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (µg/m
3
)   15.2 15.3 15.2 

Number of Samples Exceeding Federal 24-Hour Standard > 35 µg/m
3
 8 8 0 

________________________     

 

     
Source: South Coast AQMD (www.aqmd.gov) 

             http://www.epa.gov/airdata/  

 

     

http://www.aqmd.gov/
http://www.epa.gov/airdata/
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 Sulfur Dioxide (SO2):  Is a colorless, extremely irritating gas or liquid. It enters the 

atmosphere as a pollutant mainly as a result of burning high sulfur-content fuel oils and coal 

and from chemical processes occurring at chemical plants and refineries. When SO2 

oxidizes in the atmosphere, it forms sulfates (SO4). Collectively, these pollutants are referred 

to as sulfur oxides (SOX). 

 

 Nitrogen Oxides (Oxides of Nitrogen, or NOx):  Nitrogen oxides (NOx) consist of nitric oxide 

(NO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and nitrous oxide (N2O) and are formed when nitrogen (N2) 

combines with oxygen (O2).  Their lifespan in the atmosphere ranges from one to seven 

days for nitric oxide and nitrogen dioxide, to 170 years for nitrous oxide.  Nitrogen oxides are 

typically created during combustion processes, and are major contributors to smog 

formation and acid deposition.  NO2 is a criteria air pollutant, and may result in numerous 

adverse health effects; it absorbs blue light, resulting in a brownish-red cast to the 

atmosphere and reduced visibility. Of the seven types of nitrogen oxide compounds, NO2 is 

the most abundant in the atmosphere. As ambient concentrations of NO2 are related to 

traffic density, commuters in heavy traffic may be exposed to higher concentrations of NO2 

than those indicated by regional monitors. 

 

 Ozone (O3):  Is a highly reactive and unstable gas that is formed when volatile organic 

compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOX), both byproducts of internal combustion 

engine exhaust, undergo slow photochemical reactions in the presence of sunlight. Ozone 

concentrations are generally highest during the summer months when direct sunlight, light 

wind, and warm temperature conditions are favorable to the formation of this pollutant. 

 

 PM10 (Particulate Matter less than 10 microns):  A major air pollutant consisting of tiny solid 

or liquid particles of soot, dust, smoke, fumes, and aerosols.  The size of the particles (10 

microns or smaller, about 0.0004 inches or less) allows them to easily enter the lungs where 

they may be deposited, resulting in adverse health effects.  PM10 also causes visibility 

reduction and is a criteria air pollutant. 

 

 PM2.5 (Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns):  A similar air pollutant consisting of tiny 

solid or liquid particles which are 2.5 microns or smaller (which is often referred to as fine 

particles).  These particles are formed in the atmosphere from primary gaseous emissions 

that include sulfates formed from SO2 release from power plants and industrial facilities and 

nitrates that are formed from NOX release from power plants, automobiles and other types of 

combustion sources.  The chemical composition of fine particles highly depends on location, 

time of year, and weather conditions.  PM2.5 is a criteria air pollutant. 

 

 Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC):  Volatile organic compounds are hydrocarbon 

compounds (any compound containing various combinations of hydrogen and carbon 
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atoms) that exist in the ambient air.  VOCs contribute to the formation of smog through 

atmospheric photochemical reactions and/or may be toxic.  Compounds of carbon (also 

known as organic compounds) have different levels of reactivity; that is, they do not react at 

the same speed or do not form ozone to the same extent when exposed to photochemical 

processes.  VOCs often have an odor, and some examples include gasoline, alcohol, and 

the solvents used in paints.  Exceptions to the VOC designation include:  carbon monoxide, 

carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, and ammonium carbonate.  

VOCs are a criteria pollutant since they are a precursor to O3, which is a criteria pollutant. 

The SCAQMD uses the terms VOC and ROG (see below) interchangeably.  

 

 Reactive Organic Gases (ROG):  Similar to VOC, Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) are also 

precursors in forming ozone and consist of compounds containing methane, ethane, 

propane, butane, and longer chain hydrocarbons, which are typically the result of some type 

of combustion/decomposition process.  Smog is formed when ROG and nitrogen oxides 

react in the presence of sunlight. ROGs are a criteria pollutant since they are a precursor to 

O3, which is a criteria pollutant. The SCAQMD uses the terms ROG and VOC (see previous) 

interchangeably. 

 

 Lead (Pb):  Lead is a heavy metal that is highly persistent in the environment.  In the past, 

the primary source of lead in the air was emissions from vehicles burning leaded gasoline.  

As a result of the removal of lead from gasoline, there have been no violations at any of the 

SCAQMD’s regular air monitoring stations since 1982.  Currently, emissions of lead are 

largely limited to stationary sources such as lead smelters.  It should be noted that the 

Project is not anticipated to generate a quantifiable amount of lead emissions.  Lead is a 

criteria air pollutant. 

 

Health Effects of Air Pollutants 

Ozone 

Individuals exercising outdoors, children, and people with preexisting lung disease, such as 

asthma and chronic pulmonary lung disease, are considered to be the most susceptible sub-

groups for ozone effects. Short-term exposure (lasting for a few hours) to ozone at levels 

typically observed in Southern California can result in breathing pattern changes, reduction of 

breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of the lung tissue, and 

some immunological changes. Elevated ozone levels are associated with increased school 

absences. In recent years, a correlation between elevated ambient ozone levels and increases 

in daily hospital admission rates, as well as mortality, has also been reported. An increased risk 

for asthma has been found in children who participate in multiple sports and live in communities 

with high ozone levels.  
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Ozone exposure under exercising conditions is known to increase the severity of the responses 

described above. Animal studies suggest that exposure to a combination of pollutants that 

includes ozone may be more toxic than exposure to ozone alone. Although lung volume and 

resistance changes observed after a single exposure diminish with repeated exposures, 

biochemical and cellular changes appear to persist, which can lead to subsequent lung 

structural changes. 

 

Carbon Monoxide 

Individuals with a deficient blood supply to the heart are the most susceptible to the adverse 

effects of CO exposure. The effects observed include earlier onset of chest pain with exercise, 

and electrocardiograph changes indicative of decreased oxygen supply to the heart. Inhaled CO 

has no direct toxic effect on the lungs, but exerts its effect on tissues by interfering with oxygen 

transport and competing with oxygen to combine with hemoglobin present in the blood to form 

carboxyhemoglobin (COHb). Hence, conditions with an increased demand for oxygen supply 

can be adversely affected by exposure to CO. Individuals most at risk include fetuses, patients 

with diseases involving heart and blood vessels, and patients with chronic hypoxemia (oxygen 

deficiency) as seen at high altitudes. 

 

Reduction in birth weight and impaired neurobehavioral development have been observed in 

animals chronically exposed to CO, resulting in COHb levels similar to those observed in 

smokers. Recent studies have found increased risks for adverse birth outcomes with exposure 

to elevated CO levels; these include pre-term births and heart abnormalities. 

 

Particulate Matter 

A consistent correlation between elevated ambient fine particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 

levels and an increase in mortality rates, respiratory infections, number and severity of asthma 

attacks and the number of hospital admissions has been observed in different parts of the 

United States and various areas around the world. In recent years, some studies have reported 

an association between long-term exposure to air pollution dominated by fine particles and 

increased mortality, reduction in life-span, and an increased mortality from lung cancer. 

 

Daily fluctuations in PM2.5 concentration levels have also been related to hospital admissions for 

acute respiratory conditions in children, to school and kindergarten absences, to a decrease in 

respiratory lung volumes in normal children, and to increased medication use in children and 

adults with asthma. Recent studies show lung function growth in children is reduced with 

longterm exposure to particulate matter. 

 

The elderly, people with pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular disease, and children appear 

to be more susceptible to the effects of high levels of PM10 and PM2.5. 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
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Population-based studies suggest that an increase in acute respiratory illness, including 

infections and respiratory symptoms in children (not infants), is associated with long-term 

exposure to NO2 at levels found in homes with gas stoves, which are higher than ambient levels 

found in Southern California. Increase in resistance to air flow and airway contraction is 

observed after short-term exposure to NO2 in healthy subjects. Larger decreases in lung 

functions are observed in individuals with asthma or chronic obstructive pulmonary disease 

(e.g., chronic bronchitis, emphysema) than in healthy individuals, indicating a greater 

susceptibility of these sub-groups. 

 

In animals, exposure to levels of NO2 considerably higher than ambient concentrations results in 

increased susceptibility to infections, possibly due to the observed changes in cells involved in 

maintaining immune functions. The severity of lung tissue damage associated with high levels of 

ozone exposure increases when animals are exposed to a combination of ozone and NO2. 

 

Sulfur Dioxide 

A few minutes of exposure to low levels of SO2 can result in airway constriction in some 

asthmatics, all of whom are sensitive to its effects. In asthmatics, increase in resistance to air 

flow, as well as reduction in breathing capacity leading to severe breathing difficulties, are 

observed after acute exposure to SO2. In contrast, healthy individuals do not exhibit similar 

acute responses even after exposure to higher concentrations of SO2. 

 

Animal studies suggest that despite SO2 being a respiratory irritant, it does not cause 

substantial lung injury at ambient concentrations. However, very high levels of exposure can 

cause lung edema (fluid accumulation), lung tissue damage, and sloughing off of cells lining the 

respiratory tract. 

 

Some population-based studies indicate that the mortality and morbidity effects associated with 

fine particles show a similar association with ambient SO2 levels. In these studies, efforts to 

separate the effects of SO2 from those of fine particles have not been successful. It is not clear 

whether the two pollutants act synergistically or one pollutant alone is the predominant factor. 

 

Lead 

Fetuses, infants, and children are more sensitive than others to the adverse effects of Pb 

exposure. Exposure to low levels of Pb can adversely affect the development and function of 

the central nervous system, leading to learning disorders, distractibility, inability to follow simple 

commands, and lower intelligence quotient. In adults, increased Pb levels are associated with 

increased blood pressure. 

 

Pb poisoning can cause anemia, lethargy, seizures, and death; although it appears that there 

are no direct effects of Pb on the respiratory system. Pb can be stored in the bone from early 
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age environmental exposure, and elevated blood Pb levels can occur due to breakdown of bone 

tissue during pregnancy, hyperthyroidism (increased secretion of hormones from the thyroid 

gland) and osteoporosis (breakdown of bony tissue). Fetuses and breast-fed babies can be 

exposed to higher levels of Pb because of previous environmental Pb exposure of their 

mothers. 

 

Odors 

The science of odor as a health concern is still new. Merely identifying the hundreds of VOCs 

that cause odors poses a big challenge. Offensive odors can potentially affect human health in 

several ways. First, odorant compounds can irritate the eye, nose, and throat, which can reduce 

respiratory volume. Second,  studies have shown that the VOCs that cause odors can stimulate 

sensory nerves to cause neurochemical changes that might influence health, for instance, by 

compromising the immune system. Finally, unpleasant odors can trigger memories or attitudes 

linked to unpleasant odors, causing cognitive and emotional effects such as stress. 

 

2.7 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

 

2.7.1 FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

 

The U.S. EPA is responsible for setting and enforcing the NAAQS for O3, CO, NOx, SO2, PM10, and 

lead.  The U.S. EPA has jurisdiction over emissions sources that are under the authority of the 

federal government including aircraft, locomotives, and emissions sources outside state waters 

(Outer Continental Shelf).  The U.S. EPA also establishes emission standards for vehicles sold in 

states other than California.  Automobiles sold in California must meet the stricter emission 

requirements of the CARB. 

 

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) was first enacted in 1955, and has been amended numerous 

times in subsequent years (1963, 1965, 1967, 1970, 1977, and 1990).  The CAA establishes the 

federal air quality standards, the NAAQS, and specifies future dates for achieving compliance.  The 

CAA also mandates that states submit and implement State Implementation Plans (SIPs) for local 

areas not meeting these standards.  These plans must include pollution control measures that 

demonstrate how the standards will be met. 

 

The 1990 amendments to the CAA that identify specific emission reduction goals for areas not 

meeting the NAAQS require a demonstration of reasonable further progress toward attainment and 

incorporate additional sanctions for failure to attain or to meet interim milestones.  The sections of 

the CAA most directly applicable to the development of the Project site include Title I (Non-

Attainment Provisions) and Title II (Mobile Source Provisions). 
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Title I provisions were established with the goal of attaining the NAAQS for the following criteria 

pollutants O3, NO2, SO2, PM10, CO, PM2.5, and lead.  The NAAQS were amended in July 1997 to 

include an additional standard for O3 and to adopt a NAAQS for PM2.5.  Table 3-1 (previously 

presented) provides the NAAQS within the basin. 

 

Mobile source emissions are regulated in accordance with Title II provisions.  These provisions 

require the use of cleaner burning gasoline and other cleaner burning fuels such as methanol and 

natural gas.  Automobile manufacturers are also required to reduce tailpipe emissions of 

hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides (NOx).  NOx is a collective term that includes all forms of 

nitrogen oxides (NO, NO2, NO3) which are emitted as byproducts of the combustion process. 

 

2.7.2 CALIFORNIA REGULATIONS 

 

The CARB, which became part of the California EPA in 1991, is responsible for ensuring 

implementation of the California Clean Air Act (AB 2595), responding to the federal CAA, and for 

regulating emissions from consumer products and motor vehicles.  The California CAA mandates 

achievement of the maximum degree of emissions reductions possible from vehicular and other 

mobile sources in order to attain the state ambient air quality standards by the earliest practical 

date.  The CARB established the CAAQS for all pollutants for which the federal government has 

NAAQS and, in addition, establishes standards for sulfates, visibility, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl 

chloride.  However at this time, hydrogen sulfide and vinyl chloride are not measured at any 

monitoring stations in the SCAB because they are not considered to be a regional air quality 

problem.  Generally, the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS. 

 

Local air quality management districts, such as the SCAQMD, regulate air emissions from 

commercial and light industrial facilities.  All air pollution control districts have been formally 

designated as attainment or non-attainment for each CAAQS. 

 

Serious non-attainment areas are required to prepare air quality management plans that include 

specified emission reduction strategies in an effort to meet clean air goals.  These plans are 

required to include: 

 

 Application of Best Available Retrofit Control Technology to existing sources; 

 Developing control programs for area sources (e.g., architectural coatings and solvents) 

and indirect sources (e.g. motor vehicle use generated by residential and commercial 

development); 

 A District permitting system designed to allow no net increase in emissions from any new or 

modified permitted sources of emissions; 
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 Implementing reasonably available transportation control measures and assuring a 

substantial reduction in growth rate of vehicle trips and miles traveled; 

 Significant use of low emissions vehicles by fleet operators; 

 Sufficient control strategies to achieve a five percent or more annual reduction in emissions 

or 15 percent or more in a period of three years for ROGs, NOx, CO and PM10.  However, 

air basins may use alternative emission reduction strategy that achieves a reduction of less 

than five percent per year under certain circumstances. 

 

2.7.3 AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLANNING 

 

Currently, the NAAQS and CAAQS are exceeded in most parts of the SCAB.  In response, the 

SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to meet the state and 

federal ambient air quality standards.  AQMPs are updated regularly in order to more effectively 

reduce emissions, accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal impacts of air 

pollution control on the economy. A detailed discussion on the AQMP and Project consistency with 

the AQMP is provided in Section 3.8. 

 
2.8 EXISTING PROJECT SITE AIR QUALITY CONDITIONS 

 

The Project site is currently vacant, and therefore does not generate quantifiable emissions.  

Although, there are existing metal corral structures on site which would require demolition. Existing 

air quality conditions at the Project site would generally reflect ambient monitored conditions as 

presented previously at Table 2-3.   
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3.0 PROJECT AIR QUALITY IMPACT        
 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

 

The Project has been evaluated to determine if it will violate an air quality standard or contribute 

to an existing or projected air quality violation.  Additionally, the Project has been evaluated to 

determine if it will result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for 

which the SCAB is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

standard.  The significance of these potential impacts is described in the following section.  

 

3.2 STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 

The criteria used to determine the significance of potential Project-related air quality impacts are 

taken from the Initial Study Checklist in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines (14 California 

Code of Regulations §§15000, et seq.). Based on these thresholds, a project would result in a 

significant impact related to air quality if it would: 

 

(1) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

 
(2) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality 

violation. 

 
(3) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 

quality standard (including releasing emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds 

for ozone precursors).  

 
(4) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

 
(5) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.  

 

Within the context of the above threshold considerations, and based on the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air 

Quality Handbook (1993), a project’s localized CO emissions impacts would be significant if they 

exceed the following California standards for localized CO concentrations: 

 

 1-hour CO standard of 20.0 parts per million (ppm) 

 8-hour CO standard of 9.0 ppm.  

 

The SCAQMD has also developed regional and localized significance thresholds for other 

regulated pollutants, as summarized at Table 3-1. The SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Significance 
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Thresholds (March 2009) indicate that any projects in the SCAB with daily emissions that exceed 

any of the indicated thresholds should be considered as having an individually and cumulatively 

significant air quality impact.   

 

TABLE 3-1 

MAXIMUM DAILY EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS (REGIONAL THRESHOLDS) 

Pollutant Construction Operational 

NOx 100 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

VOC 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

PM10 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 

PM2.5 55 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

SOx 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 

CO 550 lbs/day 550 lbs/day 

Lead 3 lbs/day 3 lbs/day 

 

3.3 PROJECT-RELATED SOURCES OF POTENTIAL IMPACT 

3.3.1 CalEEmod Modeling of Project Construction-Source and Operational-Source 

Emissions 

 

Land uses such as the Project affect air quality through construction-source and operational-source 

emissions.  

 

On September 21, 2013, the SCAQMD in conjunction with the California Air Pollution Control 

Officers Association (CAPCOA) released the latest version of the California Emissions 

Estimator Model™ (CalEEMod™) v2013.2.1. The purpose of this model is to more accurately 

calculate construction-source and opertational-source criteria pollutant (NOx, VOC, PM10, PM2.5, 

SOx, and CO) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from direct and indirect sources; and 

quantify applicable air quality and GHG reductions achieved from mitigation measures. 

Accordingly, the latest version of CalEEMod™ has been used for this Project to determine 

construction and operational air quality impacts. Output from the model runs for both construction 

and operational activity are provided in Appendix “A”. 

 

3.4 CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

 

Construction activities associated with the Project will result in emissions of CO, VOCs, NOx, SOx, 

PM10, and PM2.5.  Construction related emissions are expected from the following construction 

activities: 

 Demolition 

 Site Preparation 
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 Grading 

 Building Construction 

 Architectural Coatings (Painting) 

 Paving 

 Construction Workers Commuting 

 
The duration of construction activity and associated equipment was estimated based on 

CalEEMod™ model defaults and information provided  by the applicant. Please refer to specific 

detailed modeling inputs/outputs contained in Appendix “A” of this Analysis.  A detailed summary of 

construction equipment assumptions by Phase is provided on Table 3-2.  

 

For analysis purposes, Construction is expected to commence in June 2014 and will last through 

July 2015. Demolition is expected to occur through the month of June 2014, Site Preparation is 

expected to occur from June 2014 through August 2014, Grading activities are expected to occur 

from August 2014 through November 2014, Building Construction is expected to occur from 

November 2014 through June 2015, Architectural Coating is expected to occur from January 2015 

through July 2015, Paving is expected to occur from June 2015 through July 2015. The duration of 

construction activity and associated equipment represents a reasonable approximation of the 

expected construction fleet as required per CEQA guidelines. Site specific construction fleet may 

vary due to specific project needs at the time of construction. 

 

Dust is typically a major concern during rough grading activities.  Because such emissions are not 

amenable to collection and discharge through a controlled source, they are called “fugitive 

emissions”.  Emissions rates vary as a function of many parameters (soil silt, soil moisture, wind 

speed, area disturbed, number of vehicles, depth of disturbance or excavation, etc.).  The 

CalEEMod™ model was utilized to calculate fugitive dust emissions resulting from this Phase of 

activity. The construction schedule utilized in the analysis represents a “worst-case” analysis 

scenario should construction occur any time after the respective dates since emission factors for 

construction equipment decrease as the analysis year increases.  

 

Construction emissions for construction worker vehicles traveling to and from the Project site, as 

well as vendor trips (construction materials delivered to the Project site) were estimated based on 

information from the applicant and the CalEEMod™ model.    
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3.4.1 CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS SUMMARY 

 
IMPACTS WITHOUT MITIGATION 

Prior to mitigation, emissions resulting from Project construction will exceed criteria pollutant 

thresholds established by the SCAQMD for emissions of VOCs and NOx. Notwithstanding, 

mitigation measures MM AQ-1 through MM AQ-4 are recommended to reduce construction 

emissions to less than significant levels. Assuming the scenario for construction activity outlined in 

Section 3.4, the estimated maximum daily construction emissions without mitigation are 

summarized on Table 3-3.  Detailed construction model outputs are presented in Appendix “A”.   

 

IMPACTS WITH MITIGATION 

As shown on Table 3-4, after the implementation of applicable mitigation measures (MM AQ-1 

through MM AQ-4), emissions during construction activity will be reduced to less than significant 

levels.  

 

 

TABLE 3-2 CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT ASSUMPTIONS 
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Demolition 1 1  2 3           

Site Preparation 1   3  4          

Grading 2  2 2 4 2 4         

Building Construction      3     4 2  2 6 

Architecture Coating             1   

Paving        2 4 4      
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TABLE 3-3 EMISSIONS SUMMARY OF OVERALL CONSTRUCTION  

(MAXIMUM DAILY EMISSIONS) (WITHOUT MITIGATION) 

Year VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

2014 19.59 172.76 107.59 0.14 25.26 14.61 

2015 83.68 70.77 73.18 0.13 9.16 5.41 

Maximum Daily Emissions 83.68 172.76 107.59 0.14 25.26 14.61 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Significant? YES YES NO NO NO NO 
 
Note: Please refer to Appendix A for the CalEEMod™ output files and additional hand calculations for the estimated emissions.  

 

 

TABLE 3-4 EMISSIONS SUMMARY OF OVERALL CONSTRUCTION  

(MAXIMUM DAILY EMISSIONS) (WITH MITIGATION) 

Year VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

2014 19.59 88.22 78.26 0.14 11.02 6.73 

2015 58.14 70.77 73.18 0.13 9.16 5.41 

Maximum Daily Emissions 58.14 88.22 77.89 0.14 11.02 6.73 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Significant? NO NO NO NO NO NO 
 
Note: Please refer to Appendix A for the CalEEMod™ output files and additional hand calculations for the estimated emissions.  

 

Comparative Construction Emissions Impacts 

For informational purposes, construction-source air pollutant emissions generated under the 

Project site’s maximum potential development scenario, in the context of the emissions 

generated under the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley EIR No. 515, are summarized and 

compared at Tables 3-5 and 3-6. As indicated at Tables 3-6, the projected construction 

emissions of the proposed Project versus the original project would result in a net decrease in 

emissions under all criteria pollutant categories after implementation of appropriate mitigation 

measures. 
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TABLE 3-5 PROPOSED PROJECT VS BIRTCHER CENTER AT CORONA VALLEY EIR NO. 515  

(MAXIMUM DAILY EMISSIONS) (WITHOUT MITIGATION) 

       

Construction Activity VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Project 

Maximum Daily Emissions 83.68 172.76 107.59 0.14 25.26 14.61 

Birtcher Center at Corona Valley EIR No. 515 

Maximum Daily Emissions 67.86 171.19 170.33 0.23 115.09 26.71 

Delta (Proposed – EIR No. 515) 15.82 1.57 -62.74 -0.09 -89.83 -12.1 

 

TABLE 3-6 PROPOSED PROJECT VS BIRTCHER CENTER AT CORONA VALLEY EIR NO. 515  

(MAXIMUM DAILY EMISSIONS) (WITH MITIGATION) 

       

Construction Activity VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Project 

Maximum Daily Emissions 58.14 88.22 77.89 0.14 11.02 6.73 

Birtcher Center at Corona Valley EIR No. 515 

Maximum Daily Emissions 67.86 171.19 170.33 0.23 115.09 26.71 

Delta (Proposed – EIR No. 515) -9.72 -82.97 -92.44 -0.09 -104.07 -19.98 
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3.5 OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

Operational activities associated with the proposed Project will result in emissions of ROG, NOX, 

CO, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5.  Operational emissions would be expected from the following primary 

sources: 

 

 Vehicles 

 Combustion Emissions Associated with Natural Gas and Electricity 

 Fugitive dust related to vehicular travel 

 Landscape maintenance equipment 

 Architectural coatings  

 

3.5.1 VEHICLES 

 

Project operational (vehicular) impacts are dependent on the overall daily vehicle trip generation 

and average daily trip lengths.  The Project related operational air quality impacts occur 

primarily from vehicle trips generated by the Project.  Trip characteristics available from the 

report, Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads, Inc. 2013) were 

utilized in this analysis. The CalEEMod defaults for trip length and trip purposes were utilized in 

the analysis. Detailed emissions calculations and input parameters are provided in Appendix 

“A”.  

 

The Project will reduce vehicle miles traveled by: designing a Project that promotes a suburban 

center setting and increasing the diversity in land uses. Thus the appropriate CalEEMod 

parameters have been enabled to ensure appropriate credit is taken for these design features. 

The California Air Resources Board, in Title 13, Chapter 10, Section 2485, Division 3 of the of 

the California Code of Regulations, imposes a requirement that heavy duty trucks accessing the 

site shall not idle for greater than five minutes at any location. This measure is intended to apply 

to all truck traffic to help reduce emissions on site. 

 

3.5.2 COMBUSTION EMISSIONS ASSOCIATED WITH NATURAL GAS AND ELECTRICITY 

 

Electricity and natural gas are used by almost every project. Criteria pollutant emissions are 

emitted through the generation of electricity and consumption of natural gas. However, because 

electrical generating facilities for the Project area are located either outside the region (state) or 

offset through the use of pollution credits (RECLAIM) for generation within the SCAB, criteria 

pollutant emissions from offsite generation of electricity is generally excluded from the 

evaluation of significance and only natural gas use is considered.  The emissions associated 

with natural gas use were calculated using the CalEEMod™ model. Detailed emission 

calculations are provided in Appendix “A”. 
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3.5.3 FUGITIVE DUST RELATED TO VEHICULAR TRAVEL 

Vehicles traveling on paved roads would be a source of PM10 and PM2.5 emissions due to the 

generation of road dust, break/tire-wear particulates, and road-wear particulates. The emissions 

estimates for travel on paved roads were calculated using the CalEEMod™ model. Detailed 

emission calculations are provided in Appendix “A”. 

 

3.5.4 LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE EQUIPMENT 

Landscape maintenance equipment would generate emissions from fuel combustion and 

evaporation of unburned fuel.  Equipment in this category would include lawnmowers, 

shedders/grinders, blowers, trimmers, chain saws, and hedge trimmers used to maintain the 

landscaping of the Project.  The emissions associated with landscape maintenance equipment 

were calculated based on assumptions provided in the CalEEMod™ model. Detailed emission 

calculations are provided in Appendix “A”. 

 

3.5.5 ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS 

Over a period of time the buildings that are part of this Project will be subject to emissions 

resulting from the evaporation of solvents contained in paints, varnishes, primers, and other 

surface coatings as part of Project maintenance.  The emissions associated with architectural 

coatings were calculated using the CalEEMod™ model. Detailed emission calculations are 

provided in Appendix “A”. 

 

3.5.6 OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS SUMMARY 

 

IMPACTS WITHOUT MITIGATION 

Prior to mitigation, Project regional emissions would exceed the numerical thresholds of 

significance established by the SCAQMD for emissions of VOCs and NOx.  Mitigation measures 

(MM Air 5 through MM Air7) are recommended to reduce the severity of the impact. Operational-

source emissions without implementation of mitigation measures are summarized on Table 3-7. 

 

IMPACTS WITH MITIGATION MEASURES  

Even with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures (MM Air 5 through MM Air7) 

operational activity emissions will exceed applicable regional thresholds established by the 

SCAQMD. Notwithstanding, the Project-related impacts do not exceed what were previously 

identified in EIR No. 515. Operational-source emissions with implementation of mitigation 

measures are summarized on Table 3-8. 

 

Comparative Operational Emissions Impacts 

For informational purposes, operational-source air pollutant emissions generated under the 

Project site’s maximum potential development scenario, in the context of the emissions 

generated under the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley EIR No. 515, are summarized and 

compared at Tables 3-9 and 3-10. As indicated at Tables 3-9 and 3-10, the projected 

operational emissions of the proposed Project versus the original project would result in a net 

decrease in emissions under all criteria pollutant categories.  
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TABLE 3-7  

SUMMARY OF PEAK OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (SUMMER) 

(POUNDS PER DAY) (WITHOUT MITIGATION)
1 

       

          

Operational Activities VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Area Source Emissions 
a
 19.33 7.60e-4 0.08 1.00e-5 2.90e-4 2.90e-4 

Energy Source Emissions
 b
 0.08 0.72 0.90 4.33e-3 0.05 0.05 

Mobile Emissions 
c
 37.21 55.39 139.46 0.34 24.89 7.20 

Maximum Daily Emissions
 
 56.62 56.11 140.44 0.35 24.94 7.26 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Significant?
 
 YES YES NO NO NO NO 

       

       

SUMMARY OF PEAK OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (WINTER) 

(POUNDS PER DAY) (WITHOUT MITIGATION)
1 

       

          

Operational Activities VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Area Source Emissions 
a
 19.33 7.60e-4 0.08 1.00e-5 2.90e-4 2.90e-4 

Energy Source Emissions
 b
 0.08 0.72 0.61 4.33e-3 0.05 0.05 

Mobile Emissions 
c
 40.13 57.61 132.24 0.33 24.90 7.21 

Maximum Daily Emissions
 
 59.52 58.33 132.92 0.33 24.95 7.27 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Significant?
 
 YES YES NO NO NO NO 

Note: Please refer to Appendix B for the CalEEMod™ output files and additional supporting information for the estimated emissions.  

Totals obtained from CalEEMod™ and may not total 100% due to rounding. 

1  
Table results include scientific notation. e is used to represent times ten raised to the power of (which would be written as "x 10

b
")   

  and is followed by the value of the exponent 
 

a
 Includes emissions of landscape maintenance equipment and architectural coatings emissions  

b
 Includes emissions of natural gas consumption 

c
 Includes emissions of vehicle emissions and fugitive dust related to vehicular travel  
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TABLE 3-8  

SUMMARY OF PEAK OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (SUMMER) 

(POUNDS PER DAY) (WITH MITIGATION)
1 

       

          

Operational Activities VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Area Source Emissions 
a
 19.33 7.60e-4 0.08 1.00e-5 2.90e-4 2.90e-4 

Energy Source Emissions
 b
 0.06 0.54 0.69 4.89e-03 0.04 0.04 

Mobile Emissions 
c
 36.81 54.77 138.20 0.34 24.57 7.11 

Maximum Daily Emissions
 
 56.20 55.32 138.96 0.34 24.61 7.15 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Significant?
 
 YES YES NO NO NO NO 

 

SUMMARY OF PEAK OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (WINTER) 

(POUNDS PER DAY) (WITH MITIGATION)
1 

       

          

Operational Activities VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Area Source Emissions 
a
 19.33 7.60e-4 0.08 1.00e-5 2.90e-4 2.90e-4 

Energy Source Emissions
 b
 0.06 0.54 0.46 3.27e-3 0.04 0.04 

Mobile Emissions 
c
 39.69 56.96 131.17 0.32 24.58 7.12 

Maximum Daily Emissions
 
 59.08 57.51 131.70 0.32 24.62 7.16 

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Significant?
 
 YES YES NO NO NO NO 

 

Note: Please refer to Appendix B for the CalEEMod™ output files and additional supporting information for the estimated emissions.  

Totals obtained from CalEEMod™ and may not total 100% due to rounding. 

1  
Table results include scientific notation. e is used to represent times ten raised to the power of (which would be written as "x 10

b
")   

  and is followed by the value of the exponent 
 

a
 Includes emissions of landscape maintenance equipment and architectural coatings emissions  

b
 Includes emissions of natural gas consumption 

c
 Includes emissions of vehicle emissions and fugitive dust related to vehicular travel  
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TABLE 3-9  

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT VS BIRTCHER CENTER AT CORONA VALLEY EIR NO. 515 

OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (SUMMER) (POUNDS PER DAY) (WITHOUT MITIGATION) 

 

Operational Activities VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Project 

Area Source Emissions 
a
 19.33 7.60e-4 0.08 1.00e-5 2.90e-4 2.90e-4 

Energy Source Emissions
 b
 0.08 0.72 0.90 4.33e-3 0.05 0.05 

Mobile Emissions 
c
 37.21 55.39 139.46 0.34 24.89 7.20 

Maximum Daily Emissions
 
 56.62 56.11 140.44 0.35 24.94 7.26 

Birtcher Center at Corona Valley EIR No. 515 

Natural Gas 0.06 0.81 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 

Consumer Products 0.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

Architectural Coatings 4.32 -- -- -- -- -- 

Vehicles 54.08 114.88 612.91 0.61 97.69 20.60 

Maximum Daily Emissions 58.58 115.71 615.14 0.61 97.70 20.61 

Delta (Proposed – EIR No. 515) -1.96 -59.60 -474.70 -0.26 -72.76 -13.35 
 

 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT VS BIRTCHER CENTER AT CORONA VALLEY EIR NO. 515 

OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (WINTER) (POUNDS PER DAY) (WITHOUT MITIGATION) 

 

Operational Activities VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Project 

Area Source Emissions 
a
 19.33 7.60e-4 0.08 1.00e-5 2.90e-4 2.90e-4 

Energy Source Emissions
 b
 0.08 0.72 0.61 4.33e-3 0.05 0.05 

Mobile Emissions 
c
 40.13 57.61 132.24 0.33 24.90 7.21 

Maximum Daily Emissions
 
 59.52 58.33 132.92 0.33 24.95 7.27 

Birtcher Center at Corona Valley EIR No. 515 

Natural Gas 0.06 0.81 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 

Consumer Products 0.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

Architectural Coatings 4.32 -- -- -- -- -- 

Vehicles 57.99 133.18 593.06 0.51 97.69 20.60 

Maximum Daily Emissions 62.49 134.01 595.29 0.51 97.70 20.61 

Delta (Proposed – EIR No. 515) -2.97 -75.68 -462.37 -0.18 -72.15 -13.34 
Note: Please refer to Appendix B for the CalEEMod™ output files and additional supporting information for the estimated emissions.  

Totals obtained from CalEEMod™ and may not total 100% due to rounding. 

1  
Table results include scientific notation. e is used to represent times ten raised to the power of (which would be written as "x 10

b
")   

  and is followed by the value of the exponent 
 

a
 Includes emissions of landscape maintenance equipment and architectural coatings emissions  

b
 Includes emissions of natural gas consumption 

c
 Includes emissions of vehicle emissions and fugitive dust related to vehicular travel  
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TABLE 3-10  

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT VS BIRTCHER CENTER AT CORONA VALLEY EIR NO. 515 

OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (SUMMER) (POUNDS PER DAY) (WITH MITIGATION) 

 

Operational Activities VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Project 

Area Source Emissions 
a
 19.33 7.60e-4 0.08 1.00e-5 2.90e-4 2.90e-4 

Energy Source Emissions
 b
 0.06 0.54 0.69 4.89e-3 0.04 0.04 

Mobile Emissions 
c
 36.81 54.77 138.20 0.34 24.57 7.11 

Maximum Daily Emissions
 
 56.20 55.32 138.96 0.34 24.61 7.15 

Birtcher Center at Corona Valley EIR No. 515 

Natural Gas 0.04 0.61 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 

Consumer Products 0.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

Architectural Coatings 4.32 -- -- -- -- -- 

Vehicles 54.08 114.88 612.91 0.61 97.69 20.60 

Maximum Daily Emissions 58.56 115.51 614.97 0.61 97.70 20.61 

Delta (Proposed – EIR No. 515) -2.36 -60.19 -476.01 -0.27 -73.09 -13.46 
 

 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT VS BIRTCHER CENTER AT CORONA VALLEY EIR NO. 515 

OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (WINTER) (POUNDS PER DAY) (WITH MITIGATION) 

 

Operational Activities VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Project 

Area Source Emissions 
a
 19.33 7.60e-4 0.08 1.00e-5 2.90e-4 2.90e-4 

Energy Source Emissions
 b
 0.06 0.54 0.46 3.24e-3 0.04 0.04 

Mobile Emissions 
c
 36.69 56.96 131.17 0.32 24.58 7.12 

Maximum Daily Emissions
 
 59.08 57.51 131.70 0.32 24.62 7.16 

Birtcher Center at Corona Valley EIR No. 515 

Natural Gas 0.04 0.61 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 

Consumer Products 0.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

Architectural Coatings 4.32 -- -- -- -- -- 

Vehicles 57.99 133.18 593.06 0.51 97.69 20.60 

Maximum Daily Emissions 62.47 133.81 595.12 0.51 97.70 20.61 

Delta (Proposed – EIR No. 515) -3.39 -76.30 -463.42 -0.19 -73.08 -13.45 
Note: Please refer to Appendix B for the CalEEMod™ output files and additional supporting information for the estimated emissions.  

Totals obtained from CalEEMod™ and may not total 100% due to rounding. 

1  
Table results include scientific notation. e is used to represent times ten raised to the power of (which would be written as "x 10

b
")   

  and is followed by the value of the exponent 
 

a
 Includes emissions of landscape maintenance equipment and architectural coatings emissions  

b
 Includes emissions of natural gas consumption 

c
 Includes emissions of vehicle emissions and fugitive dust related to vehicular travel  
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3.6 LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE – CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 

 

The analysis makes use of methodology included in the SCAQMD Final Localized Significance 

Threshold Methodology (Methodology) (SCAQMD, June 2003). As previously discussed, the 

SCAQMD has established that impacts to air quality are significant if there is a potential to 

contribute or cause localized exceedances of the federal and/or state ambient air quality 

standards (NAAQS/CAAQS). Collectively, these are referred to as Localized Significance 

Thresholds (LSTs). 
 

The significance of localized emissions impacts depends on whether ambient levels in the 

vicinity of any given project are above or below State standards. In the case of CO and NO2, if 

ambient levels are below the standards, a project is considered to have a significant impact if 

project emissions result in an exceedance of one or more of these standards. If ambient levels 

already exceed a state or federal standard, then project emissions are considered significant if 

they increase ambient concentrations by a measurable amount. This would apply to PM10 and 

PM2.5; both of which are non-attainment pollutants2. 
 

The SCAQMD established LSTs in response to the SCAQMD Governing Board’s Environmental 

Justice Initiative I-4. LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause 

or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air 

quality standard at the nearest residence or sensitive receptor. The SCAQMD states that lead 

agencies can use the LSTs as another indicator of significance in its air quality impact analyses.  
 

LSTs were developed in response to environmental justice and health concerns raised by the 

public regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities. To address 

the issue of localized significance, the SCAQMD adopted LSTs that show whether a project 

would cause or contribute to localized air quality impacts and thereby cause or contribute to 

potential localized adverse health effects. The analysis makes use of methodology included in 

the SCAQMD Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (Methodology) (SCAQMD, 

June 2003).  
 

The SCAQMD issued guidance on applying CalEEMod™ to LSTs. Since CalEEMod™ 

calculates construction emissions based on the number of equipment hours and the maximum 

daily soil disturbance activity possible for each piece of equipment, the following table is used to 

determine the maximum daily disturbed-acreage for comparison to LSTs. To ensure 

consistency with LST modeling of construction-source emissions provided herein, maximum use 

of Project construction equipment types and their hours of operation (during site preparation 

activity) are limited as follows. Please refer also to Mitigation Measure AQ-3 for additional 

details. 

 

                                                           
2 The NO2 standard (0.030 ppm) was exceeded at three monitoring sites located in Lynwood and Pomona in Los Angeles County 

and Upland in San Bernardino County. Because of this, the entire SCAB was reclassified from attainment to nonattainment for 
nitrogen dioxide on March 25, 2010 as shown in Table 2-2. Although, because the Project site is located in the county of Riverside, 
the nonattainment status for nitrogen dioxide would not accurately represent the city of Eastvale’s ambient air concentration levels.  
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Construction  

Phase 

Equipment Type Equipment  

Quantity 

Acres graded 

per 8 hour day 

Operating Hours 

per Day 

Acres graded 

 per day 

Grading 

Graders 2 0.5 8 1.0 

Rubber Tired Dozers 2 0.5 8 1.0 

Scrapers 4 1 8 4.0 

Total acres graded per day 6.0 

Applicable LST Mass Rate Look-up Table 5.0 acres 

 

Based on this table, the proposed Project will result in a maximum of 6.0 acres disturbed during 

peak construction activity on any given day. This estimate is based on the construction equipment 

assumptions embedded in the CalEEMod™ model defaults and represent a reasonable 

approximation of the expected construction fleet as required per CEQA guidelines. Site specific 

construction fleet may vary due to specific project needs at the time of construction. For 

purposes of LSTs using a 5.0 acre disturbance area is more conservative than if a larger area 

was disturbed. This is due to the fact that emissions become more localized in a smaller area 

than they would be spread out over a larger area. 

 

For this Project, the appropriate Source Receptor Area (SRA) for the LST is the Metropolitan 

Riverside County area (SRA 23). LSTs apply to carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 

particulate matter ≤ 10 microns (PM10), and particulate matter ≤ 2.5 microns (PM2.5).  
 

EMISSIONS CONSIDERED 

SCAQMD’s Methodology clearly states that “off-site mobile emissions from the Project should 

NOT be included in the emissions compared to LSTs.” Therefore, for purposes of the 

construction LST analysis only emissions included in the CalEEMod “on-site” emissions outputs 

were considered.  
 

RECEPTORS 

The current land use for the project site is designated Light Industrial, with Light Industrial land 

uses to the north, east , south, and west (just beyond the Open-Space Water designation of the 

Cucamonga Creek. There is a skate park approximately 680 feet from the project boundary, 

within the Open Space Recreation area to the southeast of the project site 

 

The nearest sensitive receptor land use would be the existing residential unit located 

approximately ~125 feet/38 meters south of the Project site. Sensitive receptors can include uses 

such as long term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, and retirement homes.  Residences, 

schools, playgrounds, child care centers, and athletic facilities can also be considered as sensitive 
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receptors. 
 

IMPACTS WITHOUT MITIGATION 

Without mitigation, emissions during construction activity will exceed SCAQMD’s localized 

significance thresholds for PM2.5. Table 3-11 identifies the unmitigated localized impacts for NOx, 

CO, PM10, and PM2.5 at the nearest receptor location in the vicinity of the Project. It should be 

noted that the impacts without mitigation do not take credit for reductions achieved through best 

management practices (BMPs) and standard regulatory requirements (SCAQMD’s Rule 403). 

 

 

 

TABLE 3-11 

LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE SUMMARY CONSTRUCTION (WITHOUT MITIGATION) 

Grading NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily Emissions 172.51 104.76 24.80 14.49 

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 286.64 1,889.52 27.04 9.04 

Significant? NO NO NO YES 

        

NOTE: PLEASE REFER TO ATTACHMENT “A” FOR CALEEMOD™ OUTPUT FILES FOR THE ESTIMATED EMISSIONS. 

 

IMPACTS WITH MITIGATION 

After the implementation of applicable mitigation measures (BMPs for watering), PM10 and PM2.5 

emissions during construction activity will be reduced further. Table 3-12 identifies the mitigated 

localized impacts at the nearest receptor location in the vicinity of the Project.  

 
TABLE 3-12 

LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE SUMMARY CONSTRUCTION (WITH MITIGATION) 

Grading NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily Emissions 87.97 75.43 10.57 6.60 

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 286.64 1,889.52 27.04 9.04 

Significant? NO NO NO NO 

        

NOTE: PLEASE REFER TO ATTACHMENT “A” FOR CALEEMOD™ OUTPUT FILES FOR THE ESTIMATED EMISSIONS. 

 

3.7 LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE – LONG-TERM OPERATIONAL ACTIVITY 

 

Table 3-113 shows the calculated emissions for the Project’s operational activities compared 

with the applicable LSTs. The LST analysis includes on-site sources only; however, the 

CalEEMod™ model outputs do not separate on-site and off-site emissions from mobile sources. 

In an effort to establish a maximum potential impact scenario for analytic purposes, the 

emissions shown on Table 3-13 represent all on-site Project-related stationary (area) sources 

and five percent (5%) of the Project-related mobile sources. Considering that the weighted trip 
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length used in CalEEMod™ for the Project is approximately 16.6 miles, 5% of this total would 

represent an on-site travel distance for each car and truck of approximately 1 mile or 5,280 feet, 

thus the 5% assumption is conservative and would tend to overstate the actual impact. 

Modeling based on these assumptions demonstrates that even within broad encompassing 

parameters, Project operational-source emissions would not exceed applicable LSTs. 
 
The operational LSTs for sensitive receptors located within ~125 feet/38 meters of a five-acre 

project site within SRA 23 are shown in Table 3-1 (previously presented). If emissions exceed 

the LST for a five-acre site, then dispersion modeling needs to be conducted. Use of a five-acre 

site model for operational activities at the project site would result in more stringent LSTs 

because emissions would occur in a more concentrated area and closer to the nearest sensitive 

receptors than in reality.  
 

TABLE 3-13 

LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE SUMMARY OPERATIONS (WITHOUT MITIGATION) 

Operational Activity NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

On-Site Emissions 3.60 7.68 1.29 0.41 

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 286.64 1,889.52 7.12 2.52 

Significant? NO NO NO NO 

        

NOTE: PLEASE REFER TO ATTACHMENT “A” FOR CALEEMOD™ OUTPUT FILES FOR THE ESTIMATED EMISSIONS. 

 

As shown on Table 3-13, operational emissions would not exceed the LST thresholds for the 

nearest sensitive receptor. Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant localized 

impact during operational activity.  

 

3.8 CO “HOT SPOT” ANALYSIS 

 

As discussed below, the Project would not result in potentially significant CO “hot spots.” Further, a 

Project-specific carbon monoxide (CO) “hot spots” analysis is not needed to reach this conclusion.  

 

It has long been recognized that CO exceedances (“hot spots”) are caused by vehicular emissions, 

primarily when idling at intersections. Vehicle emissions standards have become increasingly more 

stringent in the last twenty years. Currently, the CO standard in California is a maximum of 3.4 

grams/mile for passenger cars (there are requirements for certain vehicles that are more stringent). 

With the turnover of older vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels and implementation of control 

technology on industrial facilities, CO concentrations in the Project vicinity have steadily declined, 

as shown based on historical data presented on Table 2-3. 

 

Accordingly, with the steadily decreasing CO emissions from vehicles, even very busy intersections 

do not result in exceedances of the CO standard.  
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The analysis prepared for CO attainment in the SCAB by the SCAQMD can be used to assist in 

evaluating the potential for CO exceedances in the South Coast Air Basin. CO attainment was 

thoroughly analyzed as part of the SCAQMD's 2003 Air Quality Management Plan (2003 AQMP) 

and the 1992 Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide (1992 CO Plan). As discussed in the 

1992 CO Plan, peak carbon monoxide concentrations in the South Coast Air Basin are due to 

unusual meteorological and topographical conditions, and not due to the impact of particular 

intersections. Considering the region’s unique meteorological conditions and the increasingly 

stringent CO emissions standards, CO modeling was performed as part of 1992 CO Plan and 

subsequent plan updates and air quality management plans.   

 

In the 1992 CO Plan, a CO hot spot analysis was conducted for four busy intersections in Los 

Angeles at the peak morning and afternoon time periods. The intersections evaluated included: 

Long Beach Blvd. and Imperial Highway (Lynwood); Wilshire Blvd. and Veteran Ave. (Westwood); 

Sunset Blvd. and Highland Ave. (Hollywood); and La Cienega Blvd. and Century Blvd. (Inglewood). 

These analyses did not predict a violation of CO standards. The busiest intersection evaluated was 

that at Wilshire Blvd. and Veteran Ave., which has a daily traffic volume of approximately 100,000 

vehicles per day. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority evaluated the 

LOS in the vicinity of the Wilshire Blvd. /Veteran Ave.  intersection, and found it to be Level E at 

peak morning traffic and Level F at peak afternoon traffic. Reflecting these results, the South Coast 

Air Basin has been designated as attainment for CO since 2007 (SCAQMD 2007) and even very 

busy intersections do not result in exceedances of the CO standard. 

 

TABLE 3-14 

CO MODELING RESULTS FROM THE 1992 CO PLAN/2003 AQMP (PPM) 

Intersection Location Morning 1-hour Afternoon 1-hour Peak 1-hour 8-hour 

Wilshire-Veteran 4.6 3.5 -- 4.2 

Sunset-Highland 4.0 4.5 -- 3.9 

La Cienega-Century 3.7 3.1 -- 5.8 

Long Beach-Imperial 3.0 3.1 1.2 9.3 

Notes: ppm = parts per million. Federal 1-hour standard is 35 ppm and the federal 8- hour standard is 9.0 ppm. 

 
Based on the expected peak hour traffic volumes that would occur at Project buildout, and 

paralleling conclusions of the 1992 CO Plan/ 2003 AQMP, significant concentrations of CO 

emissions would not occur under the Project. Nor would there be any reason unique to Project 

area meteorology or other factors to conclude that the Project Study Area intersections would yield 

higher CO concentrations if modeled in detail.  Based on the preceding, the Project will not result in 

or contribute to any CO hot spot violations, and a less than significant impact will occur.  
 

3.9 AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLANNING  

The Project site is located within the SCAB, which is characterized by relatively poor air quality.  

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an approximately 12,000 square-mile area consisting of the 
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four-county Basin and the Los Angeles County and Riverside County portions of what use to be 

referred to as the Southeast Desert Air Basin.  In these areas, the SCAQMD is principally 

responsible for air pollution control, and works directly with the Southern California Association of 

Governments (SCAG), county transportation commissions, local governments, as well as state and 

federal agencies to reduce emissions from stationary, mobile, and indirect sources to meet state 

and federal ambient air quality standards. 

 

Currently, these state and federal air quality standards are exceeded in most parts of the Basin.  In 

response, the SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to meet 

the state and federal ambient air quality standards.  AQMPs are updated regularly in order to more 

effectively reduce emissions, accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal impacts of 

air pollution control on the economy. 

 

The Final 2012 AQMP was adopted by the AQMD Governing Board on Decemeber 7, 2012. 

The 2012 AQMP incorporates the latest scientific and technological information and planning 

assumptions, including the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy and updated emission inventory methodologies for various source categories.  

 

Similar to the 2007 AQMP, the 2012 AQMP was based on assumptions provided by both CARB 

and SCAG in the latest available EMFAC model for the most recent motor vehicle and 

demographics information, respectively. The air quality levels projected in the 2012 AQMP are 

based on several assumptions.  For example, the 2012 AQMP has assumed that development 

associated with general plans, specific plans, residential projects, and wastewater facilities will be 

constructed in accordance with population growth projections identified by SCAG in its 2012 

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The 2012 AQMP also has assumed that such development 

projects will implement strategies to reduce emissions generated during the construction and 

operational phases of development.  The Project’s consistency with the 2012 AQMP is discussed 

as follows: 

 

Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are defined in Chapter 12, Section 12.2 and 

Section 12.3 of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993).  These indicators are 

discussed below: 

 

 Consistency Criterion No. 1:  The Project will not result in an increase in the frequency 

or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or 

delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions 

specified in the AQMP. 

 

The violations that Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to are the CAAQS and NAAQS.  CAAQS 

and NAAQS violations would occur if localized significance thresholds (LSTs) were exceeded. 

 

Construction Impacts 
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As evaluated as part of the Project LST analysis (previously presented), the Project’s mitigated 

localized construction-source emissions will not exceed applicable LSTs, and a less than 

significant impact is expected. Similiarly, the Project’s mitigated regional construction-source 

emissions will not exceed applicable regional thresholds established by the SCAQMD, and a 

less-than-significant impact is expected. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the AQMP 

according to this criterion for construction activity.  

 

Operational Impacts 

Similarly, the Project LST analysis demonstrates that Project operational-source emissions 

would not exceed applicable LSTs, and are therefore less-than-significant.The Project would 

however exceed the applicable SCAQMD regional numeric thresholds for project operations as 

shown on Table 3-8 (previously presented). The proposed Project is consistent with the 

assumptions set forth in the City of Eastvale General Plan EIR. Therefore, although operational 

emissions will be generated in excess of SCAQMD’s regional threshold criteria, these emissions 

are assumed to be accounted for in the AQMP since the proposed Project is consistent with the 

currently adopted General Plan land use and zoning designations.  On the basis of the preceding 

discussion, the Project is determined to be consistent with the first criterion. 

 

Construction and Operational Impacts 

A project would conflict with the AQMP if it will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or 

increments based on the year of project buildout and Phase. The Handbook indicates that key 

assumptions to use in this analysis are population number and location and a regional housing 

needs assessment. The parcel-based land use and growth assumptions and inputs used in the 

Regional Transportation Model run by the Southern California Association of Governments that 

generated the mobile inventory used by the SCAQMD for AQMP are not available. Therefore, 

this indicator is not applicable.  

 

The Project site is currently designated as “Light Industrial”, and uses proposed by the Project are 

consistent with this designation. The Project also does not plan to increase the development 

intensity beyond that which is allowed under the General Plan. Because the land use proposed by 

the Project is consistent with the currently adopted land use designation the Project is in 

compliance with Consistency Criterion No. 2. 

 

AQMP Consistency Conclusion 

For the reasons stated above, the proposed Project has the potential to result in a less than 

significant impact with respect to AQMP consistency during construction and operational 

activity.     

 

3.10 POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE RECEPTORS  

The potential impact of Project-generated air pollutant emissions at sensitive receptors has also 

been considered.  Sensitive receptors can include uses such as long term health care facilities, 
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rehabilitation centers, and retirement homes.  Residences, schools, playgrounds, child care 

centers, and athletic facilities can also be considered as sensitive receptors. 

 

The nearest sensitive receptor land use would be the existing residential unit located 

approximately ~125 feet/38 meters meters south of the Project site. Sensitive receptors can 

include uses such as long term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, and retirement homes.  

Residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, and athletic facilities can also be considered 

as sensitive receptors. 

 

Results of the LST analysis indicate that the Project will not exceed the SCAQMD localized 

significance thresholds and a less than significant impact is expected during construction and 

operational activity. Therefore sensitive receptors would not be subject to a significant air quality 

impact during Project construction or operations. 

 

The Project would not result in a significant CO “hotspot” as a result of Project related traffic during 

ongoing operations, thus a less than significant impact to sensitive receptors during operational 

activity is expected.    

 

3.11 ODORS 

The potential for the Project to generate objectionable odors has also been considered.  Land uses 

generally associated with odor complaints include: 

 

 Agricultural uses (livestock and farming) 

 Wastewater treatment plants 

 Food processing plants 

 Chemical plants 

 Composting operations 

 Refineries 

 Landfills 

 Dairies 

 Fiberglass molding facilities 

 

The Project does not contain land uses typically associated with emitting objectionable odors.  

Potential odor sources associated with the Project may result from construction equipment exhaust 

and the application of asphalt and architectural coatings during construction activities, and the 

temporary storage of typical solid waste (refuse) associated with the Project’s (long-term 

operational) uses.  Standard construction requirements would minimize odor impacts resulting from 

construction activity.  It should be noted that any construction odor emissions generated would be 

temporary, short-term, and intermittent in nature and would cease upon completion of the 

respective Phase of construction activity and is thus considered less than significant. It is expected 

that Project-generated refuse would be stored in covered containers and removed at regular 
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intervals in compliance with the City of Eastvale’s solid waste regulations.  The Project would also 

be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 to prevent occurrences of public nuisances. 

Therefore, odors associated with the Project construction and operations would be less than 

significant and no mitigation is required.  

 
3.12 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

 

The Project area is designated as an extreme non‐attainment area for ozone and a 

non‐attainment area for PM10 and PM2.5.  

 

Criterion 1; Regional Analysis 

 

Construction Impacts 

Germane to this non‐attainment status, the Project‐specific evaluation of emissions presented in 

the preceding analysis demonstrates that after application of mitigation measures, construction 

of the Project will not result in exceedances of regional thresholds. Thus, a less than significant 

cumulative impact is expected during construction activity.  

 

Operational Impacts 

The Project‐specific evaluation of emissions presented in the preceding analysis demonstrates 

that after application of mitigation measures, operation of the Project will result in exceedances 

of regional thresholds for VOC and NOx emissions. The proposed Project is consistent with the 

assumptions set forth in the City of Eastvale General Plan EIR. Therefore, although operational 

emissions will be generated in excess of SCAQMD’s regional threshold criteria, these emissions 

are assumed to be accounted for in the AQMP since the proposed Project is consistent with the 

currently adopted General Plan land use and zoning designations.  On the basis of the preceding 

discussion, the Project is determined to be consistent with the first criterion. 

 

Criterion 2; List Approach 

 

A list approach is used, in accordance with Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, which 

states the following: 

  

The following elements are necessary to an adequate discussion of significant 

cumulative impacts: 1) Either: (A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects 

producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside 

the control of the agency, or (B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted 

general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which 

has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area wide 

conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. 
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It should be noted that that there is typically insufficient information to quantitatively evaluate the 

cumulative contributions of multiple projects because each project applicant has no control over 

nearby projects and site specific information is not readily available for all Project’s. 

Notwithstanding, the potential cumulative impacts from the Project and other projects are 

discussed below within a qualitative context consistent with recommendations by the SCAQMD 

for determining cumulative impacts. A cumulative project list was developed for this analysis 

and is shown in Table 3-15 this cumulative project list was obtained from the Project’s traffic 

impact analysis and relates to the cumulative operational (mobile source) impacts.  
 
 

TABLE 3-15 

CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT LIST 

# Project/Location Land Use1 Quantity Units2 

City of Eastvale 

1 Eastvale Gateway South 

Fast Food w/o Drive Thru 3.457 TSF 

Heath/Fitness Club 43.009 TSF 

Shopping Center 20.132 TSF 

Apartments 300 DU 

2 10-0117 (TM36373) SFDR 51 DU 

3 
10-0271 - Eastvale Commerce Center (Phase 1 and 
2) 

Shopping Center 249.000 TSF 

Hotel 130 RM 

High Cube Warehouse 3,100.000 TSF 

Business Park 610.000 TSF 

4 11-0354 - Arco Gas Station 

Gas Station w/ convenience store and car 
wash 18.000 VFP 

Fast-Food w/o Drive-Thru  2.800 TSF 

Fast-Food with Drive-Thru 2.100 TSF 

5 The Marketplace at Enclave 

Coffee/Donut Shop w/ Drive Thru 1.600 TSF 

Fast Food w/ Drive Thru 3.500 TSF 

Shopping Center 82.671 TSF 

6 TR30896 SFDR 73 DU 

7 11-0363 TTM 36382 (Altfillisch Residential Project5) SFDR 146 DU 

8 SP00358 - The Ranch at Eastvale 

Shopping Center 267.200 TSF 

General Light Industrial 801.500 TSF 

Business Park 1,121.100 TSF 

9 11-0366 - Eastvale South3 Medical-Dental Office Building 70.000 TSF 

10 
11-0568 TPM 36400 (Cloverdale Marketplace Phase 
II4) Shopping Center 34.500 TSF 

11 11-0558 (65th Street Residential) SFDR 250 DU 

12 PP 22277 Shopping Center 200.342 TSF 

13 TR32797 SFDR 119 DU 

14 TR35751 Condo/Townhouse 243 DU 

15 TR34014 Condo/Townhouse 224 DU 

16 CUP 03482 Shopping Center 75.759 TSF 

17 TR31492 SFDR 175 DU 

18 PP24626 Recreation Community Center 34.000 TSF 
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19 TR32821 Condo/Townhouse 350 DU 

20 TR32909 SFDR 140 DU 

21 TR31252 SFDR 205 DU 

22 TR29997 
SFDR 122 DU 

Shopping Center 124.360 TSF 

 
    

 1
  SFDR = Single Family Detached Residential 

 
   
2
  DU = Dwelling Units; TSF = Thousand Square Feet; STU = Students; AC = Acres 

Source: Urban Crossroad, Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis (Sept 19, 2013) 

 

 

Related projects could contribute to an existing or projected air quality exceedance because the 

Basin is currently nonattainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. With regard to determining the 

significance of the contribution from the Project, the SCAQMD recommends that any given 

project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts should be assessed using the same 

significance criteria as for project-specific impacts. Therefore, this analysis assumes that 

individual projects that do not generate operational or construction emissions that exceed the 

SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts would also not cause a 

commutatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the Basin is in 

nonattainment, and, therefore, would not be considered to have a significant, adverse air quality 

impact. Alternatively, individual project-related construction and operational emissions that 

exceed SCAQMD thresholds for project-specific impacts would be considered cumulatively 

considerable. 
 
On the basis of the preceding discussion, since project-specific operational emissions exceed 

regional thresholds for VOC and NOx emissions, a significant cumulative impact would occur for 

operational activity. Notwithstanding, this significant cumulative impact was previously identified 

in EIR No. 515 and thus no new impacts that were not previously identified would occur.  
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CalEEMod™ Input/Output 
Construction Emissions 



Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

Providence Business Park (Construction Only)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Medical Office Building 33.60 1000sqft 0.77 33,600.00 0

Industrial Park 694.77 1000sqft 15.95 694,770.00 0

Regional Shopping Center 10.60 1000sqft 0.24 10,600.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

10

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.4 28

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2015Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.1 Date: 9/23/2013 3:23 PMPage 1 of 31



Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Based on information from the applicant

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - based on information from the applicant the the 2009 EIR

Off-road Equipment - Based on information provided by the applicant

Off-road Equipment - Based on information provided by the applicant

Off-road Equipment - based on information from the applicant the the 2009 EIR

Off-road Equipment - Based on information provided by the applicant

Grading - 

Architectural Coating - Based on information provided by the applicant

Vehicle Trips - No operation emissions are modeled

Vechicle Emission Factors - No operation emissions are modeled

Vechicle Emission Factors - No operation emissions are modeled

Vechicle Emission Factors - No operation emissions are modeled

Road Dust - No operation emissions are modeled

Consumer Products - No operation emissions are modeled

Area Coating - No operation emissions are modeled

Landscape Equipment - no operation emissions modeled

Energy Use - No operation emissions are modeled

Water And Wastewater - No operation emissions are modeled

Solid Waste - No operation emissions are modeled

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 3 mitigation for dozers, graders, and scrapers

Area Mitigation - use 150 g/L low VOC paint

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 369,485.00 413,292.00

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 1,108,455.00 413,292.00
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tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Nonresidential_Exterior 250 0

tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Interior 1108455 0

tblAreaCoating ReapplicationRatePercent 10 0

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialExteriorV
alue

0 150

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialInteriorV
alue

250 150

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 7.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 4.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 150.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 150.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 15.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 30.00 65.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 30.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 40.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/8/2016 7/29/2015

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 9/9/2015 7/24/2015

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/13/2015 1/1/2015

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 7/30/2015 6/13/2015

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 4.15 0.00

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 4.15 0.00

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 7.62 0.00

tblEnergyUse NT24E 2.79 0.00

tblEnergyUse NT24E 2.79 0.00

tblEnergyUse NT24E 2.44 0.00
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tblEnergyUse NT24NG 0.30 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.75 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.75 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 5.60 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24NG 3.65 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24NG 3.65 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24NG 2.02 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 325.00 292.50

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 400.00 189.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 400.00 189.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 400.00 189.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 6.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2015

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 861.51 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 362.88 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 11.13 0.00
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tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 0.00
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tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 8.40 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 8.40 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 8.40 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.90 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.90 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.90 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 16.60 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 16.60 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 16.60 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.49 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.96 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.73 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.55 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.96 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 36.13 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.94 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorForWastewaterT
reatment

1,911.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorForWastewaterT
reatment

1,911.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorForWastewaterT
reatment

1,911.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToDistribute 1,272.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToDistribute 1,272.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToDistribute 1,272.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToSupply 9,727.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToSupply 9,727.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToSupply 9,727.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToTreat 111.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToTreat 111.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToTreat 111.00 0.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 160,665,562.50 0.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 4,216,146.06 0.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 785,168.73 0.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 803,075.44 0.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 481,232.45 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 18.5436 172.7421 107.5927 0.1388 18.2898 7.9915 25.2550 9.9900 7.3521 14.6065 0.0000 14,636.82
98

14,636.82
98

4.2068 0.0000 14,725.17
28

2015 82.5496 70.3463 73.1814 0.1304 4.8635 4.2890 9.1525 1.3054 4.0996 5.4050 0.0000 12,122.84
69

12,122.84
69

1.4696 0.0000 12,153.70
90

Total 101.0932 243.0884 180.7741 0.2692 23.1533 12.2805 34.4075 11.2953 11.4517 20.0114 0.0000 26,759.67
67

26,759.67
67

5.6764 0.0000 26,878.88
18

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 18.5436 88.2018 78.2655 0.1388 7.2694 4.3816 11.0169 3.9323 4.1811 6.7259 0.0000 14,636.82
98

14,636.82
98

4.2068 0.0000 14,725.17
28

2015 82.5496 70.3463 73.1814 0.1304 4.8635 4.2890 9.1525 1.3054 4.0996 5.4050 0.0000 12,122.84
69

12,122.84
69

1.4696 0.0000 12,153.70
90

Total 101.0932 158.5481 151.4469 0.2692 12.1329 8.6706 20.1694 5.2376 8.2807 12.1309 0.0000 26,759.67
66

26,759.67
66

5.6764 0.0000 26,878.88
18

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 34.78 16.22 0.00 47.60 29.40 41.38 53.63 27.69 39.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.1716

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.1716

Mitigated Operational

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.1 Date: 9/23/2013 3:23 PMPage 9 of 31



3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 6/1/2014 6/20/2014 5 15

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 6/21/2014 8/15/2014 5 40

3 Grading Grading 8/16/2014 11/14/2014 5 65

4 Building Construction Building Construction 11/15/2014 6/12/2015 5 150

5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/1/2015 7/29/2015 5 150

6 Paving Paving 6/13/2015 7/24/2015 5 30

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 413,292; Non-Residential Outdoor: 413,292 (Architectural Coating – 
sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 292.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Off-Highway Trucks 1 8.00 189 0.50

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Off-Highway Trucks 1 8.00 189 0.50

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 4 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 2 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Off-Highway Trucks 2 8.00 189 0.50

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 4 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 2 7.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 4 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 2 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 6 8.00 46 0.45

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 4 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 4 8.00 80 0.38

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 5.4011 58.6116 39.5067 0.0480 2.9195 2.9195 2.7203 2.7203 5,018.822
4

5,018.822
4

1.3779 5,047.757
3

Total 5.4011 58.6116 39.5067 0.0480 2.9195 2.9195 2.7203 2.7203 5,018.822
4

5,018.822
4

1.3779 5,047.757
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 16 40.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 17 306.00 121.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 61.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 10 25.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4127 0.1025 1.2748 2.4300e-
003

0.2012 1.4100e-
003

0.2026 0.0534 1.2900e-
003

0.0547 215.9187 215.9187 0.0105 216.1385

Total 0.4127 0.1025 1.2748 2.4300e-
003

0.2012 1.4100e-
003

0.2026 0.0534 1.2900e-
003

0.0547 215.9187 215.9187 0.0105 216.1385

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.2882 37.9659 26.6811 0.0480 1.8843 1.8843 1.7933 1.7933 0.0000 5,018.822
4

5,018.822
4

1.3779 5,047.757
3

Total 3.2882 37.9659 26.6811 0.0480 1.8843 1.8843 1.7933 1.7933 0.0000 5,018.822
4

5,018.822
4

1.3779 5,047.757
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4127 0.1025 1.2748 2.4300e-
003

0.2012 1.4100e-
003

0.2026 0.0534 1.2900e-
003

0.0547 215.9187 215.9187 0.0105 216.1385

Total 0.4127 0.1025 1.2748 2.4300e-
003

0.2012 1.4100e-
003

0.2026 0.0534 1.2900e-
003

0.0547 215.9187 215.9187 0.0105 216.1385

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.0959 66.6884 46.1803 0.0472 3.5302 3.5302 3.2478 3.2478 5,010.628
0

5,010.628
0

1.4807 5,041.722
6

Total 6.0959 66.6884 46.1803 0.0472 18.0663 3.5302 21.5965 9.9307 3.2478 13.1785 5,010.628
0

5,010.628
0

1.4807 5,041.722
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4586 0.1139 1.4164 2.7000e-
003

0.2236 1.5700e-
003

0.2251 0.0593 1.4300e-
003

0.0607 239.9096 239.9096 0.0116 240.1539

Total 0.4586 0.1139 1.4164 2.7000e-
003

0.2236 1.5700e-
003

0.2251 0.0593 1.4300e-
003

0.0607 239.9096 239.9096 0.0116 240.1539

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 7.0458 0.0000 7.0458 3.8730 0.0000 3.8730 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.9265 35.7199 26.9419 0.0472 1.9774 1.9774 1.8572 1.8572 0.0000 5,010.628
0

5,010.628
0

1.4807 5,041.722
6

Total 2.9265 35.7199 26.9419 0.0472 7.0458 1.9774 9.0233 3.8730 1.8572 5.7302 0.0000 5,010.628
0

5,010.628
0

1.4807 5,041.722
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4586 0.1139 1.4164 2.7000e-
003

0.2236 1.5700e-
003

0.2251 0.0593 1.4300e-
003

0.0607 239.9096 239.9096 0.0116 240.1539

Total 0.4586 0.1139 1.4164 2.7000e-
003

0.2236 1.5700e-
003

0.2251 0.0593 1.4300e-
003

0.0607 239.9096 239.9096 0.0116 240.1539

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 16.8164 0.0000 16.8164 7.1358 0.0000 7.1358 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 14.5689 172.5142 104.7599 0.1334 7.9883 7.9883 7.3493 7.3493 14,157.01
05

14,157.01
05

4.1836 14,244.86
51

Total 14.5689 172.5142 104.7599 0.1334 16.8164 7.9883 24.8048 7.1358 7.3493 14.4850 14,157.01
05

14,157.01
05

4.1836 14,244.86
51

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.9171 0.2279 2.8328 5.3900e-
003

0.4471 3.1400e-
003

0.4502 0.1186 2.8600e-
003

0.1214 479.8193 479.8193 0.0233 480.3077

Total 0.9171 0.2279 2.8328 5.3900e-
003

0.4471 3.1400e-
003

0.4502 0.1186 2.8600e-
003

0.1214 479.8193 479.8193 0.0233 480.3077

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.5584 0.0000 6.5584 2.7829 0.0000 2.7829 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.2414 87.9739 75.4327 0.1334 4.0083 4.0083 3.8216 3.8216 0.0000 14,157.01
05

14,157.01
05

4.1836 14,244.86
51

Total 6.2414 87.9739 75.4327 0.1334 6.5584 4.0083 10.5667 2.7829 3.8216 6.6045 0.0000 14,157.01
05

14,157.01
05

4.1836 14,244.86
51

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.1 Date: 9/23/2013 3:23 PMPage 17 of 31



3.4 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.9171 0.2279 2.8328 5.3900e-
003

0.4471 3.1400e-
003

0.4502 0.1186 2.8600e-
003

0.1214 479.8193 479.8193 0.0233 480.3077

Total 0.9171 0.2279 2.8328 5.3900e-
003

0.4471 3.1400e-
003

0.4502 0.1186 2.8600e-
003

0.1214 479.8193 479.8193 0.0233 480.3077

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 9.0444 56.6859 37.3345 0.0526 4.0580 4.0580 3.8838 3.8838 5,055.237
4

5,055.237
4

1.2749 5,082.009
9

Total 9.0444 56.6859 37.3345 0.0526 4.0580 4.0580 3.8838 3.8838 5,055.237
4

5,055.237
4

1.2749 5,082.009
9

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 2.4831 13.3427 12.5035 0.0256 0.7612 0.2996 1.0608 0.2174 0.2755 0.4929 2,624.439
6

2,624.439
6

0.0217 2,624.895
7

Worker 7.0160 1.7431 21.6712 0.0413 3.4204 0.0240 3.4444 0.9071 0.0219 0.9290 3,670.617
4

3,670.617
4

0.1779 3,674.354
2

Total 9.4992 15.0859 34.1746 0.0669 4.1816 0.3236 4.5052 1.1245 0.2974 1.4219 6,295.057
0

6,295.057
0

0.1997 6,299.249
9

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 9.0444 56.6859 37.3345 0.0526 4.0580 4.0580 3.8838 3.8838 0.0000 5,055.237
4

5,055.237
4

1.2749 5,082.009
9

Total 9.0444 56.6859 37.3345 0.0526 4.0580 4.0580 3.8838 3.8838 0.0000 5,055.237
4

5,055.237
4

1.2749 5,082.009
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 2.4831 13.3427 12.5035 0.0256 0.7612 0.2996 1.0608 0.2174 0.2755 0.4929 2,624.439
6

2,624.439
6

0.0217 2,624.895
7

Worker 7.0160 1.7431 21.6712 0.0413 3.4204 0.0240 3.4444 0.9071 0.0219 0.9290 3,670.617
4

3,670.617
4

0.1779 3,674.354
2

Total 9.4992 15.0859 34.1746 0.0669 4.1816 0.3236 4.5052 1.1245 0.2974 1.4219 6,295.057
0

6,295.057
0

0.1997 6,299.249
9

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 8.3941 54.3727 36.6929 0.0526 3.8081 3.8081 3.6397 3.6397 5,028.678
1

5,028.678
1

1.2221 5,054.342
9

Total 8.3941 54.3727 36.6929 0.0526 3.8081 3.8081 3.6397 3.6397 5,028.678
1

5,028.678
1

1.2221 5,054.342
9

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 2.1504 11.5498 11.4250 0.0255 0.7613 0.2333 0.9946 0.2175 0.2145 0.4320 2,586.600
4

2,586.600
4

0.0186 2,586.991
2

Worker 6.4576 1.5455 19.3120 0.0411 3.4204 0.0223 3.4427 0.9071 0.0204 0.9275 3,523.686
2

3,523.686
2

0.1603 3,527.052
1

Total 8.6080 13.0952 30.7370 0.0666 4.1816 0.2556 4.4372 1.1246 0.2350 1.3595 6,110.286
5

6,110.286
5

0.1789 6,114.043
3

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 8.3941 54.3727 36.6929 0.0526 3.8081 3.8081 3.6397 3.6397 0.0000 5,028.678
1

5,028.678
1

1.2221 5,054.342
9

Total 8.3941 54.3727 36.6929 0.0526 3.8081 3.8081 3.6397 3.6397 0.0000 5,028.678
1

5,028.678
1

1.2221 5,054.342
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 2.1504 11.5498 11.4250 0.0255 0.7613 0.2333 0.9946 0.2175 0.2145 0.4320 2,586.600
4

2,586.600
4

0.0186 2,586.991
2

Worker 6.4576 1.5455 19.3120 0.0411 3.4204 0.0223 3.4427 0.9071 0.0204 0.9275 3,523.686
2

3,523.686
2

0.1603 3,527.052
1

Total 8.6080 13.0952 30.7370 0.0666 4.1816 0.2556 4.4372 1.1246 0.2350 1.3595 6,110.286
5

6,110.286
5

0.1789 6,114.043
3

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 63.8536 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4066 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Total 64.2602 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.2873 0.3081 3.8498 8.1800e-
003

0.6818 4.4500e-
003

0.6863 0.1808 4.0700e-
003

0.1849 702.4342 702.4342 0.0320 703.1052

Total 1.2873 0.3081 3.8498 8.1800e-
003

0.6818 4.4500e-
003

0.6863 0.1808 4.0700e-
003

0.1849 702.4342 702.4342 0.0320 703.1052

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 63.8536 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4066 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Total 64.2602 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.2873 0.3081 3.8498 8.1800e-
003

0.6818 4.4500e-
003

0.6863 0.1808 4.0700e-
003

0.1849 702.4342 702.4342 0.0320 703.1052

Total 1.2873 0.3081 3.8498 8.1800e-
003

0.6818 4.4500e-
003

0.6863 0.1808 4.0700e-
003

0.1849 702.4342 702.4342 0.0320 703.1052

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Paving - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.7281 40.0984 24.1867 0.0355 2.3160 2.3160 2.1307 2.1307 3,732.288
8

3,732.288
8

1.1142 3,755.687
9

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.7281 40.0984 24.1867 0.0355 2.3160 2.3160 2.1307 2.1307 3,732.288
8

3,732.288
8

1.1142 3,755.687
9

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Paving - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.5276 0.1263 1.5778 3.3500e-
003

0.2794 1.8200e-
003

0.2813 0.0741 1.6700e-
003

0.0758 287.8829 287.8829 0.0131 288.1579

Total 0.5276 0.1263 1.5778 3.3500e-
003

0.2794 1.8200e-
003

0.2813 0.0741 1.6700e-
003

0.0758 287.8829 287.8829 0.0131 288.1579

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.7281 40.0984 24.1867 0.0355 2.3160 2.3160 2.1307 2.1307 0.0000 3,732.288
8

3,732.288
8

1.1142 3,755.687
9

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.7281 40.0984 24.1867 0.0355 2.3160 2.3160 2.1307 2.1307 0.0000 3,732.288
8

3,732.288
8

1.1142 3,755.687
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Paving - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.5276 0.1263 1.5778 3.3500e-
003

0.2794 1.8200e-
003

0.2813 0.0741 1.6700e-
003

0.0758 287.8829 287.8829 0.0131 288.1579

Total 0.5276 0.1263 1.5778 3.3500e-
003

0.2794 1.8200e-
003

0.2813 0.0741 1.6700e-
003

0.0758 287.8829 287.8829 0.0131 288.1579

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Industrial Park 0.00 0.00 0.00

Medical Office Building 0.00 0.00 0.00

Regional Shopping Center 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Industrial Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 59.00 28.00 13.00 79 19 2

Medical Office Building 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.60 51.40 19.00 60 30 10

Regional Shopping Center 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Industrial Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Medical Office 
Building

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Regional 
Shopping Center

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated
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Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Medical Office 
Building

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Regional 
Shopping Center

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Industrial Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Unmitigated 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

14.6316 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 7.7200e-
003

7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Total 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

10.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

14.6316 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 7.7200e-
003

7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Total 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

Providence Business Park (Construction Only)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Medical Office Building 33.60 1000sqft 0.77 33,600.00 0

Industrial Park 694.77 1000sqft 15.95 694,770.00 0

Regional Shopping Center 10.60 1000sqft 0.24 10,600.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

10

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.4 28

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2015Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Based on information from the applicant

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - based on information from the applicant the the 2009 EIR

Off-road Equipment - Based on information provided by the applicant

Off-road Equipment - Based on information provided by the applicant

Off-road Equipment - based on information from the applicant the the 2009 EIR

Off-road Equipment - Based on information provided by the applicant

Grading - 

Architectural Coating - Based on information provided by the applicant

Vehicle Trips - No operation emissions are modeled

Vechicle Emission Factors - No operation emissions are modeled

Vechicle Emission Factors - No operation emissions are modeled

Vechicle Emission Factors - No operation emissions are modeled

Road Dust - No operation emissions are modeled

Consumer Products - No operation emissions are modeled

Area Coating - No operation emissions are modeled

Landscape Equipment - no operation emissions modeled

Energy Use - No operation emissions are modeled

Water And Wastewater - No operation emissions are modeled

Solid Waste - No operation emissions are modeled

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 3 mitigation for dozers, graders, and scrapers

Area Mitigation - use 150 g/L low VOC paint

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 369,485.00 413,292.00

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 1,108,455.00 413,292.00
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tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Nonresidential_Exterior 250 0

tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Interior 1108455 0

tblAreaCoating ReapplicationRatePercent 10 0

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialExteriorV
alue

0 150

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialInteriorV
alue

250 150

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 7.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 4.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 150.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 150.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 15.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 30.00 65.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 30.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 40.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/8/2016 7/29/2015

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 9/9/2015 7/24/2015

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/13/2015 1/1/2015

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 7/30/2015 6/13/2015

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 4.15 0.00

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 4.15 0.00

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 7.62 0.00

tblEnergyUse NT24E 2.79 0.00

tblEnergyUse NT24E 2.79 0.00

tblEnergyUse NT24E 2.44 0.00
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tblEnergyUse NT24NG 0.30 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.75 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.75 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 5.60 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24NG 3.65 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24NG 3.65 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24NG 2.02 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 325.00 292.50

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 400.00 189.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 400.00 189.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 400.00 189.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 6.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2015

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 861.51 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 362.88 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 11.13 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.1 Date: 9/23/2013 3:20 PMPage 4 of 31



tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 0.00
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tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 8.40 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 8.40 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 8.40 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.90 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.90 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.90 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 16.60 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 16.60 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 16.60 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.49 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.96 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.73 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.55 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.96 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 36.13 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.94 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorForWastewaterT
reatment

1,911.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorForWastewaterT
reatment

1,911.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorForWastewaterT
reatment

1,911.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToDistribute 1,272.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToDistribute 1,272.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToDistribute 1,272.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToSupply 9,727.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToSupply 9,727.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToSupply 9,727.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToTreat 111.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToTreat 111.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToTreat 111.00 0.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 160,665,562.50 0.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 4,216,146.06 0.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 785,168.73 0.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 803,075.44 0.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 481,232.45 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 19.5912 172.7573 107.2136 0.1383 18.2898 7.9915 25.2550 9.9900 7.3521 14.6065 0.0000 14,595.57
91

14,595.57
91

4.2068 0.0000 14,683.92
21

2015 83.6799 70.7701 71.4711 0.1259 4.8635 4.2915 9.1550 1.3054 4.1019 5.4073 0.0000 11,736.89
36

11,736.89
36

1.4702 0.0000 11,767.76
81

Total 103.2711 243.5274 178.6847 0.2642 23.1533 12.2830 34.4100 11.2953 11.4540 20.0137 0.0000 26,332.47
27

26,332.47
27

5.6770 0.0000 26,451.69
02

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 19.5912 88.2170 77.8865 0.1383 7.2694 4.3851 11.0169 3.9323 4.1844 6.7259 0.0000 14,595.57
91

14,595.57
91

4.2068 0.0000 14,683.92
21

2015 83.6799 70.7701 71.4711 0.1259 4.8635 4.2915 9.1550 1.3054 4.1019 5.4073 0.0000 11,736.89
36

11,736.89
36

1.4702 0.0000 11,767.76
81

Total 103.2711 158.9871 149.3576 0.2642 12.1329 8.6767 20.1719 5.2376 8.2863 12.1332 0.0000 26,332.47
27

26,332.47
27

5.6770 0.0000 26,451.69
02

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 34.71 16.41 0.00 47.60 29.36 41.38 53.63 27.66 39.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.1716

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.1716

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 6/1/2014 6/20/2014 5 15

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 6/21/2014 8/15/2014 5 40

3 Grading Grading 8/16/2014 11/14/2014 5 65

4 Building Construction Building Construction 11/15/2014 6/12/2015 5 150

5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/1/2015 7/29/2015 5 150

6 Paving Paving 6/13/2015 7/24/2015 5 30

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 413,292; Non-Residential Outdoor: 413,292 (Architectural Coating – 
sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 292.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Off-Highway Trucks 1 8.00 189 0.50

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Off-Highway Trucks 1 8.00 189 0.50

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 4 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 2 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Off-Highway Trucks 2 8.00 189 0.50

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 4 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 2 7.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 4 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 2 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 6 8.00 46 0.45

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 4 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 4 8.00 80 0.38

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 5.4011 58.6116 39.5067 0.0480 2.9195 2.9195 2.7203 2.7203 5,018.822
4

5,018.822
4

1.3779 5,047.757
3

Total 5.4011 58.6116 39.5067 0.0480 2.9195 2.9195 2.7203 2.7203 5,018.822
4

5,018.822
4

1.3779 5,047.757
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 16 40.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 17 306.00 121.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 61.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 10 25.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4650 0.1094 1.1042 2.2200e-
003

0.2012 1.4100e-
003

0.2026 0.0534 1.2900e-
003

0.0547 197.3558 197.3558 0.0105 197.5757

Total 0.4650 0.1094 1.1042 2.2200e-
003

0.2012 1.4100e-
003

0.2026 0.0534 1.2900e-
003

0.0547 197.3558 197.3558 0.0105 197.5757

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.2882 37.9659 26.6811 0.0480 1.8843 1.8843 1.7933 1.7933 0.0000 5,018.822
4

5,018.822
4

1.3779 5,047.757
3

Total 3.2882 37.9659 26.6811 0.0480 1.8843 1.8843 1.7933 1.7933 0.0000 5,018.822
4

5,018.822
4

1.3779 5,047.757
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4650 0.1094 1.1042 2.2200e-
003

0.2012 1.4100e-
003

0.2026 0.0534 1.2900e-
003

0.0547 197.3558 197.3558 0.0105 197.5757

Total 0.4650 0.1094 1.1042 2.2200e-
003

0.2012 1.4100e-
003

0.2026 0.0534 1.2900e-
003

0.0547 197.3558 197.3558 0.0105 197.5757

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.0959 66.6884 46.1803 0.0472 3.5302 3.5302 3.2478 3.2478 5,010.628
0

5,010.628
0

1.4807 5,041.722
6

Total 6.0959 66.6884 46.1803 0.0472 18.0663 3.5302 21.5965 9.9307 3.2478 13.1785 5,010.628
0

5,010.628
0

1.4807 5,041.722
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.5166 0.1216 1.2269 2.4600e-
003

0.2236 1.5700e-
003

0.2251 0.0593 1.4300e-
003

0.0607 219.2843 219.2843 0.0116 219.5285

Total 0.5166 0.1216 1.2269 2.4600e-
003

0.2236 1.5700e-
003

0.2251 0.0593 1.4300e-
003

0.0607 219.2843 219.2843 0.0116 219.5285

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 7.0458 0.0000 7.0458 3.8730 0.0000 3.8730 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.9265 35.7199 26.9419 0.0472 1.9774 1.9774 1.8572 1.8572 0.0000 5,010.628
0

5,010.628
0

1.4807 5,041.722
6

Total 2.9265 35.7199 26.9419 0.0472 7.0458 1.9774 9.0233 3.8730 1.8572 5.7302 0.0000 5,010.628
0

5,010.628
0

1.4807 5,041.722
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.1 Date: 9/23/2013 3:20 PMPage 15 of 31



3.3 Site Preparation - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.5166 0.1216 1.2269 2.4600e-
003

0.2236 1.5700e-
003

0.2251 0.0593 1.4300e-
003

0.0607 219.2843 219.2843 0.0116 219.5285

Total 0.5166 0.1216 1.2269 2.4600e-
003

0.2236 1.5700e-
003

0.2251 0.0593 1.4300e-
003

0.0607 219.2843 219.2843 0.0116 219.5285

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 16.8164 0.0000 16.8164 7.1358 0.0000 7.1358 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 14.5689 172.5142 104.7599 0.1334 7.9883 7.9883 7.3493 7.3493 14,157.01
05

14,157.01
05

4.1836 14,244.86
51

Total 14.5689 172.5142 104.7599 0.1334 16.8164 7.9883 24.8048 7.1358 7.3493 14.4850 14,157.01
05

14,157.01
05

4.1836 14,244.86
51

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0332 0.2431 2.4538 4.9200e-
003

0.4471 3.1400e-
003

0.4502 0.1186 2.8600e-
003

0.1214 438.5685 438.5685 0.0233 439.0570

Total 1.0332 0.2431 2.4538 4.9200e-
003

0.4471 3.1400e-
003

0.4502 0.1186 2.8600e-
003

0.1214 438.5685 438.5685 0.0233 439.0570

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.5584 0.0000 6.5584 2.7829 0.0000 2.7829 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.2414 87.9739 75.4327 0.1334 4.0083 4.0083 3.8216 3.8216 0.0000 14,157.01
05

14,157.01
05

4.1836 14,244.86
51

Total 6.2414 87.9739 75.4327 0.1334 6.5584 4.0083 10.5667 2.7829 3.8216 6.6045 0.0000 14,157.01
05

14,157.01
05

4.1836 14,244.86
51

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0332 0.2431 2.4538 4.9200e-
003

0.4471 3.1400e-
003

0.4502 0.1186 2.8600e-
003

0.1214 438.5685 438.5685 0.0233 439.0570

Total 1.0332 0.2431 2.4538 4.9200e-
003

0.4471 3.1400e-
003

0.4502 0.1186 2.8600e-
003

0.1214 438.5685 438.5685 0.0233 439.0570

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 9.0444 56.6859 37.3345 0.0526 4.0580 4.0580 3.8838 3.8838 5,055.237
4

5,055.237
4

1.2749 5,082.009
9

Total 9.0444 56.6859 37.3345 0.0526 4.0580 4.0580 3.8838 3.8838 5,055.237
4

5,055.237
4

1.2749 5,082.009
9

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 2.6424 13.7057 13.9143 0.0254 0.7612 0.3032 1.0644 0.2174 0.2788 0.4962 2,602.112
9

2,602.112
9

0.0223 2,602.581
8

Worker 7.9043 1.8597 18.7714 0.0377 3.4204 0.0240 3.4444 0.9071 0.0219 0.9290 3,355.049
3

3,355.049
3

0.1779 3,358.786
1

Total 10.5468 15.5655 32.6856 0.0631 4.1816 0.3272 4.5088 1.1245 0.3007 1.4252 5,957.162
2

5,957.162
2

0.2003 5,961.368
0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 9.0444 56.6859 37.3345 0.0526 4.0580 4.0580 3.8838 3.8838 0.0000 5,055.237
4

5,055.237
4

1.2749 5,082.009
9

Total 9.0444 56.6859 37.3345 0.0526 4.0580 4.0580 3.8838 3.8838 0.0000 5,055.237
4

5,055.237
4

1.2749 5,082.009
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 2.6424 13.7057 13.9143 0.0254 0.7612 0.3032 1.0644 0.2174 0.2788 0.4962 2,602.112
9

2,602.112
9

0.0223 2,602.581
8

Worker 7.9043 1.8597 18.7714 0.0377 3.4204 0.0240 3.4444 0.9071 0.0219 0.9290 3,355.049
3

3,355.049
3

0.1779 3,358.786
1

Total 10.5468 15.5655 32.6856 0.0631 4.1816 0.3272 4.5088 1.1245 0.3007 1.4252 5,957.162
2

5,957.162
2

0.2003 5,961.368
0

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 8.3941 54.3727 36.6929 0.0526 3.8081 3.8081 3.6397 3.6397 5,028.678
1

5,028.678
1

1.2221 5,054.342
9

Total 8.3941 54.3727 36.6929 0.0526 3.8081 3.8081 3.6397 3.6397 5,028.678
1

5,028.678
1

1.2221 5,054.342
9

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 2.2908 11.8510 12.8666 0.0253 0.7613 0.2358 0.9971 0.2175 0.2168 0.4343 2,564.332
2

2,564.332
2

0.0192 2,564.735
4

Worker 7.2830 1.6476 16.6839 0.0375 3.4204 0.0223 3.4427 0.9071 0.0204 0.9275 3,220.450
1

3,220.450
1

0.1603 3,223.816
0

Total 9.5737 13.4986 29.5506 0.0628 4.1816 0.2581 4.4398 1.1246 0.2373 1.3618 5,784.782
3

5,784.782
3

0.1795 5,788.551
4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 8.3941 54.3727 36.6929 0.0526 3.8081 3.8081 3.6397 3.6397 0.0000 5,028.678
1

5,028.678
1

1.2221 5,054.342
9

Total 8.3941 54.3727 36.6929 0.0526 3.8081 3.8081 3.6397 3.6397 0.0000 5,028.678
1

5,028.678
1

1.2221 5,054.342
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 2.2908 11.8510 12.8666 0.0253 0.7613 0.2358 0.9971 0.2175 0.2168 0.4343 2,564.332
2

2,564.332
2

0.0192 2,564.735
4

Worker 7.2830 1.6476 16.6839 0.0375 3.4204 0.0223 3.4427 0.9071 0.0204 0.9275 3,220.450
1

3,220.450
1

0.1603 3,223.816
0

Total 9.5737 13.4986 29.5506 0.0628 4.1816 0.2581 4.4398 1.1246 0.2373 1.3618 5,784.782
3

5,784.782
3

0.1795 5,788.551
4

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 63.8536 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4066 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Total 64.2602 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.4518 0.3284 3.3259 7.4700e-
003

0.6818 4.4500e-
003

0.6863 0.1808 4.0700e-
003

0.1849 641.9852 641.9852 0.0320 642.6561

Total 1.4518 0.3284 3.3259 7.4700e-
003

0.6818 4.4500e-
003

0.6863 0.1808 4.0700e-
003

0.1849 641.9852 641.9852 0.0320 642.6561

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 63.8536 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4066 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Total 64.2602 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.4518 0.3284 3.3259 7.4700e-
003

0.6818 4.4500e-
003

0.6863 0.1808 4.0700e-
003

0.1849 641.9852 641.9852 0.0320 642.6561

Total 1.4518 0.3284 3.3259 7.4700e-
003

0.6818 4.4500e-
003

0.6863 0.1808 4.0700e-
003

0.1849 641.9852 641.9852 0.0320 642.6561

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Paving - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.7281 40.0984 24.1867 0.0355 2.3160 2.3160 2.1307 2.1307 3,732.288
8

3,732.288
8

1.1142 3,755.687
9

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.7281 40.0984 24.1867 0.0355 2.3160 2.3160 2.1307 2.1307 3,732.288
8

3,732.288
8

1.1142 3,755.687
9

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Paving - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.5950 0.1346 1.3631 3.0600e-
003

0.2794 1.8200e-
003

0.2813 0.0741 1.6700e-
003

0.0758 263.1087 263.1087 0.0131 263.3837

Total 0.5950 0.1346 1.3631 3.0600e-
003

0.2794 1.8200e-
003

0.2813 0.0741 1.6700e-
003

0.0758 263.1087 263.1087 0.0131 263.3837

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.7281 40.0984 24.1867 0.0355 2.3160 2.3160 2.1307 2.1307 0.0000 3,732.288
8

3,732.288
8

1.1142 3,755.687
9

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.7281 40.0984 24.1867 0.0355 2.3160 2.3160 2.1307 2.1307 0.0000 3,732.288
8

3,732.288
8

1.1142 3,755.687
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Paving - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.5950 0.1346 1.3631 3.0600e-
003

0.2794 1.8200e-
003

0.2813 0.0741 1.6700e-
003

0.0758 263.1087 263.1087 0.0131 263.3837

Total 0.5950 0.1346 1.3631 3.0600e-
003

0.2794 1.8200e-
003

0.2813 0.0741 1.6700e-
003

0.0758 263.1087 263.1087 0.0131 263.3837

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Industrial Park 0.00 0.00 0.00

Medical Office Building 0.00 0.00 0.00

Regional Shopping Center 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Industrial Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 59.00 28.00 13.00 79 19 2

Medical Office Building 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.60 51.40 19.00 60 30 10

Regional Shopping Center 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Industrial Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Medical Office 
Building

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Regional 
Shopping Center

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated
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Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Medical Office 
Building

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Regional 
Shopping Center

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Industrial Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Unmitigated 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

14.6316 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 7.7200e-
003

7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Total 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

10.0 Vegetation

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

14.6316 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 7.7200e-
003

7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Total 14.6393 7.6000e-
004

0.0780 1.0000e-
005

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.1617 0.1617 4.7000e-
004

0.1716

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Providence Business Park Air Quality Analysis 
City of Eastvale, CA (JN:08495-05 AQ Report) 

A 

CalEEMod™ Input/Output  
Operational Emissions (Industrial Park) 



Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

Providence Business Park (Industrial Operations ONLY)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Industrial Park 694.77 1000sqft 15.95 694,770.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

10

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.4 28

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2015Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construciton is modeled seperately

Off-road Equipment - Construciton is modeled seperately

Vehicle Trips - Based on the Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - based on the Providence Business park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - based on the Providence Business park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - based on the Providence Business park Traffic Impact Analysis

Road Dust - 

Consumer Products - 

Area Coating - 

Landscape Equipment - 

Energy Use - 

Water And Wastewater - based on information provided by the applicant

Solid Waste - 

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Area Mitigation - 

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2015

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.08

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.08
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tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.08

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.81

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.81

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.81

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.10

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.10

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.10

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 9.0000e-003

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 9.0000e-003

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 9.0000e-003
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.96 2.34

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 0.00 4,562,503.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 18.1750 7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Energy 0.0749 0.6812 0.5722 4.0900e-
003

0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 817.3765 817.3765 0.0157 0.0150 822.3509

Mobile 19.5613 37.0501 73.4920 0.2047 14.6274 0.5912 15.2186 3.9040 0.5435 4.4475 18,631.75
50

18,631.75
50

0.4884 18,642.01
11

Total 37.8112 37.7320 74.1375 0.2088 14.6274 0.6432 15.2707 3.9040 0.5955 4.4995 19,449.28
35

19,449.28
35

0.5045 0.0150 19,464.52
33

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 18.1750 7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Energy 0.0566 0.5143 0.4320 3.0900e-
003

0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 617.1192 617.1192 0.0118 0.0113 620.8749

Mobile 19.7793 37.4778 74.1508 0.2073 14.8160 0.5986 15.4146 3.9543 0.5503 4.5046 18,866.25
56

18,866.25
56

0.4941 18,876.63
17

Total 38.0109 37.9928 74.6562 0.2104 14.8160 0.6380 15.4540 3.9543 0.5896 4.5440 19,483.52
69

19,483.52
69

0.5064 0.0113 19,497.66
80

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2014 1/1/2014 5 1

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 0 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

-0.53 -0.69 -0.70 -0.76 -1.29 0.82 -1.20 -1.29 0.99 -0.99 0.00 -0.18 -0.18 -0.37 24.55 -0.17

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 19.7793 37.4778 74.1508 0.2073 14.8160 0.5986 15.4146 3.9543 0.5503 4.5046 18,866.25
56

18,866.25
56

0.4941 18,876.63
17

Unmitigated 19.5613 37.0501 73.4920 0.2047 14.6274 0.5912 15.2186 3.9040 0.5435 4.4475 18,631.75
50

18,631.75
50

0.4884 18,642.01
11

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Industrial Park 1,625.76 1,729.98 507.18 5,889,183 5,965,119

Total 1,625.76 1,729.98 507.18 5,889,183 5,965,119

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Industrial Park 16.60 8.40 6.90 59.00 28.00 13.00 79 19 2

5.0 Energy Detail

Increase Diversity

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.810000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.101000 0.000000 0.009000 0.080000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0566 0.5143 0.4320 3.0900e-
003

0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 617.1192 617.1192 0.0118 0.0113 620.8749

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0749 0.6812 0.5722 4.0900e-
003

0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 817.3765 817.3765 0.0157 0.0150 822.3509

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Industrial Park 6947.7 0.0749 0.6812 0.5722 4.0900e-
003

0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 817.3765 817.3765 0.0157 0.0150 822.3509

Total 0.0749 0.6812 0.5722 4.0900e-
003

0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 817.3765 817.3765 0.0157 0.0150 822.3509

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 18.1750 7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Unmitigated 18.1750 7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Industrial Park 5.24551 0.0566 0.5143 0.4320 3.0900e-
003

0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 617.1192 617.1192 0.0118 0.0113 620.8749

Total 0.0566 0.5143 0.4320 3.0900e-
003

0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 617.1192 617.1192 0.0118 0.0113 620.8749

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Consumer 
Products

13.7565 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 7.2500e-
003

7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Architectural 
Coating

4.4113 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 18.1750 7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Consumer 
Products

13.7565 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 7.2500e-
003

7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Architectural 
Coating

4.4113 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 18.1750 7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Apply Water Conservation Strategy

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.1 Date: 9/23/2013 4:11 PMPage 14 of 14



Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

Providence Business Park (Industrial Operations ONLY)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Industrial Park 694.77 1000sqft 15.95 694,770.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

10

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.4 28

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2015Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construciton is modeled seperately

Off-road Equipment - Construciton is modeled seperately

Vehicle Trips - Based on the Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - based on the Providence Business park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - based on the Providence Business park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - based on the Providence Business park Traffic Impact Analysis

Road Dust - 

Consumer Products - 

Area Coating - 

Landscape Equipment - 

Energy Use - 

Water And Wastewater - based on information provided by the applicant

Solid Waste - 

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Area Mitigation - 

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2015

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.08

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.08
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tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.08

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.81

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.81

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.81

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.10

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.10

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.10

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 9.0000e-003

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 9.0000e-003

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 9.0000e-003
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.96 2.34

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 0.00 4,562,503.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 18.1750 7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Energy 0.0749 0.6812 0.5722 4.0900e-
003

0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 817.3765 817.3765 0.0157 0.0150 822.3509

Mobile 20.9834 38.5103 69.7402 0.1935 14.6274 0.5941 15.2215 3.9040 0.5462 4.4501 17,687.80
01

17,687.80
01

0.4895 17,698.07
85

Total 39.2333 39.1921 70.3857 0.1976 14.6274 0.6461 15.2736 3.9040 0.5982 4.5022 18,505.32
86

18,505.32
86

0.5056 0.0150 18,520.59
07

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 18.1750 7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Energy 0.0566 0.5143 0.4320 3.0900e-
003

0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 617.1192 617.1192 0.0118 0.0113 620.8749

Mobile 21.2218 38.9576 70.2987 0.1960 14.8160 0.6015 15.4175 3.9543 0.5530 4.5073 17,910.48
52

17,910.48
52

0.4952 17,920.88
37

Total 39.4533 39.4726 70.8041 0.1991 14.8160 0.6409 15.4569 3.9543 0.5923 4.5466 18,527.75
65

18,527.75
65

0.5074 0.0113 18,541.91
99

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2014 1/1/2014 5 1

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 0 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

-0.56 -0.72 -0.59 -0.73 -1.29 0.82 -1.20 -1.29 0.98 -0.99 0.00 -0.12 -0.12 -0.37 24.55 -0.12

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 21.2218 38.9576 70.2987 0.1960 14.8160 0.6015 15.4175 3.9543 0.5530 4.5073 17,910.48
52

17,910.48
52

0.4952 17,920.88
37

Unmitigated 20.9834 38.5103 69.7402 0.1935 14.6274 0.5941 15.2215 3.9040 0.5462 4.4501 17,687.80
01

17,687.80
01

0.4895 17,698.07
85

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Industrial Park 1,625.76 1,729.98 507.18 5,889,183 5,965,119

Total 1,625.76 1,729.98 507.18 5,889,183 5,965,119

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Industrial Park 16.60 8.40 6.90 59.00 28.00 13.00 79 19 2

5.0 Energy Detail

Increase Diversity

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.810000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.101000 0.000000 0.009000 0.080000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0566 0.5143 0.4320 3.0900e-
003

0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 617.1192 617.1192 0.0118 0.0113 620.8749

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0749 0.6812 0.5722 4.0900e-
003

0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 817.3765 817.3765 0.0157 0.0150 822.3509

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Industrial Park 6947.7 0.0749 0.6812 0.5722 4.0900e-
003

0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 817.3765 817.3765 0.0157 0.0150 822.3509

Total 0.0749 0.6812 0.5722 4.0900e-
003

0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 0.0518 817.3765 817.3765 0.0157 0.0150 822.3509

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 18.1750 7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Unmitigated 18.1750 7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Industrial Park 5.24551 0.0566 0.5143 0.4320 3.0900e-
003

0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 617.1192 617.1192 0.0118 0.0113 620.8749

Total 0.0566 0.5143 0.4320 3.0900e-
003

0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 0.0391 617.1192 617.1192 0.0118 0.0113 620.8749

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

4.4113 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

13.7565 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 7.2500e-
003

7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Total 18.1750 7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Consumer 
Products

13.7565 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 7.2500e-
003

7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Architectural 
Coating

4.4113 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 18.1750 7.1000e-
004

0.0734 1.0000e-
005

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.1521 0.1521 4.4000e-
004

0.1613

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Apply Water Conservation Strategy

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Providence Business Park Air Quality Analysis 
City of Eastvale, CA (JN:08495-05 AQ Report) 

A 

CalEEMod™ Input/Output 
Operational Emissions (Medical/Shopping Center)



Riverside-South Coast County, Summer

Providence Business Park (Medical Ofc/Shoping Ctr Operation)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Medical Office Building 33.60 1000sqft 0.77 33,600.00 0

Regional Shopping Center 10.60 1000sqft 0.24 10,600.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

10

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.4 28

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2015Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - No construction emissions modeled

Off-road Equipment - No construction emissions modeled

Vehicle Trips - based on the Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Area Coating - 

Landscape Equipment - 

Water And Wastewater - Based on information provided by the applicant

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2015

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.94 42.70

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 803,075.44 220,696.62

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 481,232.45 69,624.24
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.1563 5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Energy 4.3500e-
003

0.0396 0.0332 2.4000e-
004

3.0100e-
003

3.0100e-
003

3.0100e-
003

3.0100e-
003

47.4559 47.4559 9.1000e-
004

8.7000e-
004

47.7447

Mobile 17.2498 17.7228 64.7078 0.1348 9.0969 0.2578 9.3547 2.4275 0.2369 2.6645 12,137.39
30

12,137.39
30

0.4301 12,146.42
60

Total 18.4104 17.7624 64.7457 0.1351 9.0969 0.2608 9.3577 2.4275 0.2400 2.6675 12,184.85
86

12,184.85
86

0.4311 8.7000e-
004

12,194.18
10

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.1563 5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Energy 3.3100e-
003

0.0301 0.0253 1.8000e-
004

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

36.0803 36.0803 6.9000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

36.2999

Mobile 17.4321 17.9135 65.3104 0.1365 9.2142 0.2609 9.4751 2.4588 0.2398 2.6986 12,288.35
89

12,288.35
89

0.4350 12,297.49
32

Total 18.5917 17.9436 65.3403 0.1367 9.2142 0.2632 9.4774 2.4588 0.2421 2.7009 12,324.44
89

12,324.44
89

0.4357 6.6000e-
004

12,333.80
34

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2014 1/1/2014 5 1

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

-0.98 -1.02 -0.92 -1.20 -1.29 -0.92 -1.28 -1.29 -0.90 -1.25 0.00 -1.15 -1.15 -1.07 24.14 -1.14

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Clean Paved Roads
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 17.4321 17.9135 65.3104 0.1365 9.2142 0.2609 9.4751 2.4588 0.2398 2.6986 12,288.35
89

12,288.35
89

0.4350 12,297.49
32

Unmitigated 17.2498 17.7228 64.7078 0.1348 9.0969 0.2578 9.3547 2.4275 0.2369 2.6645 12,137.39
30

12,137.39
30

0.4301 12,146.42
60

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Medical Office Building 1,213.97 301.06 52.08 2,380,042 2,410,730

Regional Shopping Center 452.62 529.68 267.54 945,573 957,765

Total 1,666.59 830.74 319.62 3,325,614 3,368,495

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Medical Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 29.60 51.40 19.00 60 30 10

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

Increase Diversity

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.463772 0.070121 0.176196 0.171120 0.044771 0.007404 0.012633 0.041363 0.000985 0.001063 0.006436 0.000905 0.003230
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

3.3100e-
003

0.0301 0.0253 1.8000e-
004

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

36.0803 36.0803 6.9000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

36.2999

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

4.3500e-
003

0.0396 0.0332 2.4000e-
004

3.0100e-
003

3.0100e-
003

3.0100e-
003

3.0100e-
003

47.4559 47.4559 9.1000e-
004

8.7000e-
004

47.7447

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Medical Office 
Building

336 3.6200e-
003

0.0329 0.0277 2.0000e-
004

2.5000e-
003

2.5000e-
003

2.5000e-
003

2.5000e-
003

39.5294 39.5294 7.6000e-
004

7.2000e-
004

39.7700

Regional 
Shopping Center

67.3753 7.3000e-
004

6.6100e-
003

5.5500e-
003

4.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

7.9265 7.9265 1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

7.9748

Total 4.3500e-
003

0.0396 0.0332 2.4000e-
004

3.0000e-
003

3.0000e-
003

3.0000e-
003

3.0000e-
003

47.4559 47.4559 9.1000e-
004

8.7000e-
004

47.7447

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 1.1563 5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Unmitigated 1.1563 5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Medical Office 
Building

0.25368 2.7400e-
003

0.0249 0.0209 1.5000e-
004

1.8900e-
003

1.8900e-
003

1.8900e-
003

1.8900e-
003

29.8447 29.8447 5.7000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

30.0263

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.0530029 5.7000e-
004

5.2000e-
003

4.3600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.9000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

6.2356 6.2356 1.2000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

6.2736

Total 3.3100e-
003

0.0301 0.0253 1.8000e-
004

2.2800e-
003

2.2800e-
003

2.2800e-
003

2.2800e-
003

36.0804 36.0804 6.9000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

36.2999

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.2806 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.8752 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 4.6000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Total 1.1563 5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.2806 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.8752 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 4.6000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Total 1.1563 5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Apply Water Conservation Strategy

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Riverside-South Coast County, Winter

Providence Business Park (Medical Ofc/Shoping Ctr Operation)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Medical Office Building 33.60 1000sqft 0.77 33,600.00 0

Regional Shopping Center 10.60 1000sqft 0.24 10,600.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

10

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.4 28

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2015Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - No construction emissions modeled

Off-road Equipment - No construction emissions modeled

Vehicle Trips - based on the Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Area Coating - 

Landscape Equipment - 

Water And Wastewater - Based on information provided by the applicant

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2015

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.94 42.70

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 803,075.44 220,696.62

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 481,232.45 69,624.24
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.1563 5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Energy 4.3500e-
003

0.0396 0.0332 2.4000e-
004

3.0100e-
003

3.0100e-
003

3.0100e-
003

3.0100e-
003

47.4559 47.4559 9.1000e-
004

8.7000e-
004

47.7447

Mobile 18.7030 18.4504 61.4272 0.1258 9.0969 0.2597 9.3566 2.4275 0.2387 2.6662 11,351.51
58

11,351.51
58

0.4307 11,360.56
13

Total 19.8636 18.4900 61.4651 0.1260 9.0969 0.2628 9.3596 2.4275 0.2417 2.6692 11,398.98
14

11,398.98
14

0.4317 8.7000e-
004

11,408.31
63

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 1.1563 5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Energy 3.3100e-
003

0.0301 0.0253 1.8000e-
004

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

36.0803 36.0803 6.9000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

36.2999

Mobile 18.9083 18.6506 61.9396 0.1273 9.2142 0.2628 9.4770 2.4588 0.2416 2.7004 11,492.57
57

11,492.57
57

0.4356 11,501.72
26

Total 20.0679 18.6807 61.9695 0.1275 9.2142 0.2652 9.4793 2.4588 0.2439 2.7027 11,528.66
57

11,528.66
57

0.4363 6.6000e-
004

11,538.03
28

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2014 1/1/2014 5 1

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

-1.03 -1.03 -0.82 -1.19 -1.29 -0.91 -1.28 -1.29 -0.89 -1.25 0.00 -1.14 -1.14 -1.07 24.14 -1.14

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Clean Paved Roads
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 18.9083 18.6506 61.9396 0.1273 9.2142 0.2628 9.4770 2.4588 0.2416 2.7004 11,492.57
57

11,492.57
57

0.4356 11,501.72
26

Unmitigated 18.7030 18.4504 61.4272 0.1258 9.0969 0.2597 9.3566 2.4275 0.2387 2.6662 11,351.51
58

11,351.51
58

0.4307 11,360.56
13

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Medical Office Building 1,213.97 301.06 52.08 2,380,042 2,410,730

Regional Shopping Center 452.62 529.68 267.54 945,573 957,765

Total 1,666.59 830.74 319.62 3,325,614 3,368,495

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Medical Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 29.60 51.40 19.00 60 30 10

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

Increase Diversity

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.463772 0.070121 0.176196 0.171120 0.044771 0.007404 0.012633 0.041363 0.000985 0.001063 0.006436 0.000905 0.003230

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.1 Date: 9/23/2013 4:15 PMPage 8 of 12



5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

3.3100e-
003

0.0301 0.0253 1.8000e-
004

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

36.0803 36.0803 6.9000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

36.2999

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

4.3500e-
003

0.0396 0.0332 2.4000e-
004

3.0100e-
003

3.0100e-
003

3.0100e-
003

3.0100e-
003

47.4559 47.4559 9.1000e-
004

8.7000e-
004

47.7447

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Medical Office 
Building

336 3.6200e-
003

0.0329 0.0277 2.0000e-
004

2.5000e-
003

2.5000e-
003

2.5000e-
003

2.5000e-
003

39.5294 39.5294 7.6000e-
004

7.2000e-
004

39.7700

Regional 
Shopping Center

67.3753 7.3000e-
004

6.6100e-
003

5.5500e-
003

4.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

5.0000e-
004

7.9265 7.9265 1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

7.9748

Total 4.3500e-
003

0.0396 0.0332 2.4000e-
004

3.0000e-
003

3.0000e-
003

3.0000e-
003

3.0000e-
003

47.4559 47.4559 9.1000e-
004

8.7000e-
004

47.7447

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 1.1563 5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Unmitigated 1.1563 5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Medical Office 
Building

0.25368 2.7400e-
003

0.0249 0.0209 1.5000e-
004

1.8900e-
003

1.8900e-
003

1.8900e-
003

1.8900e-
003

29.8447 29.8447 5.7000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

30.0263

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.0530029 5.7000e-
004

5.2000e-
003

4.3600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.9000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

3.9000e-
004

6.2356 6.2356 1.2000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

6.2736

Total 3.3100e-
003

0.0301 0.0253 1.8000e-
004

2.2800e-
003

2.2800e-
003

2.2800e-
003

2.2800e-
003

36.0804 36.0804 6.9000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

36.2999

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.2806 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.8752 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 4.6000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Total 1.1563 5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.2806 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.8752 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 4.6000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Total 1.1563 5.0000e-
005

4.6700e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

9.6700e-
003

9.6700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

0.0103

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Apply Water Conservation Strategy

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Summer Operational Emissions Summary (Umitigated)

Industrial Park
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 18.18 7.10E‐04 0.07 1.00E‐05 2.70E‐04 2.70E‐04 0.15 4.40E‐04 0.16
Energy 0.07 0.68 0.57 4.09E‐03 0.05 0.05 817.38 0.02 0.02 822.35
Mobile 19.78 37.48 74.15 0.21 15.41 4.50 18866.26 0.49 18876.63
Total 38.03 38.16 74.80 0.21 15.47 4.56 19683.78 0.51 0.02 19699.14

Medical Office/Shopping Center
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 1.16 5.00E‐05 4.67E‐03 2.00E‐05 2.00E‐05 9.67E‐03 3.00E‐05 0.01
Energy 4.35E‐03 0.04 0.33 2.40E‐04 3.01E‐03 3.01E‐03 47.46 9.10E‐04 8.70E‐04 47.74
Mobile 17.43 17.91 65.31 0.14 9.48 2.70 12288.36 0.44 12297.49
Total 18.59 17.95 65.65 0.14 9.48 2.70 12335.82 0.44 8.70E‐04 12345.25

Total Operations
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 19.33 7.60E‐04 0.08 1.00E‐05 2.90E‐04 2.90E‐04 0.16 4.70E‐04 0.00 0.17
Energy 0.08 0.72 0.90 4.33E‐03 0.05 0.05 864.83 0.02 0.02 870.10
Mobile 37.21 55.39 139.46 0.34 24.89 7.20 31154.61 0.93 0.00 31174.12
Total 56.62 56.11 140.44 0.35 24.94 7.26 32019.61 0.95 0.02 32044.39



Winter Operational Emissions Summary (Umitigated)

Industrial Park
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 18.18 7.10E‐04 0.07 1.00E‐05 2.70E‐04 2.70E‐04 0.15 4.40E‐04 0.16
Energy 0.07 0.68 0.57 4.09E‐03 0.05 0.05 817.38 0.02 0.02 822.35
Mobile 21.22 38.96 70.30 0.20 15.42 4.51 17910.48 0.50 17920.88
Total 39.45 39.64 70.95 0.20 15.47 4.56 18728.01 0.52 0.02 18743.39

Medical Office/Shopping Center
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 1.16 5.00E‐05 4.67E‐03 2.00E‐05 2.00E‐05 9.67E‐03 3.00E‐05 1.03E‐02
Energy 4.35E‐03 0.04 0.03 2.40E‐04 3.01E‐03 3.01E‐03 47.46 9.11E‐04 8.70E‐04 47.74
Mobile 18.91 18.65 61.94 0.13 9.48 2.70 11492575.00 0.44 11501.72 11360.56
Total 20.07 18.69 61.98 0.13 9.48 2.70 11492622.47 0.44 11501.72 11408.32

Total Operations
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 19.33 7.60E‐04 0.08 1.00E‐05 2.90E‐04 2.90E‐04 0.16 4.70E‐04 0.00E+00 0.17
Energy 0.08 0.72 0.61 4.33E‐03 0.05 0.05 864.83 0.02 0.02 870.10
Mobile 40.13 57.61 132.24 0.33 24.90 7.21 11510485.48 0.94 11501.72 29281.44
Total 59.52 58.33 132.92 0.33 24.95 7.27 11511350.47 0.95 11501.74 30151.71



Summer Operational Emissions Summary (Mitigated)

Industrial Park
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 18.18 7.10E‐04 0.07 1.00E‐05 2.70E‐04 2.70E‐04 0.15 4.40E‐04 0.16
Energy 0.06 0.51 0.43 3.09E‐03 0.04 0.04 617.12 0.01 0.01 620.87
Mobile 19.56 37.05 73.49 0.20 15.22 4.45 18631.76 0.49 18642.01
Total 37.79 37.57 74.00 0.21 15.26 4.49 19249.03 0.50 0.01 19263.05

Medical Office/Shopping Center
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 1.16 5.00E‐05 4.67E‐03 2.00E‐05 2.00E‐05 9.67E‐03 3.00E‐05 0.01
Energy 3.31E‐03 0.03 0.25 1.80E‐03 2.29E‐03 2.29E‐03 36.08 6.90E‐04 6.60E‐04 36.30
Mobile 17.25 17.72 64.71 0.13 9.35 2.66 12137.39 0.43 12146.43
Total 18.41 17.75 64.97 0.14 9.36 2.67 12173.48 0.43 6.60E‐04 12182.74

Total Operations
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 19.33 7.60E-04 0.08 1.00E-05 2.90E-04 2.90E-04 0.16 4.70E‐04 0.00 0.17
Energy 0.06 0.54 0.69 4.89E-03 0.04 0.04 653.20 0.01 0.01 657.17
Mobile 36.81 54.77 138.20 0.34 24.57 7.11 30769.15 0.92 0.00 30788.44
Total 56.20 55.32 138.96 0.34 24.61 7.15 31422.51 0.93 0.01 31445.78



Winter Operational Emissions Summary (Mitigated)

Industrial Park
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 18.18 7.10E‐04 0.07 1.00E‐05 2.70E‐04 2.70E‐04 0.15 4.40E‐04 0.16
Energy 0.06 0.51 0.43 3.09E‐03 0.04 0.04 617.12 0.01 0.01 620.87
Mobile 20.98 38.51 69.74 0.19 15.22 4.45 17687.80 0.49 17698.08
Total 39.22 39.03 70.25 0.20 15.26 4.49 18305.07 0.50 0.01 18319.11

Medical Office/Shopping Center
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 1.16 5.00E‐05 4.67E‐03 2.00E‐05 2.00E‐05 9.67E‐03 3.00E‐05 1.03E‐02
Energy 3.31E‐03 0.03 0.03 1.80E‐04 2.29E‐03 2.29E‐03 36.08 6.90E‐04 6.60E‐04 36.30
Mobile 18.70 18.45 61.43 0.13 9.36 2.67 11351.52 0.43 11360.56
Total 19.86 18.48 61.46 0.13 9.36 2.67 11387.61 0.43 0.00 11396.87

Total Operations
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 19.33 7.60E-04 0.08 1.00E-05 2.90E-04 2.90E-04 0.16 4.70E‐04 0.00E+00 0.17
Energy 0.06 0.54 0.46 3.27E-03 0.04 0.04 653.20 0.01 0.01 657.17
Mobile 39.69 56.96 131.17 0.32 24.58 7.12 29039.32 0.92 0.00 29058.64
Total 59.08 57.51 131.70 0.32 24.62 7.16 29692.68 0.93 0.01 29715.99
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PROVIDENCE BUSINESS PARK 
GREENHOUSE GAS ANALYSIS 

CITY OF EASTVALE, CALIFORNIA 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION   

 

This report presents the results of the greenhouse gas analysis (GHGA) conducted by Urban Crossroads, 

Inc., for the proposed Providence Business Center (“Project”). The project is generally located south of 

Limonite Avenue and west of Archibald Avenue in the City of Eastvale as shown in Exhibit 1-1.  

 

The purpose of this GHGA is to evaluate Project-related construction and operational emissions and 

determine the level of greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts as a result of constructing and operating the 

proposed Project. This GHGA quantifies the GHG emissions associated with the Project for two scenarios: 

first, as if no actions to reduce emissions were taken as compared to the assumptions used in preparing 

the baseline 2020 emissions for the California Air Resources Board Scoping Plan (referred to herein as 

“Business as Usual”) to implement Assembly Bill (AB) 32, and second as designed with applicable design 

features.  

 

1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW  

 

The Project is to consist of 694,770 square feet of industrial park spread over ten (10) buildings, 33,600 

square feet of medical office use, and 10,600 square feet of commercial retail use. 

 

For the purposes of this Greenhouse Gas Analysis, it is assumed that the Project will be constructed and 

at full occupancy by 2015. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Providence Business Park Greenhouse Gas Analysis 
City of Eastvale, CA (JN:08495-05 GHG Report) 

 2 

EXHIBIT 1-1 

PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN 
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1.2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

 

Impact GHG-1: The Project would generate direct or indirect greenhouse gas emissions that 

would result in a significant impact on the environment.  

 

To date, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and CARB have not established 

significance thresholds for GHG emissions under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)1 or a 

methodology for quantifying GHG emissions. To evaluate the Project’s GHG emissions the proposed 

Project’s emissions are compared with a “Business as Usual” scenario to determine if the development 

is likely to be consistent with the Scoping Plan designed to implement  AB 32 in California which calls 

for an approximate 30% reduction from “Business as Usual”. 

 

Results of the analysis indicate that the Project GHG emissions would not result in or cause a 

potentially significant impact on the environment.  To this end, the analysis demonstrates that the 

Project is consistent with, or otherwise not in conflict with, recommended measures and actions in the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) December 2008 Scoping Plan (CARB Scoping Plan). The 

CARB Scoping Plan establishes strategies and measures to implement in order to achieve the GHG 

reductions goals set forth in the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). As shown in Table 1-1, 

the Project’s GHG emissions result in an emissions reduction of at least 30% when compared to the 

BAU scenarios.  

 

TABLE 1-1  

PROPOSED PROJECT TO BAU GHG CO2 EQUIVALENT EMISSIONS COMPARISON 

 

ANNUAL 

Land Use Total CO2E 

Business as Usual (BAU) – Proposed Project 8,991.01 

Proposed Land Use 5,494.94 

DELTA (Proposed – BAU) -3,496.07 

% DELTA -38.88% 

 

Impact GHG-2: The Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of 

an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 
 

Consistency with AB 32 

AB 32 requires California to reduce its GHG emissions by approximately 30% below business as usual.  

CARB identified reduction measures to achieve this goal as set forth in the CARB Scoping Plan. Thus, 

                                                           
1
 SCAQMD has adopted interim significance thresholds for industrial sources of 10,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide 

equivalents per year. The Board adopted these December 5, 2008. This threshold however was adopted by SCAQMD for 
projects where it is the lead agency and applies specifically to “industrial” projects.  
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projects that are consistent with the CARB Scoping Plan are also consistent with the 30% reduction 

below business as usual required by AB 32. 

 

The proposed Project would generate GHG emissions from a variety of sources which would all emit 

CO2, CH4 and N2O. GHGs could also be indirectly generated by incremental electricity consumption 

and waste generation from the proposed Project.  

 

As stated previously, the Scoping Plan recommends strategies for implementation at the statewide 

level to meet the goals of AB 32. The Scoping Plan recommendations serve as statewide strategies to 

reduce the state’s existing GHG emissions and proposed Project’s contributions. Table 1-2 highlights 

measures that have or will be developed under the Scoping Plan and that would be applicable to the 

Project.  

 

Consistency with SB 375 

SB 375 requires local metropolitan planning agencies to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy 

(SCS) that demonstrates how the region will meet its GHG reduction targets through integrated land 

use, housing, and transportation planning.  The Southern California Association of Governments 

(SCAG) is the metropolitan planning agency for the project area. The SCS for the southern California 

region, including Riverside, Los Angeles, Orange, and San Bernardino counties was prepared by 

SCAG and approved on April 4, 2012.  The SCS plans to concentrate future development and provide 

higher intensity development, including residential development, in proximity to transit hubs in order to 

reduce vehicle miles traveled and, thereby, reduce GHG emissions from personal vehicles.  

Specifically, the SCS distributes growth forecast data to transportation analysis zones (TAZs) for the 

purpose of modeling performance. (SCS, p. 124)  The growth and land use assumptions for the SCS 

are to be adopted at the jurisdiction level.  (SCS, p. 124)   

 

For Eastvale, the SCS's Growth Forecast assumes 3,700 jobs in 2008, and anticipates 5,400 jobs in 

2020 and 10,100 jobs in 2035. (SCS, Growth Forecast, p. 35)  Accordingly, the Project fits within this 

growth allocation.  
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TABLE 1-2  

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH SCOPING PLAN GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION REDUCTION 

STRATEGIES 

Scoping Plan Measure 
Measure 
Number Project Consistency 

Pavley Motor Vehicle 
Standards (AB 1493) 

T-1 The project’s employees and customers would purchase 
vehicles in compliance with CARB vehicle standards that are 
in effect at the time of vehicle purchase. 

Limit High GWP Use in 
Consumer Products 

H-4 The project’s employees and customers would use consumer 
products that would comply with the regulations that are in 
effect at the time of manufacture. 

Motor Vehicle Air 
Conditioning Systems – 
Reduction from Non-
Professional Servicing 

H-1 The project’s employees and customers would be prohibited 
from performing air conditioning repairs and required to use 
professional servicing. 

Tire Pressure Program T-4 Motor vehicles driven by the project’s employees and 
customers and employees would maintain proper tire 
pressure when their vehicles are serviced. 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard T-2 Motor vehicles driven by project’s employees and customers 
and employees would use compliant fuels in the future. 

Water Use Efficiency W-1 The project includes measures to minimize water use and 
maximize efficiency. 

Green Buildings GB-1 The project will be required to be constructed in compliance 
with state or local green building standards in effect at the 
time of building construction.  

Air Conditioning 
Refrigerant Leak Test 
During Vehicle Smog 
Check 

H-5 Motor vehicles driven by the project’s employees and 
customers would comply with the leak test requirements 
during smog checks. 

Renewable Portfolios 
Standard (33% by 2020) 

E-3 The electricity used by businesses in the proposed project will 
benefit from reduced GHG emissions resulting from increased 
use of renewable energy sources.  

Energy Efficiency 
Measures (Electricity) 

E-1 The project will comply with energy efficiency standards for 
electrical appliances and other devices at the time of building 
construction. 

Energy Efficiency (Natural 
Gas) 

CR-1 The project will comply with energy efficiency standards for 
natural gas appliances and other devices at the time of 
building construction. 

Greening New Residential 
and Commercial 
Construction 

GB-1 The project’s buildings would meet green building standards 
that are in effect at the time of design and construction.  

Greening Existing Homes 
and Commercial Buildings 

GB-1 The proposed project’s buildings would meet retrofit 
standards when they become effective. 

Source: CARB 2010. 
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1.3 REQUIREMENTS  

 

The Project would be required to comply with all mandatory regulatory requirements imposed by 

the State of California and the South Coast Air Quality Management District aimed at the 

reduction of air quality emissions.  Those that are applicable to the Project and that would assist 

in the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions include: are: 

 

 Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB32) 

 Regional GHG Emissions Reduction Targets/Sustainable Communities Strategies (SB 375) 

 Pavely Fuel Efficiency Standards (AB1493). Establishes fuel efficiency ratings for new 

vehicles. 

 Title 24 California Code of Regulations (California Building Code). Establishes energy 

efficiency requirements for new construction.  

 Title 20 California Code of Regulations (Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards). 

Establishes energy efficiency requirements for appliances.  

 Title 17 California Code of Regulations (Low Carbon Fuel Standard). Requires carbon 

content of fuel sold in California to be 10% less by 2020. 

 California Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (AB1881). Requires local 

agencies to adopt the Department of Water Resources updated Water Efficient Landscape 

Ordinance or equivalent by January 1, 2010 to ensure efficient landscapes in new 

development and reduced water waste in existing landscapes.  
 Statewide Retail Provider Emissions Performance Standards (SB 1368). Requires energy 

generators to achieve performance standards for GHG emissions.  

 Renewable Portfolio Standards (SB 1078). Requires electric corporations to increase the 

amount of energy obtained from eligible renewable energy resources to 20 percent by 2010 

and 33 percent by 2020.  

 

Promulgated regulations that will affect the Project’s emissions are accounted for in the 

Project’s GHG calculations provided in this report. In particular, the Pavley Standards, Low 

Carbon Fuel Standards, and Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) will be in effect for the AB 

32 target year of 2020, and therefore are accounted for in the Project’s emission calculations. 

The BAU scenario emissions do not include regulations designed to meet AB 32 standards 

because the definition of BAU (consistent with CARB’s definition) is emissions that would occur 

absent AB 32; therefore, these regulations were not included in the GHG emissions calculations 

for the BAU scenario.  
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1.4 EIR MITIGATION MEASURES FROM BIRTCHER CENTER AT CORONA VALLEY 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 515 SCH NO. 2008081117 

 

The Project is required to comply with the following measures, as outlined in EIR No. 515 

 

MM Air 1 

During construction, ozone precursor emissions from mobile construction equipment shall be 

controlled by maintaining equipment engines in good condition and in proper tune per 

manufacturers’ specifications to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. 

Equipment maintenance records and equipment design specification data sheets shall be kept on-

site during construction. Compliance with this measure shall be subject to periodic inspections by 

the Department of Building and Safety.  
 
MM Air 2 

Electricity from power poles shall be used instead of temporary diesel - or gasoline powered 

generators to reduce the associated emissions. Approval will be required by the Department of 

Building and Safety’s Grading Division prior to issuance of grading permits. 
 
MM Air 3 

To reduce construction vehicle (truck) idling while waiting to enter/exit the site, prior to issuance of 

grading permits, the contractor shall submit a traffic control plan that will describe in detail safe 

detours to prevent traffic congestion to the best of the project’s ability, and provide temporary traffic 

control measures during construction activities that will allow both construction and on-street traffic 

to move with less than 5-minute idling times. 

 

MM Air 4 

Consolidate and schedule construction deliveries to off-peak hours to reduce congestion of local 

streets. 

 

MM Air 5 

In order to reduce energy consumption from the proposed project development, applicable plans 

(e.g., electrical plans, improvement maps, etc.) submitted to the County shall include the 

installation of energy-efficient street lighting throughout the Project site. These plans shall be 

reviewed and approved by the applicable Department prior to conveyance of applicable streets. 
 
MM Air 6 

Signage will be posted prohibiting on-site truck idling in excess of five minutes for trucks servicing 

light industrial uses.  
 
MM Air 7 

The project shall be LEED certified, and at a minimum, be required to increase building energy 

performance 24.5% beyond Title 24, and reduce water use by 20%, prior to issuance of any 

building permits. Plans shall include proof of LEED certification.  
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1.5 STANDARD REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS/BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL 

MEASURES (BACMS)  
 

SCAQMD Rules that are currently applicable during construction activity for this Project include but 

are not limited to: Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings); Rule 431.2 (Low Sulfur Fuel); Rule 403 

(Fugitive Dust); and Rule 1186 / 1186.1 (Street Sweepers).  In order to facilitate monitoring and 

compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) during construction activity, Rule 403 is 

restated as a mitigation measure. 

 
MM AQ-1 

The following measures shall be incorporated into Project plans and specifications as 

implementation of Rule 403:   

 

 All clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities shall cease when winds exceed 25 

mph per SCAQMD guidelines in order to limit fugitive dust emissions. 

 

 The contractor shall ensure that all disturbed unpaved roads and disturbed areas within the 

Project are watered at least three (3) times daily during dry weather. Watering, with complete 

coverage of disturbed areas, shall occur at least three times a day, preferably in the mid-

morning, afternoon, and after work is done for the day.   

 The contractor shall ensure that traffic speeds on unpaved roads and Project site areas are 

reduced to 15 miles per hour or less  

 

Additional regulatory requirements that are in effect during Project construction include the 

following: 

 

MM AQ-2 

Plans, specifications and contract documents shall note that a sign shall be posted on-site stating 

that construction workers shall not idle diesel engines in excess of five minutes.  

 
1.6 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

In addition to the above-cited SCAQMD regulatory requirement, BACMs, and Mitigation Measures 

required under EIR No. 515, the following construction activity mitigation measures are required, 

and shall be noted on plans, specifications and contract documents:  

 

MM AQ-3 

During grading activity, all Rubber Tired Dozers, Graders, Scrapers shall be California Air 

Resources Board (CARB) Tier 3 Certified or better. Additionally, during grading activity, total 

horsepower-hours per day for all equipment shall not exceed 22,992 horsepower-hours per day 

and the maximum disturbance (actively graded) area shall not exceed six acres per day.     
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MM AQ-4 

Only “Zero-Volatile Organic Compounds” paints (no more than 150 gram/liter of VOC) and/or 

High Pressure Low Volume (HPLV) applications consistent with South Coast Air Quality 

Management District Rule 1113 shall be used.  
 

 

1.7 OPERATIONAL ACTIVITY MITIGATION MEASURES 

 

In addition to the Mitigation Measures required under EIR No. 515, the following operational activity 

mitigation measures are required, and shall be noted on plans, specifications and contract 

documents:  

 

MM AQ-5 

The truck access gates and loading docks within the truck court on the Project site shall be 

posted with signs which state: 

 

a) Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use; 

b) Diesel  trucks servicing the Project shall not idle for more than five (5) minutes2; and  

c) Telephone numbers of the building facilities manager and the CARB to report 

violations. 

 

  

                                                           
2 While restricted idling is required per MM AQ-5, the analysis presented here takes no quantified credit or reduction in emissions for 

restricted idling, and reflects an assumed 15-minute “worst case” idling condition. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND   
                                                                                                     
2.1 INTRODUCTION TO GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE  

 

Global Climate Change (GCC) is defined as the change in average meteorological conditions on 

the earth with respect to temperature, precipitation, and storms.  GCC is currently one of the 

most controversial environmental issues in the United States, and much debate exists within the 

scientific community about whether or not GCC is occurring naturally or as a result of human 

activity.  Some data suggests that GCC has occurred in the past over the course of thousands 

or millions of years.  These  historical changes to the Earth’s climate have occurred naturally 

without human influence, as in the case of an ice age.  However, many scientists believe that 

the climate shift taking place since the industrial revolution (1900) is occurring at a quicker rate 

and magnitude than in the past. Scientific evidence suggests that GCC is the result of increased 

concentrations of greenhouse gases in the earth’s atmosphere, including carbon dioxide, 

methane, nitrous oxide, and fluorinated gases.  Many scientists believe that this increased rate 

of climate change is the result of greenhouse gases resulting from human activity and 

industrialization over the past 200 years. 

 

An individual project like that considered here cannot generate enough greenhouse gas 

emissions to effect a discernible change in global climate.  However, the proposed Project may 

participate in the potential for GCC by its incremental contribution of greenhouse gasses 

combined with the cumulative increase of all other sources of greenhouse gases, which when 

taken together constitute potential influences on GCC.  Because these changes may have 

serious environmental consequences, Section 3.0 will evaluate the potential for the proposed 

Project to have a significant effect upon the environment as a result of its potential contribution 

to the greenhouse effect. 

 

2.2 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS INVENTORIES  

 

Global 

Worldwide anthropogenic (man-made) GHG emissions are tracked by the Intergovernmental 

Panel on Climate Change for industrialized nations (referred to as Annex I) and developing 

nations (referred to as Non-Annex I). Man-made GHG emissions data for Annex I nations are 

available through 2009. Man-made GHG emissions data for Non-Annex I nations are available 

through 2007. For the Year 2009 the sum of these emissions totaled approximately 40,084 

MMTCO2e.3 Emissions from the top five countries and the European Union accounted for 

approximately 65 percent of the total global GHG emissions, according to the most recently 

                                                           
3 The global emissions are the sum of Annex I and non-Annex I countries, without counting Land-Use, Land-Use Change and 
Forestry (LULUCF). For countries without 2005 data, the UNFCCC data for the most recent year were used. United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change, “Annex I Parties – GHG total without LULUCF,” 
http://unfccc.int/ghg_emissions_data/ghg_data_from_unfccc/time_series_annex_i/items/3841.php and “Flexible GHG Data Queries” 
with selections for total GHG emissions excluding LULUCF/LUCF, all years, and non-Annex I countries, 
http://unfccc.int/di/FlexibleQueries/Event.do?event= showProjection. n.d. 

http://unfccc.int/ghg_emissions_data/ghg_data_from_unfccc/time_series_annex_i/items/3841.php
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available data (see Table 2-1, Top GHG Producer Countries and the European Union). The 

GHG emissions in more recent years may differ from the inventories presented in Table 2-1; 

however, the data is representative of currently available inventory data. 

 

United States 

As noted in Table 2-1, the United States, as a single country, was the number two producer of 

GHG emissions in 2009. The primary greenhouse gas emitted by human activities in the United 

States was CO2, representing approximately 83 percent of total greenhouse gas emissions.4 

Carbon dioxide from fossil fuel combustion, the largest source of US greenhouse gas 

emissions, accounted for approximately 78 percent of the GHG emissions.5 
 

TABLE 2-1 

TOP GHG PRODUCER COUNTRIES AND THE EUROPEAN UNION
6 

Emitting Countries 
GHG Emissions 

(MMT CO2e) 

China 6,703 

United States 6,608 

European Union (27 member countries) 8,338 

Russian Federation 2,159 

India 1,410 

Japan 1,209 

Total 26,427 

 

State of California 

CARB compiles GHG inventories for the State of California. Based upon the 2008 GHG 

inventory data (i.e., the latest year for which data are available) for the 2000-2008 greenhouse 

gas emissions inventory, California emitted 474 MMTCO2e including emissions resulting from 

imported electrical power in 2008.7 Based on the CARB inventory data and GHG inventories 

compiled by the World Resources Institute8, California’s total statewide GHG emissions rank 

second in the United States (Texas is number one) with emissions of 417 MMTCO2e excluding 

emissions related to imported power.  From a per capita standpoint, California had the 46th 

lowest emissions.   This is attributed to the success of its energy-efficiency and renewable 

energy programs and commitments that have lowered the State’s GHG emissions rate of 

growth by more than half of what it would have been otherwise. Another factor that has reduced 

California’s fuel use and GHG emissions is its mild climate compared to that of many other 
                                                           
4
 US Environmental Protection Agency, “Inventory of US Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks 1990–2009,” 

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/usgginventory.html. 2011. 
5 ibid 
6
 World Resources Institute, “ Climate Analysis Indicator Tool (CAIT) Excludes emissions and removals from land use, land-use 

change and forestry (LULUCF) Emissions Inventory,” http://cait.wri.org 
7 California Air Resources Board, “California Greenhouse Gas 2000-2008 Inventory by Scoping Plan Category - Summary,” 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm. 2010. 
8
 World Resources Institute, “ Climate Analysis Indicator Tool (CAIT)-US – Yearly Emissions Inventory,” http://cait.wri.org 

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/usgginventory.html
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states. Further, per capita emissions in California have slightly decreased from 2000 to 2009 (by 

9.7 percent), but the overall 9 percent increase in population during the same period offset this 

emission reduction. 

 

South Coast Air Basin  

An Environmental Impact Report for the SCAQMD's 2012 Air Quality Management Plan recently 

reported the GHG emissions in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) for calendar year 2008.9 The 

emissions for each major source category were reported as follows: 43.1 MMT CO2e from fuel 

combustion, 4.78 MMT CO2e from waste disposal, 0.88 MMT CO2e from cleaning and surface 

coatings, 0.89 MMT CO2e from petroleum production and marketing, 0.10 MMT CO2e from 

industrial processes, and 13.1 MMT CO2e from miscellaneous processes.   The SCAQMD 

Environmental Impact Report also reported that of these emissions, mobile sources generate 

59.4 percent of the total GHG emissions in the Basin (47.0 percent from on-road vehicles and 

12.5 percent from other mobile sources (aircraft, trains, ships and boats, and other sources 

(construction equipment, airport equipment, oil and gas drilling equipment))).   The remaining 

40.6 percent of the total Basin GHG emissions are from stationary and area sources. The 

largest stationary/area source is fuel combustion, which is 27.8 percent of the total Basin GHG 

emissions (68.6 percent of the GHG emissions from the stationary and area source category).  

 

 

2.3 GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE DEFINED  

 

Global Climate Change (GCC) refers to the change in average meteorological conditions on the 

earth with respect to temperature, wind patterns, precipitation and storms. Global temperatures 

are regulated by naturally occurring atmospheric gases such as water vapor, CO2 (Carbon 

Dioxide), N2O (Nitrous Oxide), CH4 (Methane), hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur 

hexafluoride. These particular gases are important due to their residence time (duration they 

stay) in the atmosphere, which ranges from 10 years to more than 100 years. These gases 

allow solar radiation into the Earth’s atmosphere, but prevent radioactive heat from escaping, 

thus warming the Earth’s atmosphere. GCC can occur naturally as it has in the past with the 

previous ice ages. According to the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the climate change 

since the industrial revolution differs from previous climate changes in both rate and magnitude 

(CARB, 2004, Technical Support document for Staff Proposal Regarding Reduction of 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Motor Vehicles).  

 

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are often referred to as greenhouse gases. Greenhouse 

gases are released into the atmosphere by both natural and anthropogenic (human) activity. 

Without the natural greenhouse gas effect, the Earth’s average temperature would be 

                                                           
9
 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the 2012 Air Quality 

Management Plan, Available: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/documents/2012/aqmd/draftEA/2012A149,087QMP/Chapter3/DPEIR_3_2_Air_Quality.pdf
.  Accessed October 2012.   
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approximately 61° Fahrenheit (F) cooler than it is currently. The cumulative accumulation of 

these gases in the earth’s atmosphere is considered to be the cause for the observed increase 

in the earth’s temperature.  

 

Although California’s rate of growth of greenhouse gas emissions is slowing, the state is still a 

substantial contributor to the U.S. emissions inventory total.  In 2004, California is estimated to 

have produced 492 million gross metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) greenhouse 

gas emissions.  Despite a population increase of 16 percent between 1990 and 2004, California 

has significantly slowed the rate of growth of greenhouse gas emissions due to the 

implementation of energy efficiency programs as well as adoption of strict emission controls.10  

 
2.4 GREENHOUSE GASES 

 

For the purposes of this analysis, emissions of carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide were 

evaluated (see Table 3-4 later in this report) because these gasses are the primary contributors 

to GCC from development projects.  Although other substances such as fluorinated gases also 

contribute to GCC, sources of fluorinated gases are not well defined and no accepted emissions 

factors or methodology exist to accurately calculate these gases.  

 

Greenhouse gases have varying global warming potential (GWP) values; GWP values 

represent the potential of a gas to trap heat in the atmosphere.  Carbon dioxide is utilized as the 

reference gas for GWP, and thus has a GWP of 1. 

 

The atmospheric lifetime and GWP of selected greenhouse gases are summarized in the 

following Table. As shown in the table below, GWP range from 1 for carbon dioxide to 23,900 

for sulfur hexafluoride. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
10

 California Energy Commission, “Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks,” 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-600-2005-025/CEC-600-2005-025.PDF. 2005. 
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TABLE 2-2 

GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIALS AND ATMOSPHERIC LIFETIME OF SELECT GHGS 

Gas 
Atmospheric Lifetime 

(years) 

Global Warming Potential 

(100 year time horizon) 

Carbon Dioxide 50-200 1 

Methane 12 ± 3 21 

Nitrous Oxide 120 310 

HFC-23 264 11,700 

HFC-134a 14.6 1,300 

HFC-152a 1.5 140 

PFC: Tetrafluoromethane 

(CH4) 
50,000 6,500 

PFC: Hexafluoroethane (C2F6)  10,000 9,200 

Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) 3,200 23,900 

Source: EPA 2006 (URL: http://www.epa.gov/nonco2/econ-inv/table.html) 

 
Water Vapor:  Water vapor (H20) is the most abundant, important, and variable greenhouse gas 

in the atmosphere.  Water vapor is not considered a pollutant; in the atmosphere it maintains a 

climate necessary for life.  Changes in its concentration are primarily considered to be a result 

of climate feedbacks related to the warming of the atmosphere rather than a direct result of 

industrialization.  A climate feedback is an indirect, or secondary, change, either positive or 

negative, that occurs within the climate system in response to a forcing mechanism.  The 

feedback loop in which water is involved is critically important to projecting future climate 

change. 

 
As the temperature of the atmosphere rises, more water is evaporated from ground storage 

(rivers, oceans, reservoirs, soil).  Because the air is warmer, the relative humidity can be higher 

(in essence, the air is able to ‘hold’ more water when it is warmer), leading to more water vapor 

in the atmosphere.  As a GHG, the higher concentration of water vapor is then able to absorb 

more thermal indirect energy radiated from the Earth, thus further warming the atmosphere.  

The warmer atmosphere can then hold more water vapor and so on and so on.  This is referred 

to as a “positive feedback loop.”  The extent to which this positive feedback loop will continue is 

unknown as there are also dynamics that hold the positive feedback loop in check.  As an 

example, when water vapor increases in the atmosphere, more of it will eventually also 

condense into clouds, which are more able to reflect incoming solar radiation (thus allowing less 

energy to reach the Earth’s surface and heat it up). 

 
There are no human health effects from water vapor itself; however, when some pollutants 

come in contact with water vapor, they can dissolve and the water vapor can then act as a 

pollutant-carrying agent.  The main source of water vapor is evaporation from the oceans 
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(approximately 85 percent).11  Other sources include: evaporation from other water bodies, 

sublimation (change from solid to gas) from sea ice and snow, and transpiration from plant 

leaves. 

 
Carbon Dioxide:  Carbon dioxide (CO2) is an odorless and colorless GHG.  Outdoor levels of 

carbon dioxide are not high enough to result in negative health effects.  Carbon dioxide is 

emitted from natural and manmade sources.  Natural sources include:  the decomposition of 

dead organic matter; respiration of bacteria, plants, animals and fungus; evaporation from 

oceans; and volcanic outgassing.  Anthropogenic sources include:  the burning of coal, oil, 

natural gas, and wood.  Carbon dioxide is naturally removed from the air by photosynthesis, 

dissolution into ocean water, transfer to soils and ice caps, and chemical weathering of 

carbonate rocks12. 

Since the industrial revolution began in the mid-1700s, the sort of human activity that increases 

GHG emissions has increased dramatically in scale and distribution.  Data from the past 50 

years suggests a corollary increase in levels and concentrations.  As an example, prior to the 

industrial revolution, CO2 concentrations were fairly stable at 280 parts per million (ppm).  

Today, they are around 370 ppm, an increase of more than 30 percent.  Left unchecked, the 

concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere is projected to increase to a minimum of 540 

ppm by 2100 as a direct result of anthropogenic sources.13 

 
Methane:  Methane (CH4) is an extremely effective absorber of radiation, though its atmospheric 

concentration is less than carbon dioxide and its lifetime in the atmosphere is brief (10-12 

years), compared to other GHGs.  No health effects are known to occur from exposure to 

methane. 

 
Methane has both natural and anthropogenic sources.  It is released as part of the biological 

processes in low oxygen environments, such as in swamplands or in rice production (at the 

roots of the plants).  Over the last 50 years, human activities such as growing rice, raising cattle, 

using natural gas, and mining coal have added to the atmospheric concentration of methane.  

Other anthropocentric sources include fossil-fuel combustion and biomass burning. 14 

 
Nitrous Oxide:  Nitrous oxide (N2O), also known as laughing gas, is a colorless greenhouse gas.  

Nitrous oxide can cause dizziness, euphoria, and sometimes slight hallucinations.  In small 

doses, it is considered harmless.  However, in some cases, heavy and extended use can cause 

Olney’s Lesions (brain damage)15. 

                                                           
11

 ibid. 
12

 On a warmer Earth, chemical weathering is promoted by more vigorous cycling of water through the atmosphere and higher 
temperatures. “More chemical weathering removes more CO2 from the atmosphere as carbonic acid reacts with silicate minerals, 
producing bicarbonate ion.” Carbon Cycle and Climate Change – J Bret Bennington, Hofstra University.  
http://www.cengage.com/custom/enrichment_modules/data/Carbon_Cycle_0495738557_LowRes.pdf  
13

 International Panel on Climate Change 2007, “Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group 
I to the Fourth Assessment Report,” 
http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/publications_ipcc_fourth_assessment_report_wg1_report_the_physical_science_basis.ht
m 
14

 ibid. 
15

 U.S. Department of Labor. Occupational Safety and Health Guideline for Nitrous Oxide. 
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Concentrations of nitrous oxide also began to rise at the beginning of the industrial revolution.  

In 1998, the global concentration was 314 parts per billion (ppb).16  Nitrous oxide is produced by 

microbial processes in soil and water, including those reactions which occur in fertilizer 

containing nitrogen.  In addition to agricultural sources, some industrial processes (fossil fuel-

fired power plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions) also 

contribute to its atmospheric load.  It is used as an aerosol spray propellant, i.e., in whipped 

cream bottles.  It is also used in potato chip bags to keep chips fresh.  It is used in rocket 

engines and in race cars.  Nitrous oxide can be transported into the stratosphere, be deposited 

on the Earth’s surface, and be converted to other compounds by chemical reaction 

 

Chlorofluorocarbons: Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) are gases formed synthetically by replacing 

all hydrogen atoms in methane or ethane (C2H6) with chlorine and/or fluorine atoms.  CFCs are 

nontoxic, nonflammable, insoluble and chemically unreactive in the troposphere (the level of air 

at the Earth’s surface).  CFCs are no longer being used; therefore, it is not likely that health 

effects would be experienced.  Nonetheless, in confined indoor locations, working with CFC-113 

or other CFCs is thought to result in death by cardiac arrhythmia (heart frequency too high or 

too low) or asphyxiation. 

 

CFCs have no natural source, but were first synthesized in 1928.  They were used for 

refrigerants, aerosol propellants and cleaning solvents.  Due to the discovery that they are able 

to destroy stratospheric ozone, a global effort to halt their production was undertaken and was 

extremely successful, so much so that levels of the major CFCs are now remaining steady or 

declining.  However, their long atmospheric lifetimes mean that some of the CFCs will remain in 

the atmosphere for over 100 years. 

 

Hydrofluorocarbons: Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are synthetic, man-made chemicals that are 

used as a substitute for CFCs.  Out of all the greenhouse gases, they are one of three groups 

with the highest global warming potential.  The HFCs with the largest measured atmospheric 

abundances are (in order), HFC-23 (CHF3), HFC-134a (CF3CH2F), and HFC-152a (CH3CHF2).  

Prior to 1990, the only significant emissions were of HFC-23.  HFC-134a emissions are 

increasing due to its use as a refrigerant.  The U.S. EPA estimates that concentrations of HFC-

23 and HFC-134a are now about 10 parts per trillion (ppt) each; and that concentrations of 

HFC-152a are about 1 ppt.17  No health effects are known to result from exposure to HFCs, 

which are manmade for applications such as automobile air conditioners and refrigerants. 

 

Perfluorocarbons: Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) have stable molecular structures and do not break 

down through chemical processes in the lower atmosphere.  High-energy ultraviolet rays, which 

occur about 60 kilometers above Earth’s surface, are able to destroy the compounds.  Because 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
http://www.osha.gov/SLTC/healthguidelines/nitrousoxide/recognition.html 
16

 ibid. 
17

 U.S. EPA. High Global Warming Potential (GWP) Gases. http://www.epa.gov/highgwp/scientific.html 

http://www.epa.gov/highgwp/scientific.html
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of this, PFCs have very long lifetimes, between 10,000 and 50,000 years.  Two common PFCs 

are tetrafluoromethane (CF4) and hexafluoroethane (C2F6).  The U.S. EPA estimates that 

concentrations of CF4 in the atmosphere are over 70 ppt.18 

 
No health effects are known to result from exposure to PFCs.  The two main sources of PFCs 

are primary aluminum production and semiconductor manufacture. 

 
Sulfur Hexafluoride: Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) is an inorganic, odorless, colorless, nontoxic, 

nonflammable gas.  It also has the highest GWP of any gas evaluated (23,900).  The U.S. EPA 

indicates that concentrations in the 1990s were about 4 ppt.19  In high concentrations in 

confined areas, the gas presents the hazard of suffocation because it displaces the oxygen 

needed for breathing. 

 

Sulfur hexafluoride is used for insulation in electric power transmission and distribution 

equipment, in the magnesium industry, in semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for 

leak detection. 

 

2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE IN CALIFORNIA  

 

The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) published a report titled “Scenarios 

of Climate Change in California: An Overview” (Climate Scenarios report) in February 2006 

(California Climate Change Center 2006), that while not adequate for a CEQA project-specific or 

cumulative analysis, is generally instructive about the statewide impacts of global warming. 

 

The Climate Scenarios report uses a range of emissions scenarios developed by the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to project a series of potential warming 

ranges (i.e., temperature increases) that may occur in California during the 21st century: lower 

warming range (3.0-5.5oF); medium warming range (5.5-8.0oF); and higher warming range (8.0-

10.5oF). The Climate Scenarios report then presents an analysis of future climate in California 

under each warming range, that while uncertain, present a picture of the impacts of global 

climate change trends in California.  

 

In addition, most recently on August 5, 2009, the State’s Natural Resources Agency released a 

public review draft of its “California Climate Adaptation Strategy” report that details many 

vulnerabilities arising from climate change with respect to matters such as temperature 

extremes, sea level rise, wildfires, floods and droughts and precipitation changes.  This report 

responds to the Governor’s Executive Order S-13-2008 that called on state agencies to develop 

California’s strategy to identify and prepare for expected climate impacts 

 

                                                           
18
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According to the reports, substantial temperature increases arising from increased GHG 

emissions potentially could result in a variety of impacts to the people, economy, and 

environment of California associated with a projected increase in extreme conditions, with the 

severity of the impacts depending upon actual future emissions of GHGs and associated 

warming.  

 

It should be noted, however, that the Second District Court of Appeal recently held that the 

environment’s effects on a proposed project do not have to be analyzed under CEQA in Ballona 

Wetlands Land Trust et al. v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455  (Ballona 

Wetlands).  Specifically, the Ballona Wetlands court evaluated the issue of whether CEQA 

required an analysis of the environmental impact of sea level rise on a proposed mixed-use 

development project. The court held: "[w]e believe that identifying the environmental effects of 

attracting development and people to an area is consistent with CEQA's legislative purpose and 

statutory requirements, but identifying the effects on the project and its users of locating the 

project in a particular environmental setting is neither consistent with CEQA's legislative 

purpose nor required by the CEQA statutes." The court also cited three decisions  in support of 

its holding that the purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects of a project on the 

environment and not the significant effects of the environment on a project. The Supreme Court 

court's denial of the petition for review leaves the opinion intact as controlling appellate law on 

all superior courts throughout the state.   

 

Under the emissions scenarios of the Climate Scenarios report, the impacts of global warming 

in California have the potential to include, but are not limited to, the following areas: 

 

Air Quality/General Thermal Effects 

According to Cal EPA, higher temperatures may increase the frequency, duration, and intensity 

of conditions conducive to air pollution formation.  For example, days with weather conducive to 

ozone formation could increase from 25 to 35 percent under the lower warming range to 75 to 

85 percent under the medium warming range.  In addition, if global background ozone levels 

increase as predicted in some scenarios, it may become difficult to meet local air quality 

standards. Air quality could be further compromised by increases in wildfires, which emit fine 

particulate matter that can travel long distances, depending on wind conditions. The Climate 

Scenarios report indicates that large wildfires could become more frequent if GHG emissions 

are not significantly reduced.  

 

In addition, under the higher warming range scenario, there could be up to 100 more days per 

year with temperatures above 90oF in Los Angeles and 95oF in Sacramento by 2100. This is a 

large increase over historical patterns and approximately twice the increase projected if 

temperatures remain within or below the lower warming range. Rising temperatures could 

increase the risk of death from dehydration, heat stroke/exhaustion, heart attack, stroke, and 

respiratory distress caused by extreme heat. 
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Water Resources 

A vast network of man-made reservoirs and aqueducts captures and transports water 

throughout the state from northern California rivers and the Colorado River. The current 

distribution system relies on Sierra Nevada snowpack to supply water during the dry spring and 

summer months. Rising temperatures, potentially compounded by decreases in precipitation, 

could severely reduce spring snowpack, increasing the risk of summer water shortages. 

 

If temperatures continue to increase, more precipitation could fall as rain instead of snow, and 

the snow that does fall could melt earlier, reducing the Sierra Nevada spring snowpack by as 

much as 70 to 90 percent. Under the lower warming range scenario, snowpack losses could be 

only half as large as those possible if temperatures were to rise to the higher warming range. 

How much snowpack could be lost depends in part on future precipitation patterns, the 

projections for which remain uncertain. However, even under the wetter climate projections, the 

loss of snowpack could pose challenges to water managers and hamper hydropower 

generation.  It could also adversely affect winter tourism. Under the lower warming range, the 

ski season at lower elevations could be reduced by as much as a month.  If temperatures reach 

the higher warming range and precipitation declines, there might be many years with insufficient 

snow for skiing and snowboarding. 

 

The State’s water supplies are also at risk from rising sea levels. An influx of saltwater could 

degrade California’s estuaries, wetlands, and groundwater aquifers. Saltwater intrusion caused 

by rising sea levels is a major threat to the quality and reliability of water within the southern 

edge of the Sacramento/San Joaquin River Delta – a major fresh water supply.  

 

Agriculture 

Increased temperatures could cause widespread changes to the agriculture industry reducing 

the quantity and quality of agricultural products statewide. First, California farmers could 

possibly lose as much as 25 percent of the water supply they need. Although higher CO2 levels 

can stimulate plant production and increase plant water-use efficiency, California’s farmers 

could face greater water demand for crops and a less reliable water supply as temperatures 

rise. Crop growth and development could change, as could the intensity and frequency of pest 

and disease outbreaks. Rising temperatures could aggravate O3 pollution, which makes plants 

more susceptible to disease and pests and interferes with plant growth.  

 

Plant growth tends to be slow at low temperatures, increasing with rising temperatures up to a 

threshold. However, faster growth can result in less-than-optimal development for many crops, 

so rising temperatures could worsen the quantity and quality of yield for a number of California’s 

agricultural products. Products likely to be most affected include wine grapes, fruits and nuts. 

 

In addition, continued global climate change could shift the ranges of existing invasive plants 

and weeds and alter competition patterns with native plants. Range expansion could occur in 

many species while range contractions may be less likely in rapidly evolving species with 
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significant populations already established. Should range contractions occur, new or different 

weed species could fill the emerging gaps. Continued global climate change could alter the 

abundance and types of many pests, lengthen pests’ breeding season, and increase pathogen 

growth rates.  

 

Forests and Landscapes 

Global climate change has the potential to intensify the current threat to forests and landscapes 

by increasing the risk of wildfire and altering the distribution and character of natural vegetation. 

If temperatures rise into the medium warming range, the risk of large wildfires in California could 

increase by as much as 55 percent, which is almost twice the increase expected if temperatures 

stay in the lower warming range. However, since wildfire risk is determined by a combination of 

factors, including precipitation, winds, temperature, and landscape and vegetation conditions, 

future risks will not be uniform throughout the state. In contrast, wildfires in northern California 

could increase by up to 90 percent due to decreased precipitation.  

 

Moreover, continued global climate change has the potential to alter natural ecosystems and 

biological diversity within the state. For example, alpine and subalpine ecosystems could 

decline by as much as 60 to 80 percent by the end of the century as a result of increasing 

temperatures. The productivity of the state’s forests has the potential to decrease as a result of 

global climate change. 

 

Rising Sea Levels 

Rising sea levels, more intense coastal storms, and warmer water temperatures could 

increasingly threaten the state’s coastal regions. Under the higher warming range scenario, sea 

level is anticipated to rise 22 to 35 inches by 2100. Elevations of this magnitude would inundate 

low-lying coastal areas with salt water, accelerate coastal erosion, threaten vital levees and 

inland water systems, and disrupt wetlands and natural habitats. Under the lower warming 

range scenario, sea level could rise 12-14 inches. 

 
2.6 HUMAN HEALTH EFFECTS OF GHG EMISSIONS  

 

The potential health effects related directly to the emissions of carbon dioxide, methane, and 

nitrous oxide as they relate to development projects such as the proposed Project are still being 

debated in the scientific community.  Their cumulative effects to global climate change have the 

potential to cause adverse effects to human health.  Increases in Earth’s ambient temperatures 

would result in more intense heat waves, causing more heat-related deaths.  Scientists also 

purport that higher ambient temperatures would increase disease survival rates and result in 

more widespread disease.  Climate change will likely cause shifts in weather patterns, 

potentially resulting in devastating droughts and food shortages in some areas (American Lung 

Association, 2004).  Figure 1 presents the potential impacts of global warming. 
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Figure 1 

 

Source:  California Energy Commission, 2006.  Our Changing Climate, Assessing the Risks to California, 2006 

Biennial Report. 

 

Specific health effects associated with directly emitted GHG emissions are as follows: 

 

Water Vapor:  There are no known direct health effects related to water vapor at this time. It 

should be noted however that when some pollutants react with water vapor, the reaction forms a 

transport mechanism for some of these pollutants to enter the human body through water vapor.  

 

Carbon Dioxide:  According to the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health 

(NIOSH) high concentrations of carbon dioxide can result in health effects such as: headaches, 

dizziness, restlessness, difficulty breathing, sweating, increased heart rate, increased cardiac 

output, increased blood pressure, coma, asphyxia, and/or convulsions. It should be noted that 

current concentrations of carbon dioxide in the earth’s atmosphere are estimated to be 

approximately 370 parts per million (ppm), the actual reference exposure level (level at which 

adverse health effects typically occur) is at exposure levels of 5,000 ppm averaged over 10 

hours in a 40-hour workweek and short-term reference exposure levels of 30,000 ppm averaged 

over a 15 minute period (NIOSH 2005).   
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Methane:  Methane is extremely reactive with oxidizers, halogens, and other halogen-containing 

compounds. Methane is also an asphyxiant and may displace oxygen in an enclosed space 

(OSHA 2003).  

 

Nitrous Oxide:  Nitrous Oxide is often referred to as laughing gas; it is a colorless greenhouse 

gas. The health effects associated with exposure to elevated concentrations of nitrous oxide 

include dizziness, euphoria, slight hallucinations, and in extreme cases of elevated 

concentrations nitrous oxide can also cause brain damage (OSHA 1999). 

 

Fluorinated Gases: High concentrations of fluorinated gases can also result in adverse health 

effects such as asphyxiation, dizziness, headache, cardiovascular disease, cardiac disorders, 

and in extreme cases, increased mortality (NIOSH 1989, 1997). 

 

Aerosols:  The health effects of aerosols are similar to that of other fine particulate matter. Thus 

aerosols can cause elevated respiratory and cardiovascular diseases as well as increased 

mortality (NASA 2002). 

 

2.7 REGULATORY SETTING  

 

International Regulation and the Kyoto Protocol: 

In 1988, the United Nations established the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change to 

evaluate the impacts of global warming and to develop strategies that nations could implement 

to curtail global climate change.  In 1992, the United States joined other countries around the 

world in signing the United Nations’ Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 

agreement with the goal of controlling greenhouse gas emissions. As a result, the Climate 

Change Action Plan was developed to address the reduction of GHGs in the United States. The 

Plan currently consists of more than 50 voluntary programs for member nations to adopt. 

 

The Kyoto protocol is a treaty made under the UNFCCC and was the first international 

agreement to regulate GHG emissions. Some have estimated that if the commitments outlined 

in the Kyoto protocol are met, global GHG emissions could be reduced an estimated five 

percent from 1990 levels during the first commitment period of 2008-2012. Notably, while the 

United States is a signatory to the Kyoto protocol, Congress has not ratified the Protocol and the 

United States is not bound by the Protocol’s commitments. In December 2009, international 

leaders from 192 nations met in Copenhagen to address the future of international climate 

change commitments post-Kyoto. 

 

The major feature of the Kyoto Protocol is that it sets binding targets for 37 industrialized 

countries and the European community for reducing GHG emissions.  The targets amount to an 

average of five percent reduction levels against 1990 levels over the five-year period 2008-

2012. The major distinction between the Protocol and the Convention is that while the 

Convention encouraged industrialized countries to stabilize GHG emissions, the Protocol 
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commits them to do so.  Recognizing that developed countries are principally responsible for the 

current high levels of GHG emissions in the atmosphere as a result of more than 150 years of 

industrial activity, the Protocol places a heavier burden on developed nations under the principle 

of “common but differentiated responsibilities.”   

 

Negotiations after Kyoto have continued in an attempt to address the period after the first 

"commitment period" of the Kyoto Protocol, which is set to conclude at the end of 2012.  In 

Durban, South Africa, in 2011, parties to the protocol agreed in principle to negotiate a new 

comprehensive and legally binding climate agreement by 2015 to enter into force for all parties 

from 2020.  However, significant divisions remain in determining the parameters of any such 

new protocol, including its enforcement mechanisms and the degree to which developing 

economies will begin to be subject to binding emissions targets. 

 

Federal Regulation and the Clean Air Act: 

Although the U.S. is not a party to the Kyoto Protocol, in 2002, President George W. Bush set a 

national policy goal of reducing the GHG emission intensity (tons of GHG emissions per million 

dollars of gross domestic product) of the U.S. economy by 18% by 2012.20   The goal did not 

establish any binding reduction mandates. Rather, the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA) began to administer a variety of voluntary programs and partnerships with 

industries that produce and utilize synthetic gases to reduce emissions of particularly potent 

GHGs. 

 

Coinciding 2009 meeting in Copenhagen, on December 7, 2009, the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) issued an Endangerment Finding under Section 202(a) of the Clean 

Air Act, opening the door to federal regulation of GHGs. The Endangerment Finding notes that 

GHGs threaten public health and welfare and are subject to regulation under the Clean Air Act.  

To date, the EPA has not promulgated regulations on GHG emissions, but it has already begun 

to develop them.   

 

Previously the EPA had not regulated GHGs under the Clean Air Act because it asserted that 

the Act did not authorize it to issue mandatory regulations to address global climate change and 

that such regulation would be unwise without an unequivocally established causal link between 

GHGs and the increase in global surface air temperatures.  In Massachusetts v. Environmental 

Protection Agency et al. (127 S. Ct. 1438 (2007), however, the U.S. Supreme Court held that 

GHGs are pollutants under the Clean Air Act and directed the EPA to decide whether the gases 

endangered public health or welfare.   The EPA had also not moved aggressively to regulate 

GHGs because it expected Congress to make progress on GHG legislation, primarily from the 

standpoint of a cap-and-trade system.  However, proposals circulated in both the House of 

Representative and Senate have been controversial and it may be some time before the U.S. 
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 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.  2002.  President Announces Clear Skies & Global Climate 
Change Initiative [online].  February. Available:  
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Congress adopts major climate change legislation.  The EPA’s Endangerment Finding paves 

the way for federal regulation of GHGs with or without Congress. 

 

Although global climate change did not become an international concern until the 1980s, efforts 

to reduce energy consumption began in California in response to the oil crisis in the 1970s, 

resulting in the incidental reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.  In order to manage the 

state’s energy needs and promote energy efficiency, AB 1575 created the California Energy 

Commission (CEC) in 1975.   

 

Title 24 Energy Standards: 

The California Energy Commission (CEC) first adopted Energy Efficiency Standards for 

Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6) in 

1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce energy consumption in the state. Although 

not originally intended to reduce GHG emissions, increased energy efficiency, and reduced 

consumption of electricity, natural gas, and other fuels would result in fewer GHG emissions 

from residential and nonresidential buildings subject to the standard. The standards are updated 

periodically to allow for the consideration and inclusion of new energy efficiency technologies 

and methods. The latest revisions were adopted in 2008 and became effective on January 1, 

2010. 

 

Part 11 of the Title 24 Building Standards Code is referred to as the California Green Building 

Standards Code (CALGreen Code). The purpose of the CALGreen Code is to “improve public 

health, safety and general welfare by enhancing the design and construction of buildings 

through the use of building concepts having a positive environmental impact and encouraging 

sustainable construction practices in the following categories: (1) Planning and design; (2) 

Energy efficiency; (3) Water efficiency and conservation; (4) Material conservation and resource 

efficiency; and (5) Environmental air quality.”21 The CALGreen Code is not intended to 

substitute or be identified as meeting the certification requirements of any green building 

program that is not established and adopted by the California Building Standards Commission 

(CBSC). The CBSC has released the 2010 California Green Building Standards Code on its 

Web site.22 Unless otherwise noted in the regulation, all newly constructed buildings in 

California are subject of the requirements of the CALGreen Code. 

 

Vehicle Standards  

Other regulations have been adopted to address vehicle standards including the USEPA and 

NHTSA joint rulemaking for vehicle standards:  

 On March 30, 2009, the NHTSA issued a final rule for model year 2011.23  

                                                           
21

 California Building Standards Commission, 2008 California Green Building Standards Code, (2009). 
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 “CALGreen,” http://www.bsc.ca.gov/CALGreen/default.htm. 2010 
23

 NHSTA. 2009. Average Fuel Economy Standards Passenger Cars and Light Trucks Model Year 2011, Final Rule. 
75 Fed. Reg. 25324. 
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 On May 7, 2010, the USEPA and the NHTSA issued a final rule regulating fuel efficiency 

and GHG pollution from motor vehicles for cars and light-duty trucks for model years 

2012–2016.24   

 On August 9, 2011, USEPA and NHTSA issued a Supplemental Notice of Intent 

announcing plans to propose stringent, coordinated federal greenhouse gas and fuel 

economy standards for model year 2017-2025 light-duty vehicles.25   

 NHSTA intends to set standards for model years 2022-2025 in a future rulemaking.26  

 In addition to the regulations applicable to cars and light-duty trucks, on August 9, 2011, 

the USEPA and the NHTSA announced fuel economy and GHG standards for medium- 

and heavy-duty trucks, which applies to vehicles from model year 2014–2018.27     

 

CEQ NEPA Guidelines on GHG 

On February 18, 2010, the White House Council on Environmental Quality published draft 

guidance on the consideration of greenhouse gases and climate change for NEPA analyses.28   

It recommends that proposed federal actions that are reasonably expected to directly emit 

25,000 metric tons of CO2e/year should prepare a quantitative and qualitative NEPA analysis of 

direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions.   

 

The draft guidance provides reporting tools and instructions on how to assess the effects of 

climate change. The draft guidance does not apply to land and resource management actions, 

nor does it propose to regulate greenhouse gases. Although CEQ has not yet issued final 

guidance, various NEPA documents are beginning to incorporate the approach recommended 

in the draft guidance.29  

 

Other Applicable Regulations and Policies 

In addition to the federal regulations and programs described above, there are still more policies 

and programs to address climate change.  A database compiled by the International Energy 

Agency lists more than 300 policies and measures addressing climate change in the United 

States.30    
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 USEPA.  2010.  Light Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy 
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The Western Regional Climate Action Initiative (WCI)  

The Western Regional Climate Action Initiative (WCI) is a partnership among seven states, 

including California, and four Canadian provinces to implement a regional, economy-wide cap-

and-trade system to reduce global warming pollution. The WCI will cap GHG emissions from the 

region’s electricity, industrial, and transportation sectors with the goal to reduce the heat 

trapping emissions that cause global warming to 15% below 2005 levels by 2020. When the 

WCI adopted this goal in 2007, it estimated that this would require 2007 levels to be reduced 

worldwide between 50% and 85% by 2050.  California is working closely with the other states 

and provinces to design a regional GHG reduction program that includes a cap-and-trade 

approach.  ARB's planned cap and-trade program, discussed below, is also intended to link 

California and the other member states and provinces. 

 

California Assembly Bill No. 1493 (AB 1493): 

AB 1493 requires CARB to develop and adopt the nation’s first greenhouse gas emission 

standards for automobiles. The Legislature declared in AB 1493 that global warming was a 

matter of increasing concern for public health and environment in California. Further, the 

legislature stated that technological solutions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions would 

stimulate the California economy and provide jobs. 

 

To meet the requirements of AB 1493, ARB approved amendments to the California Code of 

Regulations (CCR) adding GHG emission standards to California’s existing motor vehicle 

emission standards in 2004. Amendments to CCR Title 13 Sections 1900 (CCR 13 1900) and 

1961 (CCR 13 1961) and adoption of Section 1961.1 (CCR 13 1961.1) require automobile 

manufacturers to meet fleet average GHG emission limits for all passenger cars, light-duty 

trucks within various weight criteria, and medium-duty passenger vehicle weight classes 

beginning with the 2009 model year. Emission limits are further reduced each model year 

through 2016. 

 

In December 2004 a group of car dealerships, automobile manufacturers, and trade groups 

representing automobile manufacturers filed suit against ARB to prevent enforcement of CCR 

13 1900 and CCR 13 1961 as amended by AB 1493 and CCR 13 1961.1 (Central Valley 

Chrysler-Jeep et al. v. Catherine E. Witherspoon, in her official capacity as Executive Director of 

the California Air Resources Board, et al.). The suit, heard in the U.S. District Court for the 

Eastern District of California, contended that California’s implementation of regulations that in 

effect regulate vehicle fuel economy violates various federal laws, regulations, and policies. In 

January 2007, the judge hearing the case accepted a request from the State Attorney General’s 

office that the trial be postponed until a decision is reached by the U.S. Supreme Court on a 

separate case addressing GHGs. In the Supreme Court Case, Massachusetts vs. EPA, the 

primary issue in question is whether the federal CAA provides authority for USEPA to regulate 

CO2 emissions. In April 2007, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Massachusetts’ favor, holding 

that GHGs are air pollutants under the CAA. On December 11, 2007, the judge in the Central 

Valley Chrysler-Jeep case rejected each plaintiff’s arguments and ruled in California’s favor. On 
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December 19, 2007, the USEPA denied California’s waiver request. California filed a petition 

with the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals challenging USEPA’s denial on January 2, 2008.  

 

The Obama administration subsequently directed the USEPA to re-examine their decision. On 

May 19, 2009, challenging parties, automakers, the State of California, and the federal 

government reached an agreement on a series of actions that would resolve these current and 

potential future disputes over the standards through model year 2016. In summary, the USEPA 

and the U.S. Department of Transportation agreed to adopt a federal program to reduce GHGs 

and improve fuel economy, respectively, from passenger vehicles in order to achieve equivalent 

or greater greenhouse gas benefits as the AB 1493 regulations for the 2012–2016 model years. 

Manufacturers agreed to ultimately drop current and forego similar future legal challenges, 

including challenging a waiver grant, which occurred on June 30, 2009. The State of California 

committed to (1) revise its standards to allow manufacturers to demonstrate compliance with the 

fleet-average GHG emission standard by “pooling” California and specified State vehicle sales; 

(2) revise its standards for 2012–2016 model year vehicles so that compliance with USEPA-

adopted GHG standards would also comply with California’s standards; and (3) revise its 

standards, as necessary, to allow manufacturers to use emissions data from the federal CAFE 

program to demonstrate compliance with the AB 1493 regulations (CARB 2009, 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2009/ghgpv09/ghgpvisor.pdf) both of these programs are aimed at 

light-duty auto and light-duty trucks. 

 

Executive Order S-3-05: 

Executive Order S-3-05, which was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in 2005, proclaims 

that California is vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. It declares that increased 

temperatures could reduce the Sierra’s snowpack, further exacerbate California’s air quality 

problems, and potentially cause a rise in sea levels. To combat those concerns, the Executive 

Order established total greenhouse gas emission targets. Specifically, emissions are to be 

reduced to the 1990 level by 2020, and to 80% below the 1990 level by 2050. The Executive 

Order directed the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to 

coordinate a multi-agency effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to the target levels. The 

Secretary also is required to submit biannual reports to the Governor and state Legislature 

describing: (1) progress made toward reaching the emission targets; (2) impacts of global 

warming on California’s resources; and (3) mitigation and adaptation plans to combat these 

impacts. To comply with the Executive Order, the Secretary of the CalEPA created a Climate 

Action Team (CAT) made up of members from various state agencies and commission. CAT 

released its first report in March 2006. The report proposed to achieve the targets by building on 

voluntary actions of California businesses, local government and community actions, as well as 

through state incentive and regulatory programs. 

 

California Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32): 

In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Climate 

Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels 
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by the year 2020. This reduction will be accomplished through an enforceable statewide cap on 

GHG emissions that was phased in 2012. To effectively implement the cap, AB 32 directs 

CARB to develop and implement regulations to reduce statewide GHG emissions from 

stationary sources. AB 32 specifies that regulations adopted in response to AB 1493 should be 

used to address GHG emissions from vehicles. However, AB 32 also includes language stating 

that if the AB 1493 regulations cannot be implemented, then CARB should develop new 

regulations to control vehicle GHG emissions under the authorization of AB 32. 

 

AB 32 requires that CARB adopt a quantified cap on GHG emissions representing 1990 

emissions levels and disclose how it arrives at the cap; institute a schedule to meet the 

emissions cap; and develop tracking, reporting, and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that 

the state achieves reductions in GHG emissions necessary to meet the cap. AB 32 also 

includes guidance to institute emissions reductions in an economically efficient manner and 

conditions to ensure that businesses and consumers are not unfairly affected by the reductions. 

 

In November 2007, CARB completed its estimates of 1990 GHG levels.  Net emission 1990 

levels were estimated at 427 MMTs (emission sources by sector were: transportation – 35 

percent; electricity generation – 26 percent; industrial – 24 percent; residential – 7 percent; 

agriculture – 5 percent; and commercial – 3 percent)31.  Accordingly, 427 MMTs of CO2 

equivalent was established as the emissions limit for 2020.  For comparison, CARB’s estimate 

for baseline GHG emissions was 473 MMT for 2000 and 532 MMT for 2010.  “Business as 

usual” conditions (without the 30 percent reduction to be implemented by CARB regulations) for 

2020 were projected to be 596 MMTs.   

 

In December 2007, CARB approved a regulation for mandatory reporting and verification of 

GHG emissions for major sources.  This regulation covered major stationary sources such as 

cement plans, oil refineries, electric generating facilities/providers, and co-generation facilities, 

which comprise 94 percent of the point source CO2 emissions in the State. 

 

On December 11, 2008, CARB adopted a scoping plan to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 

levels.  The Scoping Plan’s recommendations for reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 

2020 include emission reduction measures, including a cap-and-trade program linked to 

Western Climate Initiative partner jurisdictions, green building strategies, recycling and waste-

related measures, as well as Voluntary Early Actions and Reductions. Implementation of 

individual measures must begin immediately as of January 1, 2012, so that the emissions 

reduction target can be fully achieved by 2020.   

 

Table 2-3 shows the proposed reductions from regulations and programs outlined in the 

Scoping Plan. While local government operations were not accounted for in achieving the 2020 

emissions reduction, local land use changes are estimated to result in a reduction of 5 MMTons 

                                                           
31

  On a national level, the EPA’s Endangerment Finding stated that electricity generation is the largest emitting 
sector (34%), followed by transportation (28%), and industry (19%). 
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of CO2e, which is approximately 3 percent of the 2020 GHG emissions reduction goal. In 

recognition of the critical role local governments will play in successful implementation of AB 32, 

CARB is recommending GHG reduction goals of 15 percent of 2006 levels by 2020 to ensure 

that municipal and community-wide emissions match the state’s reduction target. According to 

the Measure Documentation Supplement to the Scoping Plan, local government actions and 

targets are anticipated to reduce vehicle miles by approximately 2 percent through land use 

planning, resulting in a potential GHG reduction of 2 MMTons tons of CO2e (or approximately 

1.2 percent of the GHG reduction target). 

 

California Senate Bill No. 1368 (SB 1368): 

In 2006, the State Legislature adopted Senate Bill 1368 ("SB 1368"), which was subsequently 

signed into law by the Governor.  SB 1368 directs the California Public Utilities Commission 

("CPUC") to adopt a greenhouse gas emission performance standard ("EPS") for the future 

power purchases of California utilities.  SB 1368 seeks to limit carbon emissions associated with 

electrical energy consumed in California by forbidding procurement arrangements for energy 

longer than five years from resources that exceed the emissions of a relatively clean, combined 

cycle natural gas power plant.  Due to the carbon content of its fuel source, a coal-fired plant 

cannot meet this standard because such plants emit roughly twice as much carbon as natural 

gas, combined cycle plants.  Accordingly, the new law will effectively prevent California's utilities 

from investing in, otherwise financially supporting, or purchasing power from new coal plants 

located in or out of the State.  Thus, SB 1368 will lead to dramatically lower greenhouse gas 

emissions associated with California energy demand, as SB 1368 will effectively prohibit 

California utilities from purchasing power from out of state producers that cannot satisfy the EPS 

standard required by SB 1368. 
 
Senate Bill 97 (SB 97): 

Pursuant to the direction of SB 97, OPR released preliminary draft CEQA Guideline 

amendments for greenhouse gas emissions on January 8, 2009, and submitted its final 

proposed guidelines to the Secretary for Natural Resources on April 13, 2009.  The Natural 

Resources Agency adopted the Guideline amendments and they became effective on March 

18, 2010.   

 

Of note, the new guidelines state that a lead agency shall have discretion to determine whether 

to use a quantitative model or methodology, or in the alternative, rely on a qualitative analysis or 

performance based standards. CEQA Guideline § 15064.4(a)“A lead agency shall have 

discretion to determine, in the context of a particular project, whether to: (1) Use a model or 

methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project, and which model or 

methodology to use . . .; or (2) Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance based standards.” 

 

CEQA emphasizes that the effects of greenhouse gas emissions are cumulative, and should be 

analyzed in the context of CEQA's requirements for cumulative impacts analysis.  (See CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15130(f)). 
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TABLE 2-3 

SCOPING PLAN GHG REDUCTION MEASURES TOWARD 2020 TARGET 
 

 Reductions 
Counted  

Percentage 
of  

 toward  
2020 Target of  

Statewide 
2020  

Recommended Reduction Measures  169 MMT CO2e  Target  

Cap and Trade Program and Associated Measures  

California Light-Duty Vehicle GHG Standards  31.7  19%  

Energy Efficiency  26.3  16%  

Renewable Portfolio Standard (33 percent by 2020)  21.3  13%  

Low Carbon Fuel Standard  15  9%  

Regional Transportation-Related GHG Targets1  5  3%  

Vehicle Efficiency Measures  4.5  3%  

Goods Movement  3.7  2%  

Million Solar Roofs  2.1  1%  

Medium/Heavy Duty Vehicles  1.4  1%  

High Speed Rail  1.0  1%  

Industrial Measures  0.3  0%  

Additional Reduction Necessary to Achieve Cap  34.4  20%  

Total Cap and Trade Program Reductions  146.7  87%  

Uncapped Sources/Sectors Measures  

High Global Warming Potential Gas Measures  20.2  12%  

Sustainable Forests  5  3%  

Industrial Measures (for sources not covered under cap and 
trade program)  

1.1  1%  

Recycling and Waste (landfill methane capture)  1  1%  

Total Uncapped Sources/Sectors Reductions  27.3  16%  

Total Reductions Counted toward 2020 Target  174  100%  

Other Recommended Measures – Not Counted toward 2020 Target  

State Government Operations  1.0 to 2.0  1%  

Local Government Operations  To Be Determined2  NA  

Green Buildings  26  15%  

Recycling and Waste  9  5%  

Water Sector Measures  4.8  3%  

Methane Capture at Large Dairies  1  1%  
Total Other Recommended Measures – Not Counted toward 
2020 Target  

42.8  NA  

 
Source: CARB. 2008, MMTons CO2e: million metric tons of CO2e 1 Reductions represent an estimate of what may be 
achieved from local land use changes. It is not the SB 375 regional target. 2 According to the Measure Documentation 
Supplement to the Scoping Plan, local government actions and targets are anticipated to reduce vehicle miles by 
approximately 2 percent through land use planning, resulting in a potential GHG reduction of 2 million metric tons of CO2e 
(or approximately 1.2 percent of the GHG reduction target). However, these reductions were not included in the Scoping 
Plan reductions to achieve the 2020 Target 
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Section 15064.4(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provides direction for lead agencies for assessing 

the significance of impacts of greenhouse gas emissions: 

 

1. The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions 

as compared to the existing environmental setting; 

 

2. Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead 

agency determines applies to the project; or  

 

3. The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to 

implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of 

greenhouse gas emissions. Such regulations or requirements must be adopted by 

the relevant public agency through a public review process and must include specific 

requirements that reduce or mitigate the project’s incremental contribution of 

greenhouse gas emissions. If there is substantial evidence that the possible effects 

of a particular project are still cumulatively considerable notwithstanding compliance 

with the adopted regulations or requirements, an EIR must be prepared for the 

project.  

 

The CEQA Guideline amendments do not identify a threshold of significance for greenhouse 

gas emissions, nor do they prescribe assessment methodologies or specific mitigation 

measures. Instead, they call for a “good-faith effort, based on available information, to describe, 

calculate or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project.”  The 

amendments encourage lead agencies to consider many factors in performing a CEQA analysis 

and preserve lead agencies’ discretion to make their own determinations based upon 

substantial evidence.  The amendments also encourage public agencies to make use of 

programmatic mitigation plans and programs from which to tier when they perform individual 

project analyses. Specific GHG language incorporated in the Guidelines’ suggested 

Environmental Checklist (Guidelines Appendix G) is as follows: 

 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 

Would the project: 

 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment? 

 

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

emissions of greenhouse gases? 
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Executive Order S-01-07: 

On January 18, 2007 California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, through Executive Order S-

01-07, mandated a statewide goal to reduce the carbon intensity of California’s transportation 

fuel by at least ten percent by 2020. The order also requires that a California specific Low 

Carbon Fuel Standard be established for transportation fuels.  

 

Senate Bills 1078 and 107 and Executive Order S-14-08: 

SB 1078 (Chapter 516, Statutes of 2002) requires retail sellers of electricity, including investor-

owned utilities and community choice aggregators, to provide at least 20% of their supply from 

renewable sources by 2017. SB 107 (Chapter 464, Statutes of 2006) changed the target date to 

2010. In November 2008 Governor Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-14-08, which 

expands the state's Renewable Energy Standard to 33% renewable power by 2020.  

 

Senate Bill 375: 

SB 375, signed in September 2008 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008), aligns regional 

transportation planning efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and land use and housing 

allocation. SB 375 requires metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to adopt a sustainable 

communities strategy (SCS) or alternative planning strategy (APS) that will prescribe land use 

allocation in that MPO’s regional transportation plan. ARB, in consultation with MPOs, will 

provide each affected region with reduction targets for GHGs emitted by passenger cars and 

light trucks in the region for the years 2020 and 2035. These reduction targets will be updated 

every 8 years but can be updated every 4 years if advancements in emissions technologies 

affect the reduction strategies to achieve the targets. ARB is also charged with reviewing each 

MPO’s SCS or APS for consistency with its assigned targets. If MPOs do not meet the GHG 

reduction targets, transportation projects will not be eligible for funding programmed after 

January 1, 2012. 

 

On September 23, 2010, ARB adopted Regional Targets for the reduction of GHG applying to 

the years 2020 and 2035.32 For the area under SCAG’s jurisdiction—including the project 

area—ARB adopted Regional Targets for reduction of GHG emissions by 8 percent for 2020 

and by 13 percent for 2035. On February 15, 2011, the ARB’s Executive Officer approved the 

final targets.33  

SCAG’s SCS is included in the SCAG 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (SCAG 2012). The document was adopted by SCAG in April 

2012. The goals and policies of the RTP/SCS that reduce VMT focus on transportation and land 

                                                           
32

 ARB. 2010. Notice of Decision: Regional Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Targets for Automobiles and 

Light Trucks Pursuant to Senate Bill 375.  Sacramento, CA: ARB.  
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/notice%20of%20decision.pdf 

33
 ARB. 2011. Executive Order No. G-11-024:  Relating to Adoption of Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Targets for Automobiles and Light Trucks Pursuant to Senate Bill 375.  Sacramento, CA: ARB. 
(February) 
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use planning that include building infill projects, locating residents closer to where they work and 

play and designing communities so there is access to high quality transit service.  The 

RTP/SCS adopts land use patterns at the jurisdictional level.34   

 

The RTP/SCS also includes an appendix listing examples of measures that could reduce 

impacts from planning, development and transportation.35 It notes, however, that the example 

measures are "not intended to serve as any kind of checklist to be used on a project-specific 

basis." Since every project and project setting is different, project specific analysis is needed to 

identify applicable and feasible mitigation.  The GHG example measures include the following:  

 

 GHG1: SCAG member cities and the county governments may adopt and implement 

Climate Actions Plans (CAPS, also known as Plans for the Reduction of Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 Tiering and 

Streamlining the Analysis of Greenhouse Gas Emissions).  

 GHG2: Project sponsors may require Best Available Control Technology (BACT) during 

construction and operation of projects, including: 

a) Solicit bids that include use of energy and fuel efficient fleets; 

b) Solicit preference construction bids that use BACT, particularly those seeking 

to deploy zero- and/or near zero emission technologies; 

c) Employ use of alternative fueled vehicles; 

d) Use lighting systems that are energy efficient, such as LED technology; 

e) Use CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, Energy Conservation, to create an energy 

conservation plan; 

f) Streamline permitting process to infill, redevelopment, and energy-efficient 

projects; 

g) Use an adopted emissions calculator to estimate construction-related 

emissions; 

h) Use the minimum feasible amount of GHG-emitting construction materials that 

is feasible; 

i) Use of cement blended with the maximum feasible amount of flash or other 

materials that reduce GHG emissions from cement production; 

j) Use of lighter-colored pavement where feasible; 

k) Recycle construction debris to maximum extent feasible; and 

l) Plant shade trees in or near construction projects where feasible. 

 GHG3: Local jurisdictions can and may establish a coordinated, creative public outreach 

activities, including publicizing the importance of reducing GHG emissions and steps 

community members may take to reduce their individual impacts. 

                                                           
34

 SCAG 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan Sustainable Communities Strategy, Table 18, Growth Forecast 
Appendix. 
35

 SCAG, Final PEIR for the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, Appendix G, available here: 

http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/peir/2012/final/2012fPEIR_AppendixG_ExampleMeasures.pdf.  

http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/peir/2012/final/2012fPEIR_AppendixG_ExampleMeasures.pdf
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 GHG4: Pedestrian and Bicycle Promotion: Local jurisdictions may work with local 

community groups and business associations to organize and publicize walking tours 

and bicycle events, and to encourage pedestrian and bicycle modes of transportation.  

 GHG5: Waste Reduction: Local jurisdictions can and should may organize workshops on 

waste reduction activities for the home or business, such as backyard composting, or 

office paper recycling, and may schedule recycling drop-off events and neighborhood 

chipping/mulching days. 

 GHG6: Water Conservation: Local jurisdictions may organize support and/or sponsor 

workshops on water conservation activities, such as selecting and planting drought 

tolerant, native plants in landscaping, and installing advanced irrigation systems. 

 GHG7: Energy Efficiency: Local jurisdictions may organize workshops on steps to 

increase energy efficiency in the home or business, such as weatherizing the home or 

building envelope, installing smart lighting systems, and how to conduct a self-audit for 

energy use and efficiency. 

 GHG8: Schools Programs: Local jurisdictions may develop and implement a program to 

present information to school children about climate change and ways to reduce GHG 

emissions, and may support school-based programs for GHG reduction, such as school 

based trip reduction and the importance of recycling. 

 

This law also extends the minimum time period for the regional housing needs allocation cycle 

from 5 years to 8 years for local governments located within an MPO that meets certain 

requirements. City or county land use policies (including general plans) are not required to be 

consistent with the regional transportation plan (and associated SCS or APS). However, new 

provisions of CEQA would incentivize (through streamlining and other provisions) qualified 

projects that are consistent with an approved SCS or APS, categorized as “transit priority 

projects.” 

 

CARB’s Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal for Interim Significance Thresholds: 

Separate from its Scoping Plan approved in December of 2008, CARB issued a Staff Proposal 

in October 2008, as its first step toward developing recommended statewide interim thresholds 

of significance for GHGs that may be adopted by local agencies for their own use. CARB staff’s 

objective in this proposal is to develop a threshold of significance that will result in the vast 

majority (approximately 90 percent statewide) of GHG emissions from new industrial projects 

being subject to CEQA’s requirement to impose feasible mitigation. The proposal does not 

attempt to address every type of project that may be subject to CEQA, but instead focuses on 

common project types that, collectively, are responsible for substantial GHG emissions – 

specifically, industrial, residential, and commercial projects. CARB is developing these 

thresholds in these sectors to advance climate objectives, streamline project review, and 

encourage consistency and uniformity in the CEQA analysis of GHG emissions throughout the 

state. These draft thresholds are under revision in response to comments. There is currently no 

timetable for finalized thresholds at this time. 
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As currently proposed by CARB, the threshold consists of a quantitative threshold of 7,000 

metric tons (MT) of CO2e per year for operational emissions (excluding transportation), and 

performance standards for construction and transportation emissions. These performance 

standards have not yet been adopted.  

 

However, CARB’s proposal is not yet final, and thus is not applied to the Project. Further, 

CARB’s proposal sets forth draft thresholds for industrial projects that have high operational 

stationary GHG emissions, such as manufacturing plants, or uses that utilize combustion 

engines. The Project does not propose or requires these types of uses, and therefore, if the 

CARB threshold were applied to the Project, such an application could be either misleading, or 

irrelevant. This Project’s GHG emissions are mostly from mobile sources, and as such, the 

CARB proposal is not germane to the Project.36 

 

South Coast Air Quality Management District Recommendations for Significance Thresholds: 

In April 2008, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), in order to provide 

guidance to local lead agencies on determining the significance of GHG emissions identified in 

CEQA documents, convened a “GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group.”37 The 

goal of the working group is to develop and reach consensus on an acceptable CEQA 

significance threshold for GHG emissions that would be utilized on an interim basis until CARB 

(or some other state agency) develops statewide guidance on assessing the significance of 

GHG emissions under CEQA. 

 

Initially, SCAQMD staff presented the working group with a significance threshold that could be 

applied to various types of projects—residential; non-residential; industrial; etc. However, the 

threshold is still under development. In December 2008, staff presented the SCAQMD 

Governing Board with a significance threshold for stationary source projects where it is the lead 

agency. This threshold uses a tiered approach to determine a project’s significance, with 10,000 

metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) as a screening numerical threshold for 

stationary sources. 

 

In September 2010, the Working Group released additional revisions which recommended a 

threshold of 3,500 MTCO2e for residential projects, 1,400 MTCO2e for commercial projects, and 

3,000 MTCO2e for mixed use projects, additionally the working group identified project-level 

efficiency target of 4.8 MTCO2e per service population as a 2020 target and 3.0 MTCO2e per 

service population as a 2035 target. The recommended areawide or plan-level target for 2020 

was 6.6 MTCO2e and the plan-level target for 2035 was 4.1 MTCO2e. The SCAQMD has not 

established a timeline for formal consideration  of these thresholds. 

 

                                                           
36 http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/localgov/ceqa/meetings/102708/prelimdraftproposal102408.pdf 
37

 For more information visit: http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/GHG.html.  
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The SCAQMD has also adopted Rules 2700, 2701, and 2702 that address GHG reductions. 

However, these rules address boilers and process heaters, forestry, and manure management 

projects, none of which are proposed or required by the Project.  
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3.0 PROJECT GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACT   
 

3.1 DISCUSSION ON ESTABLISHMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS  
 

The City of Eastvale has not adopted its own significance thresholds for Greenhouse Gas 

emissions. Thus, this analysis relies on the County of Riverside’s interim thresholds. 

 

The Riverside County Planning Department has developed a draft Standard Operating 

Procedure (draft County SOP)38 for GHGs and CEQA compliance. Although the draft County 

SOP at this time only is in draft form, this GHGA nonetheless is analyzing the Project's impacts 

on this draft program.  The draft County SOP contains an initial screening list, which contains 

specific types of discretionary projects that have been determined to not result in any potentially 

significant cumulative impact on global climate change.  The draft County SOP also contains 

initial checklist questions, which are designed to determine if a proposed project has the 

potential to result in a cumulatively significant impact on global climate change. An affirmative 

answer to any of the initial checklist questions requires a numerical GHG analysis. Based on the 

draft County SOP, the proposed Project is required to perform a numerical GHG analysis.   

 

The draft County SOP also requires that projects describe, analyze, and adopt all feasible 

mitigation measures for potentially significant GHG emissions and global climate change 

impacts. According to the draft County SOP, for non-industrial projects and until such time as 

binding regulatory guidance or a more specific threshold are adopted by a relevant agency, a 

demonstration by the project applicant that the Project has reduced GHG emissions by 30 

percent or more below a business-as-usual (BAU) standard shall suffice for demonstrating the 

Project has a less than significant impact. The draft County SOP defines BAU as those 

emissions that would occur in 2020 if the average baseline emissions during the 2002-2004 

period were grown to 2020 levels without control. This is consistent with the methodology that 

CARB used to estimate the GHG reductions the state would need to achieve in 2020 to meet 

1990 levels. For purposes of this analysis, BAU refers to emissions that would occur based on 

(1) the existing land use designation which allows for an office park project consisting of, at a 

minimum, 694,633 s.f.; 33,600 s.f. of medical office building space; and 10,600 s.f. of 

commercial retail space; and (2) the Project without taking credit for regulatory developments 

(pursuant to AB 32, and outlined in Section 1.4) and mitigation measures that would reduce 

emissions. 

 

Consistent with SOP guidance, the analysis compares the emissions from the BAU scenario to 

the emissions from the currently proposed Project.  

 
 
                                                           
38

 Riverside County, Planning Department, Draft Standard Operating Procedure, Greenhouse Gases and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance, 2010. 
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3.2 PROJECT RELATED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 (b) (1) states that a lead agency may use a model or 

methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions associated with a project.  

 

On September 21, 2013, the SCAQMD in conjunction with the California Air Pollution Control 

Officers Association (CAPCOA) released the latest version of the California Emissions 

Estimator Model™ (CalEEMod™) v2013.2.1. The purpose of this model is to more accurately 

calculate air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from direct and indirect sources and 

quantify applicable air quality and GHG reductions achieved from mitigation measures. As such, 

the September 2013 CalEEMod™ was used for the analysis in this report. The CalEEMod™ 

model includes GHG emissions from the following source categories: construction, area, 

energy, mobile, waste, water.  

 
3.3 LIFE-CYCLE ANALYSIS 
 
A full life‐cycle analysis (LCA) is not included in this analysis due to the lack of consensus 

guidance on LCA methodology at this time.39 Life‐cycle analysis (i.e., assessing economy‐wide 

GHG emissions from the processes in manufacturing and transporting all raw materials used in 

the project development and infrastructure) depends on emission factors or econometric factors 

that are not well established for all processes. At this time a LCA would be extremely 

speculative and thus has not been prepared.  

 

3.4 CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 
 
Construction activities associated with the proposed Project will result in emissions of CO2 and 

CH4 from construction activities. The report, Providence Business Park Air Quality Impact 

Analysis (Urban Crossroads, Inc., 2013) (Project AQIA) provides additional details on the specific 

construction-related inputs programmed in the CalEEMod™ model.  

 

For construction phase Project emissions, GHGs are quantified and amortized over the life of 

the Project. To amortize the emissions over the life of the Project, the SCAQMD recommends 

calculating the total greenhouse gas emissions for the construction activities, dividing it by the a 

30 year project life  then adding that number to the annual operational phase GHG emissions 

(SCAQMD, 2009). As such, construction emissions were amortized over a 30 year period and 

added to the annual operational phase GHG emissions.  

 

                                                           
39

 California Natural Resources Agency, Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action, Amendments to the State 

CEQA Guidelines Addressing Analysis and Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Pursuant to SB97, December 

2009. 
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3.5 OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

 

Operational activities associated with the previously approved project and the currently proposed 

Project will result in emissions of CO2, CH4, and N2O from the following primary sources: 

 

 Building Energy Use  

 Water Supply, Treatment and Distribution 

 Solid Waste 

 Mobile Source Emissions 

 

3.5.1 BUILDING ENERGY USE 

 

GHGs are emitted from buildings as a result of activities for which electricity and natural gas are 

typically used as energy sources.  Combustion of any type of fuel emits CO2 and other GHGs 

directly into the atmosphere; these emissions are considered direct emissions associated with a 

building.  GHGs are also emitted during the generation of electricity from fossil fuels; these 

emissions are considered to be indirect emissions.  Unless otherwise noted, CalEEMod™ 

default parameters were used.   

 

3.5.2 WATER SUPPLY, TREATMENT AND DISTRIBUTION FOR BUSINESS AS USUAL/PROPOSED PROJECT    

 

Indirect GHG emissions result from the production of electricity used to convey, treat and 

distribute water and wastewater. The amount of electricity required to convey, treat and 

distribute water depends on the volume of water as well as the sources of the water. Unless 

otherwise noted, CalEEMod™ default parameters were used.   

 

3.5.3 SOLID WASTE 

 

Industrial, medical office, and commercial retail land uses will result in the generation and 

disposal of solid waste. A large percentage of this waste will be diverted from landfills by a 

variety of means, such as reducing the amount of waste generated, recycling, and/or 

composting as required by state and county requirements. The remainder of the waste not 

diverted will be disposed of at a landfill. GHG emissions from landfills are associated with the 

anaerobic breakdown of material. Unless otherwise noted, CalEEMod™ default parameters 

were used.   

 

 3.5.4 MOBILE SOURCE EMISSIONS FOR BUSINESS AS USUAL/PROPOSED PROJECT    

 

GHG emissions will also result from mobile sources associated with the Project. These mobile 

source emissions will result from the typical daily operation of motor vehicles by residents and 

visitors to the Project site.  
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Project mobile source emissions are dependent on overall daily vehicle trip generation and trip 

characteristics (trip lengths, trip purpose, and trip type).  CalEEMod™ default parameters for trip 

rates and trip characteristics along with information from the Project’s traffic study were utilized 

in this analysis and are based on the applicable land uses for each scenario.  

 
3.6 EMISSIONS SUMMARY 
 

As detailed in the draft County SOP, a quantitative analysis demonstrating that the Project has 

reduced GHG emissions by 30 percent or more below a BAU standard, shall suffice for 

demonstrating the Project has a less than significant impact. This threshold is consistent with 

the goals and objectives of AB 32 which, as noted in the Scoping Plan40, states that a reduction 

of approximately 30 percent below the “business as usual” scenario is required to meet the 

goals of AB 3241. Therefore, should the Project reduce its GHG emissions by 30 percent or 

more, impacts would be less than significant.    

 

The total amount of Project-related GHG emissions for BAU without accounting for applicable 

regulatory developments (pursuant to AB 32), recommendations outlined in Section 1.5, and 

applicable mitigation measures from direct and indirect sources combined would total 8,991.01 

MTCO2e for the Project BAU conditions as shown on Tables 3-1.  

 

The total amount of Project-related GHG emissions when accounting for applicable regulatory 

developments (pursuant to AB 32), project design features specified, recommendations outlined 

in Section 1.5, and applicable mitigation measures that would reduce GHG emissions from 

direct and indirect sources combined would total 5,494.94 MTCO2e as shown on Table 3-2. 

This results in a 38.88% reduction from the Project BAU conditions; thus, with implementation of 

the Project’s design features, regulatory developments (as listed in Table 1-2 and Section 1.3), 

and applicable mitigation measures (as described in sections 1.4-1.7), the Project’s GHG 

reduction would meet the reduction target of 30%.  

 

An individual project like the proposed Project evaluated in this GHGA cannot generate enough 

greenhouse gas emissions to effect a discernible change in global climate.  However, the 

proposed Project may participate in the potential for GCC by its incremental contribution of 

greenhouse gasses combined with the cumulative increase of all other sources of greenhouse 

gases, which when taken together constitute potential influences on GCC. Additionally, the 

proposed Project would generate fewer emissions than the previously approved project, and 

thus result in a lesser cumulative contribution to GCC than emissions that would have occurred 

if the original land use plan described and analyzed in EIR No. 515 were built. Thus, this report 

concludes that there are no new significant GHG impacts resulting from the Project nor is there any 

substantial increase in the severity of GHG impacts.   

 

 

 
                                                           
40

 California Air Resources Board, Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change, adopted 

December 2008. 
41

 “Business as Usual” refers to emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of GHG reductions.   
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TABLE 3-1 

PROJECT BUSINESS AS USUAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
ANNUAL IN METRIC TONS PER YEAR 

 

Emission Source 

Emissions (metric tons per year) 

CO2 CH4  N2O Total CO2E 

Annual construction-related emissions 
amortized over 30 years 

47.38 0.0092 -- 47.57 

Area Source Emissions 0.02 8.00e-5 -- 0.02 

Energy 2,564.10 0.11 0.03 2,574.50 

Mobile Sources 4,958.16 0.38 -- 4,966.22 

Waste 250.80 14.82 -- 562.06 

Water Usage 685.29 5.43 0.13 840.64 

Total CO2E (All Sources) 8,991.01 

 

 

 

TABLE 3-2 

PROJECT 2020 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ANNUAL IN METRIC TONS PER YEAR 
 

Emission Source 

Emissions (metric tons per year) 

CO2 CH4  N2O Total CO2E 

Annual construction-related emissions 
amortized over 30 years 

47.38 0.0092 -- 47.57 

Area Source Emissions 0.17 -- -- 0.18 

Energy 1,063.77 0.10 0.02 1,072.56 

Mobile Sources 3,419.79 0.09 -- 3,421.62 

Waste 250.80 14.82 -- 562.06 

Water Usage 266.73 4.34 0.11 390.95 

Total CO2E (All Sources) 5,494.94 

 
Source: CalEEMod™ model output, See Appendix “A” for detailed model outputs. 
Note: Totals obtained from CalEEMod™ and may not total 100% due to rounding. 
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Comparative Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts 

For informational purposes, greenhouse gas emissions generated under the Project site’s 

maximum potential development scenario, in the context of the emissions generated under the 

Birtcher Center at Corona Valley EIR No. 515, are summarized and compared at Tables 3-3 

and 3-4. As indicated at Tables 3-3, the projected BAU emissions of the proposed Project 

versus the original project would result in a net decrease in CO2e. As indicated at Tables 3-4, 

the projected 2020 emissions of the proposed Project versus the original project would result in 

a net decrease in CO2e after implementation of appropriate mitigation measures. 

 
TABLE 3-3 

PROJECT BUSINESS AS USUAL VS BIRTCHER CENTER AT CORONA VALLEY EIR NO. 515 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
ANNUAL IN METRIC TONS PER YEAR 

 

Emission Source 

Emissions (metric tons per year) 

CO2 CH4  N2O Total CO2E 

Project (BAU) 

Annual construction-related emissions 
amortized over 30 years 

47.38 0.0092 -- 47.57 

Area Source Emissions 0.02 8.00e-5 -- 0.02 

Energy 2,564.10 0.11 0.03 2,574.50 

Mobile Sources 4,958.16 0.38 -- 4,966.22 

Waste 250.80 14.82 -- 562.06 

Water Usage 685.29 5.43 0.13 840.64 

Total CO2E (All Sources) 8,991.01 

Birtcher Center at Corona Valley EIR No.515 (BAU) 

Electricity -- -- -- 2,660.39 

Natural Gas -- -- -- 160.01 

Landscape Equipment -- -- -- 0.46 

Vehicular -- -- -- 10,563.95 

Total CO2E (All Sources) 13,384.81 

Delta (Proposed – EIR No. 515) - 4,393.80 
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TABLE 3-4 

PROJECT 2020 VS BIRTCHER CENTER AT CORONA VALLEY EIR NO. 515 GREENHOUSE GAS 

EMISSIONS 
ANNUAL IN METRIC TONS PER YEAR 

 

Emission Source 

Emissions (metric tons per year) 

CO2 CH4  N2O Total CO2E 

Project (2020) 

Annual construction-related emissions 
amortized over 30 years 

47.38 0.0092 -- 47.57 

Area Source Emissions 0.17 -- -- 0.18 

Energy 1,063.77 0.10 0.02 1,072.56 

Mobile Sources 3,419.79 0.09 -- 3,421.62 

Waste 250.80 14.82 -- 562.06 

Water Usage 266.73 4.34 0.11 390.95 

Total CO2E (All Sources) 5,494.94 

Birtcher Center at Corona Valley EIR No.515 (2020) 

Electricity -- -- -- 2,660.39 

Natural Gas -- -- -- 120.80 

Landscape Equipment -- -- -- 0.46 

Vehicular -- -- -- 10,563.95 

Total CO2E (All Sources) 13,345.60 

Delta (Proposed – EIR No. 515) - 7,850.66 
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CalEEMod™ Input/Output 
Annual Construction  Emissions 



Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Providence Business Park (Construction Only)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Medical Office Building 33.60 1000sqft 0.77 33,600.00 0

Industrial Park 694.77 1000sqft 15.95 694,770.00 0

Regional Shopping Center 10.60 1000sqft 0.24 10,600.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

10

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.4 28

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2015Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.1 Date: 9/23/2013 3:23 PMPage 1 of 36



Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Based on information from the applicant

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - based on information from the applicant the the 2009 EIR

Off-road Equipment - Based on information provided by the applicant

Off-road Equipment - Based on information provided by the applicant

Off-road Equipment - based on information from the applicant the the 2009 EIR

Off-road Equipment - Based on information provided by the applicant

Grading - 

Architectural Coating - Based on information provided by the applicant

Vehicle Trips - No operation emissions are modeled

Vechicle Emission Factors - No operation emissions are modeled

Vechicle Emission Factors - No operation emissions are modeled

Vechicle Emission Factors - No operation emissions are modeled

Road Dust - No operation emissions are modeled

Consumer Products - No operation emissions are modeled

Area Coating - No operation emissions are modeled

Landscape Equipment - no operation emissions modeled

Energy Use - No operation emissions are modeled

Water And Wastewater - No operation emissions are modeled

Solid Waste - No operation emissions are modeled

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 3 mitigation for dozers, graders, and scrapers

Area Mitigation - use 150 g/L low VOC paint

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 369,485.00 413,292.00

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 1,108,455.00 413,292.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.1 Date: 9/23/2013 3:23 PMPage 2 of 36



tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Nonresidential_Exterior 250 0

tblAreaCoating Area_Nonresidential_Interior 1108455 0

tblAreaCoating ReapplicationRatePercent 10 0

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialExteriorV
alue

0 150

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialInteriorV
alue

250 150

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 7.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 4.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 150.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 150.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 15.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 30.00 65.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 30.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 40.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 1/8/2016 7/29/2015

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 9/9/2015 7/24/2015

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/13/2015 1/1/2015

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 7/30/2015 6/13/2015

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 4.15 0.00

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 4.15 0.00

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 7.62 0.00

tblEnergyUse NT24E 2.79 0.00

tblEnergyUse NT24E 2.79 0.00

tblEnergyUse NT24E 2.44 0.00
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tblEnergyUse NT24NG 0.30 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.75 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 3.75 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 5.60 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24NG 3.65 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24NG 3.65 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24NG 2.02 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 325.00 292.50

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 400.00 189.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 400.00 189.00

tblOffRoadEquipment HorsePower 400.00 189.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.50

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 2.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 6.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2015

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 861.51 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 362.88 0.00

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 11.13 0.00
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tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.04 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4040e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.4360e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2300e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 0.00
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tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.8500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.0500e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0630e-003 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 8.40 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 8.40 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 8.40 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.90 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.90 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 6.90 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 16.60 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 16.60 0.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 16.60 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.49 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.96 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 0.73 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.55 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.96 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 36.13 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.94 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorForWastewaterT
reatment

1,911.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorForWastewaterT
reatment

1,911.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorForWastewaterT
reatment

1,911.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToDistribute 1,272.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToDistribute 1,272.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToDistribute 1,272.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToSupply 9,727.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToSupply 9,727.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToSupply 9,727.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToTreat 111.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToTreat 111.00 0.00

tblWater ElectricityIntensityFactorToTreat 111.00 0.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 160,665,562.50 0.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 4,216,146.06 0.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 785,168.73 0.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 803,075.44 0.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 481,232.45 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2014 0.9837 8.5895 5.9145 7.7900e-
003

0.9959 0.4246 1.4205 0.4542 0.3934 0.8475 0.0000 726.6738 726.6738 0.1826 0.0000 730.5090

2015 5.9739 4.8100 4.7171 8.1600e-
003

0.2951 0.2895 0.5845 0.0793 0.2756 0.3548 0.0000 694.7280 694.7280 0.0944 0.0000 696.7098

Total 6.9576 13.3995 10.6315 0.0160 1.2910 0.7140 2.0050 0.5334 0.6689 1.2024 0.0000 1,421.401
8

1,421.401
8

0.2770 0.0000 1,427.218
9

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2014 0.6338 5.0677 4.4804 7.7900e-
003

0.4421 0.2564 0.6985 0.1915 0.2439 0.4355 0.0000 726.6731 726.6731 0.1826 0.0000 730.5083

2015 5.9739 4.8100 4.7171 8.1600e-
003

0.2951 0.2895 0.5845 0.0793 0.2756 0.3548 0.0000 694.7276 694.7276 0.0944 0.0000 696.7094

Total 6.6077 9.8777 9.1974 0.0160 0.7372 0.5459 1.2831 0.2708 0.5195 0.7903 0.0000 1,421.400
6

1,421.400
6

0.2770 0.0000 1,427.217
7

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

5.03 26.28 13.49 0.00 42.90 23.55 36.01 49.23 22.34 34.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 2.6712 9.0000e-
005

9.7600e-
003

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0195

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.6712 9.0000e-
005

9.7600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0195

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 2.6712 9.0000e-
005

9.7600e-
003

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0195

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 2.6712 9.0000e-
005

9.7600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0195

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 6/1/2014 6/20/2014 5 15

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 6/21/2014 8/15/2014 5 40

3 Grading Grading 8/16/2014 11/14/2014 5 65

4 Building Construction Building Construction 11/15/2014 6/12/2015 5 150

5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/1/2015 7/29/2015 5 150

6 Paving Paving 6/13/2015 7/24/2015 5 30

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 413,292; Non-Residential Outdoor: 413,292 (Architectural Coating – 
sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 292.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Off-Highway Trucks 1 8.00 189 0.50

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Off-Highway Trucks 1 8.00 189 0.50

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 4 8.00 162 0.38

Grading Graders 2 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Off-Highway Trucks 2 8.00 189 0.50

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 4 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 2 7.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 4 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 2 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 6 8.00 46 0.45

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 4 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Rollers 4 8.00 80 0.38

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0405 0.4396 0.2963 3.6000e-
004

0.0219 0.0219 0.0204 0.0204 0.0000 34.1475 34.1475 9.3700e-
003

0.0000 34.3444

Total 0.0405 0.4396 0.2963 3.6000e-
004

0.0219 0.0219 0.0204 0.0204 0.0000 34.1475 34.1475 9.3700e-
003

0.0000 34.3444

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 16 40.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 17 306.00 121.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 61.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 10 25.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.0700e-
003

8.5000e-
004

8.5900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.4900e-
003

3.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.3611 1.3611 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.3626

Total 3.0700e-
003

8.5000e-
004

8.5900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.4900e-
003

3.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.3611 1.3611 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.3626

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0247 0.2847 0.2001 3.6000e-
004

0.0141 0.0141 0.0135 0.0135 0.0000 34.1475 34.1475 9.3700e-
003

0.0000 34.3443

Total 0.0247 0.2847 0.2001 3.6000e-
004

0.0141 0.0141 0.0135 0.0135 0.0000 34.1475 34.1475 9.3700e-
003

0.0000 34.3443

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.0700e-
003

8.5000e-
004

8.5900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.4900e-
003

3.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.3611 1.3611 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.3626

Total 3.0700e-
003

8.5000e-
004

8.5900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.4900e-
003

3.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.3611 1.3611 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.3626

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.3613 0.0000 0.3613 0.1986 0.0000 0.1986 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1219 1.3338 0.9236 9.4000e-
004

0.0706 0.0706 0.0650 0.0650 0.0000 90.9113 90.9113 0.0269 0.0000 91.4755

Total 0.1219 1.3338 0.9236 9.4000e-
004

0.3613 0.0706 0.4319 0.1986 0.0650 0.2636 0.0000 90.9113 90.9113 0.0269 0.0000 91.4755

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 9.1000e-
003

2.5300e-
003

0.0255 5.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.4300e-
003

1.1700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
003

0.0000 4.0327 4.0327 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 4.0372

Total 9.1000e-
003

2.5300e-
003

0.0255 5.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.4300e-
003

1.1700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
003

0.0000 4.0327 4.0327 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 4.0372

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1409 0.0000 0.1409 0.0775 0.0000 0.0775 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0585 0.7144 0.5388 9.4000e-
004

0.0396 0.0396 0.0371 0.0371 0.0000 90.9112 90.9112 0.0269 0.0000 91.4754

Total 0.0585 0.7144 0.5388 9.4000e-
004

0.1409 0.0396 0.1805 0.0775 0.0371 0.1146 0.0000 90.9112 90.9112 0.0269 0.0000 91.4754

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 9.1000e-
003

2.5300e-
003

0.0255 5.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.4300e-
003

1.1700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
003

0.0000 4.0327 4.0327 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 4.0372

Total 9.1000e-
003

2.5300e-
003

0.0255 5.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.4300e-
003

1.1700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
003

0.0000 4.0327 4.0327 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 4.0372

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.5465 0.0000 0.5465 0.2319 0.0000 0.2319 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4735 5.6067 3.4047 4.3400e-
003

0.2596 0.2596 0.2389 0.2389 0.0000 417.3983 417.3983 0.1234 0.0000 419.9885

Total 0.4735 5.6067 3.4047 4.3400e-
003

0.5465 0.2596 0.8062 0.2319 0.2389 0.4708 0.0000 417.3983 417.3983 0.1234 0.0000 419.9885

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0296 8.2300e-
003

0.0827 1.6000e-
004

0.0143 1.0000e-
004

0.0144 3.7900e-
003

9.0000e-
005

3.8900e-
003

0.0000 13.1064 13.1064 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 13.1208

Total 0.0296 8.2300e-
003

0.0827 1.6000e-
004

0.0143 1.0000e-
004

0.0144 3.7900e-
003

9.0000e-
005

3.8900e-
003

0.0000 13.1064 13.1064 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 13.1208

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.2132 0.0000 0.2132 0.0905 0.0000 0.0905 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2028 2.8592 2.4516 4.3400e-
003

0.1303 0.1303 0.1242 0.1242 0.0000 417.3978 417.3978 0.1234 0.0000 419.9880

Total 0.2028 2.8592 2.4516 4.3400e-
003

0.2132 0.1303 0.3434 0.0905 0.1242 0.2147 0.0000 417.3978 417.3978 0.1234 0.0000 419.9880

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0296 8.2300e-
003

0.0827 1.6000e-
004

0.0143 1.0000e-
004

0.0144 3.7900e-
003

9.0000e-
005

3.8900e-
003

0.0000 13.1064 13.1064 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 13.1208

Total 0.0296 8.2300e-
003

0.0827 1.6000e-
004

0.0143 1.0000e-
004

0.0144 3.7900e-
003

9.0000e-
005

3.8900e-
003

0.0000 13.1064 13.1064 6.9000e-
004

0.0000 13.1208

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1492 0.9353 0.6160 8.7000e-
004

0.0670 0.0670 0.0641 0.0641 0.0000 75.6696 75.6696 0.0191 0.0000 76.0703

Total 0.1492 0.9353 0.6160 8.7000e-
004

0.0670 0.0670 0.0641 0.0641 0.0000 75.6696 75.6696 0.0191 0.0000 76.0703

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0420 0.2305 0.2359 4.2000e-
004

0.0124 4.9700e-
003

0.0174 3.5400e-
003

4.5700e-
003

8.1100e-
003

0.0000 39.1437 39.1437 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 39.1506

Worker 0.1149 0.0320 0.3213 6.3000e-
004

0.0555 4.0000e-
004

0.0559 0.0147 3.6000e-
004

0.0151 0.0000 50.9033 50.9033 2.6600e-
003

0.0000 50.9592

Total 0.1568 0.2625 0.5571 1.0500e-
003

0.0679 5.3700e-
003

0.0732 0.0183 4.9300e-
003

0.0232 0.0000 90.0470 90.0470 2.9900e-
003

0.0000 90.1098

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1492 0.9353 0.6160 8.7000e-
004

0.0670 0.0670 0.0641 0.0641 0.0000 75.6695 75.6695 0.0191 0.0000 76.0702

Total 0.1492 0.9353 0.6160 8.7000e-
004

0.0670 0.0670 0.0641 0.0641 0.0000 75.6695 75.6695 0.0191 0.0000 76.0702

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0420 0.2305 0.2359 4.2000e-
004

0.0124 4.9700e-
003

0.0174 3.5400e-
003

4.5700e-
003

8.1100e-
003

0.0000 39.1437 39.1437 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 39.1506

Worker 0.1149 0.0320 0.3213 6.3000e-
004

0.0555 4.0000e-
004

0.0559 0.0147 3.6000e-
004

0.0151 0.0000 50.9033 50.9033 2.6600e-
003

0.0000 50.9592

Total 0.1568 0.2625 0.5571 1.0500e-
003

0.0679 5.3700e-
003

0.0732 0.0183 4.9300e-
003

0.0232 0.0000 90.0470 90.0470 2.9900e-
003

0.0000 90.1098

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.4911 3.1808 2.1465 3.0800e-
003

0.2228 0.2228 0.2129 0.2129 0.0000 266.8735 266.8735 0.0649 0.0000 268.2355

Total 0.4911 3.1808 2.1465 3.0800e-
003

0.2228 0.2228 0.2129 0.2129 0.0000 266.8735 266.8735 0.0649 0.0000 268.2355

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.1 Date: 9/23/2013 3:23 PMPage 21 of 36



3.5 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1288 0.7067 0.7733 1.4900e-
003

0.0439 0.0137 0.0576 0.0126 0.0126 0.0252 0.0000 136.7753 136.7753 1.0000e-
003

0.0000 136.7963

Worker 0.3749 0.1005 1.0120 2.2200e-
003

0.1968 1.3000e-
003

0.1981 0.0523 1.2000e-
003

0.0534 0.0000 173.2378 173.2378 8.5100e-
003

0.0000 173.4164

Total 0.5037 0.8072 1.7853 3.7100e-
003

0.2407 0.0150 0.2557 0.0648 0.0138 0.0786 0.0000 310.0131 310.0131 9.5100e-
003

0.0000 310.2127

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.4911 3.1808 2.1465 3.0800e-
003

0.2228 0.2228 0.2129 0.2129 0.0000 266.8732 266.8732 0.0649 0.0000 268.2352

Total 0.4911 3.1808 2.1465 3.0800e-
003

0.2228 0.2228 0.2129 0.2129 0.0000 266.8732 266.8732 0.0649 0.0000 268.2352

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1288 0.7067 0.7733 1.4900e-
003

0.0439 0.0137 0.0576 0.0126 0.0126 0.0252 0.0000 136.7753 136.7753 1.0000e-
003

0.0000 136.7963

Worker 0.3749 0.1005 1.0120 2.2200e-
003

0.1968 1.3000e-
003

0.1981 0.0523 1.2000e-
003

0.0534 0.0000 173.2378 173.2378 8.5100e-
003

0.0000 173.4164

Total 0.5037 0.8072 1.7853 3.7100e-
003

0.2407 0.0150 0.2557 0.0648 0.0138 0.0786 0.0000 310.0131 310.0131 9.5100e-
003

0.0000 310.2127

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.7890 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0305 0.1928 0.1426 2.2000e-
004

0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0000 19.1494 19.1494 2.4900e-
003

0.0000 19.2018

Total 4.8195 0.1928 0.1426 2.2000e-
004

0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0000 19.1494 19.1494 2.4900e-
003

0.0000 19.2018

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0958 0.0257 0.2586 5.7000e-
004

0.0503 3.3000e-
004

0.0506 0.0134 3.1000e-
004

0.0137 0.0000 44.2748 44.2748 2.1700e-
003

0.0000 44.3204

Total 0.0958 0.0257 0.2586 5.7000e-
004

0.0503 3.3000e-
004

0.0506 0.0134 3.1000e-
004

0.0137 0.0000 44.2748 44.2748 2.1700e-
003

0.0000 44.3204

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.7890 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0305 0.1928 0.1426 2.2000e-
004

0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0000 19.1494 19.1494 2.4900e-
003

0.0000 19.2017

Total 4.8195 0.1928 0.1426 2.2000e-
004

0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0000 19.1494 19.1494 2.4900e-
003

0.0000 19.2017

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0958 0.0257 0.2586 5.7000e-
004

0.0503 3.3000e-
004

0.0506 0.0134 3.1000e-
004

0.0137 0.0000 44.2748 44.2748 2.1700e-
003

0.0000 44.3204

Total 0.0958 0.0257 0.2586 5.7000e-
004

0.0503 3.3000e-
004

0.0506 0.0134 3.1000e-
004

0.0137 0.0000 44.2748 44.2748 2.1700e-
003

0.0000 44.3204

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Paving - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0559 0.6015 0.3628 5.3000e-
004

0.0347 0.0347 0.0320 0.0320 0.0000 50.7881 50.7881 0.0152 0.0000 51.1065

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0559 0.6015 0.3628 5.3000e-
004

0.0347 0.0347 0.0320 0.0320 0.0000 50.7881 50.7881 0.0152 0.0000 51.1065

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Paving - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.8500e-
003

2.1000e-
003

0.0212 5.0000e-
005

4.1200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.1500e-
003

1.0900e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1200e-
003

0.0000 3.6291 3.6291 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 3.6328

Total 7.8500e-
003

2.1000e-
003

0.0212 5.0000e-
005

4.1200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.1500e-
003

1.0900e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1200e-
003

0.0000 3.6291 3.6291 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 3.6328

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0559 0.6015 0.3628 5.3000e-
004

0.0347 0.0347 0.0320 0.0320 0.0000 50.7881 50.7881 0.0152 0.0000 51.1065

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0559 0.6015 0.3628 5.3000e-
004

0.0347 0.0347 0.0320 0.0320 0.0000 50.7881 50.7881 0.0152 0.0000 51.1065

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Paving - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.8500e-
003

2.1000e-
003

0.0212 5.0000e-
005

4.1200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.1500e-
003

1.0900e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1200e-
003

0.0000 3.6291 3.6291 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 3.6328

Total 7.8500e-
003

2.1000e-
003

0.0212 5.0000e-
005

4.1200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.1500e-
003

1.0900e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1200e-
003

0.0000 3.6291 3.6291 1.8000e-
004

0.0000 3.6328

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Industrial Park 0.00 0.00 0.00

Medical Office Building 0.00 0.00 0.00

Regional Shopping Center 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Industrial Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 59.00 28.00 13.00 79 19 2

Medical Office Building 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.60 51.40 19.00 60 30 10

Regional Shopping Center 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Industrial Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Medical Office 
Building

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Regional 
Shopping Center

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Regional 
Shopping Center

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Industrial Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Industrial Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Medical Office 
Building

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Regional 
Shopping Center

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated
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Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Industrial Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Medical Office 
Building

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Regional 
Shopping Center

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 2.6712 9.0000e-
005

9.7600e-
003

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0195

Unmitigated 2.6712 9.0000e-
005

9.7600e-
003

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0195

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.6703 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 9.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.7600e-
003

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0195

Total 2.6712 9.0000e-
005

9.7600e-
003

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0195

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.6703 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 9.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

9.7600e-
003

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0195

Total 2.6712 9.0000e-
005

9.7600e-
003

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0195

Mitigated
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Industrial Park 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Medical Office 
Building

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Regional 
Shopping Center

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Industrial Park 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Medical Office 
Building

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Regional 
Shopping Center

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category/Year

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Industrial Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Medical Office 
Building

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Regional 
Shopping Center

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated
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10.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Industrial Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Medical Office 
Building

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Regional 
Shopping Center

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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Providence Business Park Air Quality Analysis 
City of Eastvale, CA (JN:08495-05 AQ Report) 

A 

CalEEMod™ Input/Output 
 BAU Emissions (Industrial Park)



Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Providence Business Park (Industrial Operations ONLY)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Industrial Park 694.77 1000sqft 15.95 694,770.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

10

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.4 28

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2005Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Construciton is modeled seperately

Off-road Equipment - Construciton is modeled seperately

Vehicle Trips - Based on the Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - based on the Providence Business park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - based on the Providence Business park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - based on the Providence Business park Traffic Impact Analysis

Road Dust - 

Consumer Products - 

Area Coating - 

Landscape Equipment - 

Energy Use - 

Water And Wastewater - based on information provided by the applicant

Solid Waste - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialExteriorValu
e

250 100

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialInteriorValu
e

100 50

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2005

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.03 0.08

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.03 0.08

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.03 0.08

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.44 0.81
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tblVehicleEF LDA 0.44 0.81

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.44 0.81

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.10 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.10 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.10 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.23 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.23 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.23 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.03 0.10

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.03 0.10

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.03 0.10

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.6570e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.6570e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.6570e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 0.01 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 0.01 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 0.01 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.13 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.13 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.13 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.6440e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.6440e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.6440e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 9.0000e-003

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 9.0000e-003

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 9.0000e-003

tblVehicleEF OBUS 7.1000e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 7.1000e-004 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleEF OBUS 7.1000e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.7400e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.7400e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 9.7400e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 6.1800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 6.1800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 6.1800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.96 2.34

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 0.00 4,562,503.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 3.3171 1.3000e-
004

0.0113 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0189

Energy 0.0157 0.1430 0.1202 8.6000e-
004

0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0000 2,396.420
7

2,396.420
7

0.1060 0.0242 2,406.137
4

Mobile 8.3049 16.6812 34.4114 0.1112 2.0441 0.5865 2.6306 0.6035 0.5865 1.1900 0.0000 3,190.299
1

3,190.299
1

0.2268 0.0000 3,195.062
2

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 174.8787 0.0000 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 50.9718 613.1743 664.1461 5.2635 0.1295 814.8079

Total 11.6377 16.8244 34.5429 0.1121 2.0441 0.5974 2.6415 0.6035 0.5974 1.2009 225.8505 6,199.911
4

6,425.761
9

15.9314 0.1536 6,807.941
1

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 3.3171 1.3000e-
004

0.0113 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0189

Energy 0.0157 0.1430 0.1202 8.6000e-
004

0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0000 2,396.420
7

2,396.420
7

0.1060 0.0242 2,406.137
4

Mobile 8.3049 16.6812 34.4114 0.1112 2.0441 0.5865 2.6306 0.6035 0.5865 1.1900 0.0000 3,190.299
1

3,190.299
1

0.2268 0.0000 3,195.062
2

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 174.8787 0.0000 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 50.9718 613.1743 664.1461 5.2625 0.1293 814.7266

Total 11.6377 16.8244 34.5429 0.1121 2.0441 0.5974 2.6415 0.6035 0.5974 1.2009 225.8505 6,199.911
4

6,425.761
9

15.9304 0.1534 6,807.859
7

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2014 1/1/2014 5 1

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.13 0.00

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 0 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 8.3049 16.6812 34.4114 0.1112 2.0441 0.5865 2.6306 0.6035 0.5865 1.1900 0.0000 3,190.299
1

3,190.299
1

0.2268 0.0000 3,195.062
2

Unmitigated 8.3049 16.6812 34.4114 0.1112 2.0441 0.5865 2.6306 0.6035 0.5865 1.1900 0.0000 3,190.299
1

3,190.299
1

0.2268 0.0000 3,195.062
2

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Industrial Park 1,625.76 1,729.98 507.18 5,889,183 5,889,183

Total 1,625.76 1,729.98 507.18 5,889,183 5,889,183

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Industrial Park 16.60 8.40 6.90 59.00 28.00 13.00 79 19 2

5.0 Energy Detail4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.810000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.101000 0.000000 0.009000 0.080000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000

Historical Energy Use: Y
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,240.703
3

2,240.703
3

0.1030 0.0213 2,249.472
4

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,240.703
3

2,240.703
3

0.1030 0.0213 2,249.472
4

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0157 0.1430 0.1202 8.6000e-
004

0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0000 155.7174 155.7174 2.9800e-
003

2.8500e-
003

156.6651

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0157 0.1430 0.1202 8.6000e-
004

0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0000 155.7174 155.7174 2.9800e-
003

2.8500e-
003

156.6651

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Industrial Park 2.91803e
+006

0.0157 0.1430 0.1202 8.6000e-
004

0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0000 155.7174 155.7174 2.9800e-
003

2.8500e-
003

156.6651

Total 0.0157 0.1430 0.1202 8.6000e-
004

0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0000 155.7174 155.7174 2.9800e-
003

2.8500e-
003

156.6651

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: Y
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Industrial Park 2.91803e
+006

0.0157 0.1430 0.1202 8.6000e-
004

0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0000 155.7174 155.7174 2.9800e-
003

2.8500e-
003

156.6651

Total 0.0157 0.1430 0.1202 8.6000e-
004

0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0109 0.0000 155.7174 155.7174 2.9800e-
003

2.8500e-
003

156.6651

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Industrial Park 7.83006e
+006

2,240.703
3

0.1030 0.0213 2,249.472
4

Total 2,240.703
3

0.1030 0.0213 2,249.472
4

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 3.3171 1.3000e-
004

0.0113 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0189

Unmitigated 3.3171 1.3000e-
004

0.0113 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0189

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Industrial Park 7.83006e
+006

2,240.703
3

0.1030 0.0213 2,249.472
4

Total 2,240.703
3

0.1030 0.0213 2,249.472
4

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.8051 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.5106 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.4600e-
003

1.3000e-
004

0.0113 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0189

Total 3.3171 1.3000e-
004

0.0113 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0189

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Consumer 
Products

2.5106 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.4600e-
003

1.3000e-
004

0.0113 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0189

Architectural 
Coating

0.8051 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.3171 1.3000e-
004

0.0113 0.0000 4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0189

Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 664.1461 5.2625 0.1293 814.7266

Unmitigated 664.1461 5.2635 0.1295 814.8079

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Industrial Park 160.666 / 
4.5625

664.1461 5.2635 0.1295 814.8079

Total 664.1461 5.2635 0.1295 814.8079

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Industrial Park 160.666 / 
4.5625

664.1461 5.2625 0.1293 814.7266

Total 664.1461 5.2625 0.1293 814.7266

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Unmitigated 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

 Mitigated 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Industrial Park 861.51 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Total 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Industrial Park 861.51 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Total 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Providence Business Park Air Quality Analysis 
City of Eastvale, CA (JN:08495-05 AQ Report) 

A 

CalEEMod™ Input/Output 
BAU Emissions (Medical/Shopping Center)



Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Providence Business Park (Medical Ofc/Shoping Ctr Operation)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Medical Office Building 33.60 1000sqft 0.77 33,600.00 0

Regional Shopping Center 10.60 1000sqft 0.24 10,600.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

10

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.4 28

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2005Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - No construction emissions modeled

Off-road Equipment - No construction emissions modeled

Vehicle Trips - based on the Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Area Coating - 

Landscape Equipment - 

Energy Use - 

Water And Wastewater - Based on information provided by the applicant

2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialExteriorValu
e

250 100

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialInteriorValu
e

100 50

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2005

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.94 42.70

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 803,075.44 220,696.62

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 481,232.45 69,624.24
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.2110 1.0000e-
005

7.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2000e-
003

Energy 9.1000e-
004

8.2600e-
003

6.9400e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 167.6827 167.6827 7.4700e-
003

1.6700e-
003

168.3585

Mobile 4.9093 6.1135 24.3773 0.0421 1.1480 0.1877 1.3357 0.3345 0.1877 0.5222 0.0000 1,767.863
7

1,767.863
7

0.1569 0.0000 1,771.158
1

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 75.9207 0.0000 75.9207 4.4868 0.0000 170.1431

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.5867 19.5588 21.1455 0.1639 4.0300e-
003

25.8373

Total 5.1213 6.1218 24.3850 0.0422 1.1480 0.1883 1.3363 0.3345 0.1883 0.5228 77.5073 1,955.106
3

2,032.613
6

4.8150 5.7000e-
003

2,135.498
2

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.2110 1.0000e-
005

7.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2000e-
003

Energy 9.1000e-
004

8.2600e-
003

6.9400e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 167.6827 167.6827 7.4700e-
003

1.6700e-
003

168.3585

Mobile 4.9093 6.1135 24.3773 0.0421 1.1480 0.1877 1.3357 0.3345 0.1877 0.5222 0.0000 1,767.863
7

1,767.863
7

0.1569 0.0000 1,771.158
1

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 75.9207 0.0000 75.9207 4.4868 0.0000 170.1431

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.5867 19.5588 21.1455 0.1638 4.0300e-
003

25.8347

Total 5.1213 6.1218 24.3850 0.0422 1.1480 0.1883 1.3363 0.3345 0.1883 0.5228 77.5073 1,955.106
3

2,032.613
6

4.8150 5.7000e-
003

2,135.495
6

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2014 1/1/2014 5 1

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 4.9093 6.1135 24.3773 0.0421 1.1480 0.1877 1.3357 0.3345 0.1877 0.5222 0.0000 1,767.863
7

1,767.863
7

0.1569 0.0000 1,771.158
1

Unmitigated 4.9093 6.1135 24.3773 0.0421 1.1480 0.1877 1.3357 0.3345 0.1877 0.5222 0.0000 1,767.863
7

1,767.863
7

0.1569 0.0000 1,771.158
1

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Medical Office Building 1,213.97 301.06 52.08 2,380,042 2,380,042

Regional Shopping Center 452.62 529.68 267.54 945,573 945,573

Total 1,666.59 830.74 319.62 3,325,614 3,325,614

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Medical Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 29.60 51.40 19.00 60 30 10

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.437815 0.104647 0.233388 0.126882 0.026947 0.007657 0.012555 0.032638 0.000710 0.000618 0.011525 0.000974 0.003644
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 158.6870 158.6870 7.2900e-
003

1.5100e-
003

159.3080

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 158.6870 158.6870 7.2900e-
003

1.5100e-
003

159.3080

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

9.1000e-
004

8.2600e-
003

6.9400e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 8.9958 8.9958 1.7000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

9.0505

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

9.1000e-
004

8.2600e-
003

6.9400e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 8.9958 8.9958 1.7000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

9.0505

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: Y
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

141120 7.6000e-
004

6.9200e-
003

5.8100e-
003

4.0000e-
005

5.3000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

0.0000 7.5307 7.5307 1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

7.5765

Regional 
Shopping Center

27454 1.5000e-
004

1.3500e-
003

1.1300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.4651 1.4651 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

1.4740

Total 9.1000e-
004

8.2700e-
003

6.9400e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 8.9958 8.9958 1.7000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

9.0505

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

141120 7.6000e-
004

6.9200e-
003

5.8100e-
003

4.0000e-
005

5.3000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

0.0000 7.5307 7.5307 1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

7.5765

Regional 
Shopping Center

27454 1.5000e-
004

1.3500e-
003

1.1300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.4651 1.4651 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

1.4740

Total 9.1000e-
004

8.2700e-
003

6.9400e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 8.9958 8.9958 1.7000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

9.0505

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

378672 108.3634 4.9800e-
003

1.0300e-
003

108.7875

Regional 
Shopping Center

175854 50.3236 2.3100e-
003

4.8000e-
004

50.5205

Total 158.6870 7.2900e-
003

1.5100e-
003

159.3080

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

378672 108.3634 4.9800e-
003

1.0300e-
003

108.7875

Regional 
Shopping Center

175854 50.3236 2.3100e-
003

4.8000e-
004

50.5205

Total 158.6870 7.2900e-
003

1.5100e-
003

159.3080

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.2110 1.0000e-
005

7.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2000e-
003

Unmitigated 0.2110 1.0000e-
005

7.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2000e-
003

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0512 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.1597 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 9.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2000e-
003

Total 0.2110 1.0000e-
005

7.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2000e-
003

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 21.1455 0.1638 4.0300e-
003

25.8347

Unmitigated 21.1455 0.1639 4.0300e-
003

25.8373

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0512 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.1597 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 9.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

7.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2000e-
003

Total 0.2110 1.0000e-
005

7.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2000e-
003

Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

4.21615 / 
0.220697

17.7494 0.1381 3.4000e-
003

21.7043

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.785169 / 
0.0696242

3.3961 0.0257 6.3000e-
004

4.1330

Total 21.1455 0.1639 4.0300e-
003

25.8373

Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

4.21615 / 
0.220697

17.7494 0.1381 3.3900e-
003

21.7021

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.785169 / 
0.0696242

3.3961 0.0257 6.3000e-
004

4.1326

Total 21.1455 0.1638 4.0200e-
003

25.8347

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Unmitigated 75.9207 4.4868 0.0000 170.1431

 Mitigated 75.9207 4.4868 0.0000 170.1431

Category/Year

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

362.88 73.6614 4.3533 0.0000 165.0799

Regional 
Shopping Center

11.13 2.2593 0.1335 0.0000 5.0632

Total 75.9207 4.4868 0.0000 170.1431

Unmitigated
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10.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

362.88 73.6614 4.3533 0.0000 165.0799

Regional 
Shopping Center

11.13 2.2593 0.1335 0.0000 5.0632

Total 75.9207 4.4868 0.0000 170.1431

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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BAU Overall Operation Emissions Summary

Industrial Park
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 0.02 8.00E‐05 0.02
Energy 2396.42 0.11 0.02 2406.14
Mobile 3190.30 0.23 3195.06
Waste 174.88 10.34 391.91
Water 664.15 5.26 0.13 814.81
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6425.76 15.93 0.15 6807.94

Medical Office/Shopping Center
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 1.10E‐03 1.20E‐03
Energy 167.68 7.47E‐03 1.67E‐03 168.36
Mobile 1767.86 0.16 1771.16
Waste 75.92 4.49 170.14
Water 21.15 0.16 4.03E‐03 25.83
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2032.61 4.81 5.70E‐03 2135.50

Total Operations
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0183 0.00008 0 0.0201
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2564.10 0.11 0.03 2574.50
Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4958.16 0.38 0.00 4966.22
Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 250.80 14.82 0.00 562.06
Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 685.29 5.43 0.13 840.64
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8458.38 20.75 0.16 8943.44



Providence Business Park Air Quality Analysis 
City of Eastvale, CA (JN:08495-05 AQ Report) 

A 

CalEEMod™ Input/Output 
2020 Emissions (Industrial Park)



Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Providence Business Park (Industrial Operations ONLY)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Industrial Park 694.77 1000sqft 15.95 694,770.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

10

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.4 28

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2020Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

289.85 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - CPUPC GHG Calculator version 3c

Land Use - based on information provided by the applicant

Construction Phase - no construction emissions modeled

Off-road Equipment - no construction emissions modeled

Vehicle Trips - based on trip rate from the Traffic Study

Vechicle Emission Factors - Based on the Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - Based on the Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis

Vechicle Emission Factors - Based on the Providence Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis

Energy Use - based on a 2020 operational year

Water And Wastewater - Based on information provided by the applicant

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 630.89 289.85

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2020

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.08

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.08

tblVehicleEF HHD 0.04 0.08

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.81

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.81

tblVehicleEF LDA 0.46 0.81

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00
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tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT1 0.07 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LDT2 0.18 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.05 0.10

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.05 0.10

tblVehicleEF LHD1 0.05 0.10

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4600e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4600e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF LHD2 7.4600e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.5150e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.5150e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MCY 6.5150e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MDV 0.17 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2720e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2720e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MH 3.2720e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 9.0000e-003

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 9.0000e-003

tblVehicleEF MHD 0.01 9.0000e-003

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.0200e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.0200e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF OBUS 9.0200e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 8.2800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF SBUS 8.2800e-004 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleEF SBUS 8.2800e-004 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0560e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0560e-003 0.00

tblVehicleEF UBUS 1.0560e-003 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.96 2.34

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 0.00 4,562,503.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 3.3165 8.0000e-
005

8.9200e-
003

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0182

Energy 0.0137 0.1243 0.1044 7.5000e-
004

9.4500e-
003

9.4500e-
003

9.4500e-
003

9.4500e-
003

0.0000 1,111.793
4

1,111.793
4

0.1003 0.0227 1,120.934
7

Mobile 1.9857 3.8185 7.8449 0.0303 2.2415 0.0692 2.3107 0.5990 0.0638 0.6628 0.0000 2,155.892
4

2,155.892
4

0.0490 0.0000 2,156.920
7

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 174.8787 0.0000 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 50.9718 281.7109 332.6826 5.2635 0.1295 483.3445

Total 5.3158 3.9429 7.9582 0.0311 2.2415 0.0787 2.3202 0.5990 0.0732 0.6723 225.8505 3,549.413
8

3,775.264
3

15.7478 0.1521 4,153.132
7

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 3.3165 8.0000e-
005

8.9200e-
003

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0182

Energy 0.0103 0.0939 0.0788 5.6000e-
004

7.1300e-
003

7.1300e-
003

7.1300e-
003

7.1300e-
003

0.0000 994.7162 994.7162 0.0913 0.0204 1,002.940
9

Mobile 2.0083 3.8617 7.9036 0.0307 2.2704 0.0701 2.3405 0.6068 0.0646 0.6713 0.0000 2,183.007
4

2,183.007
4

0.0496 0.0000 2,184.047
9

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 174.8787 0.0000 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 40.7774 217.7316 258.5090 4.2100 0.1034 378.9734

Total 5.3351 3.9556 7.9913 0.0313 2.2704 0.0773 2.3476 0.6068 0.0717 0.6785 215.6562 3,395.472
4

3,611.128
6

14.6859 0.1238 3,957.895
0

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2014 12/31/2013 5 0

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

-0.36 -0.32 -0.42 -0.61 -1.29 1.85 -1.18 -1.29 2.08 -0.92 4.51 4.34 4.35 6.74 18.66 4.70

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Increase Diversity

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 0 8.00 162 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 2.0083 3.8617 7.9036 0.0307 2.2704 0.0701 2.3405 0.6068 0.0646 0.6713 0.0000 2,183.007
4

2,183.007
4

0.0496 0.0000 2,184.047
9

Unmitigated 1.9857 3.8185 7.8449 0.0303 2.2415 0.0692 2.3107 0.5990 0.0638 0.6628 0.0000 2,155.892
4

2,155.892
4

0.0490 0.0000 2,156.920
7

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Industrial Park 1,625.76 1,729.98 507.18 5,889,183 5,965,119

Total 1,625.76 1,729.98 507.18 5,889,183 5,965,119

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Industrial Park 16.60 8.40 6.90 59.00 28.00 13.00 79 19 2

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.810000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.101000 0.000000 0.009000 0.080000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0103 0.0939 0.0788 5.6000e-
004

7.1300e-
003

7.1300e-
003

7.1300e-
003

7.1300e-
003

0.0000 102.1710 102.1710 1.9600e-
003

1.8700e-
003

102.7928

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0137 0.1243 0.1044 7.5000e-
004

9.4500e-
003

9.4500e-
003

9.4500e-
003

9.4500e-
003

0.0000 135.3258 135.3258 2.5900e-
003

2.4800e-
003

136.1494

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 892.5452 892.5452 0.0893 0.0185 900.1481

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 976.4675 976.4675 0.0977 0.0202 984.7853

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Industrial Park 2.53591e
+006

0.0137 0.1243 0.1044 7.5000e-
004

9.4500e-
003

9.4500e-
003

9.4500e-
003

9.4500e-
003

0.0000 135.3258 135.3258 2.5900e-
003

2.4800e-
003

136.1494

Total 0.0137 0.1243 0.1044 7.5000e-
004

9.4500e-
003

9.4500e-
003

9.4500e-
003

9.4500e-
003

0.0000 135.3258 135.3258 2.5900e-
003

2.4800e-
003

136.1494

Unmitigated

Exceed Title 24
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Industrial Park 1.91461e
+006

0.0103 0.0939 0.0788 5.6000e-
004

7.1300e-
003

7.1300e-
003

7.1300e-
003

7.1300e-
003

0.0000 102.1710 102.1710 1.9600e-
003

1.8700e-
003

102.7928

Total 0.0103 0.0939 0.0788 5.6000e-
004

7.1300e-
003

7.1300e-
003

7.1300e-
003

7.1300e-
003

0.0000 102.1710 102.1710 1.9600e-
003

1.8700e-
003

102.7928

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Industrial Park 7.42709e
+006

976.4675 0.0977 0.0202 984.7853

Total 976.4675 0.0977 0.0202 984.7853

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 3.3165 8.0000e-
005

8.9200e-
003

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0182

Unmitigated 3.3165 8.0000e-
005

8.9200e-
003

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0182

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Industrial Park 6.78877e
+006

892.5452 0.0893 0.0185 900.1481

Total 892.5452 0.0893 0.0185 900.1481

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.8051 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.5106 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 8.4000e-
004

8.0000e-
005

8.9200e-
003

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0182

Total 3.3165 8.0000e-
005

8.9200e-
003

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0182

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.8051 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

2.5106 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 8.4000e-
004

8.0000e-
005

8.9200e-
003

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0182

Total 3.3165 8.0000e-
005

8.9200e-
003

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0172 0.0172 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0182

Mitigated
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Apply Water Conservation Strategy

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Unmitigated 332.6826 5.2635 0.1295 483.3445

Mitigated 258.5090 4.2100 0.1034 378.9734

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Industrial Park 160.666 / 
4.5625

332.6826 5.2635 0.1295 483.3445

Total 332.6826 5.2635 0.1295 483.3445

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Industrial Park 128.532 / 
3.65

258.5090 4.2100 0.1034 378.9734

Total 258.5090 4.2100 0.1034 378.9734

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

 Unmitigated 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Industrial Park 861.51 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Total 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Industrial Park 861.51 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Total 174.8787 10.3350 0.0000 391.9145

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Providence Business Park Air Quality Analysis 
City of Eastvale, CA (JN:08495-05 AQ Report) 

A 

CalEEMod™ Input/Output 
2020 Operational Emissions (Medical/Shopping Center)



Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Providence Business Park (Medical Ofc/Shoping Ctr Operation)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Medical Office Building 33.60 1000sqft 0.77 33,600.00 0

Regional Shopping Center 10.60 1000sqft 0.24 10,600.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

10

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.4 28

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2020Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

289.85 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - CPUPC GHG Calculator version 3c

Land Use - Based on information provided by the applicant

Construction Phase - no construction emissions modeled

Off-road Equipment - no construction emissions modeled

Vehicle Trips - based on trip rate from the Traffic Study

Energy Use - based on information provided by the applicant

Water And Wastewater - based on a 2020 operation year

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Energy Mitigation - 

Water Mitigation - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

2.0 Emissions Summary

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 630.89 289.85

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2020

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.94 42.70

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 803,075.44 220,696.62

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 481,232.45 69,624.24
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.2110 1.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 1.1600e-
003

Energy 7.9000e-
004

7.2200e-
003

6.0600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

5.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

0.0000 76.9042 76.9042 7.0600e-
003

1.5700e-
003

77.5402

Mobile 1.7654 1.7380 6.2795 0.0180 1.2614 0.0282 1.2896 0.3371 0.0260 0.3631 0.0000 1,263.898
3

1,263.898
3

0.0382 0.0000 1,264.701
1

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 75.9207 0.0000 75.9207 4.4868 0.0000 170.1431

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.5867 8.9859 10.5726 0.1639 4.0300e-
003

15.2644

Total 1.9772 1.7452 6.2861 0.0181 1.2614 0.0288 1.2901 0.3371 0.0266 0.3636 77.5073 1,349.789
5

1,427.296
8

4.6959 5.6000e-
003

1,527.649
9

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.1 Date: 9/24/2013 10:11 AMPage 3 of 14



2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.2110 1.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 1.1600e-
003

Energy 6.0000e-
004

5.4900e-
003

4.6100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

0.0000 69.0502 69.0502 6.4300e-
003

1.4200e-
003

69.6239

Mobile 1.7848 1.7562 6.3298 0.0183 1.2776 0.0286 1.3062 0.3414 0.0263 0.3677 0.0000 1,279.585
0

1,279.585
0

0.0387 0.0000 1,280.397
0

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 75.9207 0.0000 75.9207 4.4868 0.0000 170.1431

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.2694 6.9510 8.2204 0.1311 3.2200e-
003

11.9717

Total 1.9964 1.7617 6.3349 0.0183 1.2776 0.0290 1.3066 0.3414 0.0267 0.3681 77.1900 1,355.587
3

1,432.777
3

4.6630 4.6400e-
003

1,532.136
8

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2014 12/31/2013 5 0

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

-0.97 -0.95 -0.78 -1.16 -1.29 -0.73 -1.28 -1.29 -0.68 -1.25 0.41 -0.43 -0.38 0.70 17.14 -0.29

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Increase Diversity

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 255 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.7848 1.7562 6.3298 0.0183 1.2776 0.0286 1.3062 0.3414 0.0263 0.3677 0.0000 1,279.585
0

1,279.585
0

0.0387 0.0000 1,280.397
0

Unmitigated 1.7654 1.7380 6.2795 0.0180 1.2614 0.0282 1.2896 0.3371 0.0260 0.3631 0.0000 1,263.898
3

1,263.898
3

0.0382 0.0000 1,264.701
1

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Medical Office Building 1,213.97 301.06 52.08 2,380,042 2,410,730

Regional Shopping Center 452.62 529.68 267.54 945,573 957,765

Total 1,666.59 830.74 319.62 3,325,614 3,368,495

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Medical Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 29.60 51.40 19.00 60 30 10

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.457065 0.068684 0.178597 0.172280 0.046891 0.007460 0.012475 0.043976 0.000902 0.001056 0.006515 0.000828 0.003272

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

6.0000e-
004

5.4900e-
003

4.6100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

0.0000 5.9735 5.9735 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

6.0099

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

7.9000e-
004

7.2200e-
003

6.0600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

5.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

0.0000 7.8569 7.8569 1.5000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

7.9047

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 63.0767 63.0767 6.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

63.6140

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 69.0474 69.0474 6.9100e-
003

1.4300e-
003

69.6355

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

122640 6.6000e-
004

6.0100e-
003

5.0500e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

4.6000e-
004

4.6000e-
004

4.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.5445 6.5445 1.3000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

6.5844

Regional 
Shopping Center

24592 1.3000e-
004

1.2100e-
003

1.0100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.3123 1.3123 3.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.3203

Total 7.9000e-
004

7.2200e-
003

6.0600e-
003

5.0000e-
005

5.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

5.5000e-
004

0.0000 7.8569 7.8569 1.6000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

7.9047

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

92593.2 5.0000e-
004

4.5400e-
003

3.8100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.9411 4.9411 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

4.9712

Regional 
Shopping Center

19346.1 1.0000e-
004

9.5000e-
004

8.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0324 1.0324 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

1.0387

Total 6.0000e-
004

5.4900e-
003

4.6100e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.1000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

0.0000 5.9735 5.9735 1.1000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

6.0099

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

359184 47.2233 4.7200e-
003

9.8000e-
004

47.6255

Regional 
Shopping Center

165996 21.8241 2.1800e-
003

4.5000e-
004

22.0100

Total 69.0474 6.9000e-
003

1.4300e-
003

69.6355

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.2110 1.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 1.1600e-
003

Unmitigated 0.2110 1.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 1.1600e-
003

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

328314 43.1647 4.3200e-
003

8.9000e-
004

43.5324

Regional 
Shopping Center

151453 19.9121 1.9900e-
003

4.1000e-
004

20.0817

Total 63.0767 6.3100e-
003

1.3000e-
003

63.6140

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0512 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.1597 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 5.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 1.1600e-
003

Total 0.2110 1.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 1.1600e-
003

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0512 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.1597 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 5.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 1.1600e-
003

Total 0.2110 1.0000e-
005

5.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.1000e-
003

1.1000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 1.1600e-
003

Mitigated
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Apply Water Conservation Strategy

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Unmitigated 10.5726 0.1639 4.0300e-
003

15.2644

Mitigated 8.2204 0.1311 3.2200e-
003

11.9717

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

4.21615 / 
0.220697

8.8777 0.1381 3.4000e-
003

12.8326

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.785169 / 
0.0696242

1.6949 0.0257 6.3000e-
004

2.4318

Total 10.5726 0.1639 4.0300e-
003

15.2644

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

3.37292 / 
0.176557

6.9017 0.1105 2.7200e-
003

10.0639

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.628135 / 
0.0556994

1.3186 0.0206 5.1000e-
004

1.9078

Total 8.2203 0.1311 3.2300e-
003

11.9717

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 75.9207 4.4868 0.0000 170.1431

 Unmitigated 75.9207 4.4868 0.0000 170.1431

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

362.88 73.6614 4.3533 0.0000 165.0799

Regional 
Shopping Center

11.13 2.2593 0.1335 0.0000 5.0632

Total 75.9207 4.4868 0.0000 170.1431

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Medical Office 
Building

362.88 73.6614 4.3533 0.0000 165.0799

Regional 
Shopping Center

11.13 2.2593 0.1335 0.0000 5.0632

Total 75.9207 4.4868 0.0000 170.1431

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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2020 Overall Operation Emissions Summary

Industrial Park
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 0.17 5.00E‐05 0.18
Energy 994.72 0.09 0.02 1002.94
Mobile 2155.89 0.05 2156.92
Waste 174.88 10.34 391.91
Water 258.51 4.21 0.10 378.97
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3584.17 14.69 0.12 3930.93

Medical Office/Shopping Center
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 1.10E‐03 1.16E‐03
Energy 69.05 6.43E‐03 1.42E‐03 69.62
Mobile 1263.90 0.04 1264.70
Waste 75.92 4.49 170.14
Water 8.22 0.13 3.22E‐03 11.97
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1417.09 4.66 4.64E‐03 1516.44

Total Operations
VOC Nox CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.18
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1063.77 0.10 0.02 1072.56
Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3419.79 0.09 0.00 3421.62
Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 250.80 14.82 0.00 562.06
Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 266.73 4.34 0.11 390.95
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5001.26 19.35 0.13 5447.37
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BUILDING 10
73,768 SFFOOT PRINT
2,000 SFMEZZANINE

75,768 SFTOTAL AREA

BUILDING 11
56,713 SFFOOT PRINT
2,000 SFMEZZANINE

58,713 SFTOTAL AREA

BUILDING 12
73,015 SFFOOT PRINT
2,000 SFMEZZANINE

75,015 SFTOTAL AREA

BUILDING 13
65,247 SFFOOT PRINT
2,000 SFMEZZANINE

67,247 SFTOTAL AREA

BUILDING 8
48,450 SF

BUILDING 9
23,000 SF

51,592 SF/1.18 AC.

A
RC

H
IB

A
LD

 A
VE

N
UE

BUILDING 1
48,758 SFFOOT PRINT
1,000 SFMEZZANINE

49,758 SFTOTAL AREA

BUILDING 2
61,248 SFFOOT PRINT
1,000 SFMEZZANINE

62,248 SFTOTAL AREA

BUILDING 3
45,857 SFFOOT PRINT
1,000 SFMEZZANINE

46,857 SFTOTAL AREA

BUILDING 4
49,760 SFFOOT PRINT
1,000 SFMEZZANINE

50,760 SFTOTAL AREA

BUILDING 5
50,360 SFFOOT PRINT
1,000 SFMEZZANINE

51,360 SFTOTAL AREA

BUILDING 6
23,834 SFFOOT PRINT
1,000 SFMEZZANINE

24,834 SFTOTAL AREA

PROPOSED "A" STREET

BUILDING 7
11,638 SFFOOT PRINT
1,000 SFMEZZANINE

12,638 SFTOTAL AREA

PR
O

PO
SE

D
 "B

" S
TR

EE
T

BUILDING 14
89,784 SFFOOT PRINT
2,000 SFMEZZANINE

91,784 SFTOTAL AREA

north

HPA, Inc.

REDUCED TRUCK DOOR EXHIBIT
BIRTCHER CENTER AT CORONA VALLEY

TABULATION Building 1 Building 2 Building 3 Building 4 Building 5 Building 6 Building 7 Building 8 Building 9

Building area (footprint) 48,758 61,248 45,857 49,760 50,360 23,834 11,638 48,450 23,000

  storage 41,444 85% 55,123 90% 18,343 40% 9,952 20% 45,324 90% 21,451 90% 10,474 90% 2,423 5% 1,150 5%

  manufacturing 4,876 10% 3,062 5% 25,221 55% 37,320 75% 2,518 5% 1,192 5% 582 5% 43,605 90% 20,700 90%

  office (first floor) 2,438 5% 3,062 5% 2,293 5% 2,488 5% 2,518 5% 1,192 5% 582 5% 2,423 5% 1,150 5%

  office (second floor) 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 0 0

Total building area 49,758 62,248 46,857 50,760 51,360 24,834 12,638 48,450 23,000

Parking required

  storage (1/1000 sf) 41                         55                     18                     10                    45                                21                  10                              2                     1                               

  manufacturing (1/500 sf) 10                         6                       50                     75                    5                                  2                    1                                87                   41                             

  office (1/250 sf) 14                         16                     13                     14                    14                                9                    6                                10                   5                               

Total parking required 65                         77                     82                     99                    64                                33                  18                              99                   47                             

Parking provided

  Standard 64 73 43 95 38 15 12 213

  Handicap 3 4 4 5 2 2 2 7

  Compact 0 0 34 0 26 17 0 0

Total parking provided 67 77 81 100 66 34 14 220

Loading dock doors provided 4 5 4 5 5 2 0 0 0

TABULATION Building 10 Building 11 Building 12 Building 13 Building 14 sub-total Developed Site

Building area (footprint) 73,768 56,713 73,015 65,247 89,784 721,432 1,711,427 SF

  storage 46,474 63% 48,206 85% 65,714 90% 58,722 90% 62,849 70% 487,648 68%

  manufacturing 23,606 32% 5,671 10% 3,651 5% 3,262 5% 22,446 25% 197,712 27% Landscape Area

  office (first floor) 3,688 5% 2,836 5% 3,651 5% 3,262 5% 4,489 5% 36,072 5% 266,461                    SF

  office (second floor) 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 17,000

Total building area 75,768 58,713 75,015 67,247 91,784 738,432 Landscape Cov.

Parking required 15.57%

  storage 1/1000 sf 46                         48                     66                     59                    63                                488                

  manufacturing 1/500 sf 47                         11                     7                       7                      45                                395                

  office (1/250 sf) 23                         19                     23                     21                    26                                212                

Total parking required 116                       79                     96                     86                    134                              1,095             

Parking provided

  Standard 100 67 78 70 143 1,011

  Handicap 4 4 4 4 5 50

  Compact 14 10 14 12 0 127

Total parking provided 118 81 96 86 148 1,188

Loading dock doors provided 8 6 8 6 9 62
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PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES 
  
 

CONSULTING BIOLOGISTS                              29881 Los Nogales Road 
    Temecula, California 92591 
    (951) 699-3040 
    pro_fauna@earthlink.net 

 
 
 
October 4, 2013 
 
 
 

Eric Norris,  

Planning Director 

CITY OF EASTVALE 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

12363 Limonite Avenue 

Suite 901 

Eastvale, California 91752 
 
 
Subject:  Revised Parcel Tract Map 35865 

                Providence Business Park 

             MSHCP Consistency Analysis  
 
 
Dear Eric, 
 
Principe and Associates was hired by Brad Boatman to prepare a Western Riverside 
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Consistency Analysis.  
The recorded lot sizes of the site total 53.37 acres.   The site is located on west side of 
Archibald Avenue, approximately 840 feet south of its intersection with Limonite Avenue, 
in the City of Eastvale, Riverside County, California.   The address is given as 6301 
Archibald Avenue, Eastvale, California 92880.  It is mapped in a portion of the Northeast 
Quarter of Section 27, Township 2 South and Range 7 West of the USGS Topographic 
Map, 7.5 Minute Series, Corona North, California Quadrangle (Site Vicinity and USGS 
Location Maps). 
   
Section 1 of this report describes the project and the site.   Section 2, ‘Environmental 
Assessment’, describes the topographic, hydrographic, soils, biological, and 
jurisdictional environments present on the site.  The purpose of Section 3, ‘Consistency 
Analysis’, is to identify and discuss (1) how the site relates to MSHCP Reserve 
Assembly and (2) how the site meets requirements of MSHCP Implementation Structure 
(Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3, 6.1.4, and 6.3.2).  A Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment is  
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included in Section 6.3.2.   Section 4, Findings, summarizes the data gathered on the 
environment and MSHCP.   Section 5, Impacts, identifies and analyzes impacts 
associated with the project, while Section 6, Project Design Features and Mitigation 
Measures that Reduce Impacts, proposes engineering and regulatory design features, 
agency permitting and compensatory mitigation to reduce impacts. 

 
SECTION 1.  PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTIONS 
 
Proposed Providence Business Park Project Description  
 

Master Plan with eleven (11) industrial parcels and six (6) lots (public street, Archibald 
Avenue widening, future Limonite Avenue easement, detention basin, Southern 
California Edison easement, and private road) located on 53.37 gross acres and 39.53 
net acres. Parcel sizes range from 1.94 acres net to 11.93 acres net on 39.32 acres net.  
Public Street with a 78-foot right-of-way and a 56-foot curb-to-curb dimension is 
proposed for access from Archibald Avenue to approximately center of site with 
remaining section as a private road with a 56-foot curb-to-curb dimension. 
 
Total project coverage is 42.3% and FAR of 43.1% based on net site acreage. Parking 
ratio is based on allocated office/mezzanine office use (4/1000), 25% Manufacturing Use 
(1/500), and 75% Storage Use (1/1000) for a total of 1,203 parking spaces with a 
blended parking ration of 1.6/1000. A total of 294,000 square feet (17.1% LA %) of 
landscaping area is provided based on net size area, exclusive of the Southern 
California Edison easement. 

 
The Providence Business Park will include treatment and capture of anticipated 
pollutants with appropriate treatment control Best Management Practices (BMPs) by way 
of an extended detention basin located near the center of western property boundary. 

 
Storm water runoff captured on the site will be conveyed to the proposed detention basin 
via an underground storm drain pipeline system that ultimately discharges to concrete 
trapezoidal channel of Cucamonga Creek, which is the ultimate discharge location of the 
site.   BMP water quality features will also be added along the public street, if necessary, 
where additional runoff is discharged into the storm drain system. Public streets are the 
jurisdiction of Riverside County and the City of Eastvale, and are part of their Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit. 
 
Storm water runoff from the top of the buildings will be discharged into landscaped areas 
where possible.  All flows will ultimately be treated by the extended detention basin 
which includes a sand filter.  The proposed basin is anticipated to increase the 
watershed response time as well as promote infiltration of runoff prior to leaving the site. 

 
Sheets 1and 2 of the Providence Business Park, Preliminary Water Quality Management 
Plan (WQMP), Post-Construction BMP Plan are included as an Attachment (following 
the Site Photographs). 
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Site Description  
 

Over time, the land uses at the site have remained fairly constant.   Aerial photographs         
show that a portion of the site was developed as a dairy feedyard at least 65 years ago. 
It also appears that the remainder of the site was converted into an active, in-use 
agricultural field at the same time, likely to provide feed for the cows (i.e., grass, grain, 
alfalfa, etc.).   Milk is Riverside County’s largest agricultural commodity, yielding $335 
million in 1998.  In 1999, 116,131 cows on 106 dairies were present in Riverside County. 
 
Building construction at the site has always been minimal, including feeding pens and 
accessory structures to store feed and farming equipment.   More recently, some 
infrastructure was placed at the site.   There are still easements for underground 
telephone, gas, sewer main, and storm drain lines.   Two Southern California Edison 
easements are also present on the site, one with 2 electric towers.  

 
SECTION 2.  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 

Topography and Hydrography 
 

Site topography is basically flat-lying and featureless.  It has been altered in the past by 
agricultural land uses and dairy and livestock feedyard development.  Overall, the site 
slopes gently downward in a northeast-to-southwest direction.   There is a 20-foot 
change in elevation between the northeast and southwest corners in the direction of 
slope.   The elevation in the northeast corner is 640 feet, while the elevation in the 
southwest corner is 620 feet.  The majority of the site is at an elevation of 630 feet.   
There are no natural topographic irregularities or rock outcrops on the site surface.    
 
Natural watercourses are not present on the site.   Onsite aquatic features such as 
intermittent blueline streams and/or ephemeral drainage channels are not shown on the 
original USGS Topographic Map, 7.5 Minute Series, Corona North, California 
Quadrangle, nor on the photorevised version.   Drainage on the site is by gravity flow 
down a gentle slope in a northeast-to-southwest direction.   Most storm water runoff 
drains onto the large agricultural field located in the western portion of the site, where it 
percolates into the ground.  During severe storms, excessive water runoff drains into the 
concrete trapezoidal channel of Cucamonga Creek which is located adjacent to the 
site’s west property line (offsite).  
 
Other kinds of aquatic features are also not present on the site (i.e., wetlands, vernal 
pools or swales, vernal pool-like ephemeral ponds, stock ponds or other human-
modified depressions, etc.).   
 

Soils 
 

Review of the “Soil Survey of Western Riverside Area, California” revealed that the 
surficial soils at the site are included in the Hanford-Tujunga-Greenfield Association 
(Soils of the Southern California Coastal Plain).   Within this association, three soil types 
were previously mapped on the site (Soils Map):  
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• GoB – Grangeville loamy fine sand, drained,  0 to 5 percent slopes 
• HhA2 - Hilmar loamy sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes, eroded 
• HlA – Hilmar loamy very fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes 

 
The Grangeville and Hilmar soils are used for irrigated alfalfa, grapes, dryland pasture 
and grain, permanent pasture, truck crops, and also for homesites.   They do not provide 
required growing habitats for sensitive plant species that are restricted to clay and/or 
saline-alkali soils. 

 
Vegetation Associations and Species Composition 
 

Based on MSHCP Habitat Accounts, the vegetation growing on the site is classified as 
belonging to the Dairy and Livestock Feedyards (4.8 acres) and Field Croplands (48.51 
acres) Vegetation Associations (Biological Resources Map).   
 
According to the vegetation classification of this planning process, Dairy and Livestock 
Feedyards occur in 123 separate locations covering 5,853 acres of the Plan Area.  In 
1999, 116,131 cows on 106 dairies were present in Riverside County.  The largest areas 
of dairy and livestock feedyards are located north of San Jacinto and north of Juniper 
Flats in the communities of Lakeview, Mystic Lake, Nuevo, southeast Perris, Eastvale, 
and Lake Norconian off of Bellegrave Avenue. Other occurrences include: along Tenaja 
Road south of the Santa Rosa Plateau, along Wilson Creek, in the Cahuilla Valley, 
south of Black Mountain off of De Portola Road, in the area of Canyon Lake off of 
Newport Road, in the City of Menifee, in and around the Domenigoni Valley off SR-79, in 
the community of Winchester off of Simpson Road, in Diamond Valley west of the Santa 
Rosa Hills, in Moreno Valley, in Cherry Valley, between Lake Matthews and Gavilan 
Plateau south of Cajalco Road, in the community of Woodcrest, in Norco, and in Glen 
Avon. The SR-91 corridor through the City of Riverside also contains a number of small 
dairy and livestock farms. 
 
Aerial photographs show that the eastern portion of the site was converted to a dairy 
feedyard at least 65 years ago.  This area is where the active feeding pens were located.  
At the present time, the ruins of the old concrete foundation of the feeding pens still 
remain on the site.   The open areas located north and south of the foundation have 
recently been planted with *watermelons (Citrullus lanatus), *strawberries (Fragaria 
ananassa), *alfalfa (Medicago sativa), and *corn (Zea mays).    
 
Field Croplands are mapped extensively throughout the Plan Area.  The largest areas 
are located around State Route-371 in the vicinity of Anza, in an east-west strip from 
Murrieta Hot Springs, through French Valley, Antelope Valley, Paloma Valley, Menifee 
Valley, Winchester, Domenigoni Valley, West Hemet, the Diamond Valley area, and in 
Eastvale.  Medium-sized tracts of Field Croplands are located around the Communities 
of Lakeview, Nuevo, Romoland, and Perris.    
 
 
*Denotes non-native species throughout text 
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Aerial photographs show that the western portion of the site was converted into an 
active, in-use agricultural field at least 65 years ago.  Alfalfa (Medicago sativa) is 
currently planted and harvested at the site in continuous cycles throughout the year.  As 
soon as a crop is harvested on a portion of the agricultural field, a new crop is planted in 
the same spot.  At any one time, the alfalfa varies from sprouts to mature flowering 
plants.  A large covered three-sided shed housing the various types of equipment used 
to farm the alfalfa crop is still functional on the site. 
 
The edges of the Field croplands are supporting a variable mix of non-native and native 
grass and weed species, mostly annuals.   Species included western ragweed 
(Ambrosia psilostachya var. californica), *shortpod mustard (Brassica geniculata), 
Arizona chess (Bromus arizonicus),  *shepherd's purse (Capsella bursa-pastoris), 
*lamb’s quarters (Chenopodium album), common horseweed (Conyza canadensis), 
*Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), *river red gum (Eucalyptus camaldulensis.), prairie 
sunflower (Helianthus petiolaris subsp. petiolaris), *foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum ssp. 
leporinum), kochia (Kochia scoparia), *cheeseweed (Malva parviflora), *tree tobacco 
(Nicotiana glauca), *littleseed Canary grass (Phalaris minor), *annual bluegrass (Poa 
annua), *common purslane (Portulaca oleracea), *Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), 
Mexican elderberry (Sambucus mexicana), *Mediterranean Schismus (Schismus 
barbatus),  *tumble mustard (Sisymbrium altissimum),  *London rocket (Sisymbrium irio), 
*black nightshade (Solanum nigrum), *common sow-thistle (Sonchus oleraceus), and  
*dwarf nettle (Urtica urens).  A row of *black locust trees (Robinia pseudoacacia) have 
been planted along part of the site’s east property line, and a row of *pomegranate trees 
(Punica granatum) have been planted along a part of the west property line. 

 
Wildlife Species Observed 
 

The site is not providing habitat for an abundance and diversity of wildlife species because 
of the lack of viable native habitats.   The wildlife species observed were common 
opportunistic species, or those species that thrive in environments altered by humans.   

  
Most of the species were observed in the western portion of the site.   Species included 
the side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), rock dove (Columba livia), mourning dove 
(Zenaida macroura), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), American crow (Corvus 
brachyrhynchos), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus 
cyanocephalus), brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater), house finch (Carpodacus 
mexicana), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), 
and Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae).  
 
Small mammal and rodent species such as the California ground squirrel (Spermophilus 
beecheyi), pocket mouse (Perognathus sp.) and deer mouse (Peromyscus sp.) were not 
observed on the site, nor was their diagnostic sign discovered (i.e., burrows, scat, tracks 
and trails, etc.).  A few burrows were found along the site’s west property line beneath 
the pomegranate trees.   They were not active burrows as evidenced by the spider webs 
covering the openings.   And, they were too old and eroded to be diagnostic of a specific 
species. 
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Wildlife Movement Corridors 
  
Wildlife movement corridors link together areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are 
otherwise separated by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, by human disturbance, or 
by the encroachment of urban development.  Movement corridors are important as the 
combination of topography, other natural factors and urbanization has fragmented large 
open space areas.   
 
The fragmentation of natural habitat creates isolated ‘islands’ of vegetation that may not 
provide sufficient area to accommodate sustainable populations, and can also adversely 
impact genetic and species diversity.  Wildlife movement corridors can often mitigate the 
effects of fragmentation by (1) allowing animals to move between remaining habitats, (2) 
providing escape routes from fire, predators and human disturbances and (3) serving as 
travel routes for individual animals as they move within their home ranges in search of 
food, water, mates, and other needs. 
 
The site is not providing an urban wildlife movement corridor for migrations, foraging 
movements or for finding a mate through this portion of the City of Eastvale.  There are 
no viable native habitats present on the site. The site does not connect two or more 
larger core habitat areas that would otherwise be fragmented or isolated from one 
another.   It does not contain suitable cover, food or water to support species and 
facilitate movement within a corridor.    

 
Regulatory Agencies Considerations 
 

Three agencies (collectively, “the resource agencies”) generally regulate activities within 
streams, wetlands and riparian areas in California: (1) the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) regulates activities under Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act that would 
result in a discharge of dredge or fill material into Waters of the United States or 
adjacent Wetlands and associated habitat , (2) the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (Santa Ana RWQCB) regulates all activities under Section 401 of the 
Federal Clean Water Act that would result in a discharge of dredge or fill material into 
Waters of the United States or adjacent Wetlands and associated habitat and (3) the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regulates activities within wetlands 
under the California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600-1607 that would adversely 
affect wildlife habitat associated with any river, stream or lake edges.   
 
As shown on the USGS Topographic Map, 7.5 Minute Series, Corona North, California 
Quadrangle, intermittent blueline streams and/or ephemeral drainage courses 
supporting riparian vegetation and habitat are not present on the site.   Therefore, 
Corps, Santa Ana RWQCB and CDFW jurisdictions are not present on the site.   
 
However, storm water runoff captured on the site will be conveyed to an underground 
storm drain pipeline system and routed into a proposed extended detention basin which 
will provide water quality treatment of site runoff.   Treated flows will then be conveyed 
directly into the concrete trapezoidal channel of Cucamonga Creek, which is the ultimate 
discharge location off the site. 
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Cucamonga Creek Channel is entirely concrete and therefore supports limited biological 
functions and values.  However, the channel is regulated by the Corps and Santa Ana 
RWQCB as “waters of the U.S.”.  Cucamonga Creek Channel is also subject to 
regulation by CDFW as jurisdictional streambed.   Temporary disturbance to the 
concrete channel will be required to install a discharge pipe from a proposed onsite 
extended detention basin.  The project proposes only minimal adverse effects to 
resource agency jurisdictions associated with temporary construction disturbance to the 
channel of Cucamonga Creek.  Due to the lack of biological function and value 
associated with Cucamonga Creek, no compensatory mitigation for temporary impacts 
to resource agency jurisdiction within the offsite channel is warranted.   
 
However, appropriate BMPs to be approved by the resource agencies as part of 
subsequent regulatory permitting will be implemented during installation of the 
discharge pipe to ensure no impacts to downstream resources occur as part of 
construction of the proposed project (see Attachments). 

 
SECTION 3.  MSHCP CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 
 
Western Riverside County MSHCP 
 

Based on the final Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP) (adopted June 17, 2003), the parcels of land comprising the project  site 
are ‘Not A Part’ of proposed Conservation Planning (MSHCP) Criteria Areas (see 
Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) Conservation Summary Report 
Generator attached).   As such, the project is not located within a Cell, Cell Group or 
Sub Unit of the Eastvale Area Plan.    
Therefore, conservation has not been described for the site in the MSHCP. 
 
It is located approximately 2.0 miles northwest of the MSHCP Public/Quasi-Public 
Conserved Areas along the Santa Ana River Central.  
 
Project Relationship to MSHCP Reserve Assembly 
 

The closest proposed conservation Area to the site is located in the southern portion of 
Cell #786 of an Independent Cell Group of the Santa Ana River Central Sub Unit (SU1) 
of the Eastvale Area Plan.   Conservation in this cell will contribute to the assembly of 
Existing Core A. 
 
Existing Core A consists of Prado Basin and the Santa Ana River, located in the 
northwest region of the Plan Area. This southwest-to-northeast trending swath of land 
functions as a linkage, connecting Orange County to the west with San Bernardino 
County to the north.  This core is constrained on all sides by existing urban 
development and agricultural use, and planned land uses surrounding the core consist 
largely of high impact land uses such as City and Community Development.  Therefore, 
high quality riparian habitat within the core and along the edges must be maintained for 
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MSHCP riparian bird species.  Maintenance of existing floodplain processes and water 
quality along the Santa Ana River is also important to MSHCP plant and fish species.  
 
The site is located approximately 2.3 miles northwest of the conservation criteria given 
for Cell #786 that will contribute to the assembly of Existing Core A (Prado Basin and 
the Santa Ana River).  The site is physically separated from high quality riparian habitat 
within the core and along the edges, and is incapable of degrading existing floodplain 
processes and water quality along the Santa Ana River.   Importantly, the site does not 
possess the natural biological resources necessary to make a positive contribution to 
MSHCP Reserve Assembly. The site then has no relationship to the assembly of 
Existing Core A.   

 
MSHCP Implementation Structure 
 

In addition, Section 6.0 of the MSHCP, the MSHCP Implementation Structure, imposes 
all other terms of the MSHCP, including but not limited to the protection of species 
associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools, narrow endemic plant species, 
urban/wildlands interface guidelines, and additional survey needs and procedures set 
forth in Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3, 6.1.4, and 6.3.2. 

 
Section 6.1.2 - Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and   
Vernal Pools 
 

As shown on the USGS Topographic Map, 7.5 Minute Series, Corona North, California 
Quadrangle, intermittent blueline streams and/or ephemeral drainage courses 
supporting riparian vegetation and habitat are not present on the site.   Therefore, the 
biological functions and values of Riparian/Riverine Areas do not exist.   Potential 
suitable riparian habitats for the species listed under ‘Purpose’ in Volume 1, Section 
6.1.2 of the MSHCP are not present on this site.   
 
As the concrete trapezoidal channel of Cucamonga Creek located adjacent to the site’s 
west property line (offsite) does not support riparian vegetation and habitat, it does not 
meet the MSHCP’s definition of Riparian/Riverine Areas.  
 
Other kinds of seasonal aquatic features that could provide suitable habitats for 
endangered and threatened species of fairy shrimp are not present on the site (i.e., 
wetlands, vernal pools or swales, vernal pool-like ephemeral ponds, stock ponds or 
other human-modified depressions, etc.).   Therefore, the biological functions and 
values of Vernal Pools do not exist.   Suitable habitats for the species listed under the 
heading “Purpose” in Volume 1, Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP are not present on this 
site.  
 
The site has no relationship to existing wetland regulations. 
 
The proposed Providence Business Park project is consistent with Section 6.1.2 
of the MSHCP. 
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Section 6.1.3 - Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species 
 

Based on Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, the site is not located within Narrow Endemic Plant 
Species Survey Area.  
 

The proposed Providence Business Park project is consistent with Section 6.1.3 

of the MSHCP. 

 
Section 6.1.4 - Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface 
 

As stated above, the site is located approximately 2.3 miles northwest of the 
conservation criteria given for Cell #786 that will contribute to the MSHCP Reserve 
Assembly.  The site is physically separated from high quality riparian habitat within the 
core and along the edges, and thus has no relationship to the assembly of Existing Core 
A.   Development on the site is incapable of degrading existing floodplain processes and 
water quality along the Santa Ana River.  A 250-foot buffer is used in the MSHCP to 
complete an edge analysis (the distance between developed and conserved areas or its 
urban/wildlands interface).   Development at the site will be located approximately 2.3 
miles from the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.   It then appears that the 
Providence Business Park project will not be subject to the Guidelines Pertaining to the 
Urban/Wildlands Interface for the treatment and management of edge factors such as 
lighting, urban runoff, toxics, and domestic predators as presented in Section 6.1.4 of 
the MSHCP, Volume 1, The Plan.   
 
The proposed Providence Business Park project is consistent with Section 6.1.4 

of the MSHCP. 

 
Section 6.3.2 - Additional Survey Needs and Procedures 
 

Based on Figures 6-2 (Criteria Area Species Survey Areas), 6-3 (Amphibian Species 
Survey Areas) and 6-5 (Mammal Species Survey Areas) of the MSHCP, the site is not 
located in an area where additional surveys are needed for certain species in 
conjunction with MSHCP implementation in order to achieve coverage for these species.   
The site is however located within the Burrowing Owl Survey Area (Figure 6-4 of the 
MSHCP).   As such, a habitat assessment for the burrowing owl was completed by 
Principe and Associates for inclusion in this document:  
 
The burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea) is perhaps the easiest owl to 
identify.  It is commonly seen perching on a fence post or standing at the entrance to its 
nesting burrow.  The long, exposed “stilt” legs and the characteristic “bobbing” behavior 
that is displayed when an individual is approached or otherwise disturbed quickly 
distinguishes this species.  The burrowing owl is a year-long resident of the lowlands 
over much of the southern California region.  The burrowing owl is primarily a diurnal 
species with crepuscular hunting habits.  They hunt by using short flights, running along 
the ground, hovering, or by using an elevated perch.  They are a relatively opportunistic 
forager, dieting on a variety of foods including deer or white-footed mice, meadow voles 
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and beetles.  Although they eat mostly insects and small mammals, they also take 
reptiles, birds and carrion. 
 
The burrowing owl usually nests in an abandoned burrow of a ground squirrel or other 
small mammal, but may also use the burrows of badgers and marmots.  The mammal 
burrows are modified and enlarged.  It may dig its own burrow in soft soils.  One burrow 
is typically selected for use as the nest, however satellite burrows are usually found in 
the immediate vicinity of the nest burrow within the defended territory of the owl.  Pipes, 
culverts, nest boxes, and other manmade structures are used where burrows are scarce.  
Their home range may vary from 0.1 to 4.0 acres (mean 2.0 acres), with average 
distance of 436 feet between burrows.  This species is semi-colonial, and is probably the 
most gregarious owl in North America. 
 
Burrowing owl habitat can be found in shortgrass prairies, annual and perennial 
grasslands, lowland scrub, agricultural lands and rangelands, prairies, coastal dunes, 
deserts, scrublands characterized by low-growing vegetation, and some artificial areas 
(i.e., golf courses, cemeteries, irrigation ditches, etc.).  Suitable owl habitat may also 
include trees and shrubs if the canopy covers less than 30 percent of the ground 
surface, and they may also occur in forb and open stages of pinyon-juniper and 
ponderosa pine habitats.  They require large open expanses of sparsely vegetated areas 
on gentle rolling or level terrain with an abundance of active small mammal burrows.  As 
a critical habitat feature, they require the use of rodent or other burrows for roosting and 
nesting.  Burrows are the essential component of burrowing owl habitat. Both natural 
and artificial burrows provide protection, shelter and nests for burrowing owls.  
 
The burrowing owl is listed as a Species of Special Concern in California because of 
declines of suitable habitat, and both localized and statewide population declines.  It is 
also a Federal-listed Species of Special Concern, Partners in Flight Priority Bird   
Species, and Fish and Wildlife Service Species of Management Concern. Furthermore, 
the Burrowing owl is a migratory bird species protected by international treaty under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918.  The MBTA makes it unlawful to take, 
possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird listed in the Federal Register, 
including feathers or other parts, nests, eggs, or products, except as allowed by 
implementing regulations cited in the Federal Register.  The California Department of 
Fish and Game Code prohibits the take, possession or destruction of birds, their nests or 
eggs.  Implementation of the take provisions requires that project-related disturbance at 
active nesting territories be reduced or eliminated during critical phases of the nesting 
cycle (March 1 - August 15, annually).   Disturbances that cause nest abandonment 
and/or loss of reproductive effort, or the loss of habitat upon which the birds depend is 
considered "taking" and is potentially punishable by fines and/or imprisonment. Such 
taking would also violate federal law (MBTA) protecting migratory birds. 
 
Based on the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan Area (March 29, 2006), an assessment was made of 
the presence of burrowing owl habitat on the project site, including a 150-meter 
(approximately 500 feet) buffer zone around the project boundary.    The first step in the 
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assessment process involved conducting a complete visual and walk-over field survey to 
determine if the site and buffer zone is occupied by burrowing owls or contains either 
suitable or critical habitats (Step I of the Survey Instructions).    
 
As previously stated, the majority of the site is an active/in-use agricultural field without 
natural or remnant inclusions of native vegetation.  Alfalfa is currently planted and 
harvested at the site in continuous cycles throughout the year.  As soon as a crop is 
harvested on a portion of the agricultural field, a new crop is planted in the same spot.  
At any one time, the alfalfa varies from sprouts to mature flowering plants.  A large 
covered three-sided shed housing the various types of equipment used to farm the 
alfalfa crop is still functional on the site.  The ruins of the old concrete foundation of the 
feeding pens still remain on the site.   Suitable burrowing owl habitats were not identified 
on this site.    
 
Suitable burrowing owl habitats were not identified in the buffer zone either.   The site is 
surrounded by an active in-use dairy located to the north, an inactive dairy and tract 
homes to the south, an inactive dairy and James C. Huber Park to the east, and 
Cucamonga Creek (concrete trapezoidal channel) and agricultural/mining development 
to the west.   The site is located in a highly urbanized area of northwest Riverside 
County near San Bernardino County line.  It is located at least a mile from marginally 
suitable burrowing owl habitats consisting of large open expanses of sparsely vegetated 
areas on gentle rolling or level terrain with some active small mammal burrows.   
 
A focused burrow survey was conducted in these areas on August 9, 2013 (Step II, Part 
A of the Survey Instructions).  The survey began at 6:00 am - sunrise.   Weather 
conditions were clear with temperatures rising from 56 to 60 degrees Fahrenheit and 
winds speeds of 0 to 2 miles per hour.   The survey was not conducted within five days 
of rain. 
 
The focused burrow survey was negative.  Critical burrowing owl habitats including 
California ground squirrel burrows, other similarly-sized burrows and/or manmade 
structures capable of being used for roosting or nesting were not discovered on the site.   
The unidentified burrows located beneath the pomegranate trees were not suitable for 
use by burrowing owls because of the tangle of lower tree limbs.   
 
During the survey, burrowing owls were not observed nor was diagnostic sign discovered 
(i.e., molted feathers, cast pellets, prey remains, eggshell fragments, or excrement at or 
near a burrow entrance).  There was no evidence of either active habitat presently being 
used by burrowing owls, or habitat abandoned within the last three years on the site. 
 
There are no California Natural Diversity Database occurrence records from on the site, 
but nine records located within five miles of the site.  This species has been detected 
east of the Jurupa Mountains and along the Santa Ana River, as documented in the 
UCR database and from other sources (USFWS 1996 unpublished data; California 
Science and Engineering Associates 1996).  Smaller numbers of clustered locations 
include the area west of the Jurupa Mountains.   Based on the information gathered for 
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inclusion in the MSHCP, clusters of locations, and information from the USFWS (1996 
unpublished data), the nearest Core Area may include Santa Ana River.  The site is 
located approximately 2.0 miles from the Santa Ana River. 
 
In summary, the site is not occupied by the burrowing owl and also does not provide 
suitable and/or critical habitats for this species.  For these reasons, focused surveys are 
not recommended at this site.  The proposed project site is then consistent with Species 
Conservation Objective 5 of the MSHCP that was developed for the burrowing owl.    
 
Due to the nature and location of the site, the pre-construction presence/absence survey 
could be waived in this case.   There is no critical habitat present on the site.  The 
project would still be consistent with Species Conservation Objective 6 of the MSHCP. 
 
The proposed Providence Business Park project is consistent with Section 6.3.2 

of the MSHCP.  

 
SECTION 4. FINDINGS 

 

The project will not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved 

local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
 
The parcels of land comprising the project site are ‘Not A Part’ of proposed Conservation 
Planning (MSHCP) Criteria Areas.   Therefore, conservation has not been described for 
the site in the MSHCP. 
 
The site is located approximately 2.3 miles northwest of the conservation criteria given 
for Cell #786 that will contribute to the assembly of Existing Core A.  The site is 
physically separated from high quality riparian habitat within the core and along the 
edges, and is incapable of degrading existing floodplain processes and water quality 
along the Santa Ana River.   Importantly, the site does not possess the natural biological 
resources necessary to make a positive contribution to MSHCP Reserve Assembly. The 
site then has no relationship to the assembly of Existing Core A.   
 
The biological functions and values of Riparian/Riverine Areas do not exist on the site.   
The biological functions and values of Vernal Pools do not exist on the site.   The site 
has no relationship to existing wetland regulations. 
 
The site is not located within Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area.  
 
Development at the site will be located approximately 2.3 miles from the proposed 
MSHCP Conservation Area.   It then appears that the Providence Business Park project 
will not be subject to the Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface. 
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The site is not located in an area where additional surveys are needed for Criteria Area, 
Amphibian and Mammal Species in conjunction with MSHCP implementation in order to 
achieve coverage for these species. 
 
An assessment was made of the presence of burrowing owl habitat on the project site, 
including a 150-meter (approximately 500 feet) buffer zone around the project boundary.   
The site is not occupied by the burrowing owl and also does not provide suitable and/or 
critical habitats for this species.   
 

It appears that the project will not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 

or through habitat modifications, on any Endangered or Threatened Species, as 

listed in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (Sections 670.2 or 670.5) or 

in Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 17.12).  
 
Aerial photographs show that the western portion of the site was converted into an 
active, in-use agricultural field at least 65 years ago.   Alfalfa is currently planted and 
harvested at the site in continuous cycles throughout the year.   The edges of the Field 
croplands are supporting a variable mix of non-native and native grass and weed 
species, mostly annuals. 
 
Aerial photographs show that the eastern portion of the site was converted to a dairy 
feedyard at least 65 years ago.  At the present time, the ruins of the old concrete 
foundation of the feeding pens still remain on the site.   The open areas located north 
and south of the foundation have recently been planted with watermelons, strawberries, 
alfalfa, and corn.    
 
There are no viable native habitats present on the site for Endangered or Threatened 
Species.  The onsite Field Croplands and Dairy and Livestock Feedyards Vegetation 
Associations are not providing required growing habitats for Endangered or Threatened 
Plant Species, or suitable live-in or foraging habitats for Endangered or Threatened 
Wildlife Species.   In fact, the site was not even providing habitats for an abundance and 
diversity of common wildlife species.  The wildlife species observed were common 
opportunistic species, or those species that thrive in environments altered by humans.   
Biological surveys conducted on the site in 2008 (by others) also observed a low 
abundance and diversity of common wildlife species.    
 
The Grangeville and Hilmar soils mapped at the site are suited for irrigated alfalfa, 
grapes, dryland pasture and grain, permanent pasture, truck crops, and also for 
homesites.   They do not provide required growing habitats for sensitive plant species 
that are restricted to clay and/or saline-alkali soils. 
  
Other kinds of seasonal aquatic features that could provide suitable habitats for 
endangered and threatened species of fairy shrimp are also not present on the site (i.e., 
wetlands, vernal pools or swales, vernal pool-like ephemeral ponds, stock ponds or 
other human-modified depressions, etc.).    
 



 18 

It appears that the project will not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 

or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, 

sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service 
 
Aerial photographs show that the western portion of the site was converted into an 
active, in-use agricultural field at least 65 years ago.  Alfalfa is currently planted and 
harvested at the site in continuous cycles throughout the year.   The edges of the Field 
croplands are supporting a variable mix of non-native and native grass and weed 
species, mostly annuals. 
 
Aerial photographs show that the eastern portion of the site was converted to a dairy 
feedyard at least 65 years ago.  At the present time, the ruins of the old concrete 
foundation of the feeding pens still remain on the site.   The open areas located north 
and south of the foundation have recently been planted with watermelons, strawberries, 
alfalfa, and corn.    
 
There are no viable native habitats present on the site for any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species. The onsite Field Croplands and Dairy and 
Livestock Feedyards Vegetation Associations are not providing required growing habitats 
for candidate, sensitive, or special status plant species, or suitable live-in or foraging 
habitats for candidate, sensitive, or special status wildlife species.     In fact, the site was 
not even providing habitats for an abundance and diversity of common wildlife species.  
The wildlife species observed were common opportunistic species, or those species that 
thrive in environments altered by humans.   Biological surveys conducted on the site in 
2008 (by others) also observed a low abundance and diversity of common wildlife 
species.    
  
The project will not interfere substantially with the movement of any native 

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 

migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery areas. 
 
The site is not providing an urban wildlife movement corridor for migrations, foraging 
movements or for finding a mate through this portion of the City of Eastvale.  There are 
no viable native habitats present on the site.   The site does not connect two or more 
larger core habitat areas that would otherwise be fragmented or isolated from one 
another.   It does not contain suitable cover, food or water to support species and 
facilitate movement within a corridor.    
 
The project will not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 

other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U. S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service. 
 



 19 

There are no viable native habitats present on the site.  Field Croplands and Dairy and 
Livestock Feedyards Vegetation Associations are not listed as sensitive natural 
communities. 
 
The project will not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not 

limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 

hydrological interruption, or other means. 
 
Perennial, intermittent or ephemeral steams or other kinds of seasonal aquatic features 
that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration 
sufficient to support a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil 
conditions are not present on the site. Temporary disturbance to the concrete 
trapezoidal channel of Cucamonga Creek located directly off the site to the west will be 
required to install an outlet pipe from a proposed onsite detention basin.  However, the 
temporary construction disturbance will not result in adverse effects to the concrete 
channel which does not support riparian areas, wetlands or other special aquatic sites 
within proximity to the proposed limits of offsite construction.  
 

The project will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 

biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. 
 
Significant biological resources are not present on the site.  Trees are limited to one 
eucalyptus tree and rows of locust and pomegranate trees.   They are non-native 
species.   Therefore, the project is not anticipated to conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources. 

 
SECTION 5.  IMPACTS  

 
The project could result in the removal of 4.8 acres Dairy and Livestock Feedyards and 
48.57 acres of Field Croplands present on the site without imposing adverse impacts on 
significant biological resources (Biological Resources/Project Footprint Map). 
 
Removal of all the vegetation growing on the site will not result in an adverse impact.   
The Dairy and Livestock Feedyards and Field Croplands Vegetation Associations are 
not providing habitats for an abundance and diversity of common wildlife species.  The 
wildlife species observed were common opportunistic species, or those species that thrive 
in environments altered by humans.   Biological surveys conducted on the site in 2008 
(by others) also observed a low abundance and diversity of common wildlife species.    
 
The largest areas of Dairy and Livestock Feedyards present in Riverside County are 
located north of San Jacinto and north of Juniper Flats in the communities of Lakeview, 
Mystic Lake, Nuevo, southeast Perris, Eastvale, and Lake Norconian off of Bellegrave 
Avenue.  They occur on 5,853 acres, or 0.33% of the MSHCP Plan Area.  The project 
will result in a cumulative loss of 0.8% of the total Dairy and Livestock Feedyards 
present in the MSHCP Plan Area.    
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Field Croplands (= agricultural lands) occur throughout the majority of the MSHCP Plan 
Area (169,460 acres or 10.83%), usually within close proximity to urbanized or other 
agricultural land uses.   The project will result in a cumulative loss of 0.032% of the total 
Field Croplands present in the MSHCP Plan Area.    
 
Ground disturbance activities could result in the loss of less-mobile common wildlife 
species observed on the site like the side-blotched lizard and Botta’s pocket gopher.   
Mitigation for these species is included in the MSHCP’s Implementation Agreement (see 
below). 
 
Highly mobile species observed on the site like the rock dove, mourning dove, black 
phoebe, American crow, European starling, Brewer’s blackbird, brown-headed cowbird, 
house finch, house sparrow, and desert cottontail will not be lost during ground 
disturbance activities.  These species could exclude the site from their ranges, or 
abandon the entire project area and relocate to other foraging habitat available in the 
vicinity.  Many of these species will likely to return to the site after it is developed and 
landscaped (see below). 
 
Corps, Santa Ana RWQCB and CDFW jurisdictions are not present on the site.  
However, storm water runoff captured on the site will be conveyed to an underground 
storm drain pipeline system.  The storm drain pipeline located in the public street will 
convey treated runoff from enhanced bio-swales.  Best Management Practice (BMP) 
water quality features will also be added along the public street where additional runoff is 
discharged into the storm drain system.    Treated flows will then be conveyed directly 
into the concrete trapezoidal channel of Cucamonga Creek, which is the ultimate 
discharge location on the site.   
 
Cucamonga Creek Channel is entirely concrete and therefore supports limited biological 
functions and values.  However, the channel is regulated by the Corps and Santa Ana 
RWQCB as “waters of the U.S.” pursuant to Section 404 and Section 401 of the Federal 
Clean Water Act (CWA), respectively.  Cucamonga Creek Channel is also subject to 
regulation by CDFW as jurisdictional streambed pursuant to Section 1602 of the 
California Fish & Game Code.   Temporary disturbance to the concrete channel will be 
required to install a discharge pipe from an onsite detention basin proposed as part of 
the project’s storm drain system.  The project proposes only minimal adverse effects to 
Corps, Santa Ana RWQCB and CDFW jurisdictions associated with temporary 
construction disturbance to Cucamonga Creek Channel.   However, storm water runoff 
captured on the site will be conveyed to an underground storm drain pipeline system and 
routed into a proposed extended detention basin which will provide water quality 
treatment of site runoff.   Treated flows will then be conveyed directly into the concrete 
trapezoidal channel of Cucamonga Creek, which is the ultimate discharge location off 
the site. 
 
Cucamonga Creek Channel is entirely concrete and therefore supports limited biological 
functions and values.  However, the channel is regulated by the Corps and Santa Ana 
RWQCB as “waters of the U.S.”.  Cucamonga Creek Channel is also subject to 
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regulation by CDFW as jurisdictional streambed.  Temporary disturbance to the concrete 
channel will be required to install a discharge pipe from a proposed onsite extended 
detention basin.  The project proposes only minimal adverse effects to resource agency 
jurisdictions associated with temporary construction disturbance to the channel of 
Cucamonga Creek.  Due to the lack of biological function and value associated with 
Cucamonga Creek, no compensatory mitigation for temporary impacts to resource 
agency jurisdiction within the offsite channel is warranted.   
 
However, appropriate BMPs to be approved by the resource agencies as part of 
subsequent regulatory permitting will be implemented during installation of the discharge 
pipe to ensure no impacts to downstream resources occur as part of construction of the 
proposed project (see Attachments). 

 
SECTION 6.  PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES AND MITIGATION MEASURES THAT 

REDUCE IMPACTS 
 
The USFWS and CDFW have issued permits pursuant to the federal Endangered 
Species Act and the California Natural Community Conservation Planning Act 
authorizing “Take” of certain species in accordance with the terms and conditions of the 
acts, the Western Riverside County MSHCP and the associated Implementing 
Agreement.  Under the acts, certain activities by the applicant will be authorized to 
“Take” certain species, provided all applicable terms and conditions of the acts, MSHCP 
and the associated Implementing Agreement are met. 
 
With the take permits issued to the County, 118 of 146 species covered by the MSHCP 
will be adequately conserved.  The MSHCP has addressed the Federal, State and local 
project-specific mitigation requirements for each of these species and their specific 
habitats.   The MSHCP will mitigate direct, indirect and cumulative impacts resulting from 
the take of these 118 adequately conserved species by establishing and maintaining a 
reserve system consisting of approximately 500,000 acres (347,000 acres are currently 
within public ownership, and 153,000 acres are currently in private ownership).   Impacts 
to adequately conserved species will not require additional mitigation under the 
Endangered Species Act or the California Environmental Quality Act, but will require the 
following: 

 
In Volume 3 of the MSHCP (Implementing Agreement), a Local Development Mitigation 
Fee (Section 4) has been established to assist in providing revenue to acquire and 
preserve vegetation communities and natural areas within Riverside County which are 
known to support threatened, endangered or key sensitive populations of plant and wildlife 
species.  These preserved areas will also benefit common wildlife species. The project 
proponent will pay the Local Development Mitigation Fee for the development of Revised 
Tentative Parcel Map 35865 or portion thereof to be constructed within the City.   
 
As the site is located within the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Mitigation Fee Area, the project 
proponent will pay the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Mitigation Fee. 
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The wildlife species observed on the site are common inhabitants of the Riverside 
Lowlands Bioregion.  Many are considered to be opportunistic species that are adapted 
to exploit newly available habitats or resources in close proximity to man.  The project 
includes landscaping the site with a variety of trees, shrubs and ground cover.   Some are 
California native species that are drought tolerant, fire resistant and habitat providing 
such as cypress, juniper, pepper, and live oak trees, coastal sagebrush, interior California 
buckwheat, coastal deerweed, white and black sages, barrel cactus, agave, yucca, and 
deer and fountain grasses.  To many species, these resources will be an improvement 
over the existing habitat on the site.     
 
A (1) Section 404 Nationwide Permit from the Corps, a (2) Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification from the Santa Ana RWQCB and (3) a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from CDFW will be obtained for the proposed project.  Given that 
implementation of the project will result in only minor temporary impacts to a concrete 
channel, no compensatory mitigation requirements are required as part of regulatory 
permitting for the proposed project.   However, construction BMP’s will be implemented to 
ensure no impacts to downstream water quality will occur to install the offsite discharge 
pipe.  Final post-construction water quality BMP’s for the project are proposed in 
compliance with Federal, State, and local guidelines, and will be subject to review and 
approval as part of the Section 401 Water Quality Certification application process. 

 
SECTION 7.  CERTIFICATION STATEMENT 
 
Date: October 4, 2013 
 
I hereby certify that the statements furnished herein and in the attached exhibits present 
the data and information required for this MSHCP Consistency Analysis to the best of my 
ability, and that the facts, statements and information presented are true and correct to the 
best of my knowledge and belief. 
             
 

                                                                                       ________________________ 
                                                                                            PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES 
                                                                                                       Paul A. Principe 
                                                                                                            Principal 
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SITE PHOTOGRAPH 1Looking east-to-west from the northeast corner of the site.
Historical aerial photographs show that the eastern portion 
of the site was developed as a dairy feedyard at least 65 
years ago.  The site’s north property line is located next to
an active dairy feedyard.

REVISED TPM 35865

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES



SITE PHOTOGRAPH 2Looking west-to-east from the northwest corner of the site.
The aerial photograph also shows that the western portion 
of the site was converted into an active, in-use agricultural
field at the same time, likely to provide feed for the cows 
(i.e., grass, grain, alfalfa, etc.).   

REVISED TPM 35865

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES



SITE PHOTOGRAPH 3Looking southeast-to-southwest from the southeast corner of 
the site.  The site’s south property line coincides with 2 South-
ern California Edison easements.  One of the easements has 
2 electric towers.   Strawberries, watermelons and alfalfa are 
grown beneath the towers.

REVISED TPM 35865

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES



SITE PHOTOGRAPH 4Looking noth-to-south from the notheast corner of the site.
Ingress/egress to the proposed business park project will 
be taken from Archibald Avenue, which parallels the site’s
east property line.

REVISED TPM 35865

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES



SITE PHOTOGRAPH 5Looking north-to-south from the northwest corner of the site.
Cucamonga Creek (= concrete trapezoidal channel) and its 
service access road are located immediately west of the site 
(offsite). 

REVISED TPM 35865

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES



SITE PHOTOGRAPH 6Looking south-to-north from the soutwest corner of the site.
The southern portion of the site’s west property line has been 
previously planted with a row of pomegranate trees. REVISED TPM 35865

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES



SITE PHOTOGRAPH 7A large covered three-sided shed is the only structure still present 
on the site.  It now houses the various types of equipment used to 
farm the alfalfa crop.  REVISED TPM 35865

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES



SITE PHOTOGRAPH 8Only the concrete foundation of the old dairy feedyard is still 
present on the site.   The historical aerial photographs show 
the site when it was an active dairy. REVISED TPM 35865

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES
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Attachment E-4

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST
For Biological Resources

(Submit Two Copies)

Case Number: ___________Lot/Parcel No. ____________EA Number_____________

Wildlife & Vegetation
Potentially   | Less than Significant |    Less than | No
Significant   | with Mitigation          |    Significant | Impact
Impact         | Incorporated          |    Impact            |

(Check the level of impact the applies to the following questions)

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

9 9 9 9
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)?

9 9 9 9
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 Game or U. S. Wildlife Service?

9 9 9 9
d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

9 9 9 9
e)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

9 9 9 9
f)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act  (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)  through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

9 9 9 9
g)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

9 9 9 9
Source:  CGP Fig. VI.36-VI.40

Findings of Fact: 

Proposed Mitigation:

Monitoring Recommended:
E-4.1
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PREFACE 
 

 
 

Matrix Geotechnical Consulting, Inc. (MATRIX) prepared the attached supplemental 
geotechnical investigation and review of proposed design plans for the proposed Eastvale 

Business Park project, located in the City of Eastvale, California.  As part of our 
investigation leading to the preparation of this report we were informed that the property 

historically was used at the site for a dairy and agricultural enterprise.  During our 
investigation were informed of and / or discovered conditions on the property that require 

mitigation.  We have prepared recommendations to mitigate those conditions.  There is 
however, a high likelihood considering the former use of the property that there are latent 
conditions on the property or beneath the surface of the property that require mitigation.  

When discovered, MATRIX will prepare mitigating recommendations for those defects, but 
we will not be held responsible for any financial obligation to either the near term or the 

long-term effects of discovered latent defects. 
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March 4, 2013 
  
Project No. M1232-001 
 
PROVIDENCE EASTVALE, LLC 
C/O: Boatman Development Company 
3151 Airway Avenue, Suite U-2 
Costa Mesa, California 92626 
 
Attention: Mr. Brad Boatman 
 
 
Subject: Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation for the Proposed Eastvale Business Park 

Project, APN: 144-010-033-2, 144-010-376, and 144-010-038-7, Approximate 53.4 
Acres, Located at the West Side of Archibald Avenue, Between Limonite Avenue and 
65th Street, City of Eastvale, County of Riverside, California 

 
Matrix Geotechnical Consulting, Inc. (MATRIX) is pleased to submit herewith our Supplemental 
Geotechnical Investigation Report for the proposed Eastvale Business Park project, Assessor(s) Parcel 
Number (APN): 144-010-033-2, 144-010-376, and 144-010-038-7, approximately 53.4-acre, located at 
the west side of Archibald Avenue, between Limonite Avenue and 65th Street, City of Eastvale, County 
of Riverside, California.  This report presents the results of our review of published geologic reports 
and/or maps; our review of aerial photographs; the results of our geologic field mapping, our 
subsurface geotechnical field exploration and laboratory testing, and presents our engineering 
judgment, opinions, conclusions and recommendations pertaining to the geotechnical design aspects of 
the proposed Eastvale Business Park. 

 
Based on the results of this investigation it is our opinion that the subject site is suitable for the 
proposed Eastvale Business Park, provided the recommendations presented herein are incorporated 
into the design of the project and implemented during site grading and construction.  MATRIX should 
review final rough grading plans and structural plans when those become available and revise our 
recommendations presented herein, if we deem it necessary. 

 
It has been a pleasure to be of service to you on the preliminary design aspects of this project.  Should 
you have any questions regarding the content of this report or should you require additional 
information, please do not hesitate to contact this office at your earliest convenience. 
 
Very Truly Yours, 
 
MATRIX GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTING 
 
 
Chris Josef | Principal 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Purpose and Scope of Services 
 

The purpose of our supplemental geotechnical investigation was to evaluate the pertinent 
geologic and geotechnical conditions on the site and to provide preliminary geotechnical design 
criteria for grading, construction, foundation design, and other relevant geotechnical aspects for 
use during the design and construction of the proposed Eastvale Business Park. 
  
Our scope of services consisted of: 

 
● A review of existing geotechnical/geologic data, geologic maps and aerial 

photographs pertinent to the site (Appendix A). 
 

● Implementation of a subsurface investigation consisting of the excavation, sampling, 
and logging of eleven (11) hollow-stem auger bores labeled B-21 to B-31 (a previous 
study had performed 20 hollow-stem auger bores labeled B-1 to B-20), to depths 
ranging from approximately 16½ feet to 51½ feet.  Logs of the bores are presented in 
Appendix B, with the approximate locations depicted on the Geotechnical Map, Plate 
1. The bores were excavated to evaluate the pertinent engineering characteristics of 
the subsurface soil/bedrock on the site including classification of site soil, 
determination of depth to groundwater (if present), and to obtain representative soil 
samples. 
 

● Geologic mapping of the site. 
 

● Laboratory testing of representative soil samples obtained during the subsurface 
exploration (Appendix C). 
 

● Engineering and geologic analyses of the data with respect to the design and 
construction of the proposed Eastvale Business Park. 
 

● Preparation of General Earthwork and Grading Specifications (Appendix D). 
 

● Preparation of this report presenting our review, conclusions and preliminary 
geotechnical design recommendations for the design and construction of the proposed 
Eastvale Business Park. 

 
1.2 Location and Site Description  

 
The subject site is located on the west side of Archibald Avenue, between Limonite Avenue and 
65th Street, in the City of Eastvale.  The site is bounded on the north by an existing active dairy, 
south by an Edison easement, west by the Cucamonga Creek storm drain, and east by Archibald 
Avenue.  The general location and configuration of the site is shown on the Site Location Map 
(Figure 1). 
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The general area of the site has historically been utilized for agricultural purposes.  The farmer 
onsite provided first-hand information of previous site conditions, agricultural equipment 
installed, and present-day site operations.  It is our understanding the site was a previous active 
dairy.  The dairy operations were limited to generally the central portion of the property and east 
to Archibald Avenue.  In addition, the central portion of the property to the west has generally 
been utilized for agricultural field purposes.  The dairy operations have since ended, however the 
remains of concrete paving, a barn, and observed organic-rich manure were observed during our 
site investigation.  The manure was generally confined to the area surrounding the concrete 
paving.  However a significant portion of the organic-rich manure was found north of the 
concrete paving, east of the existing barn and south of the present-day dirt road, which traverses 
the site’s northern boundary.  Manure was not observed within the surrounding area to the south, 
southwest, and west of the concrete paving and barn.  This was primarily because of the alfalfa 
fields present in the central to western half of the site.  Although, soil was observed and mapped 
at the surface within the central to eastern portion, just south of the concrete paving and barn 
area, and north of the Edison easement.  In our discussion with the onsite farmer, manure was 
previously present within those areas, however to facilitate the eventual planting of alfalfa crops, 
the existing manure was removed to the underlying native soil.  Furthermore, following the 
removal of the manure, the central to eastern portion of the site was disked and tilled 
approximately 18-inches.  It is expected that remains of organic-rich soil and manure does exist 
within the subgrade of the previous removal, however it appears that the impact of organic-rich 
soil has been significantly reduced.  
 
Two (2) onsite water wells were located within the property boundary.  The water well depths 
were unable to be confirmed.  Based on our discussion with the onsite farmer, these water wells 
function as the primary source of water for the site.  We were informed that of the two water 
wells, one (1) well is approximately 160-feet deep while the other is believed to be twice as 
deep.  Irrigation for the fields was observed by both subsurface and surface piping.  In general, 
surface piping was placing north to south within the central to western portion of the site and 
east to west in the central to eastern portion.  An older subsurface irrigation backbone was 
observed within the central dirt roadway running north to south.  Older concrete irrigation wells 
were observed within the central northern site area at the intersection of the northern dirt road 
and along the southwestern portion of the site, along the Edison easement.  It is expected that 
additional subsurface irrigation does exist within the site, although none was observed during 
our investigation. 
 
The Cucamonga Creek storm drain exists along western portion of the site along with an 
asphaltic concrete roadway, approximately 12-feet wide.  In general, the alfalfa fields directly 
adjoin the asphaltic concrete. 
 
The general topography of the site is lowest at the location of the southwestern corner of the 
property near the Edison easement and the Cucamonga Creek storm drain at 623-feet to gently 
sloping to the north and northeast at a general elevation ranging from approximately 623 to 643 
feet above mean sea level (msl) within the site, respectively. 
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1.3 Previous Geotechnical Investigations  
 

Based on information provided by you, previous geotechnical reporting was performed on the 
project site.  These reports were provided to our office for review as part of our background 
review of the property.  These reports are listed within the references section of the report. 
 

1.4 Proposed Development and Grading  
 

It is our understanding that the proposed Eastvale Business Park project is to consist of a 
development of fourteen (14) buildings, ranging in size from approximately 12,000 to 127,000 
square-feet.  The development will incorporate a widening of Archibald Avenue, onsite asphaltic 
concrete paving, landscaping, retaining walls, underground utilities, curbs, gutters, sidewalk, and 
infiltration basins.  In addition, a new alignment of Limonite Avenue has been proposed to 
extend across the northwest corner of the site and the new entryway of the site has been 
identified to have the centerline of the road the northern property line of the site.  

 
1.5 Subsurface Investigation and Sampling Method 

 
The subsurface exploration conducted for this project consisted of eleven (11) bores labeled B-
21 to B-31 advanced to depths of 16½ to 51½-feet below currently existing site grades.  All of 
the bores were logged during drilling by a member of our staff. 
 
The bores were excavated with hollow-stem augers, advanced by a conventional truck-mounted 
drilling rig.  Representative bulk and in-situ soil samples were taken during drilling.  Relatively 
undisturbed in-situ samples were taken with a split barrel “California Sampler” containing a 
series of one inch long, 2.42-inch diameter brass rings.  This sampling method is described in 
ASTM Test Method D-3550.  In-situ samples were also taken using a 1.4-inch inside diameter 
split spoon sampler, in general accordance with ASTM D-1586.  Both of these samplers were 
driven into the ground with successive blows of a 140-pound weight falling 30-inches.  The 
blow counts obtained during driving are recorded for further analysis.  Bulk samples were 
collected and placed in sealed plastic containers to retain their original moisture content.  The 
relatively undisturbed ring samples were placed in molded plastic sleeves that were then sealed 
and transported to our laboratory. 
 
The approximate locations of the bores are indicated on the Geotechnical Map, included as Plate 
1 (Rear of Report).  The bore logs, which illustrate the soil conditions encountered at the bore 
locations, as well as the results of some of the laboratory testing, are included in Appendix B. 
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2.0 GEOTECHNICAL CONDITIONS 
 

2.1 Regional Geology  
 
Regionally, the site is located in the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province of California.  The 
Peninsular Ranges are characterized by steep, elongated valleys that trend west to northwest.  
The mountainous regions are underlain by Pre-Cretaceous, metasedimentary and metavolcanic 
rocks and Cretaceous plutonic rocks of the Southern California Batholith.  The Tertiary and 
Quaternary rocks are generally comprised of non-marine and marine sediments consisting of 
sandstone, mudstones, conglomerates, and occasional volcanic units.  A map of the regional 
geology is presented on the Regional Geologic Map, Figure 2. 

 
2.2 Local Geology  

 
Based upon our understanding of the regional area and a review of the geotechnical bore logs, 
the surficial earth materials on the site are comprised of artificial fills and Quaternary Young 
Alluvial Fan Deposits.  A general description of the earth materials observed on the site is 
provided in the following paragraphs: 
 
Artificial Fill (Af) 

 
Artificial fill was encountered within dirt roadways of the site, around the concrete 
paving, and within the portion of the site bounded by the barn to the west, dirt roadway 
to the north and concrete paving to the south.  These materials consist of the organic-rich 
soil, manure and disturbed soil identified in the surface dirt roads.  The fill materials 
within the roadways are approximately 12 to 18-inches deep.  The organic-rich soil and 
manure range from 18-inches up to approximately 15-feet deep within the bounded area 
east of the barn.  It is postulated that this area was a short-term pit or open excavation 
area, whereby surficial dairy materials were piled up and buried.  This soil consists 
predominately of light grey-brown, dry to damp, soft to stiff sandy silts and silty sands 
within the roadways. 
 
Organic-rich soil and manure consists of dark grey brown, soft silts and sands. The 
organic-rich soil and manure onsite will require special handling.  The total amount of 
organics and manure should be quantified prior to the commencement of earthwork 
operations. 

 
Quaternary Young Alluvial Fan Deposits (Qyf): 
 

Quaternary Young Alluvial Fan Deposits were mapped directly below the existing 
artificial fill soil, manure and at the surface.  The Alluvial Fan Deposits consists 
predominately of silty sand, clayey sands, silt and sand, which are generally light, gray to 
reddish brown, damp to moist, and soft to dense. 

 
2.3 Landslides 

 
Our review of the pertinent geologic literature did not indicate the presence of landslides on or 
directly adjacent to the site.  The subject site is not located inside an area mapped as being 
potentially affected by earthquake-induced landsliding.  
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2.4 Groundwater  

 
Groundwater was not encountered during the current subsurface investigation to the maximum 
explored depth of 51.5 feet below existing ground surface.  Based upon our understanding of the 
two (2) existing water wells onsite, groundwater is approximately 95 feet below the existing 
ground surface.  In addition, from data provided by the State of California Department of Water 
Resources, a nearby groundwater well no. 02S07W13P002S having a ground surface elevation 
of most nearly 700-feet, indicated that groundwater was at a elevation of 575.1, corresponding to 
approximately 125-feet below the ground surface. 

 
2.5 Surface Drainage 

 
Existing surface drainage is a sheet flow from northeast to southwest.  There are no pre-existing 
drainage devices that exist on the site. 

 
2.6 Seismicity 

 
2.6.1 Faulting 
 

The subject site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and there 
are not any known faults (active, potentially active, or inactive) onsite.  The possibility of 
damage from ground rupture is considered nil because active faults are not known to cross 
the site.  Secondary seismic related hazards are provided below: 

 
2.6.2 Liquefaction & Seismically Induced Settlement  

 
Liquefaction is a seismic phenomenon in which loose, saturated, granular soil behaves 
similarly to a fluid when subjected to high-intensity ground shaking.  Liquefaction 
occurs when three general conditions exist: 1) shallow groundwater; 2) low density non-
cohesive (granular) soil; and 3) high-intensity ground motion.  Studies indicate that 
saturated, loose to medium dense, near surface cohesionless soil exhibits the highest 
liquefaction potential.  Dry cohesionless soil may experience dynamic compaction 
during an earthquake.  In general, cohesive soil may not be considered susceptible to 
liquefaction.   
 
The potential for liquefaction to occur beneath the site is considered nil because of the 
absence of groundwater within the top 50 feet of the site and lack of low-density 
cohesionless soil.  A dry sand settlement of approximately 1-inch is anticipated, for 
proposed soil backfill.  A differential settlement of approximately ½-inch in 30-feet is 
expected because of seismic shaking. 
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2.6.3 Shallow Ground Rupture 

 
Shallow ground rupture cannot be completely precluded at the proposed site.  However, 
based on our geologic mapping, literature review, and aerial photo analysis it appears 
that active faulting/potential shallow ground rupture is considered unlikely because of 
the absence of faulting on or near the subject site.  The potential for ground cracking 
because of shaking from distant seismic events is considered nil, although it is a 
possibility at any site. 

 
2.6.4 Tsunamis and Seiches 

 
Based on the elevation of the proposed development at the site with respect to sea level 
and its distance from large open bodes of water, the potential for seiche and/or tsunami 
waves is considered to be nil. 
 

2.6.5 Lateral Spreading 
 
Saturated soils that have experienced liquefaction may be subject to lateral spreading 
where located adjacent to free-faces, such as slopes, channels, and rivers. The site was 
analyzed for the lateral spreading hazard based on Youd, 2002. The parameters utilized 
to estimate lateral spreading were the, thickness of affected material, SPT data, 
earthquake magnitude, site acceleration “g”, slope of the site, distance to an open 
channel, side-slopes of the open channel and the distance to the most causative 
earthquake.  Based upon our calculations lateral spreading at the site is considered to be 
nil. 
 

 
2.7 Seismic Design Parameters 

 
The design spectrum was developed based on the CBC, 2010.  A site Coordinate of 33.9718° N,  
-117.5874° W was used to derive the seismic design parameters presented below in Table 1. 
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TABLE 1 

Seismic Design Parameters 
 

Seismic Soil Parameters (2010 CBC Section 1613)  
Site Class Definition (Table 1613.5.2) D 
Mapped Spectral Response Acceleration Parameter Ss (for 0.2 second) (Figure 
1613.5(3)) 1.5 

Mapped Spectral Response Acceleration Parameter, S1 (for 1.0 second) (Figure 
1613.5(4)) 0.60 

Site Coefficient Fa (short period) (Table 1613.5.3(1)) 1.00 
Site Coefficient Fv  (1-second period) (Table 1613.5.2(2)) 1.50 
Adjusted Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCE) Spectral Response Acceleration 
Parameter SMS (short period) (Eq. 16-37) 1.5 

Adjusted Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCE) Spectral Response Acceleration  
Parameter SM1 (1-second period)  (Eq. 16-38) 0.9 

Design Spectral Response Acceleration Parameter, SDS (short period) (Eq. 16-39) 1.0 
Design Spectral Response Acceleration Parameter, SD1 (1-second period) (Eq. 16-40) 0.6 

 
2.8 Slope Stability  

 
The site is moderately to gently sloping and we understand that significant slopes are not 
proposed to develop the site for its intended use.  Once final grading plans become available, 
MATRIX should review the proposed modifications and provide supplemental 
recommendations with regards to slopes as necessary. 
 

2.9 Laboratory Testing 
 
The following tests were performed on soil samples recovered from within the bores: in-situ 
density and moisture content, direct shear, remolded direct shear, consolidation, sieve analysis, 
expansion index, R-value, sulfate and chloride content, resistivity, and pH.  The evaluated data, 
a discussion of the tests performed, and a summary of the results are presented in Appendix C.  
These results should be confirmed at the completion of site grading and performed by the 
engineering geologist/geotechnical engineer’s on site representative. 

 
 2.10 Percolation Test Results 
 

The preliminary percolation rate was recorded in the proposed basin bottom at an elevation of 
approximately 620.  The test result is provided below in Table 2: 
 

TABLE 2 
Percolation Test Result 

 
Percolation Test Pit Total Depth (Elevation) Minutes per Inch (MPI) 

P-1 11 feet (620) 15 
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3.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 

Based on the results of our supplemental geotechnical investigation and our understanding of the site, it 
is our opinion that the proposed Eastvale Business Park development and improvements are feasible 
from a geotechnical standpoint, provided the conclusions and recommendations contained in this report 
are considered and incorporated into the project design process and implemented during construction.  
The following is a summary of the primary geotechnical factors determined from our analysis of the 
site.   

 
● Based on the review of pertinent geologic maps and reports, the site is underlain by 

previous organic-rich soil, manure from dairy operations, artificial fill and Quaternary 
Young Alluvial Fan Deposits. 

 
● The site is not located within a State of California Earthquake fault zone. 
 
● Groundwater is not considered a constraint for the proposed Eastvale Business Park 

improvements.  
 
● The potential for liquefaction is considered negligible. 
 
● Active or potentially active faults are not known to exist on the site.  
 
● Known landslides do not impact the site. 
 
● Laboratory test results of the near surface soil indicate a very low to low expansion 

potential and a negligible potential for soluble sulfate attack on Type II/V concrete. 
 
● Laboratory test results of the near surface soil indicate that onsite soil has a moderate to 

severe corrosion potential to buried metals. 
 
● Organic-rich soil and manure was visually identified along the existing concrete corral areas 

and potentially within the area surrounding recently planted strawberries at the eastern 
portion of the site.  

 
● Artificial fills are prone to potential settlement and should be overexcavated to underlying 

competent Quaternary Young Alluvial Fan Deposits, within areas of proposed structures, 
fill or remedial improvements.  Anticipated removal depths range from approximately 1½ 
to 15 feet below the existing surface (See Geotechnical Map, Plate 1). 

 
● The existing onsite soil appears, from a geotechnical perspective, to be suitable material for 

use as fill, provided it is relatively free from rocks (larger than 3 inches in maximum 
dimension), construction debris, and organic material. It is anticipated that the onsite soil 
may be excavated with conventional heavy-duty construction equipment. 
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4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

4.1 Site Earthwork 
 

We anticipate that earthwork at the site will consist of site preparation and remedial grading, 
followed by the installation of underground utilities, and foundations for the proposed buildings.  
All earthwork and grading should be performed in accordance with all applicable requirements 
of the City of Eastvale and the General Earthwork and Grading Specifications for Rough 
Grading included in Appendix D.  In case of conflict, the following recommendations shall 
supersede those included as part of Appendix D. 

  
4.1.1 Site Preparation 

 
Prior to grading of areas that may receive structural fill, engineered structures or other 
improvements the areas should be cleared of surface obstructions, existing debris and 
stripped of vegetation.  Vegetation and debris should be removed and properly disposed 
of offsite.  All debris from the demolition of onsite concrete materials, barn, and 
associated structures should be removed and properly disposed of offsite.  Holes 
resulting from the removal of buried tree root systems, obstructions, structures or 
utilities, which extend below finished site grades should be excavated to firm native soil 
and replaced with a suitable compacted fill material.  Areas to receive fill and/or other 
surface improvements should be scarified to a minimum depth of 6 inches per the 
attached earthwork and grading specifications, brought to a near-optimum water content, 
and recompacted to 90 percent or more relative compaction (based on American 
Standard of Testing and Materials [ASTM] Test Method D1557). 

  
4.1.2 Overexcavation and Recompaction 

 
Portions of the existing site area are underlain by approximately 1½ to 15-feet of 
potentially compressible soils (organics-rich soil, manure, and artificial fill, by others), 
which may settle under the surcharge of fill and/or foundation loads.  If desired, organic-
rich soil may have concentrations of manure of 1% and be utilized as approved fill soil.  
The fill-manure blended soil should be well mixed so that the total organic content 
reaches a level of less than 1% (per County of Riverside Technical Guidelines for 
Geotechnical and Geological Reports) and be blended under a strict quality control plan 
for quantity mixing.  Matrix will provide this quality control plan.  Organic-rich soil and 
manure should be reused primarily for areas such as parking stalls, drive aisles, 
landscaping, roadway widening, and potential trail walkway areas.  It is not 
recommended to utilize organic-rich soil or manure within areas of foundation or slab-
on-grade influence.  Matrix Geotechnical Consulting can provide this information prior 
to mass grading of the subject site.  All remaining organic-rich soil and manure should be 
excavated and hauled offsite in areas of significant quantity.   
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Based upon our understanding of the entire site, the organic-rich soil and manure has 
been disked and tilled into the subgrade of the upper 18 to 24-inches of the site.  Upon 
completion of grading each building pad-by-pad will require specialized testing to 
determine the presence of organic content of finish grade materials less or greater than 
1%.  If total organic content exceeds 1%, alternative recommendations will be provided 
by MATRIX for the design of sub-slab treatment, vent piping, or barriers.  At the client’s 
sole discretion, a vent piping system may be pre-designed for all buildings to reduce the 
potential for blended organic-rich soil or manure production of methane gases and design 
changes during post-grading.   
 
Soil below the proposed structural foundations should be over-excavated to a depth that 
is 3 feet below the bottom of proposed foundations and be replaced with compacted fill.  
In addition, over-excavation should extend a minimum of three (3) feet below the bottom 
of any proposed interior footings.  Over–excavation with building areas should extend 5 
feet or more beyond the proposed structure.  If deepened shoring is utilized for the 
perimeter of the building, MATRIX should review the shoring plans for conformance 
with the geotechnical report.  Although not anticipated, localized, deeper over-excavation 
should be anticipated where deemed necessary by the geotechnical consultant based on 
observation during grading.  The proposed grading should provide a 1:1 (h:v) fill prism, 
extending outwards, below the proposed structural building footprint or wall foundations. 
 
Within any proposed pavement areas the upper 24 inches should be removed and 
recompacted, below the proposed structural section of the roadway.  However, localized, 
deeper overexcavation should be anticipated where deemed necessary by the 
geotechnical consultant based on observations during grading. 
 

4.1.3 Import Soils for Grading  
 
In the event import soil is needed to achieve final design grades, all potential import 
materials should be free of deleterious/oversize materials, have a very low expansion 
potential, negligible corrosion potential, and receive prior approval by the project 
geotechnical consultant 48 hours prior to commencement of delivery onsite.  Laboratory 
testing of import soil must consist of maximum density and optimum moisture content, 
expansion index, sulfate, chloride, resistivity, pH, and sieve analysis. 

 
4.1.4 Shrinkage and Bulking  

 
Volumetric changes in earth quantities occur when excavated onsite earth materials are 
replaced as properly compacted fill.  The following (Table 3) is an estimate of losses 
from removal of organics and shrinkage and bulking factors for the various geologic 
units found on the site.  These estimates are based on in-place densities of the various 
materials and on the estimated average degree of relative compaction specified during 
grading. 
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TABLE 3 

Bulking and Shrinkage 
 

GEOLOGIC UNIT SHRINKAGE/BULKAGE PERCENT 
Organics and Manure (+/- 11,500 yd3 loss from removal) 

Artificial Fill 10 to 15 (shrinkage) 
Quaternary Alluvial Fan Deposits 5 to 10 (shrinkage) 

 
The above estimates of shrinkage are intended as an aid for project engineers in 
determining earthwork quantities.  However, these estimates should be used with some 
caution because those are not absolute values, rather preliminary rough estimates 
which may vary with depth of overexcavation, stripping losses, field conditions at the 
time of grading, etc. (Handling losses, and reduction in volume because of removal of 
oversized material, are not included in these estimates).  

 
 
4.1.5 Temporary Stability of Excavations 

 
All excavations for the proposed development must be performed in accordance with 
current OSHA (Occupational Safety and Health Agency) regulations and those of other 
regulatory agencies, as appropriate. 
 
Based upon previous construction experience within the Eastvale area, temporary 
excavation may be cut up to five feet.  Excavation over five feet shoud be slot-cut, 
shored, or cut to a 1H:1V (horizontal, H: vertical, V) slope gradient. Surface water 
should be diverted away from exposed cuts, and not be allowed to pond on top of the cut 
slopes. Temporary cuts should not be left open for an extended period of time.  
Recommendations and stability calculations can be provided upon request for the use of 
cantilevered shoring, soldier piles, and underpinning.  Final foundation and/or shoring 
plan review must be completed by MATRIX prior to construction to confirm the location 
of potential shoring with respect to the adjacent structures and proposed adjacent 
excavations. 
 

4.1.6 Fill Placement and Compaction 
 
Areas prepared to receive structural fill and/or other surface improvements should be 
scarified to a minimum depth of 6 inches, brought to optimum-water content, and 
recompacted to 90 percent or more relative compaction (based on ASTM Test Method 
D1557). The optimum lift thickness to produce a uniformly compacted fill will depend 
on the type and size of compaction equipment used.  In general, fill should be placed in 
uniform lifts generally not exceeding 8 inches in uncompacted thickness.  Fill materials 
shall be free of cobbles and boulders, with not more than 25% of the material being 
greater than 4 to 6 inches in size.  Placement and compaction of fill should be performed 
in accordance with local grading ordinances under the observation and testing of the 
geotechnical consultant.  In general, oversized material greater than 8 inches shall not be 
placed within 10 vertical feet of finish grade or within 2 feet of future utilities or 
underground construction.  Oversize material may be incorporated into design fills in 
accordance with our standard grading details (see rear of report). 
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4.1.7 Trench Backfill and Compaction 

 
Onsite soil is generally considered to be suitable as trench backfill provided it is screened 
of rocks and other material over 3 inches in diameter and free of organics.  The trench 
backfill soil should have a well-distributed grain size of coarse and fine gravel as well as 
coarse, medium, and fine sands.  Trench backfill should be compacted in uniform lifts 
(generally not exceeding 8 inches in uncompacted thickness) by mechanical means to 90 
percent or more relative compaction (per ASTM Test Method D1557).  
 
If trenches are shallow and the use of conventional equipment may result in damage to 
the utilities clean sand, having sand equivalent (SE) of 30 or greater, should be used to 
bed and shade the utilities.  Sand backfill should be densified.  The densification may be 
accomplished by jetting or flooding.  However, a representative of MATRIX shall 
observe the sub-soil conditions within the trench to determine the soil drainage condition 
potential.  Silt or clay bearing sub-soil within a trench suggests the use of a vibratory 
plate and then tamping to ensure adequate compaction of the trench backfill.  A 
representative from MATRIX should observe, probe, and test the backfill to verify 
compliance with the project specifications. 

 
4.1.8 Cal/OSHA Soil Classification   

 
Based on the soil types encountered during our preliminary investigation, onsite soil can 
be generally classified as Type C.  MATRIX does not limit the soil classification to one 
type as soil may locally change over short distances.  Furthermore, this classification 
should not preclude a Cal/OSHA “competent person” from determining soil type on a 
case-by-case basis. 

 
4.2 Foundation Selection  

 
4.2.1 General 

 
Preliminary recommendations for conventional foundation design and construction are 
presented herein. When the final structural loads for the proposed structures become 
available, those should be provided to our office to verify the recommendations 
presented herein.  
 
The information and recommendations presented in this section are minimums from a 
geotechnical point of view and are not meant to supersede design by the project 
structural engineer or civil engineer specializing in the structural design or those of a 
corrosion consultant.  

 
4.2.2 Conventional Foundations  

 
Continuous footings may be founded at a minimum depth of 18-inch for exterior and 12-
inch for interior construction.  All continuous footings should have a minimum width of 
15 inches. 
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Shallow foundations may be designed for a maximum allowable bearing capacity of 
2,500 lb/ft2, for continuous and spread footings.  This value may be increased by 300 psf 
for each additional foot in depth and 150 psf for each additional foot of width to a 
maximum value of 4,000 psf.   
 
Spread or isolated interior pad footings shall have a minimum width of 24 inches and be 
founded 18 inches deep into certified compacted fill.  A factor of safety greater than 3 
was used in evaluating the above bearing capacity values.  The bearing capacities should 
be re-evaluated when loads and footing sizes have been finalized.    
 
Lateral forces on footings may be resisted by passive earth resistance and friction at the 
bottom of the footing.  Foundations may be designed for a coefficient of friction of 0.35, 
and a passive earth pressure of 225 lb/ft2/ft.  The passive earth pressure incorporates a 
factor of safety of about 1.5.  A one third increase in the passive pressure may be used 
for wind and seismic loads. When combining passive and friction forces, passive 
resistance should be reduced by 1/3. 

 
All footing trenches and bearing pads must be cut neat and level, and should be free of 
sloughed materials.  Subgrade soil must be pre-moistened at optimum water content for 
finished building pads with very low expansive soil and 110% of optimum water content 
for finished building pads with low expansive soil. 

 
TABLE 4 

CONVENTIONAL CONTINUOUS FOUNDATION 
DESIGN PARAMETERS 

Expansion Potential  Very Low to Low 
Soil Category I 

Footing Depth Below Lowest Adjacent Finish Grade  
Interior/Exterior 18 
Footing Width 15 

Footing Reinforcement 
No. 4 Rebar 

Two (2) on Top 
Two (2) on Bottom 

Slab Thickness 6 inches (minimum) 

Under-Slab Requirements 

A moisture and vapor retarding 
system (Stego) should be 

placed below the slab on grade 
and moisture sensitive areas as 

discussed in Section 4.2.3 

Slab Subgrade Moisture 
At 10% above optimum water 
content prior to placement of 

concrete 
Footing Embedment Next to Swales and Slopes 
If exterior footings adjacent to drainage swales are proposed 
within five (5) feet horizontally of the swale, the footing should be 
embedded sufficiently to assure embedment below the bottom of 
the swale is maintained.  Footings adjacent to slopes should be 
embedded such that at least five (5) feet is provided horizontally 
from the edge of the footing to the face of the slope. 
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4.2.3 Building Floor Slabs  
 

We recommend a minimum floor slab thickness of 6 inches, reinforced with No. 4 bars 
spaced a maximum of 18 inches on center, both ways.  All slab reinforcement should be 
supported on concrete chairs to provide proper placement of the reinforcing near mid-
depth of the slab, or as otherwise specified by the project structural engineer.  Concrete 
should be either Type II/V having a minimum compressive strength of 4000 pounds per 
square inch (psi) and a water to cement ratio of 0.45. 

 
Interior floor slabs with moisture sensitive floor coverings should be underlain by a 15-
mil thick moisture/vapor barrier (Stego), to mitigate the upward migration of moisture 
from the underlying subgrade soil.  The moisture/vapor barrier product used should meet 
the performance standards of an ASTM E 1745 Class A material and have a permeance 
rating less than 0.01 perms as described in ASTM E 96-95 and ASTM E 154-88, and be 
properly installed in accordance with ACI publication 302.  It is the responsibility of the 
contractor to ensure that the moisture-vapor barrier system is placed in accordance with 
the project plans and manufacturers and architectural specifications, and that the 
moisture/vapor retarder materials are free of tears and punctures prior to concrete 
placement.  Additional moisture reduction and/or prevention measures may be needed, 
depending on the performance requirements of future interior floor coverings.  Lap the 
membrane twelve inches or more and tape the seams.  Where moisture sensitive floor 
coverings are not anticipated, the moisture/vapor barrier may be eliminated. 
 
Sand layer requirements are the purview of the structural engineer, and should be 
provided in accordance with ACI Publication 302 “Guide for Concrete Floor and Slab 
Construction”.  In general, two inches of sand above and below the moisture/vapor 
barrier can be used as a guide.  Although the selection of sand above the barrier is not a 
soil engineering issue and hence outside our purview.  Ultimately, the design of the 
moisture retarder system and recommendations for concrete placement and curing are the 
purview of the developer, architect, building designer or the engineer responsible for the 
design of the foundations and floor slabs on grade. 
 
Subgrade preparation below the concrete and sand shall consist of 4-inches of ¾-inch 
crushed aggregate base or equivalent material.  The crushed aggregate base should be 
water conditioned to near optimum-water content and be compacted to 95 percent or 
more relative compaction (based on ASTM Test Method D1557). 
 
Prior to placing concrete, vapor barrier, and sand, the subgrade soil below all floor slabs 
should be pre-watered to achieve a water content that is at least equal or slightly greater 
than optimum water content.  This water content should penetrate to a minimum depth of 
12 inches into the subgrade soils.  The water content of the floor slab subgrade soil 
should be verified by the geotechnical engineer within 24-hours prior to concrete 
placement.  Proper concrete curing techniques should be utilized to reduce the potential 
for slab curling or the formation of excessive shrinkage cracks. 
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4.3 Lateral Earth Pressures and Retaining Wall Design Considerations  

 
The following lateral earth pressures are recommended for any proposed retaining walls.  The 
recommended lateral pressures for approved on-site soil (sand equivalency greater than 30 and 
be non-expansive) for level or sloping backfill are presented on Table 5. 

 
TABLE 5 

Lateral Earth Pressures 
 

Design Parameter 
Soil Type 

Imported Aggregate 
Base (Assumed) 

Onsite Sands and 
Silty Sands* 

Internal Friction Angle (ϕ) 38° 30° 
Unit Weight 130 lbs/ft3 120 lbs/ft3 

Equivalent Fluid 
Pressure 

Active Condition 
(Level backfill) 40 lbs/ft3 55 lbs/ft3 

Active Condition 
(2H:1V backfill) 55 lbs/ft3 85 lbs/ft3 

At-Rest Condition 
(Level backfill) 60 lbs/ft3 75 lbs/ft3 

 Passive 250  
 *Onsite backfill soil must be free from organics. 
 

Restrained structural walls should be designed for lateral earth pressures exerted on it.  The 
magnitude of these pressures depends on the amount of deformation that the wall can yield 
under load.  If the wall can yield enough to mobilize the full shear strength of the soil, it can be 
designed for “active” pressure.  If the wall cannot yield under the applied load, the shear strength 
of the soil cannot be mobilized and the earth pressure will be higher.  Such walls should be 
designed for “at-rest” conditions.  If a structure moves toward the soils, the resulting resistance 
developed by the soil is the “passive” resistance.  The equivalent fluid pressure values assume 
free-draining conditions.  The backfill soil shall have a sand equivalency greater than 30, be non-
expansive, and be compacted to 90 percent or more relative compaction (based on ASTM Test 
Methods D2922 and D3017).  All retaining wall backfill should be placed and compacted under 
engineering controlled conditions in the necessary layer thicknesses to ensure an in-place density 
of 90 percent maximum dry density as determined by the modified proctor test ASTM D1557.  
Care should be taken to avoid over-compaction of the soil behind the retaining wall and the use 
of heavy compaction equipment should be avoided. 

 
The walls should be constructed and backfilled as soon as possible after any backcut excavation.  
Prolonged exposure of backcut slopes may result in some localized slope instability.  If 
conditions other than those assumed above are anticipated, the project geotechnical engineer 
should provide the equivalent fluid pressure values on an individual-case basis.   
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The geotechnical and structural engineers must evaluate surcharge-loading effects from the 
adjacent structures.  All retaining wall structures must be provided with appropriate drainage, 
and appropriately waterproofed and constructed with backdrains to include perforated drain 
pipe.  The drain pipe should be sloped to drain to a suitable outlet.  Typical wall drainage design 
is illustrated on Figure 3. It should be noted that the recommended subdrain does not provide 
protection against seepage through the face of the wall and/or efflorescence.  If such seepage or 
efflorescence is undesirable, retaining walls should be waterproofed to mitigate this potential. 
 
A friction coefficient of 0.35 may be used for sliding resistance at the concrete and soil interface.  
Wall footings should be designed in accordance with structural considerations.  The passive 
resistance value may be increased by one-third when considering loads of short duration such as 
wind or seismic loads. 
 
Foundations for retaining walls in properly compacted fill should be embedded at least 24 inches 
below lowest adjacent grade and be over-excavated to a depth that is 3 feet below the bottom of 
proposed foundations and be replaced with compacted fill. At this depth, an allowable bearing 
capacity of 2,000 psf may be assumed. 
 
All excavations must be made in accordance with Cal/OSHA. Excavation safety is the sole 
responsibility of the contractor. 
 

4.4 Structural Setbacks  
 
Structural setbacks, in addition to those required per the CBC, are not required because of 
geologic or geotechnical conditions within the site.  Footing setbacks from basement foundation 
walls should be designed to minimize the effects of loading within the active zone of the 
subterranean walls.  Where foundations are anticipated to be within the active zone for a 
potential subterranean wall, special design criteria for retaining wall active bearing pressures 
should be provided by MATRIX.  The geotechnical and structural engineers must evaluate 
surcharge loading effects from the adjacent structures. 

 
4.5 Corrosivity to Concrete and Metal  

 
The National Association of Corrosion Engineers (NACE) defines corrosion as “a deterioration 
of a substance or its properties because of a reaction with its environment”.  The “environment” 
from a geotechnical viewpoint is the prevailing foundation soil and the “substances” are the 
reinforced concrete foundations or various buried metallic elements such as rebars, piles, pipes, 
etc., which are in direct contact with or within close vicinity of the foundation soil. 

 
In general, soil environments that are detrimental to concrete have high concentrations of soluble 
sulfates and/or pH values of less than 5.5.  ACI 318R-05 Table 4.3.1 provides specific 
guidelines for the concrete mix design based on different amount of soluble sulfate content.  The 
minimum amount of chloride ions in the soil environment that are corrosive to steel, either in the 
form of reinforcement protected by concrete cover, or plain steel substructures such as steel 
pipes or piles, is 500 ppm per California Test 532. 
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Based on testing performed during this investigation within the project site, the onsite soil is 
classified as having a negligible sulfate exposure condition in accordance with ACI 318R-05 
Table 4.3.1.  It is also our opinion that onsite soil should be considered to have a moderate to 
severe corrosion potential to buried metals because of its low resistivity. 
 
Despite the minimum recommendation above, Matrix Geotechnical Consulting is not a 
corrosion-engineering firm. Therefore, if required by the local government agency, we 
recommend that you consult with a competent corrosion engineer and conduct additional testing 
to evaluate the actual corrosion potential of the site and to provide recommendations to reduce 
the corrosion potential with respect to the proposed improvements. The recommendations of the 
corrosion engineer may supersede our findings and recommendations. 

 
4.6 Nonstructural Concrete Flatwork  

 
Concrete flatwork (such as walkways, bicycle trails, etc.) has a potential for cracking because of 
changes in soil volume related to soil-moisture fluctuations.  To mitigate that potential, concrete 
should be designed in accordance with the minimum guidelines outlined in Table 6.  These 
guidelines will reduce the potential for irregular cracking and promote cracking along 
construction joints, but will not eliminate all cracking or lifting.  Thickening the concrete and/or 
adding additional reinforcement will further reduce cosmetic distress. 
 

TABLE 6 
Nonstructural Concrete Flatwork for Very Low to Low Expansive Soil 

 

 Sidewalks Private Drives Entryways 
City Sidewalk 

Curb and 
Gutters 

Minimum 
Thickness (in.) 4 (nominal) 4 (full) 4 (full) City/Agency 

Standard 

Presaturation Presoak to 12 
inches 

Presoak to 12 
inches 

Presoak to 12 
inches 

City/Agency 
Standard 

Reinforcement  
No. 3 at 24 
inches on 
centers* 

No. 3 at 24 
inches on centers 

City/Agency 
Standard 

Thickened 
Edge 

 8” x 8” 8” X 8” City/Agency 
Standard 

Crack Control 

Saw cut or deep 
open tool joint to 

a minimum of 
1/3 the concrete 

thickness 

Saw cut or deep 
open tool joint to 

a minimum of 
1/3 the concrete 

thickness 

Saw cut or deep 
open tool joint to 

a minimum of 
1/3 the concrete 

thickness 

City/Agency 
Standard 

Maximum 
Joint Spacing 5 feet 

10 feet or quarter 
cut whichever is 

closer 
6 feet City/Agency 

Standard 

*Confirm Through Structural Design 
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4.7 Preliminary Pavement Design 

 
The subsequent pavement recommendations assume proper drainage and construction 
monitoring, and are based on either the Portland Concrete Cement (PCA) or Caltrans design 
parameters for a twenty (20) year design period.  However these designs also assume a routine 
pavement maintenance program to obtain the anticipated 20-year pavement service life.   
 
Structural pavement sections presented herein for pavements are based on test results from soil 
samples recovered during our subsurface exploration.  However, it should be understood that the 
soil material exposed during grading may differ from the materials sampled and tested during 
this investigation.  Therefore, preliminary pavement recommendations are subject to verification 
and possible revision based on any revised Traffic Indices (TI) as well as sampling and testing of 
subgrade soils present after grading.  The client and/or civil engineer should verify that the TI’s 
are representative of the anticipated traffic volumes.  If the client and/or civil engineer 
determines that the expected traffic volume will exceed the applicable traffic index, Matrix 
Geotechnical Consulting should be contacted for supplementary recommendations.  The design 
traffic indices equate to the following approximate daily traffic volumes over a 20-year design 
life, assuming six operational traffic days per week. 
 

Traffic Index No. of Heavy Trucks per Day 
4.0 0 
5.0 1 
6.0 3 
7.0 11 

 
With respect of the traffic volumes indicated above, a truck is defined as a 5-axle tractor-trailer 
unit with one 8-kip axle and two 32-kip tandem axles.  All of the traffic indices allow for 1,000 
automobiles per day. 
 
Laboratory testing indicated an R-value of 20 for near surface soils.  However, for planning and 
design purposes, we utilized an R-value of 20 and prepared the following preliminary asphaltic 
concrete (AC) pavement sections (Table 7) based on assumed Traffic Indices (T.I.) of 5.0, 6.5, 
7.0, and 7.5, and for Portland cement concrete (PCC) pavement sections (Table 8) for 
automobile parking and drive areas, light and moderate truck traffic. 
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TABLE 7 

Preliminary Pavement Design – Asphaltic Concrete 
Recommended Minimum Pavement Sections 

 
ASPHALT PAVEMENTS (R = 20) 

Proposed Condition 

Thickness (inches) 

Interior 
Industrial 
Parking 

Drive Areas Loading 
Dock Area Fire Lane 

Assumed Traffic Index 5.0 6.5 7.0 7.5 
Design R-value 20 20 20 20 
AC Thickness (inches) 3.0 3.5 4.0 5.0 
AB Thickness (inches) 8.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 

Notes: AC – Asphaltic Concrete 
 AB – Aggregate Base  

  
The thicknesses of the provided section are considered minimum thicknesses. We utilized a 
design R-Value of 20 for these minimum recommendations.  Increasing the thickness of any or 
all of the above layers will reduce the likelihood of the pavement experiencing distress during its 
service life. The above recommendations are based on the assumption that proper maintenance 
and drainage of irrigation areas adjacent to the roadway will occur through the design life of the 
pavement. Failure to maintain a proper maintenance and/or irrigation program will jeopardize 
the integrity of the pavement. 
 

TABLE 8 
Preliminary Pavement Design – Portland Cement Concrete 

Recommended Minimum Pavement Sections 
 

PORTLAND CEMENT CONCRETE PAVEMENTS  

Materials 

Thickness (inches) 

Automobile 
Parking and Drive 

Areas 

Light Truck 
Traffic Areas 

 

Moderate Truck 
Traffic Areas 

 

PCC 5 6 8.5 
AB 4 6 6 

Compacted Subgrade 
(95% minimum compaction) 12 12 12 
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The concrete should have a 28-day compressive strength of 4,000 pounds per square-inch (psi).  
Subgrade conditions assume a modulus of subgrade reaction of 100 pounds per cubic-inch (pci).  
Reinforcing within all pavements should be designed by the structural engineer.  The maximum 
joint spacing within the entire PCC pavement is recommended to be equal to or less than 20 
times the pavement thickness.  The structural engineer should determine the actual joint spacing 
and reinforcing of the Portland cement concrete pavements. 
 
Aggregate base should be compacted to a minimum of 95 percent relative compaction over a 
subgrade compacted to a minimum of 95 percent relative compaction per ASTM D1557, 
through the upper 12 inches. Aggregate base should meet the specifications of the latest edition 
of the “Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction” (Greenbook) or the 
specifications of Caltrans Class 2 aggregate base. MATRIX should provide geotechnical 
observation and testing during construction. 

 
4.8 Control of Surface Water and Drainage Control 

 
Positive drainage of surface water away from structures is very important.  Water must not be 
allowed to pond directly adjacent to or behind subterranean walls. Positive drainage may be 
accomplished by providing drainage away from buildings at a gradient of at least 2 percent to a 
location identified for drainage and further maintained by a suitable outlet or sump-pump.  Any 
subterranean or basement walls should have a backdrain along the perimeter of the wall 
foundation.  The backdrain should be placed in accordance with the Earthwork and Grading 
specifications included in appendix D of this report. 
 
Planters with open bottoms adjacent to buildings should be avoided. Planters should not be 
located adjacent to buildings unless provisions for drainage, such as catch basins, and/or area 
drains, are made. Over watering must be avoided. 
 

4.9 Slope Landscaping and Maintenance (as necessary)  
 
Adequate slope and pad drainage facilities must be incorporated into the design of the finish 
grading for the subject site.  The overall stability of graded slopes should not be adversely 
affected provided all drainage provisions are properly constructed and maintained thereafter and 
provided all engineered slopes are landscaped with a deep rooted, drought tolerant and 
maintenance free plant species, as recommended by the project landscape architect and reviewed 
by MATRIX.   
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4.10 Future Plan Reviews, Construction Observation and Testing 

 
Future plan reviews are necessary to verify that recommendations and conclusions from Matrix 
Geotechnical Consulting feasibility and preliminary studies have been incorporated into the 
plans.  Modifications to the plan or additional subsurface exploration/laboratory testing may be 
required based upon our review; therefore our review should be performed before any related 
construction is initiated.  Such reviews should include, but are not limited to: 
 

● Rough Grading Plans 
● Precise Grading Plans 
● Foundation and Structural Plans 
● Retaining Wall and Shoring Plans 
● Onsite Storm Water Disposal System Evaluation 
● Storm Drain/Sewer/Water/Dry Utility Plans 

 
Plans should be forwarded to the project geotechnical engineer and/or engineering geologist for 
review and comments, as deemed necessary. 
 
The recommendations provided in this report are based on limited subsurface observations and 
geotechnical analysis. A representative of MATRIX should check the interpolated subsurface 
conditions in the field during construction. 
 
The geotechnical consultant should also perform construction observation and testing during 
future grading, excavations, backfill of utility trenches, preparation of pavement subgrade and 
placement of aggregate base, foundation or retaining wall construction or when an unusual soil 
condition is encountered at the site. Grading plans, foundation plans, and final project drawings 
should be reviewed by this office prior to construction. 
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5.0 LIMITATIONS 
 

Our services were performed using the degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar 
circumstances, by reputable engineers and geologists practicing in this or similar localities. No other 
warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the conclusions and professional advice included in this 
report.  The samples taken and submitted for laboratory testing, the observations made and the in-situ 
field testing performed are believed representative of the entire project; however, soil and geologic 
conditions revealed by excavation may be different than our preliminary findings. If this occurs, the 
responsible party (client or contractor performing work) must notify Matrix Geotechnical Consulting 
immediately of the changed conditions.  These conditions must be evaluated by the project soils 
engineer and geologist and design(s) adjusted as required or alternate design(s) recommended.  

 
This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the owner, or of his/her 
representative, to ensure that the information and recommendations contained herein are brought to the 
attention of the architect and/or project engineer and incorporated into the plans, and the necessary 
steps are taken to see that the contractor and/or subcontractor properly implements the 
recommendations in the field. The contractor and/or subcontractor should notify the owner if they 
consider any of the recommendations presented herein to be unsafe.  

 
The findings of this report are valid as of the present date. However, changes in the conditions of a 
property can and do occur with the passage of time, whether they be due to natural processes or the 
works of man on this or adjacent properties.  
 
In addition, changes in applicable or appropriate standards may occur, whether they result from 
legislation or the broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, the findings of this report may be invalidated 
wholly or partially by changes outside our control.  This report should be reviewed and updated after a 
maximum period of 2-years or if the project concept changes from that described herein.  This report 
has not been prepared for use by parties or project other than those named or described herein.  This 
report may not contain sufficient information for other parties or other purposes.  
 
The opportunity to be of service is appreciated.  Should you have any questions regarding the content 
of this report, or should you require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact this office 
at your earliest convenience. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
MATRIX GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTING 
 
 
Reviewed By Reviewed By 
 
 
Joshua Feffer, CEG John P. Nielsen, GE 641 
Associate Geologist Associate Engineer 
 
CEJ/JF/JPN 
 
Distribution:  Addressee, Mr. Brad Boatman, via email homeboatman@gmail.com   

Addressee, 6 Hard Copies 
   File Copy 
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 Project Name: EASTVALE BUSINESS PARK Page 1 of 2
 Logged By: CEJ
 Type of Rig:  CME-95
 Drop (in): 30                            Hole Dia (in):  8

Hole Location: See Geotechnical Map
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LABORATORY TESTING PROCEDURES AND TEST RESULTS 
 



 

 

APPENDIX C 
 

Laboratory Testing Procedures and Test Results 
 

The laboratory-testing program was directed towards providing quantitative data relating to the 
relevant engineering properties of the soils.  Samples considered representative of site conditions were 
tested in general accordance with American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) procedure 
and/or California Test Methods (CTM), where applicable.  The following summary is a brief outline of 
the test type and a table summarizing the test results. 
 
Soil Classification: Soils were classified according the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS) in 
accordance with ASTM Test Methods D2487 and D2488.  The soil classifications (or group symbol) 
are shown on the laboratory test data and bore logs.   
 
Expansion Index: the Expansion Index Test, U.B.C. Standard No. 18 2 and/or ASTM D4829 
evaluated the expansion potential of selected samples.  Specimens are molded under a given 
compactive energy to approximately the optimum moisture content and approximately 50 percent 
saturation or approximately 90 percent relative compaction. The prepared 1-inch-thick by 2.42-inch-
diameter specimens are loaded to an equivalent 144 psf surcharge and are inundated with tap water 
until volumetric equilibrium is reached. The results of these tests are presented in the table below: 

 
SAMPLE 

LOCATION 
SAMPLE 

DESCRIPTION 
EXPANSION INDEX EXPANSION 

POTENTIAL* 

B-21 at 5-6.5’ Silty SAND 46 Low 
B-30 at 0-5’ Silty SAND 23 Low 
**B-1 at 2’ Silty SAND 12 Very Low 
**B-8 at 2’ Silty SAND 5 Very Low 
**B-20 at 2’ Sandy SILT 18 Very Low 

* Per ASTM D4829; **Norcal Engineering Data 
 

Grain Size Distribution:  selective samples were tested with ASTM D 1140.  The portion retained on 
the no. 200 sieve was dried and then sieved on a U.S. Standard brass sieve set in accordance with 
ASTM D 422 or CTM 202.   
 

SAMPLE 
LOCATION 

PERCENT PASSING 
(%) 

B-22, R-1, 5-6.5’ 22.1 
B-22, R-2, 10-11.5’ 15.6 
B-22, R-3, 15-16.5’ 37.2 
B-22, R-4, 20-21.5’ 55.3 
B-22, R-5, 25-26.5’ 36.0 
B-22, R-6, 30-31.5’ 32.6 
B-22, R-7, 35-36.5’ 46.3 
B-22, R-8, 40-41.5’ 54.8 
B-22, R-9, 45-46.5’ 60.0 
B-22, R-10, 50-51.5’ 76.2 

 



 

 

Consolidation:  Consolidation tests were performed on selected, relatively undisturbed ring samples 
with ASTM D 2435 (California Modified).  Results of these tests are graphically presented on Plate(s) C-
1 through C-3.  Norcal Engineering Consolidation Plates have been included in this section as Plate E, F, 
G, and H. 
 
Soluble Sulfates: The soluble sulfate contents of selected samples were determined by standard 
geotechnical methods (CTM 417).  The soluble sulfate content is used to determine the appropriate 
cement type and maximum water-cement ratios.  The test results are presented in the table below: 

 
SAMPLE 

LOCATION 
SAMPLE 

DESCRIPTION 
SULFATE 

CONTENT (%) 
SULFATE 

EXPOSURE* 
B-23 at 5-10’ Silty SAND 0.001 Negligible 
**B-1 at 2’ Silty SAND 0.003 Negligible 
**B-8 at 2’ Silty SAND 0.004 Negligible 
**B-20 at 2’ Sandy SILT  0.003 Negligible 

*Per ACI 318R-05 Table 4.3.1; **Norcal Engineering Data 
 

Minimum Resistivity and pH Tests:  Minimum resistivity and pH tests were performed with CTM 
643.  The results are presented in the table below: 
 

SAMPLE 
LOCATION 

SAMPLE 
DESCRIPTION pH 

MINIMUM 
RESISTIVITY 

(ohm-cm) 
B-23 at 5-10’ Silty SAND 7.7 2,200 
**B-1 at 2’ Silty SAND 7.1 4,399 
**B-8 at 2’ Silty SAND 7.3 705 
**B-20 at 2’ Sandy SILT  7.3 1,628 

  **Norcal Engineering Data 
 

Atterberg Limits: The results of these tests are presented in the table below: 
 

SAMPLE 
LOCATION LIQUID LIMIT PLASTIC LIMIT PLASTICITY INDEX 

**B-1 at 5’ 24 18 6 
**B-1 at 10’ 28 20 8 
**B-1 at 20’ 49 27 22 
**B-3 at 5’ 23 18 5 

**B-3 at 10’ 49 28 21 
**B-3 at 20’ 22 18 4 
**B-3 at 30’ 44 26 18 
**B-3 at 40’ 41 26 15 

 **Norcal Engineering Data 



 

 

 
Chloride Content:  Chloride content was tested with CTM 422.  The results are presented below: 

 
SAMPLE LOCATION SAMPLE DESCRIPTION CHLORIDE CONTENT (ppm) 

B-23 at 5-10’ Silty SAND 200 
**B-1 at 2’ Silty SAND 76 
**B-8 at 2’ Silty SAND 127 
**B-20 at 2’ Sandy SILT 164 

 **Norcal Engineering Data 
 
Maximum Dry Density Tests:  The maximum dry density and optimum moisture content of typical 
materials were determined in accordance with ASTM D1557.  The results of these tests are presented 
in the table below: 
 

SAMPLE 
LOCATION 

SAMPLE 
DESCRIPTION 

MAXIMUM DRY 
DENSITY                

(% by weight) 

OPTIMUM 
MOISTURE 

CONENT (%) 
B-30 at 0-5’ Silty SAND 119.0 11.5 
**B-1 at 2’ Silty SAND 116.0 11.5 
**B-8 at 2’ Silty SAND 125.0 10.5 

**B-20 at 2’ Sandy SILT 121.0 12.0 
 **Norcal Engineering Data 
 

Direct Shear:  Direct shear tests were performed on selected remolded and/or undisturbed samples with 
ASTM D 3080.   Results of these tests are presented in the table below and on the Direct Shear Plots. 
 

SAMPLE 
LOCATION 

SAMPLE 
DESCRIPTION 

FRICTION 
ANGLE* 
(degrees) 

APPARENT 
COHESION

* (psf) 

FRICTION 
ANGLE** 
(degrees) 

APPARENT 
COHESION 

** (psf) 
B-22, R-1 @ 5’ Silty SAND 29 350 30 200 

B-23, R-1, @ 10’ Clayey SAND 30 240 31 50 
B-32, R-3 @ 15’ SILT 28 380 30 140 
B-34, R-2 @ 14’ SILT 32 340 33 140 

***B-30, 0-5’ Silty SAND 32 130 32 130 
***B-1 @ 2’ Silty SAND 35 50 35 50 

B-4 @ 5’ Silty SAND 35 80 35 80 
B-10 @ 3’ Silty SAND 35 50 35 50 
B-16 @ 2’ Silty SAND 34.5 40 34.5 40 
*Peak Values; **Ultimate Values; ***Remolded; Italicized Results Represent Norcal Engineering Data 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

R-Value:  The R-value of representative samples were determined with CTM 301.  The test results are 
presented in the table below: 

 
SAMPLE LOCATION SAMPLE 

DESCRIPTION 
R-VALUE 

B-30, Bulk @ 0-5 feet Silty SAND 20 
B-2 @ 1’ Silty SAND 76 
B-3 @ 2’ Silty SAND 65 

 Italicized Results Represent Norcal Engineering Data 
 
 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX D 
 

GENERAL EARTHWORK AND GRADING SPECIFICATIONS 



CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS

Note: Filled circle denotes readings after saturation with water

In-place Remolded:
Dry Density, (pcf): 86.6
Moisture (%): 33.3

WATER ADDED @: 1/2
MAXIMUM LOAD, TSF: 4
SOIL DESCRIPTION: SILT with Fine Sand
U.S.C.S. ML/SM

P.N. M1232-001 LOCATION: B-21
CLIENT: Providence Eastvale LLC

Plate: C-1
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CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS

Note: Filled circle denotes readings after saturation with water

In-place Remolded:
Dry Density, (pcf): 107.1
Moisture (%): 13.6

WATER ADDED @: 1/8
MAXIMUM LOAD, TSF: 4
SOIL DESCRIPTION: Silty SAND
U.S.C.S. SM

P.N. M1232-001 LOCATION: B-30
CLIENT: Providence Eastvale LLC

Plate: C-2
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CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS

Note: Filled circle denotes readings after saturation with water

In-place Remolded:
Dry Density, (pcf): 102.5
Moisture (%): 18.4

WATER ADDED @: 1/8
MAXIMUM LOAD, TSF: 4
SOIL DESCRIPTION: Silty-Clay
U.S.C.S. CL/ML

P.N. M1232-001 LOCATION: B-25
CLIENT: Providence Eastvale LLC

Plate: C-3
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APPENDIX D 
 

MATRIX GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTING 
 

General Earthwork and Grading Specifications For Mass and Precise Grading 
 

1.0 General 
 

1.1 Intent:  These General Earthwork and Grading Specifications are for the grading and 
earthwork shown on the approved grading plan(s) and/or indicated in the geotechnical 
report(s).  These Specifications are a part of the recommendations contained in the 
geotechnical report(s).  In case of conflict, the specific recommendations in the 
geotechnical report shall supersede these more general Specifications.  Observations of 
the earthwork by the project Geotechnical Consultant during the course of grading may 
result in new or revised recommendations that could supersede these specifications or the 
recommendations in the geotechnical report(s).   

 
1.2 The Geotechnical Consultant of Record:  Prior to commencement of work, the owner 

shall employ a qualified Geotechnical Consultant of Record (Geotechnical Consultant).  
The Geotechnical Consultant shall be responsible for reviewing the approved 
geotechnical report(s) and accepting the adequacy of the preliminary geotechnical 
findings, conclusions, and recommendations prior to the commencement of the grading. 

 
Prior to commencement of grading, the Geotechnical Consultant shall review the "work 
plan" prepared by the Earthwork Contractor (Contractor) and schedule sufficient 
personnel to perform the appropriate level of observation, mapping, and compaction 
testing. 

 
During the grading and earthwork operations, the Geotechnical Consultant shall observe, 
map, and document the subsurface exposures to verify the geotechnical design 
assumptions.  If the observed conditions are found to be significantly different than the 
interpreted assumptions during the design phase, the Geotechnical Consultant shall 
inform the owner, recommend appropriate changes in design to accommodate the 
observed conditions, and notify the review agency where required.   

 
The Geotechnical Consultant shall observe the water conditioning and processing of the 
subgrade and fill materials and perform relative compaction testing of fill to confirm that 
the attained level of compaction is being accomplished as specified.  The Geotechnical 
Consultant shall provide the test results to the owner and the Contractor on a routine and 
frequent basis. 

 
1.3 The Earthwork Contractor:  The Earthwork Contractor (Contractor) shall be qualified, 

experienced, and knowledgeable in earthwork logistics, preparation and processing of 
ground to receive fill, water conditioning and processing of fill, and compacting fill.  The 
Contractor shall review and accept the plans, geotechnical report(s), and these 
Specifications prior to commencement of grading.  The Contractor shall be solely 
responsible for performing the grading in accordance with the project plans and 
specifications.  The Contractor shall prepare and submit to the owner and the 
Geotechnical Consultant a work plan that indicates the sequence of earthwork grading, 



 

 

the number of “equipment” of work and the estimated quantities of daily earthwork 
contemplated for the site prior to commencement of grading.  The Contractor shall 
inform the owner and the Geotechnical Consultant of changes in work schedules and 
updates to the work plan at least 24 hours in advance of such changes so that appropriate 
personnel will be available for observation and testing.  The Contractor shall not assume 
that the Geotechnical Consultant is aware of all grading operations. 

 
The Contractor shall have the sole responsibility to provide adequate equipment and 
methods to accomplish the earthwork in accordance with the applicable grading codes 
and agency ordinances, these Specifications, and the recommendations in the approved 
geotechnical report(s) and grading plan(s).  If, in the opinion of the Geotechnical 
Consultant, unsatisfactory conditions, such as unsuitable soil, improper moisture 
condition, inadequate compaction, insufficient buttress key size, adverse weather, etc., 
are resulting in a quality of work less than required in these specifications, the 
Geotechnical Consultant shall reject the work and may recommend to the owner that 
construction be stopped until the conditions are rectified. It is the contractor’s sole 
responsibility to provide proper fill compaction. 

 
2.0 Preparation of Areas to be Filled 

 
2.1 Clearing and Grubbing:  Vegetation, such as brush, grass, roots, and other deleterious 

material shall be sufficiently removed and properly disposed of in a method acceptable to 
the owner, governing agencies, and the Geotechnical Consultant. 

 
The Geotechnical Consultant shall evaluate the extent of these removals depending on 
specific site conditions.  Earth fill material shall not contain more than 1 percent of 
organic materials (by volume).  No fill lift shall contain more than 10 percent of organic 
matter.  Nesting of the organic materials shall not be allowed. 

 
If potentially hazardous materials are encountered, the Contractor shall stop work in the 
affected area, and a hazardous material specialist shall be informed immediately for 
proper evaluation and handling of these materials prior to continuing to work in that area. 

 
As presently defined by the State of California, most refined petroleum products 
(gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil, grease, coolant, etc.) have chemical constituents that are 
considered to be hazardous waste.   As such, the indiscriminate dumping or spillage of 
these fluids onto the ground may constitute a misdemeanor, punishable by fines and/or 
imprisonment, and shall not be allowed. The contractor is responsible for all hazardous 
waste relating to his work.  The Geotechnical Consultant does not have expertise in this 
area.  If hazardous waste is a concern, then the Client should acquire the services of a 
qualified environmental assessor. 

 
2.2 Processing:  Existing ground that has been declared satisfactory for support of fill by the 

Geotechnical Consultant shall be scarified to a minimum depth of 6 inches.  Existing 
ground that is not satisfactory shall be overexcavated as specified in the following 
section.  Scarification shall continue until soils are broken down and free of oversize 
material and the working surface is reasonably uniform, flat, and free of uneven features 
that would inhibit uniform compaction. 



 

 

2.3 Overexcavation:  In addition to removals and overexcavations recommended in the 
approved geotechnical report(s) and the grading plan, soft, loose, dry, saturated, spongy, 
organic-rich, highly fractured or otherwise unsuitable ground shall be overexcavated to 
competent ground as evaluated by the Geotechnical Consultant during grading. 

 
2.4 Benching:  Where fills are to be placed on ground with slopes steeper than 5:1 

(horizontal to vertical units), the ground shall be stepped or benched.  Please see the 
Standard Details for a graphic illustration.  The lowest bench or key shall be a minimum 
of 15 feet wide and at least 2 feet deep, into competent material as evaluated by the 
Geotechnical Consultant.  Other benches shall be excavated a minimum height of 4 feet 
into competent material or as otherwise recommended by the Geotechnical Consultant.  
Fill placed on ground sloping flatter than 5:1 shall also be benched or otherwise 
overexcavated to provide a flat subgrade for the fill.   

 
2.5 Evaluation/Acceptance of Fill Areas:  All areas to receive fill, including removal and 

processed areas, key bottoms, and benches, shall be observed, mapped, elevations 
recorded, and/or tested prior to being accepted by the Geotechnical Consultant as suitable 
to receive fill.  The Contractor shall obtain a written acceptance from the Geotechnical 
Consultant prior to fill placement.  A licensed surveyor shall provide the survey control 
for determining elevations of processed areas, keys, and benches. 

 
3.0 Fill Material 

 
3.1 General:  Material to be utilized as fill shall be essentially free of organic matter and 

other deleterious substances evaluated and accepted by the Geotechnical Consultant prior 
to placement.  Soils of poor quality, such as those with unacceptable gradation, high 
expansion potential, or low strength shall be placed in areas acceptable to the 
Geotechnical Consultant or mixed with other soils to achieve satisfactory fill material. 

 
3.2 Oversize:  Oversize material defined as rock, or other irreducible material with a 

maximum dimension greater than 6 inches, shall not be buried or placed in fill unless 
location, materials, and placement methods are specifically accepted by the Geotechnical 
Consultant.  Placement operations shall be such that nesting of oversized material does 
not occur and such that oversize material is completely surrounded by compacted or 
densified fill.  Oversize material shall not be placed within 10 vertical feet of finish grade 
or within 2 feet of future utilities or underground construction. 

 
3.3 Import:  If importing of fill material is required for grading, proposed import material 

shall meet the requirements of Section 3.1.  The potential import source shall be given to 
the Geotechnical Consultant at least 48 hours (2 working days) before importing begins 
so that its suitability can be determined and appropriate tests performed. 

 
4.0 Fill Placement and Compaction 

 
4.1 Fill Layers:  Approved fill material shall be placed in areas prepared to receive fill (per 

Section 3.0) in near horizontal layers not exceeding 8 inches in loose thickness.  The 
Geotechnical Consultant may accept thicker layers if testing indicates the grading 
procedures can adequately compact the thicker layers.  Each layer shall be spread evenly 
and mixed thoroughly to attain relative uniformity of material and moisture throughout. 



 

 

4.2 Fill Moisture Conditioning:  Fill soils shall be watered, dried back, blended, and/or 
mixed, as necessary to attain relatively uniform moisture content at or slightly over 
optimum.  Maximum density and optimum soil moisture content tests shall be performed 
in accordance with the American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM Test Method 
D1557-91). 

 
4.3 Compaction of Fill:  After each layer has been moisture conditioned, mixed, and evenly 

spread, it shall be uniformly compacted to not less than 90 percent of maximum dry 
density (ASTM Test Method D1557-91).  Compaction equipment shall be adequately 
sized and be either specifically designed for soil compaction or of proven reliability to 
efficiently achieve the specified level of compaction with uniformity. 

 
4.4 Compaction of Fill Slopes:  In addition to normal compaction procedures specified 

above, compaction of slopes shall be accomplished by backrolling of slopes with 
sheepsfoot rollers at increments of 3 to 4 feet in fill elevation, or by other methods 
producing satisfactory results acceptable to the Geotechnical Consultant.  Upon 
completion of grading, relative compaction of the fill, out to the slope face, shall be at 
least 90 percent of maximum density per ASTM Test Method D1557-91. 

 
4.5 Compaction Testing:  Field tests for moisture content and relative compaction of the fill 

soils shall be performed by the Geotechnical Consultant.  Location and frequency of tests 
shall be at the Consultant's discretion based on field conditions encountered.  
Compaction test locations will not necessarily be selected on a random basis.  Test 
locations shall be selected to verify adequacy of compaction levels in areas that are 
judged to be prone to inadequate compaction (such as close to slope faces and at the 
fill/bedrock benches). 

 
4.6 Frequency of Compaction Testing:  Tests shall be taken at intervals not exceeding 

2 feet in vertical rise and/or 1,000 cubic yards of compacted fill soils embankment.  In 
addition, as a guideline, at least one (1) test shall be taken on slope faces for each 
5,000 square feet of slope face and/or each 10 feet of vertical height of slope.  The 
Contractor shall assure that fill construction is such that the testing schedule can be 
accomplished by the Geotechnical Consultant.  The Contractor shall stop or slow down 
the earthwork construction if these minimum standards are not met.   

 
4.7 Compaction Test Locations:  The Geotechnical Consultant shall document the 

approximate elevation and horizontal coordinates of each test location.  The Contractor 
shall coordinate with the project surveyor to assure that sufficient grade stakes are 
established so that the Geotechnical Consultant can determine the test locations with 
sufficient accuracy.  At a minimum, two (2) grade stakes within a horizontal distance of 
100 feet and vertically less than 5 feet apart from potential test locations shall be 
provided. 



 

 

 
5.0 Subdrain Installation 

 
Subdrain systems shall be installed in accordance with the approved geotechnical report(s), the 
grading plan, and the Standard Details.  The Geotechnical Consultant may recommend 
additional subdrains and/or changes in subdrain extent, location, grade, or material depending on 
conditions encountered during grading.  All subdrains shall be surveyed by a land surveyor/civil 
engineer for line and grade after installation and prior to burial.  Sufficient time should be 
allowed by the Contractor for these surveys. 
 

6.0 Excavation 
 

Excavations, as well as over-excavation for remedial purposes, shall be evaluated by the 
Geotechnical Consultant during grading.  Remedial removal depths shown on geotechnical plans 
are estimates only.  The Geotechnical Consultant based on the field evaluation of exposed 
conditions during grading shall determine the actual extent of removal.  Where fill over cut 
slopes are to be graded, the cut portion of the slope shall be made, evaluated, and accepted by 
the Geotechnical Consultant prior to placement of materials for construction of the fill portion of 
the slope, unless otherwise recommended by the Geotechnical Consultant. 

 
7.0 Trench Backfills 

 
7.1 The Contractor shall follow all OHSA and Cal/OSHA requirements for safety of trench 

excavations. 
 

7.2 All bedding and backfill of utility trenches shall be done in accordance with the 
applicable provisions of Standard Specifications of Public Works Construction.  Bedding 
material shall have a Sand Equivalent greater than 30 (SE>30).  The bedding shall be 
placed to 1 foot over the top of the conduit and densified by jetting.  Backfill shall be 
placed and densified to a minimum of 90 percent of maximum from 1 foot above the top 
of the conduit to the surface. 

 
7.3 The jetting of the bedding around all utilities shall be observed by the Geotechnical 

Consultant. 
 

7.4 The Geotechnical Consultant shall test the trench backfill for relative compaction.  At 
least one (1) test should be made for every 150 feet of trench and 1 feet of fill. 

 
7.5 Lift thickness of trench backfill shall not exceed those allowed in the Standard 

Specifications of Public Works Construction unless the Contractor can demonstrate to 
the Geotechnical Consultant that the fill lift can be compacted to the minimum relative 
compaction by his alternative equipment and method. 
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PREFACE 
 

 
 

Matrix Geotechnical Consulting, Inc. (MATRIX) prepared the attached pesticide and soil 
gas investigation report for the proposed Eastvale Business Park project, located in the City 
of Eastvale, California.  As part of our investigation leading to the preparation of this report 

we were informed that the property historically was used at the site for a dairy and 
agricultural enterprise.  During our investigation were informed of and / or discovered 

conditions on the property that require mitigation.  We have prepared recommendations to 
mitigate those conditions.  These recommendations are in concert with the aforementioned 
recommendations listed within the project geotechnical report.  There is however, a high 

likelihood considering the former use of the property that there are latent conditions on the 
property or beneath the surface of the property that require mitigation.  When discovered, 
MATRIX will prepare mitigating recommendations for those defects, but we will not be 

held responsible for any financial obligation to either the near term or the long-term effects 
of discovered latent defects. 
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April 10, 2013 
  
Project No. M1232-001 
 
PROVIDENCE EASTVALE, LLC 
C/O: Boatman Development Company 
3151 Airway Avenue, Suite U-2 
Costa Mesa, California 92626 
 
Attention: Mr. Brad Boatman 
 
 
Subject: Pesticide and Soil Gas Investigation Report for the Proposed Eastvale Business Park 

Project, APN: 144-010-033-2, 144-010-376, and 144-010-038-7, Approximate 53.4 
Acres, Located at the West Side of Archibald Avenue, Between Limonite Avenue and 
65th Street, City of Eastvale, County of Riverside, California 

 
Matrix Geotechnical Consulting, Inc. (MATRIX) is pleased to submit herewith our Pesticide and Soil 
Gas Investigation Report for the proposed Eastvale Business Park project, Assessor(s) Parcel Number 
(APN): 144-010-033-2, 144-010-376, and 144-010-038-7, approximately 53.4-acre, located at the west 
side of Archibald Avenue, between Limonite Avenue and 65th Street, City of Eastvale, County of 
Riverside, California.  This report presents the results of our review of published reports and/or maps; 
our review of aerial photographs; the results of our subsurface field exploration and laboratory testing, 
and presents our engineering judgment, opinions, conclusions and recommendations pertaining to the 
design aspects of the proposed Eastvale Business Park. 

 
Based on the results of this investigation it is our opinion that the subject site is suitable for the 
proposed Eastvale Business Park, provided the recommendations presented herein are incorporated 
into the design of the project and implemented during site grading and construction.  MATRIX should 
review final the final plans and prepare methane mitigation design as those become available.  Upon 
review, revisions to our recommendations presented herein may be required, if we deem it necessary. 

 
It has been a pleasure to be of service to you on the preliminary design aspects of this project.  Should 
you have any questions regarding the content of this report or should you require additional 
information, please do not hesitate to contact this office at your earliest convenience. 
 
Very Truly Yours, 
 
MATRIX GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTING 
 
 
 
Chris Josef | Principal 
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Scope of Services 

 
 Purpose and Scope of Services 

 
The purpose of our pesticide and soil gas investigation was to evaluate the presence of potential 
contaminants present within the subgrade soil used during the agricultural period of land use 
and the potential methane gas present within the existing dairy area, and other relevant 
recommendations for use during the design and construction of the proposed Eastvale Business 
Park. 
  
Our scope of services consisted of: 

 
● A review of existing reports data, geologic maps and aerial photographs pertinent 

to the site (Appendix A). 
 
● Implementation of a subsurface investigation consisting of the excavation, 

installation, sampling, and logging of three (3) soil gas bores labeled SG-1 to 
SG-3 (a previous study had performed 20 hollow-stem auger bores labeled 1 to 
36), to depths of approximately 15 feet. The approximate locations depicted on 
the Bore and Excavation Location Map, Figure 1. 

 
● Excavation of in-place bulk samples of agricultural use soil at various depths of 

6 to 18-inches.  The approximate location depicted on the Bore and Excavation 
Location Map, Plate 1. 

 
● Laboratory testing of representative soil samples obtained during the subsurface 

exploration (Appendix C). 
 
● Preparation of this combined report presenting our review, conclusions and 

recommendations for the presences of soil-gas and pesticides within the 
proposed Eastvale Business Park. 
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SOIL-GAS INVESTIGATION 

 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 

Matrix Geotechnical Consulting has been retained by Providence Eastvale, LLC to perform a 
preliminary subsurface methane gas investigation for the proposed Eastvale Business Park 
project, Assessor(s) Parcel Number (APN): 144-010-033-2, 144-010-376, and 144-010-038-7, 
approximately 53.4-acre, located at the west side of Archibald Avenue, between Limonite 
Avenue and 65th Street, City of Eastvale, County of Riverside, California.  Based upon our 
understanding of the site, previous operations consisted of both a dairy and agricultural farming.  
Dairy operations appear to primarily be located in the central to eastern portion of the site.  
Agricultural farming was generally within the central to western portion.  Dates vary slightly, 
however the dairy appears to have commenced operations on or about the early 1970’s and has 
since ceased on or about 2006.  Previous reporting by GeoKinetics, 2004, conducted a survey of 
a larger property boundary, which included an additional approximate 30 acres to the south.  
For historical purposes, the property has since been divided from the larger approximate 87 
acres into two (2) properties consisting of approximately 34 and 53 acres, respectively.   

 
The purpose of our investigation was to review the previous reporting by GeoKinetics, 2004 
and install three (3) soil-gas bores to confirm elevated levels of methane gas in the subsurface 
areas, primarily in the central to eastern portion of the site, where the dairy operations were 
previously conducted.  Based upon our review of the preliminary grading plans, the site is 
designed for commercial buildings.  The commercial buildings are approximately 7,500 square-
feet to 125,000 square-feet, with the smaller buildings identified primarily in the previous dairy 
portion of the site.  The content of this report presents our conclusions and recommendations for 
the presence of soil-gas and associated methane mitigation for the subject development. 

 
2.0 Methane Occurrence and Characteristics 
 

The presence of methane gas in the subsurface is common where organic material – such as 
grass, leaves, wood, manure, etc. – is present in the soil.  Methane is generated by the 
bacteriological digestion, or biodegradation, of organic matter in the absence of oxygen.  Where 
oxygen is present, carbon dioxide rather than methane is typically produced as a result of the 
biodegradation of the organic material.  In our opinion, methane gas is relatively common and 
can be found in the soil beneath a relatively high percentage of residential developments.  
Methane is not toxic, however it is combustible and potentially explosive at concentrations 
above 53,000 ppm in the presence of oxygen.  This concentration is referred to as its Lower 
Explosive Level of LEL.  Methane is lighter than air and therefore has a natural tendency to rise 
to the ground surface where is typically dissipates into the atmosphere.  The presence of 
subsurface methane associated with the biodegradation of low levels of organic material in the 
soil is normally not problematic.   

 
The rates at which the organic material is decomposed, and methane is generated, are slow 
enough such that the gas dissipates naturally under normal circumstances.  Although, as 
methane gas migrates to the ground surface, the potential exists for it to accumulate to a high 
concentration and become pressurized.  Cracks or other penetrations present in the floor slab of 
the home can allow detectable levels of methane gas to enter the interior of the home.  
Improvements – such as a sub-slab vent lines or gas membranes – are often installed as an 
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additional precaution when elevated subsurface gas levels are detected.  For reference, a 
subsurface methane concentration of approximately 10% of the LEL or 5,000 ppm has been 
adopted as an “action level” by a number of counties, municipalities, and other regulatory 
agencies in Southern California.  If the concentration of methane exceeds this action level, 
mitigation improvements are often required on the affected lots. 

 
3.0 Field Investigation 
 
 The field work associated with the methane gas investigation at the subject property included 

the installation and monitoring of three (3) multi-stage subsurface gas bores and the review of 
thirty-six (36) existing gas bores previously completed by GeoKinetics, 2004.  The bores were 
installed on December 3, 2012 and were subsequently monitored on December 4, 5, and 6.  The 
location of each gas bore, including the previous gas bores by GeoKinetics, is shown on the 
Bore and Excavation Location Map, Figure 1.  The gas bores were installed using a truck-
mounted direct-push rig.  This procedure minimized the level of subsurface disturbance during 
the installation process.  A schematic illustrating the installed configuration of the gas bores is 
provided as Figure 2.  As shown in this figure, each gas bore consists of ¼-inch diameter 
polyethylene tubing with an attached porous polypropylene tip.  Individual gas sampling tips 
were installed at depths of 5, 10, and 15 feet below the finished ground surface (bgs) at each 
installed location.  Each sampling tip was embedded within a 12-inch interval of washed 
Monterey No. 3 sand.  Bentonite clay seals were placed above and below each sand interval in 
order to isolate the gas-sampling tip.  Gas tight quick connect fittings were installed on the ends 
of the polyethylene tubing at the ground surface in order to seal the probes between monitoring 
events. 

  
 Monitoring of the gas bores was performed on three separate days between December 4 and 6, 

2012.  The subsurface gas pressure relative to atmospheric, and the concentrations of methane, 
oxygen, and carbon dioxide, was measured in the subsurface bores during each monitoring 
event.  The monitoring equipment that was utilized and the associated detection limits or 
resolutions, are summarized in Table 1.  As indicated, subsurface gas pressures were measured 
to the nearest 0.1 inches of water prior to each sampling event using a Magnahelic gauge while 
the barometric pressure was measured and recorded to the nearest 0.1 inches or mercury using a 
digital barometer.  As indicated in Table 1, methane, oxygen and carbon dioxide concentrations 
were measured in the field using a portable, methane specific, GA-90 infrared gas analyzer.  A 
volume of gas equivalent to ten time that of the ¼-inch diameter polyethylene gas probe tube 
was extracted through the GA-90 during the monitoring process.  Steady state readings were 
generally obtained after approximately two tubing volumes of gas had been extracted.  The 
highest methane reading displayed in each instance was recorded. 

 
 The GA-90 was calibrated at the beginning and the end of each day of monitoring using a 

certified mixture of 15% methane, 15% carbon dioxide, and 70% nitrogen calibration gas (Note:  
all gas concentrations referred to in this report are on a volumetric basis).  A Photoionic Flame 
Ionization Detector (FID) was used to confirm combustible gas levels at selected probes where 
sufficient oxygen was present in the probe to operate the FID.  The gas levels measured with 
both detectors were found to be consistent. 
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 Ambient gas levels in the air four feet above the ground surface were recorded at the site 

periodically during the monitoring.  In each instance, the measured gas level fell within the 
following range: 

 
Gas Measured Range 

Methane <0.1% 
Carbon Dioxide <0.1% 

Oxygen 20.1% to 20.3% 
 

 
4.0 Conclusions 
 
 The pressures and concentrations measured in each of the subsurface gas bores during the three 

monitoring events are summarized in Table 2 as well as the referenced report information.  The 
highest methane level recorded for each bore is also shown on Figure 2.  As indicated, elevated 
methane concentrations were measured in our bores as well as eight of the previous 
installations.  Previously the location where methane was detected was in the pen areas.  Our 
investigation identified similar concentrations to the north of the old wash area on the northern 
side.  It is likely that the area to the north of the wash area was an older pit or pond that was not 
identified during the aerial photo review process.   

 
The GeoKinetics, 2004 investigation installed gas bores within the pen areas.  They recorded a 
high methane level in P-22 in the southern pen area.  P-22 is not located within the subject site 
as the property has been divided.  The present high value recorded was 21,000 parts per million 
(ppm) in GB-1.  Based upon review of the 2004 referenced report, methane was not detected in 
any of the gas bore installations outside of the corral areas.  However, slightly elevated soil gas 
pressures were detected in the majority of the gas probe installation at the site.  High pressure 
readings were 0.05 inches of water of approximately 0.002 psi. 

 
 The previous report indicated that oxygen levels in the pen areas and adjacent to the pen areas 

were significantly depressed to fully depleted.  In addition, the GeoKinetics report indicated that 
carbon dioxide levels were elevated across the site, with the highest being recorded within P-7 
at a depth of 5 feet of 23.5%.  Based upon the recorded readings in our current investigation, we 
have confirmed depleted oxygen levels and elevated carbon dioxide readings, such as GB-2 at a 
depth of 5 feet of 22.9%. 

 
As a result, typical precautionary measures are recommended during the grading of the property 
to reduce the potential for the generation of additional methane gas subsequent to those 
operations.   
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5.0 Recommendations 
 

The following recommendations for grading of the site should be considered to reduce the 
effects of methane gas during the post-construction build out of the site. 

  
• All organic-rich material should be carefully segregated and stockpiled onsite.  Disposal 

of these materials may, under consideration and strict adherence to a quality control 
program, be placed in landscape, parking lots, and easement areas. 
 

• All organic-rich soil should be segregated for controlled placement. 
 

• All buildings located within the central to eastern portion of the site should be methane 
proofed by a means of a vent system of equivalent methodology.  The central to western 
portion of the site will require methane verification during post-grading. 

 
• No organic-rich soil should be utilized as structural fill. 

   
 

TABLE 1 
Gas Bore Monitoring Equipment & Parameters 

 

Parameter Equipment Detection Limit or 
Resolution Range 

Barometric Pressure Digital Thermometer 0.1” of Hg 25 to 36 in Hg 
Gas Bore Pressure Pressure Gauge 0.1” of H2O -5 to +5 in H2O 

Methane 
Concentration 

GA-90 Infrared Gas 
Analyzer 0.1% 0.1% to 100% 

FID 0.1 ppm 0.1 to 1,000 ppm 
1 ppm 1 to 10,000 ppm 

Carbon Dioxide 
Concentration 

GA-90 Infrared Gas 
Analyzer 0.1% 0.1% to 50% 

Oxygen 
Concentrations 

GA-90 Infrared Gas 
Analyzer 0.1% 0.1% to 25% 
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TABLE 2 

Quincey Property Methane Investigation 
Riverside County, California 

 
Multi-Stage Gas Bore Monitoring Results 

 

GAS 
BORE 

NO. 

MONITORING 
DATE 

PROBE 
DEPTH 

(feet) 

GAS 
CONCENTRATION 

GAS 
PROBE 

PRESSURE 
(IN H2O) 

BAROMETRIC 
PRESSURE 

(IN Hg) CH4 CO2 O2 

1 

12/4/12 
5 

2.1 6.3 3.7 0.00 29.3 
12/5/12 0.2 13.4 0.7 0.04 29.3 
12/6/12 0.1 14.0 0.7 0.03 29.3 
12/4/12 

10 
0.8 2.2 1.5 0.01 29.3 

12/5/12 0.5 4.3 2.7 0.05 29.3 
12/6/12 0.1 6.3 2.9 0.3 29.3 
12/4/12 

15 
1.3 14.4 0.0 0.03 29.3 

12/5/12 1.1 14.0 0.0 0.02 29.3 
12/6/12 1.3 14.4 0.0 0.03 29.3 

2 

12/4/12 
5 

1.1 21.1 0.1 0.02 29.3 
12/5/12 1.0 22.1 0.0 0.01 29.3 
12/6/12 1.3 22.9 0.1 0.02 29.3 
12/4/12 

10 
0.9 11.3 0.5 0.01 29.3 

12/5/12 0.4 12.2 0.9 0.02 29.3 
12/6/12 0.4 12.0 1.1 0.01 29.3 
12/4/12 

15 
0.9 19.1 0.0 0.01 29.3 

12/5/12 1.0 18.6 0.0 0.01 29.3 
12/6/12 0.9 18.4 0.0 0.01 29.3 

3 

12/4/12 
5 

0.6 19.9 0.1 0.03 29.3 
12/5/12 0.5 19.1 0.0 0.02 29.3 
12/6/12 0.6 19.5 0.0 0.03 29.3 
12/4/12 

10 
0.3 6.3 2.1 0.02 29.3 

12/5/12 0.2 6.7 1.9 0.03 29.3 
12/6/12 0.3 7.3 2.5 0.03 29.3 
12/4/12 

15 
0.2 13.9 0.0 0.03 29.3 

12/5/12 0.2 14.2 0.0 0.04 29.3 
12/6/12 0.2 14.3 0.1 0.02 29.3 
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PHASE II PESTICIDE INVESTIGATION AND LABORATORY TESTING RESULTS 
 
 
 

Subject: Phase II Environmental Pesticide Investigation and Laboratory Testing Results for 
the Proposed Eastvale Business Park Project, APN: 144-010-033-2, 144-010-376, 
and 144-010-038-7, Approximate 53.4 Acres, Located at the West Side of Archibald 
Avenue, Between Limonite Avenue and 65th Street, City of Eastvale, County of 
Riverside, California 

 
 
1.0 Subsurface Investigation and Sampling Method 
 

In accordance with your request, Matrix Geotechnical Consulting, Inc. (MATRIX) has 
completed field sampling and environmental laboratory testing on fifteen (15) representative 
samples from in-place soil within the existing agricultural fields in the central to western portion 
of the project.  The subsurface investigation conducted for this project consisted of fifteen (15) 
excavations labeled PS-1 through PS-15 advanced to depths of ½ foot to 1-½ feet below 
currently existing site grades within the western portion of the site. The field sampling was 
performed on December 4 and 5, 2012. A member of our staff logged all of the test locations 
during excavation. 

 
The investigation locations were excavated by hand with shovels. Representative bulk soil 
samples were taken and appropriately sealed in glass jars with Teflon-lined plastic caps, placed 
in a chilled container and delivered to Enviro-Chem, Inc. in Pomona, California for analyses 
utilizing chain-of-custody procedures. 

 
The approximate locations of the hand excavations are indicated on the Bore and Excavation 
Location Map, Figure 1 (Rear of Report).   

 
2.0 Laboratory Testing 
 

The soil samples were tested in accordance with EPA and California test methodologies.  The 
testing consisting required the analytical testing of organochlorine pesticides (EPA-8081A) and 
Total Threshold Concentration Limits for Title 22 Metals.  A summary of the results is 
presented in Appendix B.  These results should be confirmed during and at the completion of 
site grading by MATRIX. 

 
3.0 Conclusions 
 

Based upon the results of our current sampling and analysis, it is MATRIX’s professional 
opinion that there are no significant concentrations of organochlorine or total threshold 
concentration limits (TTLC) metals that would limit the proposed usage of existing soil on the 
site.  It is also Matrix Geotechnical Consulting professional opinion that no additional testing is 
required at this time.  However, should additional soils with odors and/or soils staining be 
encountered, the project engineer should be informed and an immediate sampling the materials 
for additional testing should be completed. 
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4.0 Future Plan Reviews, Construction Observation and Testing 
 

Future plan reviews are necessary to verify that recommendations and conclusions from Matrix 
Geotechnical Consulting preliminary studies have been incorporated into the plans.  
Modifications to the plan or additional exploration/laboratory testing may be required based 
upon our review; therefore our review should be performed before any related construction is 
initiated.  Such reviews should include, but are not limited to: 

 
● Rough Grading Plans 
● Precise Grading Plans 
● Foundation and Structural Plans 
● Landscaping Plans 

 
Plans should be forwarded to the project engineer and/or engineering geologist for review and 
comments, as deemed necessary. 

 
The recommendations provided in this report are based on limited subsurface observations and 
analysis. A representative of MATRIX should check the interpolated subsurface conditions in 
the field during construction. 

 
The geotechnical consultant should also perform construction observation and testing during 
future grading and excavations or when an unusual soil condition is encountered at the site.  
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5.0 LIMITATIONS 
 
Our services were performed using the degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar 
circumstances, by reputable engineers and geologists practicing in this or similar localities. No other 
warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the conclusions and professional advice included in this 
report.  The samples taken and submitted for laboratory testing, the observations made and the in-situ 
field testing performed are believed representative of the entire project; however, soil and geologic 
conditions revealed by excavation may be different than our preliminary findings. If this occurs, the 
responsible party (client or contractor performing work) must notify Matrix Geotechnical Consulting 
immediately of the changed conditions.  These conditions must be evaluated by the project soil 
engineer and geologist and design(s) adjusted as required or alternate design(s) recommended.  
 
This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the owner, or of his/her 
representative, to ensure that the information and recommendations contained herein are brought to the 
attention of the architect and/or project engineer and incorporated into the plans, and the necessary 
steps are taken to see that the contractor and/or subcontractor properly implements the 
recommendations in the field. The contractor and/or subcontractor should notify the owner if they 
consider any of the recommendations presented herein to be unsafe.  
 
The findings of this report are valid as of the present date. However, changes in the conditions of a 
property can and do occur with the passage of time, whether they be due to natural processes or the 
works of man on this or adjacent properties.  
 
In addition, changes in applicable or appropriate standards may occur, whether they result from 
legislation or the broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, the findings of this report may be invalidated 
wholly or partially by changes outside our control.  This report should be reviewed and updated after a 
maximum period of 2-years or if the project concept changes from that described herein.  This report 
has not been prepared for use by parties or project other than those named or described herein.  This 
report may not contain sufficient information for other parties or other purposes.  
 
The opportunity to be of service is appreciated.  Should you have any questions regarding the content 
of this report, or should you require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact this office 
at your earliest convenience. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
MATRIX GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTING 
 
 
 
 
Chris Josef Scott E. Richtmyer, CEG 2514 
Principal Associate Engineering Geologist 
 
CEJ/JF/JPN 
 
Distribution:  Addressee, Mr. Brad Boatman, via email homeboatman@gmail.com   
Addressee, 6 Hard Copies 
File Copy 
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Aerial Photograph Interpretation Table 

 
SOURCE FLIGHT FRAME(S) FLIGHT DATE SCALE 
Continental 7F 136-137 5-21-49 N/A 
Continental 18W 156-157 11-6-59 N/A 
Continental 65200 26-27 5-8-65 N/A 
Continental 60-3 86-87 1-30-70 N/A 
Continental 75000 50-49 10-24-75 N/A 
Continental SBD 16-11 1-80 N/A 
Continental 83001 52-53 1-2-83 N/A 
Continental C83-12 27-28 6-12-90 N/A 
Continental C92-18 136-137 5-19-93 N/A 
Continental C114-30 73-74 7-11-95 1”=2,000’ 
Continental C119-30 169-170 10-16-97 1”=2,000’ 
Continental C131-30 116-117 2-2-99 1”=2,000’ 
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EXECUT IVE  SUMMARY 

SCS Engineers (SCS) was retained by WCL LBG LLC (the “User”), to prepare a Phase I 
Environmental Assessment of the Birtcher Corona site located at 6301 Archibald Avenue, California 
(the “Property”).  This assessment was performed in conformance with 40 CFR 312, Standards for 
Conducting All Appropriate Inquiries, and general conformance with ASTM E1527-05.  This 
assessment is a partial update of a previous assessment completed by SCS in 2007. 
 
The Property is located at 6301 Archibald Street on the west side of Archibald Street (south of the 
intersection with Limonite Avenue) in unincorporated Riverside County. 

The Property is an approximately 53-acre portion of the former dairy and farm operation.  The dairy 
operations were located on the eastern half of the Property; the farming operations on the western 
half.  The western 33 acres are heavily overgrown with weeds.  Historically, this area was used for 
crops.  Since 2006, this portion of the Property has apparently been allowed to go fallow.  The 
eastern 20 acres were part of the dairy operation in 2006.  At that time, most of the area was devoted 
to cattle pens, with a large milking barn running east and west through the center of the lot.  A feed 
barn was located near the northwestern corner of the eastern portion.  The dairy operation is no 
longer active on the Property.  The milking barn has been demolished, and only the slab floors 
remain.  No cattle remain on the Property, and the pens are being claimed by weeds.  The feed barn is 
still present and is being used as a commercial feed supply operation.  Small amounts of trash, 
rubbish, and debris were observed to the south of the feed supply operation.  Most of this waste 
appears to be from the former dairy buildings or the residences on the adjoining property to the south. 
 No evidence of hazardous material was observed in any of this waste.  No recognized environmental 
conditions were observed on the Property. 

The only hazardous substances observed on the Property were associated with the feed supply 
operation.  A diesel-powered mixer and conveyor system is used to mix different feed types and load 
truck trailers.  An aboveground diesel tank is used for fuel storage.  Two 55-gallon drums of lube and 
hydraulic oil were observed near the mixer.  One 55-gallon drum labeled “used oil and used oil 
filters” was also observed near the mixer.  A fourth, unlabeled, drum was also observed in this area.  
Several small containers (1- to 5-gallon) of oil and fuel were also noted.  The area of the mixer and 
truck loading operation is concrete-paved.  No evidence of significant spillage or other releases was 
observed in this area.  No evidence of on-site disposal of hazardous substances was observed 
anywhere on the Property. 

The Property has been agricultural since at least 1931 and possibly since the mid-19th century.  There 
were no structures on the Property through at least 1953.  Permits were issued for dairy operations 
and the milking barn in 1965.  The feed supply barn and loading facilities were constructed at some 
point between 1989 and 1994.  Dairy operations continued through at least 2006.  In 2009, the 
milking barn on the Property was demolished. 

In 2004, a subsurface methane investigation was conducted on the 90-acre dairy. Thirty-six gas 
probes were installed across the dairy; sixteen of those probes were installed on Property.  Elevated 
concentrations of methane (greater than 0.1 percent) were found in eight probes, all within corral 
areas.  Four of the probes with elevated concentrations of methane were located on the Property in 
corrals to each side of the milking barn.  The highest methane concentration detected on the Property 
was 2 percent. 
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The Riverside County Planning Department Preliminary Analysis Requirements for site development 
require applicants “to provide the Department of Planning, Building, and Safety and Environmental 
Health a report addressing whether the property was ever used as a dairy, poultry ranch, hog ranch, 
livestock feed operation, manure stockpile site, manure burial site, agricultural pond or for any other 
purpose that might result in the deposition of material which could produce significant methane.”  
The Property falls under the Preliminary Methane Investigation Protocol.  Post-grading, lot-by-lot 
methane testing will be required to determine whether methane mitigation will be needed for future 
construction on the Property.  Since there is no evidence that the western half of the Property was 
ever used for anything other than crops, it may be possible to exempt that portion of the Property 
from the methane testing requirements. 

Regulatory database information identified no known and suspected contamination sites in the area 
surrounding the Property other than waste discharge and UST listings for the dairy at 6313 Archibald 
Avenue.  Since the location of the former UST has not been identified, there is a potential for an 
abandoned UST or residual hydrocarbon fuel contamination on the Property.  However, SCS is of the 
opinion that this tank was more likely on the 6313 Archibald Avenue portion of the dairy operation 
rather than on the Property.  No obvious evidence of significant hydrocarbon contamination was 
found during the site inspection. 

Conclusions 

In summary, SCS has performed a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment of the Birtcher Corona 
site located at 6301 Archibald Avenue, Riverside County, California, in conformance with the scope 
and limitations of 40 CFR 312.  In the opinion of the Environmental Professional, this assessment has 
revealed no evidence of conditions indicative of releases or threatened releases of hazardous 
substances.  No further investigations are recommended at this time. 

However, as noted above, the County is likely to require additional methane testing once the site has 
been graded. 

Data Gaps 

The following data gaps were identified: 
 

 The available records indicate that there may have been an underground diesel tank on the 
dairy site at one time.  There is no available information that indicates where this tank 
may have been, when or whether it was removed, or whether any soils investigations were 
conducted at the time of removal.  Prospective developers of the dairy need to be aware of 
the potential for encountering an abandoned tank or contaminated soil during site 
development.  As noted above, SCS is of the opinion that this tank was probably on the 
southern portion of the dairy site rather than on the Property.  However, in the absence of 
precise information, this is a significant data gap. 

 

 No interviews were conducted during the course of this assessment.  However, interviews 
were conducted during a 2004 assessment, and it appears unlikely that any major changes 
in operation, other than the closure of the dairy operations on the Property, have occurred 
since that time.  This is not considered a significant data gap. 
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1  INTRODUCT ION 

SCS Engineers (SCS) was retained by WCL LBG LLC (the “User”), to prepare a Phase I 
Environmental Assessment of the Birtcher Corona site located at 6301 Archibald Avenue, 
California (the “Property”).  A location map for the Property is presented as Figure 1 in 
Appendix A.  This assessment was performed in conformance with 40 CFR 312, Standards for 
Conducting All Appropriate Inquiries, and general conformance with ASTM E1527-05.  This 
assessment is a partial update of a previous assessment completed by SCS in 2007. 

2  PURPOSE  

The purpose of this investigation was to identify conditions indicative of releases or threatened 
releases of hazardous substances as defined in CERCLA section 101, and petroleum products, 
on, at, in, or to the Property.  

This assessment is intended to constitute appropriate inquiry into the previous ownership and 
uses of the property, as required to support the assertion of the innocent landowner, contiguous 
property owner, and/or bona fide prospective purchaser defenses to liability (collectively the 
landowner liability protections, or LLPs) under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA a.k.a. Superfund), as amended by the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and the Small Business 
Liability Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act of 2002. 

If known or suspected contamination is identified, Users seeking to maintain LLPs have 
responsibilities in addition to completion of an AAI-compliant Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment.  These “continuing obligations” include taking “appropriate care” and “reasonable 
steps” with respect to known or suspected releases of hazardous substances during the term of 
property ownership.  In addition to these requirements under Federal law, there are different 
requirements under state law with respect to liability protections.  On request, SCS Engineers 
can provide support for clients with continuing obligations, as appropriate. 
 
3  SCOPE  OF  SERV ICES  

This Phase I Environmental Assessment is based on: 

 A Phase I Environmental Assessment of a larger property (which encompassed the 
Property) completed in 2007 for Birtcher Developments. 

 Reviews of federal, tribal, state, and local government records. 
 Visual inspections of the Property and adjoining properties performed on April 9, 

2010. 
 Updated review of historical Property use information (topographic maps, aerial 

photographs, fire insurance maps, existing reports, etc.). 
 Commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information about the Property (e.g., 

interviews with appropriate regulatory agency personnel and review of agency files 
review of available documents, interviews with other knowledgeable persons). 

 Degree of obviousness of the presence or likely presence of contamination at the 
Property, and the ability to detect the contamination by appropriate investigation. 
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4  SPEC IAL  TERMS AND CONDIT IONS 

This Phase I Environmental Assessment for the Birtcher Corona site, 6301 Archibald Avenue, 
Riverside County, California has been prepared specifically for WCL LBG LLC, its successors 
or assigns c/o Wrightwood Capital.  The report has been prepared in accordance with the care 
and skill generally exercised by reputable professionals, under similar circumstances, in this or 
similar localities.  No other warranty, express or implied, is made as to the professional opinions 
presented herein.   

No other party, known or unknown to SCS, is intended as a beneficiary of this work product, its 
content or information embedded therein.  Third parties use this report at their own risk.  Third 
party reliance letters may be issued on request to SCS subject to approval of WCL LBG LLC c/o 
Wrightwood Capital and payment to SCS of a fee for such letters.   

5  L IM I TAT IONS AND ASSUMPT IONS 

The investigation focused on releases and threatened releases of hazardous substances or 
petroleum products that could be considered a recognized environmental condition and/or a 
liability due to their possible presence in significant concentrations (e.g., above acceptable limits 
set by the Federal or state government) or due to the potential for contaminant migration through 
exposure pathways (e.g., groundwater).  Materials that may contain substances which are not 
currently deemed hazardous by the federal or state of California EPA were not considered as part 
of this study. 

Unless specifically included in our scope of services, formal surveys for asbestos-containing 
materials, lead-based paints, fire safety, vapor intrusion, indoor air quality, mold, and similar 
matters were not part of this assessment.  The Property was not evaluated for compliance with 
land use, zoning, wetlands, or similar laws.  This report is not intended to be an environmental 
compliance audit. 

Hazardous substances naturally occurring in plants, soils, and rocks, (e.g., heavy metals, 
naturally occurring asbestos, or radon) are not typically considered in these investigations.  
Similarly, construction debris (e.g., discarded concrete, asphalt) is not considered to be of 
concern unless observations suggest that hazardous substances are likely to be present in 
significant concentrations. 

Unless otherwise noted, sampling and laboratory analyses of soil, water, air, building materials, 
or other media, were not performed as part of this investigation.  Positive identification of 
hazardous substances can only be accomplished through sampling and appropriate laboratory 
analysis. 

SCS Engineers assumes no responsibility for the accuracy of information obtained from, 
compiled by, or provided by third-party sources, such as regulatory agency listings.  Unless 
obviously inaccurate or if information exists to the contrary, SCS Engineers assumes that 
information collected during this environmental site assessment is accurate and correct.  Unless 
warranted, information collected has not been independently validated as part of this assessment. 

The following information is the responsibility of the User (40 CFR 312.22): 

 Specialized knowledge or experience of the User. 
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 The relationship of the purchase price to the fair market value of the Property.  The 
purchaser of a Property is required to consider whether any differential between the 
purchase price and the fair market value of the Property is due to the presence of 
releases or potential releases of hazardous substances at the Property. 

 
6  GENERAL  S I T E  CHARACTER IST ICS  

S I T E  L O C A T I O N  

The Property is located at 6301 Archibald Street on the west side of Archibald Street (south of 
the intersection with Limonite Avenue) in unincorporated Riverside County.  (Note: In 2006, the 
Property was part of an approximately 90-acre dairy operation.  Addresses of 6301 and 6313 
Archibald Avenue appear to have been used interchangeably in the past to refer to the entire 
dairy operation.  At the present time, 6313 Archibald Avenue refers to the portion of the original 
dairy adjoining the Property on the south, and 6301 Archibald Avenue is properly limited to the 
Property.)   

G E N E R A L  S I T E  D E S C R I P T I O N  

The Property is an approximately 53-acre portion of the former dairy and farm operation.  The 
dairy operations were located on the eastern half of the Property; the farming operations on the 
western half.  The Property currently consists of four parcels with Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 
(APNs) 144-010-002, 144-010-033, 144-010-037, and 144-010-038. 

A D J O I N I N G  P R O P E R T Y  U S E  

 North – An active dairy farm. 
 East – Archibald Avenue, across which is vacant land. 
 South – The remaining portion of the former dairy and farm operation, beyond which 

is a new residential development. 
 West – Cucamonga Creek, beyond which is a nursery and lumberyard. 

 
7  PHYS ICAL  SETT ING 

P H Y S I O G R A P H I C  S E T T I N G  

According to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), Corona North (1967, photorevised 1981), 
California 7.5-minute topographic map, the Property is located in the Chino Valley portion of 
Riverside County at an elevation of approximately 625 to 640 feet above mean sea level.  Site 
topography is generally flat with a slight regional slope to the south-southwest.  The Santa Ana 
River is located approximately 2.5 miles south of the Property, and Cucamonga Creek borders 
the Property on the west side. 

G E O L O G Y  A N D  S O I L S  

The Chino Basin is underlain by Pleistocene and Recent Age alluvial and terrace deposits.  
Younger alluvium varies in thickness from a few feet at the north to more than 100 feet in the 
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southern portion of the basin.  Older alluvium can be more than 1,100 feet in thickness and 
averages 500 feet in thickness. 

G R O U N D W A T E R  

The Property lies within the Chino Groundwater basin.  Depth to groundwater in the vicinity of 
the Property is approximately 60 to 80 feet below ground surface (bgs).  The general direction of 
groundwater flow is anticipated to be southwesterly.  Zones of perched groundwater may be 
present above the regional groundwater table.  Groundwater in the basin is of generally good 
quality and is used for public water supply and irrigation water.  Locally, groundwater quality 
may be degraded due to high dissolved solids and nitrates from agricultural activities. 

R A D O N  

According to the California Department of Health Service’s July 2007 update of the October 
2002 report Radon Database for California, screening in the area of the Property found no 
locations where buildings had radon levels in excess of 4 pCi/L (the EPA action level).  The 
alluvial geology of the Chino Basin area is not normally associated with elevated radon levels.  
Based on the available information, therefore, elevated radon gas is not expected in the area of 
the Property. 

8  S I TE  INSPECT ION 

An inspection of the Property and surrounding area was conducted on April 9, 2010, by J. 
Rodney Marsh of SCS.  A sketch map and photographs of the Property are provided in Appendix 
B.  No restrictions were placed on site access. 

The Property is approximately 53 acres in size.  The western 33 acres are heavily overgrown 
with weeds.  Historically, this area was used for crops.  Since 2006, this portion of the Property 
has apparently been allowed to go fallow. 

The eastern 20 acres were part of the dairy operation in 2006.  At that time, most of the area was 
devoted to cattle pens, with a large milking barn running east and west through the center of the 
lot.  A feed barn was located near the northwestern corner of the eastern portion.   

The dairy operation is no longer active on the Property.  The milking barn has been demolished, 
and only the slab floors remain.  No cattle remain on the Property, and the pens are being 
claimed by weeds.  The feed barn is still present and is being used as a commercial feed supply 
operation. Different types of feed are combined in a mixer and then fed into trucks for off-site 
delivery.  The mixer is diesel powered.  This operation is accessed via a driveway along the 
northern edge of the Property.    

Small amounts of trash, rubbish, and debris were observed to the south of the feed supply 
operation.  Most of this waste appears to be from the former dairy buildings or the residences on 
the adjoining property to the south.  No evidence of hazardous wastes was observed in any of 
this waste.     

No recognized environmental conditions were observed on the Property. 



B i r t c h e r  C o r o n a ,  6 3 0 1  A r c h i b a l d  A v e n u e ,  R i v e r s i d e  C o u n t y   
 

 5  

H A Z A R D O U S  S U B S T A N C E S  

The only hazardous substances observed on the Property were associated with the feed supply 
operation.  As noted above, a diesel-powered mixer and conveyor system is used to mix different 
feed types and load truck trailers.  An aboveground diesel tank is used for fuel storage.  Two 55-
gallon drums of lube and hydraulic oil were observed near the mixer.  One 55-gallon drum 
labeled “used oil and used oil filters” was also observed near the mixer.  A fourth, unlabeled, 
drum was also observed in this area.  Several small containers (1- to 5-gallon) of oil and fuel 
were also noted.   

The area of the mixer and truck loading operation is concrete-paved.  No evidence of significant 
spillage or other releases was observed in this area. 

No evidence of on-site disposal of hazardous substances was observed anywhere on the 
Property. 

N A T U R A L  D R A I N A G E  

Natural waterways are not currently located on the Property.   Runoff from the Property drains 
internally.   

D I S T U R B E D  A R E A S  

As noted above, most of the Property is former cropland and cattle pens and is unpaved.  The 
Property is heavily overgrown with weeds.  No obvious areas of recent excavation or burial were 
observed.  No areas of potentially chemically-damaged vegetation were observed. 

E L E V A T O R S  A N D  O T H E R  H Y D R A U L I C  E Q U I P M E N T  

No elevators or other in-ground hydraulic equipment were observed on the Property.  The 
hydraulic oil observed near the feed supply operation is apparently used in some of the observed 
loading equipment. 

W E L L S  

Historically, there were two wells on the Property that were used to supply domestic, dairy, and 
irrigation water.  Well #1 is located near the northeastern corner of the Property (APN 144-010-
002).  Well #2 was located adjacent to the northwest corner of the milking barn.  Well #1 
appears to still be operational.  Well #2 was not observed during the site inspection.   

E L E C T R I C A L  E Q U I P M E N T  

Three pole-mounted Southern California Edison (SCE) electrical transformers were noted along 
Archibald Avenue near the front of the former milking barn.  SCE has stated that they have 
never specified the purchase of distribution transformers utilizing PCBs as the insulating/cooling 
fluid.  SCE transformers utilize mineral oil exclusively.  In a statistically valid test of over 
20,000 SCE distribution transformers, SCE determined that the concentrations of PCBs in the 
mineral oils was less than 50 parts per million (ppm) in over 96 percent of the units.  Based on 
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the available information, no significant environmental impact to the Property is anticipated 
from these transformers. 

W A S T E W A T E R  

Industrial wastewaters are not generated on the Property.  Historically, wastewater from milking 
barn washing was directed to the pastures or holding ponds on the Property.  The residences on 
the adjoining land to the south are served by individual septic tank/leach field or cesspool 
systems. 

D R I N K I N G  W A T E R  

Drinking water is supplied to the Property by the on-site wells. 

S T O R A G E  T A N K S  

Five aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) were observed on the Property.  Based on the previous 
Phase I assessment, two are used to store water, two are used for feed components (whey, 
molasses), and one is the diesel fuel tank noted above.  The feed line from the diesel tank to the 
feed mixer is aboveground.  No evidence of releases was observed around these tanks or feed 
lines.  No evidence of underground storage tanks (USTs) was observed on the Property. 

A S B E S T O S - C O N T A I N I N G  M A T E R I A L S  ( A C M S )  

As part of this environmental assessment, farm buildings on the Property were inspected visually 
(non-invasive) for obvious signs of ACMs.  In general, buildings constructed prior to 1985 have 
the greatest potential for ACMs, especially friable ACMs.  However, a few ACMs are still being 
manufactured (e.g., certain roofing materials, cement-asbestos pipe, etc.).  In general, though, 
buildings constructed after 1985 have virtually no potential for friable ACMs and only a low 
potential for non-friable ACMs. 

Historical information indicates that the former milking barn on the Property was constructed in 
1965.  As only the slab foundation remains, no potential ACMs were observed.  The feed barn 
was constructed at some point between 1989 and 1994.  Based on the date of construction, 
ACMs probably were not used in its construction.  Without sampling and analysis, it is not 
possible to definitely identify ACMs.   

V I S U A L  I N S P E C T I O N  O F  A D J O I N I N G  S I T E S   

The adjoining sites are all residential or agricultural.  No recognized environmental conditions 
were observed on any adjoining site. 

9  INTERV I EWS 

No personnel were on site to be interviewed.  The current Property owner is Birtcher 
Developments, a development company with no first-hand information on site operations.  
Neither the former owner nor operator was available for interviews.  However, the previous 
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owner, Robin Quincey, and operator, Jeff Davis, were interviewed in regards to site operations, 
history, and environmental concerns in 2004. 

In addition to information already discussed in this report, these individuals indicated that very 
little of the manure generated on the Property was used for fertilizer on site.  Most was hauled 
off site for disposal.  Dead animals were also hauled off site for disposal 

10  S I TE  H ISTORY  

Site history for this assessment was taken largely from the 2006 environmental assessment 
completed by SCS, updated with Riverside County building and planning department 
information.  The information in the 2006 report was derived from the following sources: 

 Historical U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), topographic maps provided by 
Environmental Data Resources (EDR). 

 Historical aerial photographs dating from 1931, 1938, 1953, 1968, 1977, 1989, 1994, 
and 2002 provided by EDR. 

 A search was made of the EDR-Sanborn collection and no maps of the Property were 
found. 

 
Copies of topographic maps and aerial photographs are included in Appendix C. 

T O P O G R A P H I C  M A P S  

 1902 Corona 30-minute map – the general area of the Property appeared to be largely 
vacant and undeveloped. 

 1947 Corona 15-minute map – Archibald Avenue was present and paved.  No 
structures were depicted on the Property, although unpaved roads may have accessed 
portions of the Property.  Surrounding sites were undeveloped or agricultural. 

 1967 Corona North 7.5-minute map – A structure consistent with the milking barn 
was depicted on the Property.  The high-tension electrical lines currently crossing the 
Property were present.  The surrounding area was undeveloped/agricultural. 

 1973 Corona North 7.5-minute map – The milking barn had been extended to the 
west and the well in the northeastern corner of the Property was depicted.  Otherwise, 
no appreciable changes were noted from the 1967 map. 

 1981 Corona North 7.5-minute map – No appreciable changes were noted from the 
1973 map. 

A E R I A L  P H O T O G R A P H S  

 1931 – The Property and surrounding area were agricultural.  No structures were 
visible on the Property. 

 1938 – No significant changes to the Property and surrounding area were noted from 
the 1931 photo. 
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 1953 – No significant changes to the Property or surrounding area were noted from 
the 1938 photo.  Cucamonga Creek was visible on this photo. 

 1968 – The western half of the Property and the surrounding area remained 
agricultural.  The milking barn and the well in the northeastern corner were visible on 
the Property. 

 1977 – No significant changes to the Property or surrounding area were noted from 
the 1968 photo. 

 1989 – No significant changes to the Property or surrounding area were noted from 
the 1977 photo.  The adjoining property to the north was also engaged in dairy 
operations. 

 1994 – The Property appeared very similar to its current configuration.  The feed 
supply operation barn was visible.   

 2002 – The structures on the Property matched their current configurations.  
Adjoining sites were all agricultural or dairy. 

R I V E R S I D E  C O U N T Y  P L A N N I N G / B U I L D I N G  D E P A R T M E N T S  

 1965 – Building permits were issued for a dairy and calf barn.  A permit was also 
issued to relocate a dwelling and attached garage. 

 2009 – A permit was issued to demolish a dairy building. 

O T H E R  H I S T O R I C A L  S O U R C E S  

None of the available historical records document the earliest agricultural use of the Property.  
This general area, however, was part of a Mexican land grant – Rancho Santa Ana del Chino – in 
the early 19th century.  Typically, the early ranchos were used as cattle and horse ranches.  By 
the mid- to late-19th century, many of the ranchos had been broken up and converted to farmland. 
 Thus, farming in the general area of the Property could go well back into the 19th century. 
 
H I S T O R I C A L  U S E  S U M M A R Y  

The Property has been agricultural since at least 1931 and possibly since the mid-19th century.  
There were no structures on the Property through at least 1953.  Permits were issued for dairy 
operations and the milking barn in 1965.  The feed supply barn and loading facilities were 
constructed at some point between 1989 and 1994.  Dairy operations continued through at least 
2006.  In 2009, the milking barn on the Property was demolished. 

The existence of past agricultural activities on the Property and in adjacent areas indicates a 
potential for pesticide and/or heavy metal (associated with dusting powders) contamination.  It 
has been the experience of SCS that it is not uncommon to find trace levels of pesticides in soils 
at former agricultural areas in Southern California.  However, these trace concentrations are 
rarely cause for environmental concern.  It is our opinion that, without specific evidence of 
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pesticide storage or mismanagement on the Property, collection and analysis of soil samples for 
pesticides is unwarranted. 

H I S T O R I C A L  U S E  O F  A D J O I N I N G  S I T E S  

Adjoining sites were used for crops through at least 1953.  By 1968, the adjoining site to the 
south had been developed as a dairy (note: at that time, the Property and the adjoining site to the 
south were part of the same dairy operation).  The other surrounding sites continued in crops 
through at least 1977.  By 1989, the adjoining site to the north had been converted to a dairy 
operation, and the adjoining site to the east had been converted to a non-crop agricultural 
operation.  No appreciable changes occurred to the surrounding sites through at least 2002.    

11  COMMONLY  KNOWN OR REASONABLY  
ASCERTA INABLE  INFORMAT ION 

In order to identify commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information about the 
Property, SCS reviewed previous environmental reports and various regulatory agency files and 
interviewed regulatory agency personnel.  The following information was identified. 
 
P R E V I O U S  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  R E P O R T S  

As noted above, this assessment is a partial update of a previous environmental assessment 
prepared by SCS – SCS Engineers.  Phase I Environmental Assessment, Quincey Project (APNs 
144-010-001, -006, & -007), Riverside County, California.  Prepared for Birtcher Developments, 
LLC.  January 2007.  That assessment addressed the entire 87-acre Quincey dairy site, of which 
the Property was a part.   

Most of the hazardous materials noted during the previous assessment were used or stored on the 
southern part of the dairy.  Disinfectants were noted in the milking barn on the Property.  These 
were low hazards chemicals with little potential for residual soil contamination.  No evidence of 
disinfectant spills or on-site disposal was noted.  No disinfectant chemicals or evidence of their 
past use were noted during the current assessment.  Overall, the 2007 assessment revealed no 
evidence of conditions indicative of releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances.  No 
further investigations were recommended. 

However, that assessment noted the possible presence of an underground fuel tank on the 
Quincey site, location unknown, and cautioned that in the event that an abandoned underground 
tank or contaminated soil was encountered during site development, further investigations would 
be warranted.  The assessment also noted that further methane testing would be required in the 
future to satisfy Riverside County protocols. 

For the 2007 assessment, Richland Communities provided a previous Phase I ESA and a 
subsurface methane investigation report to SCS for review; these reports addressed the entire 
dairy operation (of which the Property was a part): 

 GeoKinetics.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Quincey Property, Corona, 
California.  Prepared for Richland Communities, Inc.  April 19, 2004. 

 GeoKinetics.  Subsurface Methane Gas Investigation for Quincey Property, Corona, 
California.  Prepared for Richland Communities, Inc.  April 19, 2004. 
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Phase I -- 

At the time GeoKinetics prepared its reports, the dairy was still owned by Robin Quincey.  
Consequently, GeoKinetics personnel interviewed Mr. Quincey and the property operator, Mr. 
Jeff Davis.  GeoKinetics also reviewed a chain-of-title report for the dairy. 

GeoKinetics found that the dairy site had been agricultural prior to 1967.  From 1967 to 1985, 
the dairy was operated as the LDS Welfare Ranch.  From 1985 to 1998 the dairy was operated as 
the Corona Dairy Ranch.  From 1998 to 2002 the dairy was operated as the Vermeer and 
Goedhart Dairy.  In 2004, the dairy was owned by Robin Quincey and operated by Jeff Davis as 
Quest Dairy/Homestead Dairy.  The site use did not change appreciably between the 2004 
GeoKinetics Phase I ESA and the 2007 SCS Phase I assessment. 

Based on public records, GeoKinetics identified one or two historical underground storage tanks 
(USTs) on the dairy site.  They identified an UST at the Corona Dairy Ranch, which 
GeoKinetics identified as the northern portion of the dairy (the current Property).  GeoKinetics 
also identified an UST at the Corona Dairy Ranch located at 6313 Archibald Avenue, which 
would be the southern portion of the overall dairy site (the site adjoining the Property to the 
south).  SCS suspects that these two listings refer to the same tank, and that the UST was located 
in the maintenance area at 6313 Archibald Avenue near where two aboveground fuel tanks are 
currently located.  The UST was reportedly owned by the LDS Church, Salt Lake City, Utah, 
which would place its operation in the 1967 to 1985 timeframe.  GeoKinetics was unable to 
locate any further information regarding this tank and recommended further research. 

GeoKinetics also noted that 37 years of dairy operations created the potential for elevated soil 
organic levels and the associated presence of subsurface methane gas.  Testing was 
recommended to screen for the presence of elevated levels of subsurface methane. 

Methane Investigation – 

From April 5 – 9, 2004, GeoKinetics conducted a subsurface methane investigation on the dairy. 
Thirty-six multi-stage subsurface gas probes were installed across the dairy; sixteen of those 
probes were on the northern portion of the dairy site that constitutes the current Property.  Each 
probe was sampled daily for three days and the highest methane concentration from each 
recorded.  Elevated concentrations of methane (greater than 0.1 percent) were found in eight 
probes, all within corral areas.  Four of the probes with elevated concentrations of methane were 
located on the Property, two in corrals to each side of the milking barn.  The highest methane 
concentration detected on the Property was 2 percent. 

GeoKinetics recommended care during future site grading to minimize the re-distribution of 
organic-rich soil. 

R E G U L A T O R Y  A G E N C Y  R E C O R D S  

Local regulatory agencies and other sources were contacted in an effort to identify any known or 
suspected contamination sites or incidents of hazardous waste storage or disposal which might 
have resulted in soil or groundwater contamination within a one-mile radius of the Property.  
Within unincorporated Riverside County, the Riverside County Department of Environmental 
Health (RCDEH) generally acts as the lead enforcement agency for hazardous material and 
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underground storage tank compliance.  If a tank has leaked and groundwater contamination is 
suspected, the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB) generally 
becomes the lead agency in supervising contaminant characterization and cleanup.   

RCDEH indicated that there are no files for 6301 Archibald Avenue.  The overall 90-acre dairy 
site (with an address of 6313 Archibald Avenue) has an active permit for hazardous materials 
with an agricultural exemption.    

The SARWQCB has a file for the dairy under Homestead Dairy Farms, 6313 Archibald Avenue, 
Corona.  The file contains a series of inspection reports from 1985, 1988, 1993, 1995, 2000, and 
2003.  No violations were noted in any of these reports, although the 1985 report referenced a 
1981 inspection report that included a waste discharge violation.  The file also contained Annual 
Reports of Animal Waste Discharge for Corona Dairy Ranch, Vermeer 7 Goedhart Dairy, and 
Homestead Dairy Farm from 1981 through 2002. 

SCS also identified a SARWQCB Order No. 01-74 Amending Cease and Desist Order No. 99-65 
for Violations and Threatened Violations of Requirements Specified in Order No. 99-11, General 
Waste Discharge Requirements for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations with the Santa Ana 
Region.  This order names the Homestead Dairy Farm among a large number of dairies and other 
livestock operations in the Chino Basin.  The purpose of the various orders was to create 
Engineered Waste Management Plans (EWMP) for each facility.   Compliance status insofar as 
the Homestead Dairy Farm is concerned is unknown. 

The Riverside County Planning Department was also contacted in regard to the Property.  The 
Planning Department indicated that the Property falls under the Preliminary Methane 
Investigation Protocol.  Post-grading, lot-by-lot methane testing will be required to determine 
whether methane mitigation will be needed for future construction on the Property.  A copy of 
the County Protocol in attached as Appendix D. 

12  REV I EW OF  FEDERAL ,  STATE ,  TR I BAL ,  AND LOCAL  
GOVERNMENT  DATABASES   

A database search for sites listed on various federal, state, tribal, and local databases in the area 
around the Property was obtained from EDR (April 2, 2010).  A description of each of the 
databases searched is included in the report, which is attached as Appendix E.  Among the 
databases included in the EDR report are NPL (federal, tribal, and state-equivalent), proposed 
and delisted NPL, CORRACTS (RCRA facilities subject to corrective actions), hazardous waste 
sites identified for investigation or remediation (CERCLIS, State CERCLIS, VCP, Brownfields 
Calsites, etc.), LUST, sites with engineering controls, former CERCLIS (NFRAP), RCRA and 
state hazardous waste generators, ERNS, SWLF, USTs, and Toxic Pits.   
 
The review of the records satisfies all requirements as set forth in 40 CFR Section 312.26 (b) and 
(c) with regard to the review of federal, tribal, and state government records of databases of such 
government records and local government records and databases of such records pertaining to 
both the subject property and the nearby or adjoining properties.  Further, the search distances 
for each particular database are as specified in 40 CFR 312.26.   
 
Any known or suspected contaminated sites included on these lists within 0.25 miles of the 
Property are discussed in the following text.  As a general rule, sites beyond 0.25 miles are not 
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anticipated to impact a site significantly.  Any sites beyond 0.25 miles with a high potential to 
impact the Property are also discussed.  (Please note: the distances and directions listed in this 
report have been field verified and might not always match those in the EDR report.) 
 
Sites such as TSD facilities, hazardous waste generators, HAZNET, FINDS, SQGs, LQGs, 
USTs, HIST UST, RCRA violations, and TRIS facilities with toxic chemical releases (generally 
in accordance with permitting requirements - into the air, water, or land as reported under SARA 
Title III) use or store hazardous materials and thus may pose a potential problem in the event of a 
spill or leak.  However, unless these sites also appear in an agency list of contaminated sites, 
there is no evidence of any problems at this time.  Therefore, sites on these lists will not be 
discussed unless on or in close proximity to the Property.  
 
Please refer to Appendix E for further information on these sites. 
 
P R O P E R T Y  L I S T I N G S  

The database report was inadvertently generated based on the southern part of the Homestead 
Dairy Farm, rather than the northern part (the Property).  This does not change the overall 
findings of the report, as the two sites are adjoining.  However, the “target property” 
identifications in the EDR report are for the dairy operation at 6313 Archibald Avenue, not the 
Property.  These listings include the wastewater discharges (NPDES database) and historical 
UST mentioned above.   

O t h e r  D a t a b a s e  S i t e s  

The EDR database lists the following sites within a one-mile radius of the Property.     

Number of Sites (NR = Not Reported) 
Database 

0 – 1/4 miles 1/4 – 1/2 miles 1/2 - 1 mile 

US EPA National Priority List (NPL) 0 0 0 

US EPA CERCLIS (sites under review 
for inclusion of the NPL) 

0 0 0 

US EPA RCRA Corrective Actions 
(CORRACTS) 

0 0 0 

US EPA Hazardous Waste 
Generators 

0 NR NR 

California Superfund (SPL) 0 0 0 

California equivalent CERCLIS 
(EnviRostor) 

0 0 3 

California Leaking Underground 
Storage Tanks (LUST) 

0 0 NR 
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Number of Sites (NR = Not Reported) 
Database 

0 – 1/4 miles 1/4 – 1/2 miles 1/2 - 1 mile 

California Solid Waste & Landfill 
Facilities (SWLF) 

0 0 0 

California Registered Underground 
Storage Tanks (UST) 

0 NR NR 

California State Spills List (SLIC) 0 0 0 

 
No sites of potential concern were identified within 0.5 miles of the Property.   
 
Unmappable or Orphan Sites 

Sixteen unmappable sites were identified in the EDR Report.  Unmappable sites cannot be 
plotted due to inaccurate or incomplete addresses.  Based on review of the provided data, 
including the estimated locations of the unmappable sites in relation to the Property, it appears 
unlikely that the unmappable sites have adversely affected the environmental condition of the 
Property. 

L A N D F I L L S  

No landfills or other solid waste management facilities were identified within one mile of the 
Property. 

O I L  A N D  G A S  W E L L S  

Available oil and gas well maps from the California Department of Conservation, Division of 
Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) were reviewed to identify oil and gas wells on 
the Property or in the nearby area.  According to DOGGR map No. W1-4 dated February 22, 
2004, no exploratory or production oil wells appear to have been drilled within one mile of the 
Property. 

L O C A L  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N C E R N S  

As a result of findings of elevated methane concentrations in soils at former dairy sites in 
Riverside County, the Riverside County Planning Department Preliminary Analysis 
Requirements for site development require applicants “to provide the Department of Planning, 
Building, and Safety and Environmental Health a report addressing whether the property was 
ever used as a dairy, poultry ranch, hog ranch, livestock feed operation, manure stockpile site, 
manure burial site, agricultural pond or for any other purpose that might result in the deposition 
of material which could produce significant methane.”  As discussed above, the Property falls 
under the Preliminary Methane Investigation Protocol.  Post-grading, lot-by-lot methane testing 
will be required to determine whether methane mitigation will be needed for future construction 
on the Property.  A copy of the County Protocol in attached as Appendix D. 
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Since there is no evidence that the western half of the Property was ever used for anything other 
than crops, it may be possible to exempt that portion of the Property from the methane testing 
requirements.  The County has procedures for filing for such an exemption. 
 
13  USER  PROVIDED  INFORMAT ION 

The User provided no information beyond what is discussed above. 
 
T I T L E  R E C O R D S  

A Preliminary Title Report was provided to SCS for the 2007 assessment.  No pertinent 
environmental information beyond what was discussed above was provided in the report. 
 
E N V I R O N M E N T A L  L I E N S  O R  A C T I V I T Y  A N D  U S E  L I M I T A T I O N S  

No information regarding any environmental lien, deed restriction, institutional controls, or 
related information was provided by the User.  SCS did not identify any environmental liens or 
use limitations during this assessment. 
 
S P E C I A L I Z E D  K N O W L E D G E  

No specialized environmental knowledge regarding the Property was provided to SCS by the 
User. 
 
V A L U A T I O N  R E D U C T I O N  F O R  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I S S U E S  

No information relative to valuation reduction for environmental issues was provided to SCS by 
the User. 
 
14  DEGREE  OF  OBV IOUSNESS  OF  THE  

PRESENCE/L IKE LY  PRESENCE  OF  CONTAMINAT ION 
ON THE  PROPERTY  

Farming and dairy operations are not typically associated with Superfund-type hazardous waste 
contamination.  In a few cases, hazardous wastes from off-site sources have been illicitly 
disposed of on farm sites, but there is no evidence of any such activities on the Property.  There 
is a potential for hydrocarbon fuel contamination on the Property due to the possible historical 
presence of an underground diesel tank.  However, SCS is of the opinion that this tank was more 
likely on the 6313 Archibald Avenue portion of the dairy operation rather than on the Property.  
The small quantities of hazardous substances currently used on the Property are used and stored 
on concrete, and there was no evidence of any releases.  No obvious evidence of significant 
contamination was identified during the site inspection.   
 
On historical farmland, there is a potential for residual pesticide contamination in site soils.  
However, SCS considers this to be de minimis based on sampling and analysis at similar sites in 
the general area.   
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Due to the former dairy operations on portions of the Property, elevated concentrations of 
methane have been detected in soils on the eastern half of the Property. 
 
15  DATA GAPS  

A data gap represents an inability on the part of the environmental professional to obtain 
information required by the standards and practices of 40 CFR 312 to fully identify conditions 
indicative of releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances on, at, in, or to the Property.  
 
The following data gaps were identified: 
 

 The available records indicate that there may have been an underground diesel tank 
on the dairy site at one time.  There is no available information that indicates where 
this tank may have been, when or whether it was removed, or whether any soils 
investigations were conducted at the time of removal.  Prospective developers of the 
dairy need to be aware of the potential for encountering an abandoned tank or 
contaminated soil during site development.  As noted above, SCS is of the opinion 
that this tank was probably on the southern portion of the dairy site rather than on the 
Property.  However, in the absence of precise information, this is a significant data 
gap. 

 No interviews were conducted during the course of this assessment.  However, 
interviews were conducted during a 2004 assessment, and it appears unlikely that any 
major changes in operation, other than the closure of the dairy operations on the 
Property, have occurred since that time.  This is not considered a significant data gap. 

16  F IND INGS AND OP IN IONS 

Based on the scope of work performed, SCS finds the following: 

 The Property is located at 6301 Archibald Street on the west side of Archibald Street 
(south of the intersection with Limonite Avenue) in unincorporated Riverside 
County. 

 The Property is an approximately 53-acre portion of the former dairy and farm 
operation.  The dairy operations were located on the eastern half of the Property; the 
farming operations on the western half.  The western 33 acres are heavily overgrown 
with weeds.  Historically, this area was used for crops.  Since 2006, this portion of the 
Property has apparently been allowed to go fallow.  The eastern 20 acres were part of 
the dairy operation in 2006.  At that time, most of the area was devoted to cattle pens, 
with a large milking barn running east and west through the center of the lot.  A feed 
barn was located near the northwestern corner of the eastern portion.  The dairy 
operation is no longer active on the Property.  The milking barn has been demolished, 
and only the slab floors remain.  No cattle remain on the Property, and the pens are 
being claimed by weeds.  The feed barn is still present and is being used as a 
commercial feed supply operation.  Small amounts of trash, rubbish, and debris were 
observed to the south of the feed supply operation.  Most of this waste appears to be 
from the former dairy buildings or the residences on the adjoining property to the 
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south.  No evidence of hazardous material was observed in any of this waste.  No 
recognized environmental conditions were observed on the Property. 

 The only hazardous substances observed on the Property were associated with the 
feed supply operation.  A diesel-powered mixer and conveyor system is used to mix 
different feed types and load truck trailers.  An aboveground diesel tank is used for 
fuel storage.  Two 55-gallon drums of lube and hydraulic oil were observed near the 
mixer.  One 55-gallon drum labeled “used oil and used oil filters” was also observed 
near the mixer.  A fourth, unlabeled, drum was also observed in this area.  Several 
small containers (1- to 5-gallon) of oil and fuel were also noted.  The area of the 
mixer and truck loading operation is concrete-paved.  No evidence of significant 
spillage or other releases was observed in this area.  No evidence of on-site disposal 
of hazardous substances was observed anywhere on the Property. 

 The Property has been agricultural since at least 1931 and possibly since the mid-19th 
century.  There were no structures on the Property through at least 1953.  Permits 
were issued for dairy operations and the milking barn in 1965.  The feed supply barn 
and loading facilities were constructed at some point between 1989 and 1994.  Dairy 
operations continued through at least 2006.  In 2009, the milking barn on the Property 
was demolished. 

 In 2004, a subsurface methane investigation was conducted on the 90-acre dairy. 
Thirty-six gas probes were installed across the dairy; sixteen of those probes were 
installed on Property.  Elevated concentrations of methane (greater than 0.1 percent) 
were found in eight probes, all within corral areas.  Four of the probes with elevated 
concentrations of methane were located on the Property in corrals to each side of the 
milking barn.  The highest methane concentration detected on the Property was 2 
percent. 

 The Riverside County Planning Department Preliminary Analysis Requirements for 
site development require applicants “to provide the Department of Planning, 
Building, and Safety and Environmental Health a report addressing whether the 
property was ever used as a dairy, poultry ranch, hog ranch, livestock feed operation, 
manure stockpile site, manure burial site, agricultural pond or for any other purpose 
that might result in the deposition of material which could produce significant 
methane.”  The Property falls under the Preliminary Methane Investigation Protocol.  
Post-grading, lot-by-lot methane testing will be required to determine whether 
methane mitigation will be needed for future construction on the Property.  Since 
there is no evidence that the western half of the Property was ever used for anything 
other than crops, it may be possible to exempt that portion of the Property from the 
methane testing requirements. 

 Regulatory database information identified no known and suspected contamination 
sites in the area surrounding the Property other than waste discharge and UST listings 
for the dairy at 6313 Archibald Avenue.  Since the location of the former UST has not 
been identified, there is a potential for an abandoned UST or residual hydrocarbon 
fuel contamination on the Property.  However, SCS is of the opinion that this tank 
was more likely on the 6313 Archibald Avenue portion of the dairy operation rather 



B i r t c h e r  C o r o n a ,  6 3 0 1  A r c h i b a l d  A v e n u e ,  R i v e r s i d e  C o u n t y   
 

 1 7  

than on the Property.  No obvious evidence of significant hydrocarbon contamination 
was found during the site inspection. 

In summary, SCS has performed a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment of the Birtcher 
Corona site located at 6301 Archibald Avenue, Riverside County, California, in conformance 
with the scope and limitations of 40 CFR 312.  In the opinion of the Environmental Professional, 
this assessment has revealed no evidence of conditions indicative of releases or threatened 
releases of hazardous substances.  No further investigations are recommended at this time. 

However, as noted above, the County is likely to require additional methane testing once the site 
has been graded.
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18  GLOSSARY/DEF IN I T IONS 

AAI  -- All Appropriate Inquiry 
BTEX  -- benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and total xylenes  
CERCLA -- Comprehensive, Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act  
CERCLIS -- Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 

Information System 
CFR  -- Code of Federal Regulations 
CORRACTS -- Corrective Action Against Responsible Parties at a RCRA site  
DOGGR -- Department of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 
DTSC  -- California EPA Department of Toxic Substances Control  
EDR  -- Environmental Data Resources, Inc.  
EPA  -- Environmental Protection Agency 
ERNS  -- Emergency Response Notification System  
ESA  -- Environmental Site Assessment 
FINDS  -- Facility Index System 
HAZNET -- California EPA Hazardous Waste Facility and Manifest Data 
LQG  -- Large Quantity Hazardous Waste Generator 
LUST  -- Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
MCL  -- Maximum contaminant level 
MTBE  -- Methyl-tert-butyl-ether  
NFA  -- No Further Action determination 
NFRAP  -- No Further Remedial Action Planned 
NPL  -- National Priority List (Superfund) 
PAHs  -- Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons  
PCBs  -- Polychlorinated biphenyls 
PRGs  -- Preliminary Remediation Goals 
RCRA  -- Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RCRIS  -- Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System 
RECs  -- Recognized environmental conditions is defined by ASTM E 1527-05 as:  “The 

presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products on a 
property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or material 
threat of a release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products into structures on 
the property or into ground water, or surface water of the property.  The term includes 
hazardous substances or petroleum products even under conditions in compliance with the 
law.  The term is not intended to include de minimis conditions that generally do not 
present a material risk of harm to public health or the environment and that generally 
would not be the subject of an enforcement action if brought to the attention of 
appropriate governmental agencies.  Conditions determined to be de minimis are not 
recognized environmental conditions.” 

ROD  -- Record of Decision  
RBSLs  -- Risk-based Screening Levels  
RWQCB -- Regional Water Quality Control Board  
SARA  -- Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
SLIC  -- Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups database 
SQG  -- Small Quantity Hazardous Waste Generator 
SWIS  -- Solid Waste Information System 
SWLF  -- Solid Waste Facility/Landfills 
TPH  -- Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons  
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TRIS  -- Toxic Release Inventory System 
TSD  -- Treatment, Storage, and/or Disposal Facility 
User  -- The person or persons seeking to establish the innocent landowner defense, 

bona fide prospective purchaser liability protection, and/or contiguous property owner 
liability protection pursuant to CERCLA sections 101 and 107. 

USGS  -- United States Geologic Survey  
UST  -- Underground Storage Tank 
VCP  -- Voluntary Cleanup Program 
VOCs  -- Volatile organic compounds  
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Figure 1
Site Location Map

USGS 7.5 Series Quadrangle Map
Corona North, CA, 1981
UTM Zone 11, NAD27
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S A T E L L I T E  I M A G E  A N D  P H O T O G R A P H S  





 
 

Photo 1.  View North along East Side of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

Photo 2.  View West across Project Site 
 
 



 
 

Photo 3.  View Southwest along Southern Side of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

Photo 4.  View West toward Former Milking Barn Location 
 
 



 
 

Photo 5.  Pole Mounted Transformers 
 
 

 
 

Photo 6.  View West across Former Milking Barn Location 
 
 



 
 

Photo 7.  View East across Former Milking Barn Location 
 
 

 
 

Photo 8.  View South across East Side of Project Site 
 
 



 
 

Photo 9.  View Northwest across Northern Portion of East Side of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

Photo 10.  View Northwest toward Feed Barn 
 
 



 
 

Photo 11.  Feed Loading Equipment 
 
 

 
 

Photo 12.  Waste Oil Drum and Smaller Containers 
 
 



 
 

Photo 13.  Lube and Hydraulic Oil Drums 
 
 

 
 

Photo 14.  Aboveground Diesel Tank 
 
 



 
 

Photo 15.  View East toward Feed Barn 
 
 

 
 

Photo 16.  View East across Northern Portion of Eastern Side of Project Site 
 
 



 
 

Photo 17.  Rubbish South of Feed Barn 
 
 

 
 

Photo 18.  Rubbish South of Feed Barn 
 
 



 
 

Photo 19.  View West along Northern Side of Western Portion of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

Photo 20.  View Southwest across Western Portion of Project Site 
 
 



 
 

Photo 21.  View South across Center of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

Photo 22.  View North across Center of Project Site 
 
 



 
 

Photo 23.  View Southeast along Southern Side of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

Photo 24.  View West across Western Portion of Project Site 
 
 



 
 

Photo 25.  View North along West Side of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

Photo 26.  View East across Western Portion of Project Site 
 
 



 
 

Photo 27.  View Southeast across Western Portion of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

Photo 28.  View East along Northern Side of Western Portion of Project Site 
 
 



 
 

Photo 29.  Land Use North of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

Photo 30.  Land Use North of Project Site 
 
 



 
 

Photo 31.  Land Use East of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

Photo 32.  Land Use South of Project Site 
 
 



 
 

Photo 33.  Land Use South of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

Photo 34.  Land Use South of Project Site 
 
 



 
 

Photo 35.  Land Use West of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

Photo 36.  Land Use West of Project Site 
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H I S T O R I C A L  S I T E  U S E  I N F O R M A T I O N  
 
 



The Standard in
Environmental Risk
Management Information

440 Wheelers Farms Rd
Milford, Connecticut 06461

Nationwide Customer Service

Telephone: 1-800-352-0050
Fax: 1-800-231-6802
Internet: www.edrnet.com

EDR Historical
Topographic Map

Report

Archibald Ave/65th St
Archibald Ave/65th St

Corona, CA 92880

Inquiry Number: 1803077.4

November 27, 2006



Historical Topographic Map

→

N
TARGET QUAD
NAME: CORONA
MAP YEAR: 1902

SERIES: 30
SCALE: 1:125000

SITE NAME: Archibald Ave/65th St
ADDRESS: Archibald Ave/65th St

Corona, CA 92880
LAT/LONG: 33.9698 / 117.5958

CLIENT: SCS Engineers
CONTACT: Loran Bures
INQUIRY#: 1803077.4
RESEARCH DATE: 11/27/2006

0031jrm
Oval



Historical Topographic Map

→

N
TARGET QUAD
NAME: CORONA
MAP YEAR: 1947

SERIES: 15
SCALE: 1:50000

SITE NAME: Archibald Ave/65th St
ADDRESS: Archibald Ave/65th St

Corona, CA 92880
LAT/LONG: 33.9698 / 117.5958

CLIENT: SCS Engineers
CONTACT: Loran Bures
INQUIRY#: 1803077.4
RESEARCH DATE: 11/27/2006

0031jrm
Polygonal Line



Historical Topographic Map

→

N
TARGET QUAD
NAME: CORONA NORTH
MAP YEAR: 1967

SERIES: 7.5
SCALE: 1:24000

SITE NAME: Archibald Ave/65th St
ADDRESS: Archibald Ave/65th St

Corona, CA 92880
LAT/LONG: 33.9698 / 117.5958

CLIENT: SCS Engineers
CONTACT: Loran Bures
INQUIRY#: 1803077.4
RESEARCH DATE: 11/27/2006

0031jrm
Polygonal Line



Historical Topographic Map

→

N
TARGET QUAD
NAME: CORONA NORTH
MAP YEAR: 1973
PHOTOREVISED FROM:1967
SERIES: 7.5
SCALE: 1:24000

SITE NAME: Archibald Ave/65th St
ADDRESS: Archibald Ave/65th St

Corona, CA 92880
LAT/LONG: 33.9698 / 117.5958

CLIENT: SCS Engineers
CONTACT: Loran Bures
INQUIRY#: 1803077.4
RESEARCH DATE: 11/27/2006

0031jrm
Polygonal Line



Historical Topographic Map

→

N
TARGET QUAD
NAME: CORONA NORTH
MAP YEAR: 1981
PHOTOREVISED FROM:1967
SERIES: 7.5
SCALE: 1:24000

SITE NAME: Archibald Ave/65th St
ADDRESS: Archibald Ave/65th St

Corona, CA 92880
LAT/LONG: 33.9698 / 117.5958

CLIENT: SCS Engineers
CONTACT: Loran Bures
INQUIRY#: 1803077.4
RESEARCH DATE: 11/27/2006

0031jrm
Polygonal Line



The Standard in
Environmental Risk
Management Information

440 Wheelers Farms Road
Milford, Connecticut 06461

Nationwide Customer Service

Telephone: 1-800-352-0050
Fax: 1-800-231-6802
Internet: www.edrnet.com

The EDR Aerial Photo
Decade Package

Archibald Ave/65th St
Archibald Ave/65th St

Corona, CA 92880

Inquiry Number: 1803077.5

November 27, 2006



Date EDR Searched Historical Sources:
Aerial Photography	November 27, 2006

Target Property:
Archibald Ave/65th St

Corona, CA 92880

Year Scale Details Source
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE - HEALTH SERVICES AGENCY 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
 
Preliminary Methane Investigation Protocol - January 19, 2001  
 
Introduction: 
 
Persons or entities (hereinafter “applicants”) seeking an entitlement 
under Ordinance Nos. 348 or 460 shall, prior to approval, conduct a 
preliminary analysis pertaining to site use and the possible presence 
of methane gas. The purpose of the analysis is to apprise the County 
of potential methane problems. The analysis may also assist 
applicants in siting specific land uses and may give them an early 
indication of methane mitigation costs. 
 
Soils testing is not required, but may be performed as part of the 
preliminary analysis. The results of such testing shall not, however, 
be used to determine appropriate methane mitigation. The County 
shall continue to require post-grading, lot-by-lot methane testing 
(particularly for residential lots) to make this determination. 
 
Post-grading testing may only be waived if it can be established to the 
County’s satisfaction that the area in question was never used as a 
dairy, poultry ranch, hog ranch, livestock feed operation, manure 
stockpile site, manure burial site, or for any other purpose that might 
result in the deposition of materials which could produce significant 
methane. 
 
 
Areas Subject to Protocol: 
 
Only properties within the boundaries of the following areas are 
subject to this protocol: 
 
Area 1: North of the Santa Ana River , South of the Pomona Freeway , 
East of Hellman Avenue and West of Etiwanda Avenue. 
 
Area 2: North of Esplanade Ave., South of Gilman Springs Road , East 
of Davis Road/Hansen Ave. and West of State Street 
 
Area 3: South of the San Bernardino County Line, East of Interstate 
10, West of Oak Glen Road and North of 14th Street 
(Beaumont/Banning). 



 
 
Preliminary Analysis Requirements: 
 
Applicants shall provide to the Departments of Planning, and Building 
and Safety Safety and Environmental Health Departments a report 
addressing whether the property in question was ever used as a dairy, 
poultry ranch, hog ranch, livestock feed operation, manure stockpile 
site, manure burial site, agricultural pond or for any other purpose 
that might result in the deposition of materials which could produce 
significant methane. The report shall be prepared and signed by a 
licensed engineer, geologist or registered environmental assessor 
and shall, at a minimum, include the following (the County may, at its 
discretion, request additional information): 
 
1. A description of current site uses and site condition. 
 
2. Photographs of current site uses and site condition. 
 
3. A description of historical site uses and site condition, including a 
summary of statements and interviews with previous owners, 
employees, etc. specifying the location of potential methane 
generation areas, if any. 
 
4. Historical aerial photographs (at least one per decade), if available. 
 
5. Detailed maps plotting the potential methane generation areas 
described above. 
 
6. An overlay of the entitlement map to compare with potential 
methane generation areas. 
 
Note: The County reserves the right to modify this protocol as new 
issues emerge and new information becomes available. 
 
Last Updated: 1-19-01
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Thank you for your business.
Please contact EDR at 1-800-352-0050

with any questions or comments.

Disclaimer - Copyright and Trademark Notice

This Report contains certain information obtained from a variety of public and other sources reasonably available to Environmental Data
Resources, Inc. It cannot be concluded from this Report that coverage information for the target and surrounding properties does not exist from
other sources. NO WARRANTY EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, IS MADE WHATSOEVER IN CONNECTION WITH THIS REPORT. ENVIRONMENTAL
DATA RESOURCES, INC. SPECIFICALLY DISCLAIMS THE MAKING OF ANY SUCH WARRANTIES, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION,
MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR USE OR PURPOSE. ALL RISK IS ASSUMED BY THE USER. IN NO EVENT SHALL
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. BE LIABLE TO ANYONE, WHETHER ARISING OUT OF ERRORS OR OMISSIONS, NEGLIGENCE,
ACCIDENT OR ANY OTHER CAUSE, FOR ANY LOSS OF DAMAGE, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL,
CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES. ANY LIABILITY ON THE PART OF ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. IS STRICTLY
LIMITED TO A REFUND OF THE AMOUNT PAID FOR THIS REPORT. Purchaser accepts this Report "AS IS". Any analyses, estimates, ratings,
environmental risk levels or risk codes provided in this Report are provided for illustrative purposes only, and are not intended to provide, nor
should they be interpreted as providing any facts regarding, or prediction or forecast of, any environmental risk for any property. Only a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment performed by an environmental professional can provide information regarding the environmental risk for any
property. Additionally, the information provided in this Report is not to be construed as legal advice.

Copyright 2010 by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. All rights reserved. Reproduction in any media or format, in whole
or in part, of any report or map of Environmental Data Resources, Inc., or its affiliates, is prohibited without prior written permission.

EDR and its logos (including Sanborn and Sanborn Map) are trademarks of Environmental Data Resources, Inc. or its affiliates. All other
trademarks used herein are the property of their respective owners.
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A search of available environmental records was conducted by Environmental Data Resources, Inc (EDR).
The report was designed to assist parties seeking to meet the search requirements of EPA’s Standards
and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries (40 CFR Part 312), the ASTM Standard Practice for
Environmental Site Assessments (E 1527-05) or custom requirements developed for the evaluation of
environmental risk associated with a parcel of real estate.

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

6313 ARCHIBALD AVE
CORONA, CA 92880

COORDINATES

33.969700 - 33˚ 58’ 10.9’’Latitude (North): 
117.594600 - 117˚ 35’ 40.6’’Longitude (West): 
Zone 11Universal Tranverse Mercator: 
445068.9UTM X (Meters): 
3758761.2UTM Y (Meters): 
633 ft. above sea levelElevation:

USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP ASSOCIATED WITH TARGET PROPERTY

33117-H5 CORONA NORTH, CATarget Property Map:
1981Most Recent Revision:

TARGET PROPERTY SEARCH RESULTS

The target property was identified in the following records. For more information on this
property see page 7 of the attached EDR Radius Map report:

 EPA IDDatabase(s)Site

HOMESTEAD DAIRY FARMS - ARCHIB
6313 ARCHIBALD AVE
CORONA, CA  91720

   N/ACA WDS

CORONA DAIRY RANCH
6313 ARCHIBALD ST
CORONA, CA  91720

   N/AHIST UST

QUINCEY CATTLE CO.
6313 ARCHIBALD
CORONA, CA  91720

   N/ANPDES
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DATABASES WITH NO MAPPED SITES

No mapped sites were found in EDR’s search of available ("reasonably ascertainable ") government
records either on the target property or within the search radius around the target property for the
following databases:

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Federal NPL site list

NPL National Priority List
Proposed NPL Proposed National Priority List Sites
NPL LIENS Federal Superfund Liens

Federal Delisted NPL site list

Delisted NPL National Priority List Deletions

Federal CERCLIS list

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System
FEDERAL FACILITY Federal Facility Site Information listing

Federal CERCLIS NFRAP site List

CERC-NFRAP CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action Planned

Federal RCRA CORRACTS facilities list

CORRACTS Corrective Action Report

Federal RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD facilities list

RCRA-TSDF RCRA - Treatment, Storage and Disposal

Federal RCRA generators list

RCRA-LQG RCRA - Large Quantity Generators
RCRA-SQG RCRA - Small Quantity Generators
RCRA-CESQG RCRA - Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator

Federal institutional controls / engineering controls registries

US ENG CONTROLS Engineering Controls Sites List
US INST CONTROL Sites with Institutional Controls

Federal ERNS list

ERNS Emergency Response Notification System

State- and tribal - equivalent NPL

RESPONSE State Response Sites
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State and tribal landfill and/or solid waste disposal site lists

SWF/LF Solid Waste Information System

State and tribal leaking storage tank lists

LUST Geotracker’s Leaking Underground Fuel Tank Report
SLIC Statewide SLIC Cases
INDIAN LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land

State and tribal registered storage tank lists

UST Active UST Facilities
AST Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank Facilities
INDIAN UST Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
FEMA UST Underground Storage Tank Listing

State and tribal voluntary cleanup sites

INDIAN VCP Voluntary Cleanup Priority Listing
VCP Voluntary Cleanup Program Properties

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Local Brownfield lists

US BROWNFIELDS A Listing of Brownfields Sites

Local Lists of Landfill / Solid Waste Disposal Sites

DEBRIS REGION 9 Torres Martinez Reservation Illegal Dump Site Locations
ODI Open Dump Inventory
WMUDS/SWAT Waste Management Unit Database
SWRCY Recycler Database
HAULERS Registered Waste Tire Haulers Listing

Local Lists of Hazardous waste / Contaminated Sites

US CDL Clandestine Drug Labs
HIST Cal-Sites Historical Calsites Database
SCH School Property Evaluation Program
Toxic Pits Toxic Pits Cleanup Act Sites
CDL Clandestine Drug Labs
US HIST CDL National Clandestine Laboratory Register

Local Lists of Registered Storage Tanks

CA FID UST Facility Inventory Database
SWEEPS UST SWEEPS UST Listing

Local Land Records

LIENS 2 CERCLA Lien Information
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LUCIS Land Use Control Information System
LIENS Environmental Liens Listing
DEED Deed Restriction Listing

Records of Emergency Release Reports

HMIRS Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System
CHMIRS California Hazardous Material Incident Report System
LDS Land Disposal Sites Listing
MCS Military Cleanup Sites Listing

Other Ascertainable Records

RCRA-NonGen RCRA - Non Generators
DOT OPS Incident and Accident Data
DOD Department of Defense Sites
FUDS Formerly Used Defense Sites
CONSENT Superfund (CERCLA) Consent Decrees
ROD Records Of Decision
UMTRA Uranium Mill Tailings Sites
MINES Mines Master Index File
TRIS Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System
TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act
FTTS FIFRA/ TSCA Tracking System - FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, & Rodenticide
                                                Act)/TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act)
HIST FTTS FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System Administrative Case Listing
SSTS Section 7 Tracking Systems
ICIS Integrated Compliance Information System
PADS PCB Activity Database System
MLTS Material Licensing Tracking System
RADINFO Radiation Information Database
FINDS Facility Index System/Facility Registry System
RAATS RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System
CA BOND EXP. PLAN Bond Expenditure Plan
Cortese "Cortese" Hazardous Waste & Substances Sites List
Notify 65 Proposition 65 Records
DRYCLEANERS Cleaner Facilities
WIP Well Investigation Program Case List
HAZNET Facility and Manifest Data
EMI Emissions Inventory Data
INDIAN RESERV Indian Reservations
SCRD DRYCLEANERS State Coalition for Remediation of Drycleaners Listing
PROC Certified Processors Database
HWP EnviroStor Permitted Facilities Listing
HWT Registered Hazardous Waste Transporter Database
COAL ASH EPA Coal Combustion Residues Surface Impoundments List
COAL ASH DOE Sleam-Electric Plan Operation Data
MWMP Medical Waste Management Program Listing
PCB TRANSFORMER PCB Transformer Registration Database
FINANCIAL ASSURANCE Financial Assurance Information Listing

EDR PROPRIETARY RECORDS

EDR Proprietary Records

Manufactured Gas Plants EDR Proprietary Manufactured Gas Plants
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EDR Historical Auto Stations EDR Proprietary Historic Gas Stations
EDR Historical Cleaners EDR Proprietary Historic Dry Cleaners

SURROUNDING SITES: SEARCH RESULTS

Surrounding sites were identified in the following databases.

Elevations have been determined from the USGS Digital Elevation Model and should be evaluated on
a relative (not an absolute) basis. Relative elevation information between sites of close proximity
should be field verified. Sites with an elevation equal to or higher than the target property have been
differentiated below from sites with an elevation lower than the target property.
Page numbers and map identification numbers refer to the EDR Radius Map report where detailed
data on individual sites can be reviewed.

Sites listed in bold italics are in multiple databases.

Unmappable (orphan) sites are not considered in the foregoing analysis.

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

State- and tribal - equivalent CERCLIS

ENVIROSTOR: The Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC’s) Site Mitigation and Brownfields
Reuse Program’s (SMBRP’s) EnviroStor database identifes sites that have known contamination or sites for which
there may be reasons to investigate further.  The database includes the following site types: Federal
Superfund sites (National Priorities List (NPL)); State Response, including Military Facilities and State
Superfund; Voluntary Cleanup; and School sites.  EnviroStor provides similar information to the information
that was available in CalSites, and provides additional site information, including, but not limited to,
identification of formerly-contaminated properties that have been released for reuse, properties where
environmental deed restrictions have been recorded to prevent inappropriate land uses, and risk
characterization information that is used to assess potential impacts to public health and the environment at
contaminated sites.

     A review of the ENVIROSTOR list, as provided by EDR, and dated 02/08/2010 has revealed that there are
     3 ENVIROSTOR sites within approximately 1 mile  of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Equal/Higher Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     ROSA PARKS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL   6701 HARRISON AVENUE E 1/2 - 1 (0.501 mi.) 5 10
Status: Certified / Operation & Maintenance

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Lower Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     AUGUSTINE RAMIREZ INTERMEDIATE   6851 HARRISON AVENUE ESE 1/2 - 1 (0.530 mi.) 6 17
Status: Active

     PIETERSMA DAIRY (FORMER)   14955 SCHLEISMAN ROAD SW 1/2 - 1 (0.645 mi.) 7 23
Status: Active
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ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Other Ascertainable Records

HIST CORTESE: The sites for the list are designated by the State Water Resource Control Board [LUST],
the Integrated Waste Board [SWF/LS], and the Department of Toxic Substances Control [CALSITES].

     A review of the HIST CORTESE list, as provided by EDR, and dated 04/01/2001 has revealed that there
     is 1 HIST CORTESE site  within approximately  0.5 miles of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Lower Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     QUEST DAIRY   6301 ARCHIBALD AVE S 0 - 1/8 (0.040 mi.) 4 9
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Due to poor or inadequate address information, the following sites were not mapped: 

Site Name  Database(s)____________  ____________

EUCLID AVE SR 83 ROADWAY WIDENING  NPDES
15913 MOUNTAIN AVE  NPDES
EDISON AVE RECYCLED WATER MAIN CHI  NPDES
MASTER SEWERLINE FACILITIES IN ARC  NPDES
LESTER AVE  NPDES
NW OF HAMNER AVE & SCHLEISMAN RD  NPDES
IEUA REGIONAL PLANT #2  CHMIRS, San Bern. Co. Permit
PACIFIC AIRMOTIVE  CERC-NFRAP
105 N PEARL  CERC-NFRAP
WILD ROSE DEVELOPMENT  LUST
TEMESCAL WATER COMPANY  HIST UST
4813 CHEYENNE AVE  ERNS
4813 CHEYENNE AVE  ERNS
GREEN ACRES ELEMENTARY  SCH, ENVIROSTOR
12018 CENTRAL AVE  US CDL
11838 CENTRAL AVE 93  US CDL
LISTON ALUMINUM BRICK COMPANY  ENVIROSTOR

http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJAGnM5QGL5fVu45eL1b964HfQ1al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJAGnM5QGL4fVu55eL2b962HfQ5al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJAGnM5QGL5fVu35eL6b964HfQAal21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJAGnM5QGL5fVuA5eLAb964HfQ1al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJAGnM5QGL5fVu95eL6b962HfQ9al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJAGnM5QGL6fVu35eL4b969HfQ4al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJ7GnM9QGL1fVu45eL3b961HfQ8al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR62cv31w1X1ahJ4GnM9QGL8fVu95eL5b96AHfQ2al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR62cv31w1X1ahJ4GnM9QGL8fVuA5eL4b961HfQ7al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJ2GnM4QGL1fVu15eL4b969HfQ6al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Vcv31w1X1ahJ2GnM6QGL7fVuA5eL2b968HfQ9al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR63cv31w1X1ahJAGnM9QGLAfVu75eL3b965HfQ5al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR63cv31w1X1ahJ9GnM9QGLAfVu75eL3b965HfQ5al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJ8GnM8QGL4fVu75eL4b96AHfQ5al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR62cv31w1X2ahJ3GnM1QGL6fVu65eLAb968HfQ3al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR62cv31w1X2ahJ3GnM1QGL6fVu65eLAb968HfQ2al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJ2GnM7QGL4fVu35eL4b962HfQ4al21
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MAP FINDINGS SUMMARY

Search
Target Distance Total

Database Property (Miles) < 1/8 1/8 - 1/4 1/4 - 1/2 1/2 - 1 > 1 Plotted

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Federal NPL site list

    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000NPL
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000Proposed NPL
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPNPL LIENS

Federal Delisted NPL site list

    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000Delisted NPL

Federal CERCLIS list

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500CERCLIS
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000FEDERAL FACILITY

Federal CERCLIS NFRAP site List

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500CERC-NFRAP

Federal RCRA CORRACTS facilities list

    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000CORRACTS

Federal RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD facilities list

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500RCRA-TSDF

Federal RCRA generators list

    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250RCRA-LQG
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250RCRA-SQG
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250RCRA-CESQG

Federal institutional controls /
engineering controls registries

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500US ENG CONTROLS
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500US INST CONTROL

Federal ERNS list

    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPERNS

State- and tribal - equivalent NPL

    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000RESPONSE

State- and tribal - equivalent CERCLIS

    3  NR     3      0      0    0 1.000ENVIROSTOR

State and tribal landfill and/or
solid waste disposal site lists

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500SWF/LF

State and tribal leaking storage tank lists

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500LUST
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500SLIC
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Target Distance Total

Database Property (Miles) < 1/8 1/8 - 1/4 1/4 - 1/2 1/2 - 1 > 1 Plotted

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500INDIAN LUST

State and tribal registered storage tank lists

    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250UST
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250AST
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250INDIAN UST
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250FEMA UST

State and tribal voluntary cleanup sites

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500INDIAN VCP
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500VCP

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Local Brownfield lists

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500US BROWNFIELDS

Local Lists of Landfill / Solid
Waste Disposal Sites

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500DEBRIS REGION 9
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500ODI
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500WMUDS/SWAT
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500SWRCY
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPHAULERS

Local Lists of Hazardous waste /
Contaminated Sites

    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPUS CDL
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000HIST Cal-Sites
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250SCH
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000Toxic Pits
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPCDL
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPUS HIST CDL

Local Lists of Registered Storage Tanks

    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250CA FID UST
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250      XHIST UST
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250SWEEPS UST

Local Land Records

    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPLIENS 2
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500LUCIS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPLIENS
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500DEED

Records of Emergency Release Reports

    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPHMIRS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPCHMIRS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPLDS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPMCS
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Search
Target Distance Total

Database Property (Miles) < 1/8 1/8 - 1/4 1/4 - 1/2 1/2 - 1 > 1 Plotted

Other Ascertainable Records

    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250RCRA-NonGen
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPDOT OPS
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000DOD
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000FUDS
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000CONSENT
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000ROD
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500UMTRA
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250MINES
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPTRIS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPTSCA
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPFTTS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPHIST FTTS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPSSTS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPICIS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPPADS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPMLTS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPRADINFO
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPFINDS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPRAATS
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000CA BOND EXP. PLAN
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TP      XCA WDS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TP      XNPDES
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500Cortese
    1  NR   NR      0      0    1 0.500HIST CORTESE
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000Notify 65
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250DRYCLEANERS
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250WIP
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPHAZNET
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPEMI
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000INDIAN RESERV
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500SCRD DRYCLEANERS
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500PROC
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000HWP
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250HWT
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500COAL ASH EPA
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPCOAL ASH DOE
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250MWMP
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPPCB TRANSFORMER
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPFINANCIAL ASSURANCE

EDR PROPRIETARY RECORDS

EDR Proprietary Records

    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000Manufactured Gas Plants
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250EDR Historical Auto Stations
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250EDR Historical Cleaners

NOTES:

   TP = Target Property

   NR = Not Requested at this Search Distance

   Sites may be listed in more than one database
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

          dairy waste ponds.
          dischargers having waste storage systems with land disposal such as
          disposal systems, such as septic systems with subsurface disposal, or
          management practices, facilities with passive waste treatment and
          cooling water dischargers or thosewho must comply through best
          Category C - Facilities having no waste treatment systems, such asComplexity:
          from a waste treatment facility.
          or municipal water supply. Awsthetic impairment would include nuisance
          significant human population, or render unusable a potential domestic
          adverse impact on receiving biota, can cause aesthetic impairment to a
          Moderate Threat to Water Quality. A violation could have a majorTreat To Water:
          The facility is not a POTW.POTW:
          No reclamation requirements associated with this facility.Reclamation:
          0Baseline Flow:
          0Design Flow:
          inorganic salts and heavy metals) are included in this category.
          Hardness, TRF, Chloride). ’Manageable’ hazardous wastes (E.G.,
          water quality because of their high concentrations (E.G., BOD,
          Designated/Influent or Solid Wastes that pose a significant threat toSecondary Waste Type:
          Solid WastesSecondary Waste:
          inorganic salts and heavy metals) are included in this category.
          Hardness, TRF, Chloride). ’Manageable’ hazardous wastes (E.G.,
          water quality because of their high concentrations (E.G., BOD,
          Designated/Influent or Solid Wastes that pose a significant threat toPrimary Waste Type:
          Stormwater RunoffPrimary Waste:
          Not reportedSIC Code 2:
          241SIC Code:
          PrivateAgency Type:
          9092262727Agency Telephone:
          ROBB QUINCEYAgency Contact:
          CHINO 91710Agency City,St,Zip:
          11515 SANTA ANA AVENUEAgency Address:
          QUINCEY ROBBAgency Name:
          ROB QUINCEYFacility Contact:
          9092262727Facility Telephone:
          8Subregion:
          are assigned by the Regional Board
          CAG018001 The 1st 2 characters designate the state. The remaining 7NPDES Number:
          under Waste Discharge Requirements.
          Active - Any facility with a continuous or seasonal discharge that isFacility Status:
          category.
          and/or disposal of agricultural return water is included in this
          aquatic animal production facilities, and aquaculture. the treatment
          animal feeding, confined animal holding, confined and concentrated
          associated with confined and concentrated animal feeding, confined
          Agricultural - Facility that treats and/or disposes of the wastesFacility Type:
          Santa Ana River  335665001Facility ID:

CA WDS:

Site 1 of 3 in cluster A

Actual:
633 ft.

Property CORONA, CA  91720
Target 6313 ARCHIBALD AVE    N/A
A1 CA WDSHOMESTEAD DAIRY FARMS - ARCHIB S105774957
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

     Stock InventorLeak Detection:
     Not reportedTank Construction:
     DIESELType of Fuel:
     PRODUCTTank Used for:
     00000500Tank Capacity:
     Not reportedYear Installed:
     1Container Num:
     001Tank Num:

     SALT LAKE CITY, CA 81450Owner City,St,Zip:
     50 EAST NORTH TEMPLE ST.Owner Address:
     L.D.S. CHURCHOwner Name:
     7147356087Telephone:
     JAMI J GAVERContact Name:
     0001Total Tanks:
     DAIRYOther Type:
     OtherFacility Type:
     00000017819Facility ID:
     STATERegion:

HIST UST:

Site 2 of 3 in cluster A

Actual:
633 ft.

Property CORONA, CA  91720
Target 6313 ARCHIBALD ST    N/A
A2 HIST USTCORONA DAIRY RANCH U001569095

                                             91710Discharge Zip:
                                             CADischarge State:
                                             ChinoDischarge City:
                                             11515 Santa Ana AvenueDischarge Address:
                                             QUINCEY, ROBBDischarge Name:
                                             2/15/2008Termination Date Of Regulatory Measure:
                                             Not reportedExpiration Date Of Regulatory Measure:
                                             2/13/2003Effective Date Of Regulatory Measure:
                                             Not reportedAdoption Date Of Regulatory Measure:
                                             NPDESProgram Type:
                                             8 335665001WDID:
                                             230622Place Id:
                                             EnrolleeRegulatory Measure Type:
                                             Not reportedOrder No:
                                             209483Regulatory Measure Id:
                                             8Region:
                                             36412Agency Id:
                                             HistoricalFacility Status:
                                             Not reportedNpdes Number:

NPDES:

Site 3 of 3 in cluster A

Actual:
633 ft.

Property CORONA, CA  91720
Target 6313 ARCHIBALD    N/A
A3 NPDESQUINCEY CATTLE CO. S109455179
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    WBC&DReg By:
                    33Facility County Code:
                    CORTESERegion:

CORTESE:

          dairy waste ponds.
          dischargers having waste storage systems with land disposal such as
          disposal systems, such as septic systems with subsurface disposal, or
          management practices, facilities with passive waste treatment and
          cooling water dischargers or thosewho must comply through best
          Category C - Facilities having no waste treatment systems, such asComplexity:
          from a waste treatment facility.
          or municipal water supply. Awsthetic impairment would include nuisance
          significant human population, or render unusable a potential domestic
          adverse impact on receiving biota, can cause aesthetic impairment to a
          Moderate Threat to Water Quality. A violation could have a majorTreat To Water:
          The facility is not a POTW.POTW:
          No reclamation requirements associated with this facility.Reclamation:
          0Baseline Flow:
          0Design Flow:
          inorganic salts and heavy metals) are included in this category.
          Hardness, TRF, Chloride). ’Manageable’ hazardous wastes (E.G.,
          water quality because of their high concentrations (E.G., BOD,
          Designated/Influent or Solid Wastes that pose a significant threat toSecondary Waste Type:
          Solid WastesSecondary Waste:
          inorganic salts and heavy metals) are included in this category.
          Hardness, TRF, Chloride). ’Manageable’ hazardous wastes (E.G.,
          water quality because of their high concentrations (E.G., BOD,
          Designated/Influent or Solid Wastes that pose a significant threat toPrimary Waste Type:
          Stormwater RunoffPrimary Waste:
          Not reportedSIC Code 2:
          241SIC Code:
          PrivateAgency Type:
          9096352025Agency Telephone:
          ROBIN D. QUINCEYAgency Contact:
          CHINO 91710Agency City,St,Zip:
          11515 SANTA ANITA AVENUEAgency Address:
          B.P.Q. INVESTMENT CO.Agency Name:
          ROBB QUINCEYFacility Contact:
          9096352025Facility Telephone:
          8Subregion:
          are assigned by the Regional Board
          CAG018001 The 1st 2 characters designate the state. The remaining 7NPDES Number:
          under Waste Discharge Requirements.
          Active - Any facility with a continuous or seasonal discharge that isFacility Status:
          category.
          and/or disposal of agricultural return water is included in this
          aquatic animal production facilities, and aquaculture. the treatment
          animal feeding, confined animal holding, confined and concentrated
          associated with confined and concentrated animal feeding, confined
          Agricultural - Facility that treats and/or disposes of the wastesFacility Type:
          Santa Ana River  365830001Facility ID:

CA WDS:

211 ft.
0.040 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
625 ft.

< 1/8 CORONA, CA  91720
South HIST CORTESE6301 ARCHIBALD AVE    N/A
4 CA WDSQUEST DAIRY S104857832
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    8 335498001Reg Id:

QUEST DAIRY  (Continued) S104857832

                    Approved.Comments:
                    2006-04-20 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    4.15 RequestCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

Completed Info:

                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    30020005Alias Name:
                    EPA (FRS #)Alias Type:
                    110033607041Alias Name:
                    Project Code (Site Code)Alias Type:
                    404582Alias Name:
                    APNAlias Type:
                    144-030-031Alias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    CORONA-NORCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTAlias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    Sumner ES AdditionAlias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    CORONA NORCO USD-PRPSD SUMNER ES ADDITIOAlias Name:
                    SOIL, SVPotential Description:
                    30015Confirmed COC:
                    30015Potential COC:
                    AGRICULTURAL - LIVESTOCKPast Use:
                    144-030-031APN:
                    -117.585491Longitude:
                    33.965962Latitude:
                    School DistrictFunding:
                    NORestricted Use:
                    2009-02-02 00:00:00Status Date:
                    Certified / Operation & MaintenanceStatus:
                    Voluntary Cleanup ProgramSpecial Program Status:
                    37Senate:
                    71Assembly:
                    404582Site Code:
                    CypressDivision Branch:
                    Shahir HaddadSupervisor:
                    CHRISTINE CHIUProject Manager:
                    DTSC - Site Mitigation And Brownfield Reuse ProgramLead Agency Description:
                    SMBRPLead Agency:
                    SMBRPCleanup Oversight Agencies:
                    NONational Priorities List:
                    10Acres:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDSite Mgmt. Req.:
                    SchoolSite Type Detail:
                    School CleanupSite Type:
                    30020005Facility ID:

SCH:

2645 ft.
0.501 mi.

Relative:
Higher

Actual:
634 ft.

1/2-1 ENVIROSTORCORONA, CA  92880
East NPDES6701 HARRISON AVENUE    N/A
5 SCHROSA PARKS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL S106800062
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    fieldworkComments:
                    2005-06-01 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    FieldworkCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    ApprovedComments:
                    2005-09-19 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Other ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    approvedComments:
                    2005-05-23 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Preliminary Endangerment Assessment WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Public Comment Expected on 4/3/06Comments:
                    2006-06-08 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Removal Action WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Methane RAW RequiredComments:
                    2006-01-11 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Supplemental Site Investigation ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    SSI required due to Methane LevelsComments:
                    2005-05-19 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Preliminary Endangerment Assessment ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    approved on June 8, 2006.
                    Revised Removal Action Work Plan, dated March 20, 2006; the RAW was
                    The O&M Plan for the methane mitigation system is Appendix F of theComments:
                    2006-06-08 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Operations and Maintenance PlanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    certain activities be incorporated in future O&M activities.
                    DTSC reviewed the Operation and Maintenance reports and noted thatComments:
                    2008-09-29 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Operations and Maintenance ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    comments.
                    DTSC reviewed the Operation and Maintenance report and had noComments:
                    2008-01-30 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Operations and Maintenance ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

ROSA PARKS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL  (Continued) S106800062

TC02735045.1r   Page 11



MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction
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                    2007-09-25 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Operation & Maintenance Order/AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2006-06-08 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    CEQA - Notice of ExemptionCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2006-01-05 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    School Cleanup AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2005-02-09 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Site Inspections/Visit (Non LUR)Completed Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2004-11-28 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Environmental Oversight AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    School.
                    Rosa Parks Elementary School and the Augustine Ramirez Intermediate
                    In April 2006, DTSC approved the (joint) Community Profile for theComments:
                    2006-04-01 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Community ProfileCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    comments to be incorporated in future O&M reports/activities.
                    DTSC reviewed the Operation and Maintenance report and providedComments:
                    2009-11-03 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Operations and Maintenance ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    certain activities be incorporated in future O&M activities.
                    DTSC reviewed the Operation and Maintenance report and noted thatComments:
                    2009-03-12 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Operations and Maintenance ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    maintenance of the methane mitigation system is to continue.
                    DTSC approved the Removal Action Completion Report. Operation andComments:
                    2009-02-02 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Removal Action Completion ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

ROSA PARKS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL  (Continued) S106800062
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            Certified / Operation & MaintenanceStatus:
            Voluntary Cleanup ProgramSpecial Program:
            37Senate:
            71Assembly:
            404582Site Code:
            30020005Facility ID:
            CypressDivision Branch:
            Shahir HaddadSupervisor:
            CHRISTINE CHIUProgram Manager:
            SMBRPLead Agency:
            SMBRPRegulatory Agencies:
            NONPL:
            10Acres:
            SchoolSite Type Detailed:
            School CleanupSite Type:

ENVIROSTOR:

                                             92860Discharge Zip:
                                             CADischarge State:
                                             NorcoDischarge City:
                                             2820 Clark AvenueDischarge Address:
                                             Corona Norco USDDischarge Name:
                                             7/24/2007Termination Date Of Regulatory Measure:
                                             Not reportedExpiration Date Of Regulatory Measure:
                                             7/19/2005Effective Date Of Regulatory Measure:
                                             Not reportedAdoption Date Of Regulatory Measure:
                                             CONSTWProgram Type:
                                             8 33C335498WDID:
                                             621664Place Id:
                                             Storm water constructionRegulatory Measure Type:
                                             99-08DWQOrder No:
                                             284147Regulatory Measure Id:
                                             8Region:
                                             481867Agency Id:
                                             TerminatedFacility Status:
                                             Not reportedNpdes Number:

NPDES:

                    Not reportedSchedule Revised Date:
                    2010-06-14 00:00:00Schedule Due Date:
                    Operations and Maintenance ReportSchedule Document Type:
                    Not reportedSchedule Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDESchedule Area Name:
                    2012Future Due Date:
                    5 Year Review ReportsFuture Document Type:
                    Not reportedFuture Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDEFuture Area Name:

                    RAW is complete. Operation and maintenance is required.
                    DTSC certified that response action according to the DTSC-approvedComments:
                    2009-02-02 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    CertificationCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    District and DTSC signed final O&M agreement.Comments:

ROSA PARKS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL  (Continued) S106800062

TC02735045.1r   Page 13



MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
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                    Preliminary Endangerment Assessment ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    approved on June 8, 2006.
                    Revised Removal Action Work Plan, dated March 20, 2006; the RAW was
                    The O&M Plan for the methane mitigation system is Appendix F of theComments:
                    2006-06-08 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Operations and Maintenance PlanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    certain activities be incorporated in future O&M activities.
                    DTSC reviewed the Operation and Maintenance reports and noted thatComments:
                    2008-09-29 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Operations and Maintenance ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    comments.
                    DTSC reviewed the Operation and Maintenance report and had noComments:
                    2008-01-30 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Operations and Maintenance ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Approved.Comments:
                    2006-04-20 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    4.15 RequestCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

Completed Info:

                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    30020005Alias Name:
                    EPA (FRS #)Alias Type:
                    110033607041Alias Name:
                    Project Code (Site Code)Alias Type:
                    404582Alias Name:
                    APNAlias Type:
                    144-030-031Alias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    CORONA-NORCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTAlias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    Sumner ES AdditionAlias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    CORONA NORCO USD-PRPSD SUMNER ES ADDITIOAlias Name:
            SOIL, SVPotential Description:
            30015Confirmed COC:
            30015Potential COC:
            AGRICULTURAL - LIVESTOCKPast Use:
            144-030-031APN:
            -117.585491Longitude:
            33.965962Latitude:
            School DistrictFunding:
            NONE SPECIFIEDSite Mgmt. Req.:
            NORestricted Use:
            2009-02-02 00:00:00Status Date:

ROSA PARKS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL  (Continued) S106800062

TC02735045.1r   Page 14



MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction
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                    Community ProfileCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    comments to be incorporated in future O&M reports/activities.
                    DTSC reviewed the Operation and Maintenance report and providedComments:
                    2009-11-03 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Operations and Maintenance ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    certain activities be incorporated in future O&M activities.
                    DTSC reviewed the Operation and Maintenance report and noted thatComments:
                    2009-03-12 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Operations and Maintenance ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    maintenance of the methane mitigation system is to continue.
                    DTSC approved the Removal Action Completion Report. Operation andComments:
                    2009-02-02 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Removal Action Completion ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    fieldworkComments:
                    2005-06-01 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    FieldworkCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    ApprovedComments:
                    2005-09-19 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Other ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    approvedComments:
                    2005-05-23 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Preliminary Endangerment Assessment WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Public Comment Expected on 4/3/06Comments:
                    2006-06-08 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Removal Action WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Methane RAW RequiredComments:
                    2006-01-11 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Supplemental Site Investigation ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    SSI required due to Methane LevelsComments:
                    2005-05-19 00:00:00Completed Date:

ROSA PARKS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL  (Continued) S106800062
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                    Not reportedSchedule Revised Date:
                    2010-06-14 00:00:00Schedule Due Date:
                    Operations and Maintenance ReportSchedule Document Type:
                    Not reportedSchedule Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDESchedule Area Name:
                    2012Future Due Date:
                    5 Year Review ReportsFuture Document Type:
                    Not reportedFuture Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDEFuture Area Name:

                    RAW is complete. Operation and maintenance is required.
                    DTSC certified that response action according to the DTSC-approvedComments:
                    2009-02-02 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    CertificationCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    District and DTSC signed final O&M agreement.Comments:
                    2007-09-25 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Operation & Maintenance Order/AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2006-06-08 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    CEQA - Notice of ExemptionCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2006-01-05 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    School Cleanup AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2005-02-09 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Site Inspections/Visit (Non LUR)Completed Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2004-11-28 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Environmental Oversight AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    School.
                    Rosa Parks Elementary School and the Augustine Ramirez Intermediate
                    In April 2006, DTSC approved the (joint) Community Profile for theComments:
                    2006-04-01 00:00:00Completed Date:

ROSA PARKS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL  (Continued) S106800062
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:
Completed Info:

                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    CORONA-NORCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTAlias Name:
                    EPA (FRS #)Alias Type:
                    110033616987Alias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    Rosa Parks Elementary SchoolAlias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    Augie Ramirez Intermediate SchoolAlias Name:
                    APNAlias Type:
                    134-050-006Alias Name:
                    APNAlias Type:
                    144-030-032Alias Name:
                    Project Code (Site Code)Alias Type:
                    404458Alias Name:
                    APNAlias Type:
                    144-030-033Alias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    CORONA-NORCO USD-PRPSD SMNR ES/E.VALE MSAlias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    SUMNER ELEMENTARY/EASTVALE MIDDLE SCHOOLAlias Name:
                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    33020006Alias Name:
                    SOIL, SVPotential Description:
                    30015Confirmed COC:
                    30015Potential COC:
                    AGRICULTURAL - LIVESTOCKPast Use:
                    144-030-032, 144-030-033, 134-050-006APN:
                    -117.584603Longitude:
                    33.963525Latitude:
                    School DistrictFunding:
                    NORestricted Use:
                    2009-09-10 00:00:00Status Date:
                    ActiveStatus:
                    Not reportedSpecial Program Status:
                    37Senate:
                    71Assembly:
                    404458Site Code:
                    CypressDivision Branch:
                    Shahir HaddadSupervisor:
                    CHRISTINE CHIUProject Manager:
                    DTSC - Site Mitigation And Brownfield Reuse ProgramLead Agency Description:
                    SMBRPLead Agency:
                    SMBRPCleanup Oversight Agencies:
                    NONational Priorities List:
                    25.35Acres:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDSite Mgmt. Req.:
                    SchoolSite Type Detail:
                    School CleanupSite Type:
                    33020006Facility ID:

SCH:

2799 ft.
0.530 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
627 ft.

1/2-1 CORONA, CA  92880
ESE ENVIROSTOR6851 HARRISON AVENUE    N/A
6 SCHAUGUSTINE RAMIREZ INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL S107736260
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    On November 17, 2009, DTSC approved the Technical Memorandum providedComments:
                    2009-11-17 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Supplemental Site Investigation Tech MemoCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    October 12, 2009.
                    memorandum for the SSI addendum will be provided to DTSC the week of
                    methane under a SSI Addendum. The letter indicated a technical
                    Agreement be re-opened to provide for resampling of soil gas for
                    October 6, 2009, requesting that the Environmental Oversight
                    On October 14, 2009, DTSC received a letter from the District , datedComments:
                    2009-10-14 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Correspondence - ReceivedCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2005-09-20 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Supplemental Site Investigation WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Fiel work completedComments:
                    2005-06-01 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    FieldworkCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2005-02-04 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Supplemental Site Investigation WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2004-05-17 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Preliminary Endangerment Assessment ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    DTSC Approved RAW for ImplementationComments:
                    2006-10-31 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Removal Action WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    DTSC Approved and Methane Mitigation through a RAW due by 12/23/05Comments:
                    2005-11-23 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Supplemental Site Investigation ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Approved.Comments:
                    2006-08-11 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    4.15 RequestCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:

AUGUSTINE RAMIREZ INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL  (Continued) S107736260
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    CRU memo.Comments:
                    2007-10-10 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Cost Recovery Closeout MemoCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2006-10-30 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    CEQA - Notice of ExemptionCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    DTSC signed Agreement and sent (FedEx) to District.Comments:
                    2006-01-05 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    School Cleanup AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2003-07-09 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Environmental Oversight AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Public Comment period is August 1 - 31, 2006.
                    Public Notice for Draft RAW (in English and Spanish languages):Comments:
                    2006-08-01 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Public NoticeCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    School.
                    Rosa Parks Elementary School and the Augustine Ramirez Intermediate
                    In April 2006, DTSC approved the (joint) Community Profile for theComments:
                    2006-04-01 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Community ProfileCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    round of soil gas sampling was completed on 12/23/2009.
                    two rounds of soil gas sampling results which indicated the second
                    Via email on 01/04/2010, DTSC received summary tables of the firstComments:
                    2009-12-23 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    FieldworkCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    in English and Spanish languages.
                    A Fact Sheet regarding the Draft RAW, dated August 2006, was producedComments:
                    2006-08-01 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Fact SheetsCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Addendum report.
                    DTSC comments be incorporated during field work and in the SSI

AUGUSTINE RAMIREZ INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL  (Continued) S107736260
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    EPA (FRS #)Alias Type:
                    110033616987Alias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    Rosa Parks Elementary SchoolAlias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    Augie Ramirez Intermediate SchoolAlias Name:
                    APNAlias Type:
                    134-050-006Alias Name:
                    APNAlias Type:
                    144-030-032Alias Name:
                    Project Code (Site Code)Alias Type:
                    404458Alias Name:
                    APNAlias Type:
                    144-030-033Alias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    CORONA-NORCO USD-PRPSD SMNR ES/E.VALE MSAlias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    SUMNER ELEMENTARY/EASTVALE MIDDLE SCHOOLAlias Name:
                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    33020006Alias Name:
            SOIL, SVPotential Description:
            30015Confirmed COC:
            30015Potential COC:
            AGRICULTURAL - LIVESTOCKPast Use:
            144-030-032, 144-030-033, 134-050-006APN:
            -117.584603Longitude:
            33.963525Latitude:
            School DistrictFunding:
            NONE SPECIFIEDSite Mgmt. Req.:
            NORestricted Use:
            2009-09-10 00:00:00Status Date:
            ActiveStatus:
            Not reportedSpecial Program:
            37Senate:
            71Assembly:
            404458Site Code:
            33020006Facility ID:
            CypressDivision Branch:
            Shahir HaddadSupervisor:
            CHRISTINE CHIUProgram Manager:
            SMBRPLead Agency:
            SMBRPRegulatory Agencies:
            NONPL:
            25.35Acres:
            SchoolSite Type Detailed:
            School CleanupSite Type:

ENVIROSTOR:

                    Not reportedSchedule Revised Date:
                    2010-05-17 00:00:00Schedule Due Date:
                    Supplemental Site Investigation ReportSchedule Document Type:
                    Not reportedSchedule Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDESchedule Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Due Date:
                    Not reportedFuture Document Type:
                    Not reportedFuture Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Area Name:

AUGUSTINE RAMIREZ INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL  (Continued) S107736260
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    October 12, 2009.
                    memorandum for the SSI addendum will be provided to DTSC the week of
                    methane under a SSI Addendum. The letter indicated a technical
                    Agreement be re-opened to provide for resampling of soil gas for
                    October 6, 2009, requesting that the Environmental Oversight
                    On October 14, 2009, DTSC received a letter from the District , datedComments:
                    2009-10-14 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Correspondence - ReceivedCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2005-09-20 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Supplemental Site Investigation WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Fiel work completedComments:
                    2005-06-01 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    FieldworkCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2005-02-04 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Supplemental Site Investigation WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2004-05-17 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Preliminary Endangerment Assessment ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    DTSC Approved RAW for ImplementationComments:
                    2006-10-31 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Removal Action WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    DTSC Approved and Methane Mitigation through a RAW due by 12/23/05Comments:
                    2005-11-23 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Supplemental Site Investigation ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Approved.Comments:
                    2006-08-11 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    4.15 RequestCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

Completed Info:

                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    CORONA-NORCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTAlias Name:

AUGUSTINE RAMIREZ INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL  (Continued) S107736260
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
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EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2006-10-30 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    CEQA - Notice of ExemptionCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    DTSC signed Agreement and sent (FedEx) to District.Comments:
                    2006-01-05 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    School Cleanup AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2003-07-09 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Environmental Oversight AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Public Comment period is August 1 - 31, 2006.
                    Public Notice for Draft RAW (in English and Spanish languages):Comments:
                    2006-08-01 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Public NoticeCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    School.
                    Rosa Parks Elementary School and the Augustine Ramirez Intermediate
                    In April 2006, DTSC approved the (joint) Community Profile for theComments:
                    2006-04-01 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Community ProfileCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    round of soil gas sampling was completed on 12/23/2009.
                    two rounds of soil gas sampling results which indicated the second
                    Via email on 01/04/2010, DTSC received summary tables of the firstComments:
                    2009-12-23 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    FieldworkCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    in English and Spanish languages.
                    A Fact Sheet regarding the Draft RAW, dated August 2006, was producedComments:
                    2006-08-01 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Fact SheetsCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Addendum report.
                    DTSC comments be incorporated during field work and in the SSI
                    On November 17, 2009, DTSC approved the Technical Memorandum providedComments:
                    2009-11-17 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Supplemental Site Investigation Tech MemoCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:

AUGUSTINE RAMIREZ INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL  (Continued) S107736260
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EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    Not reportedSchedule Revised Date:
                    2010-05-17 00:00:00Schedule Due Date:
                    Supplemental Site Investigation ReportSchedule Document Type:
                    Not reportedSchedule Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDESchedule Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Due Date:
                    Not reportedFuture Document Type:
                    Not reportedFuture Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Area Name:

                    CRU memo.Comments:
                    2007-10-10 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Cost Recovery Closeout MemoCompleted Document Type:

AUGUSTINE RAMIREZ INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL  (Continued) S107736260

                    Technical WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

Completed Info:

                    EPA (FRS #)Alias Type:
                    110033605891Alias Name:
                    Project Code (Site Code)Alias Type:
                    401398Alias Name:
                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    60000781Alias Name:
                    SOIL, UEPotential Description:
                    30004-NOConfirmed COC:
                    30004Potential COC:
                    AGRICULTURAL - LIVESTOCKPast Use:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDAPN:
                    33.96081 / -117.60859Lat/Long:
                    Responsible PartyFunding:
                    NORestricted Use:
                    2008-08-18 00:00:00Status Date:
                    ActiveStatus:
                    Voluntary Cleanup ProgramSpecial Programs Code:
                    37Senate:
                    71Assembly:
                    401398Site Code:
                    CypressDivision Branch:
                    Greg HolmesSupervisor:
                    JOSEPH CULLYProject Manager:
                    DTSC - Site Mitigation And Brownfield Reuse ProgramLead Agency Description:
                    SMBRPLead Agency:
                    SMBRPCleanup Oversight Agencies:
                    NONational Priorities List:
                    54Acres:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDSite Mgmt. Req.:
                    Voluntary CleanupSite Type Detail:
                    Voluntary CleanupSite Type:
                    60000781Facility ID:

VCP:

3403 ft.
0.645 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
607 ft.

1/2-1 CORONA, CA  92880
SW ENVIROSTOR14955 SCHLEISMAN ROAD    N/A
7 VCPPIETERSMA DAIRY (FORMER) S108974337
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            JOSEPH CULLYProgram Manager:
            SMBRPLead Agency:
            SMBRPRegulatory Agencies:
            NONPL:
            54Acres:
            Voluntary CleanupSite Type Detailed:
            Voluntary CleanupSite Type:

ENVIROSTOR:

                    Not reportedSchedule Revised Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Due Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Document Type:
                    Not reportedSchedule Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedSchedule Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Due Date:
                    Not reportedFuture Document Type:
                    Not reportedFuture Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Area Name:

                    Letter sent on October 13, 2009.Comments:
                    2009-10-13 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Annual Oversight Cost EstimateCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Agreement Fully Executed.Comments:
                    2007-12-21 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Voluntary Cleanup AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    DTSC approved this document.Comments:
                    2008-12-18 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Technical ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2010-01-19 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Removal Action Completion ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2009-07-15 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Removal Action WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2009-04-02 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Preliminary Endangerment Assessment ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2008-12-16 00:00:00Completed Date:

PIETERSMA DAIRY (FORMER)  (Continued) S108974337
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                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    DTSC approved this document.Comments:
                    2008-12-18 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Technical ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2010-01-19 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Removal Action Completion ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2009-07-15 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Removal Action WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2009-04-02 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Preliminary Endangerment Assessment ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Not reportedComments:
                    2008-12-16 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Technical WorkplanCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

Completed Info:

                    EPA (FRS #)Alias Type:
                    110033605891Alias Name:
                    Project Code (Site Code)Alias Type:
                    401398Alias Name:
                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    60000781Alias Name:
            SOIL, UEPotential Description:
            30004-NOConfirmed COC:
            30004Potential COC:
            AGRICULTURAL - LIVESTOCKPast Use:
            NONE SPECIFIEDAPN:
            -117.60859Longitude:
            33.96081Latitude:
            Responsible PartyFunding:
            NONE SPECIFIEDSite Mgmt. Req.:
            NORestricted Use:
            2008-08-18 00:00:00Status Date:
            ActiveStatus:
            Voluntary Cleanup ProgramSpecial Program:
            37Senate:
            71Assembly:
            401398Site Code:
            60000781Facility ID:
            CypressDivision Branch:
            Greg HolmesSupervisor:

PIETERSMA DAIRY (FORMER)  (Continued) S108974337
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                    Not reportedSchedule Revised Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Due Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Document Type:
                    Not reportedSchedule Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedSchedule Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Due Date:
                    Not reportedFuture Document Type:
                    Not reportedFuture Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Area Name:

                    Letter sent on October 13, 2009.Comments:
                    2009-10-13 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Annual Oversight Cost EstimateCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    Agreement Fully Executed.Comments:
                    2007-12-21 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Voluntary Cleanup AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:

PIETERSMA DAIRY (FORMER)  (Continued) S108974337
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ORPHAN SUMMARY

City EDR ID Site Name Site Address Zip Database(s)

CHINO               S109443030 EUCLID AVE SR 83 ROADWAY WIDENING PM 2017 91710 NPDES
CHINO               1012055972 12018 CENTRAL AVE 12018 CENTRAL AVE 91710 US CDL
CHINO               1012055971 11838 CENTRAL AVE 93 11838 CENTRAL AVE 91710 US CDL
CHINO               2009896244 4813 CHEYENNE AVE 4813 CHEYENNE WAY 91710 ERNS
CHINO               2008896244 4813 CHEYENNE AVE 4813 CHEYENNE WAY 91710 ERNS
CHINO               S109434114 15913 MOUNTAIN AVE E OF MOUNTAIN AVE 91710 NPDES
CHINO               1003878491 PACIFIC AIRMOTIVE ONTARIO ARPT 91710 CERC-NFRAP
CHINO               S106803207 IEUA REGIONAL PLANT #2 16400 EL PRADO RD 91710 CHMIRS, San Bern. Co. Permit
CHINO               S109442539 EDISON AVE RECYCLED WATER MAIN CHI SAINT EYCALYPTUS AVE 91710 NPDES
CORONA              S101300385 WILD ROSE DEVELOPMENT HWY 15      LUST
CORONA              U001569178 TEMESCAL WATER COMPANY 24391 HWY 71      HIST UST
CORONA              S101632313 LISTON ALUMINUM BRICK COMPANY 20401 HWY 71 TEMESCALCANYON RD      ENVIROSTOR
CORONA              S109449930 MASTER SEWERLINE FACILITIES IN ARC JURUPA AREA OF RIVERSIDE CALIF 92880 NPDES
CORONA              S109448518 LESTER AVE LESTER AVE & S OF UPPER DR      NPDES
CORONA              1003879306 105 N PEARL      CERC-NFRAP
NORCO               S109452383 NW OF HAMNER AVE & SCHLEISMAN RD NW OF HAMNER AVE  /  SCHLEISMA 92880 NPDES
NORCO               S107736394 GREEN ACRES ELEMENTARY EAST VALE PARKWAY/ARCHIBALD AV 92880 SCH, ENVIROSTOR
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http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJAGnM5QGL5fVu45eL1b964HfQ1al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR62cv31w1X2ahJ3GnM1QGL6fVu65eLAb968HfQ3al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR62cv31w1X2ahJ3GnM1QGL6fVu65eLAb968HfQ2al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR63cv31w1X1ahJAGnM9QGLAfVu75eL3b965HfQ5al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR63cv31w1X1ahJ9GnM9QGLAfVu75eL3b965HfQ5al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJAGnM5QGL4fVu55eL2b962HfQ5al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR62cv31w1X1ahJ4GnM9QGL8fVu95eL5b96AHfQ2al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJ7GnM9QGL1fVu45eL3b961HfQ8al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJAGnM5QGL5fVu35eL6b964HfQAal21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJ2GnM4QGL1fVu15eL4b969HfQ6al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Vcv31w1X1ahJ2GnM6QGL7fVuA5eL2b968HfQ9al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJ2GnM7QGL4fVu35eL4b962HfQ4al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJAGnM5QGL5fVuA5eLAb964HfQ1al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJAGnM5QGL5fVu95eL6b962HfQ9al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR62cv31w1X1ahJ4GnM9QGL8fVuA5eL4b961HfQ7al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJAGnM5QGL6fVu35eL4b969HfQ4al21
http://www.edrnet.com/srf2/FinalSiteReport.aspx?ID=2e2ieR1vi18hRn2GvV1e196fhl2Gnf4lG99hV9ATeb2CeR1Nii7WRf1SvO5D1s1Ahn3PnZ2HGW1IV42xeh2GiQ2aRH1Sv43.118hhR48n264G71iVp5Xe96v9.02f22plhsDGX2vel2viu1sR6Tcv32w1X1ahJ8GnM8QGL4fVu75eL4b96AHfQ5al21


To maintain currency of the following federal and state databases, EDR contacts the appropriate governmental agency
on a monthly or quarterly basis, as required.

Number of Days to Update: Provides confirmation that EDR is reporting records that have been updated within 90 days
from the date the government agency made the information available to the public.

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Federal NPL site list

NPL:  National Priority List
National Priorities List (Superfund). The NPL is a subset of CERCLIS and identifies over 1,200 sites for priority
cleanup under the Superfund Program. NPL sites may encompass relatively large areas. As such, EDR provides polygon
coverage for over 1,000 NPL site boundaries produced by EPA’s Environmental Photographic Interpretation Center
(EPIC) and regional EPA offices.

Date of Government Version: 12/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/14/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 04/02/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/26/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

NPL Site Boundaries

Sources:

EPA’s Environmental Photographic Interpretation Center (EPIC)
Telephone: 202-564-7333

EPA Region 1 EPA Region 6
Telephone 617-918-1143 Telephone: 214-655-6659

EPA Region 3 EPA Region 7
Telephone 215-814-5418 Telephone: 913-551-7247

EPA Region 4 EPA Region 8
Telephone 404-562-8033 Telephone: 303-312-6774

EPA Region 5 EPA Region 9
Telephone 312-886-6686 Telephone: 415-947-4246

EPA Region 10
Telephone 206-553-8665

Proposed NPL:  Proposed National Priority List Sites
A site that has been proposed for listing on the National Priorities List through the issuance of a proposed rule
in the Federal Register. EPA then accepts public comments on the site, responds to the comments, and places on
the NPL those sites that continue to meet the requirements for listing.

Date of Government Version: 12/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/14/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 04/02/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/26/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

NPL LIENS:  Federal Superfund Liens
Federal Superfund Liens. Under the authority granted the USEPA by CERCLA of 1980, the USEPA has the authority
to file liens against real property in order to recover remedial action expenditures or when the property owner
received notification of potential liability. USEPA compiles a listing of filed notices of Superfund Liens.

Date of Government Version: 10/15/1991
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/02/1994
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/30/1994
Number of Days to Update: 56

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-564-4267
Last EDR Contact: 03/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned
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Federal Delisted NPL site list

DELISTED NPL:  National Priority List Deletions
The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) establishes the criteria that the
EPA uses to delete sites from the NPL. In accordance with 40 CFR 300.425.(e), sites may be deleted from the
NPL where no further response is appropriate.

Date of Government Version: 12/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/14/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 04/02/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/26/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Federal CERCLIS list

CERCLIS:  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System
CERCLIS contains data on potentially hazardous waste sites that have been reported to the USEPA by states, municipalities,
private companies and private persons, pursuant to Section 103 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA). CERCLIS contains sites which are either proposed to or on the National Priorities
List (NPL) and sites which are in the screening and assessment phase for possible inclusion on the NPL.

Date of Government Version: 06/30/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/11/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 41

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  703-412-9810
Last EDR Contact: 03/30/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

FEDERAL FACILITY:  Federal Facility Site Information listing
A listing of NPL and Base Realighnment & Closure sites found in the CERCLIS database where FERRO is involved in
cleanup projects.

Date of Government Version: 06/23/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/15/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/10/2010
Number of Days to Update: 26

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  703-603-8704
Last EDR Contact: 01/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/26/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

Federal CERCLIS NFRAP site List

CERCLIS-NFRAP:  CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action Planned
Archived sites are sites that have been removed and archived from the inventory of CERCLIS sites. Archived status
indicates that, to the best of EPA’s knowledge, assessment at a site has been completed and that EPA has determined
no further steps will be taken to list this site on the National Priorities List (NPL), unless information indicates
this decision was not appropriate or other considerations require a recommendation for listing at a later time.
This decision does not necessarily mean that there is no hazard associated with a given site; it only means that,
based upon available information, the location is not judged to be a potential NPL site. 

Date of Government Version: 06/23/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/02/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 19

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  703-412-9810
Last EDR Contact: 03/11/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/14/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Federal RCRA CORRACTS facilities list

CORRACTS:  Corrective Action Report
CORRACTS identifies hazardous waste handlers with RCRA corrective action activity.

Date of Government Version: 12/11/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/29/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/10/2010
Number of Days to Update: 43

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  800-424-9346
Last EDR Contact: 02/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly
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Federal RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD facilities list

RCRA-TSDF:  RCRA - Treatment, Storage and Disposal
RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Transporters are individuals or entities that
move hazardous waste from the generator offsite to a facility that can recycle, treat, store, or dispose of the
waste. TSDFs treat, store, or dispose of the waste.

Date of Government Version: 01/13/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/15/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  (415) 495-8895
Last EDR Contact: 02/19/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Federal RCRA generators list

RCRA-LQG:  RCRA - Large Quantity Generators
RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Large quantity generators (LQGs) generate
over 1,000 kilograms (kg) of hazardous waste, or over 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste per month.

Date of Government Version: 01/13/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/15/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  (415) 495-8895
Last EDR Contact: 02/19/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

RCRA-SQG:  RCRA - Small Quantity Generators
RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Small quantity generators (SQGs) generate
between 100 kg and 1,000 kg of hazardous waste per month.

Date of Government Version: 01/13/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/15/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  (415) 495-8895
Last EDR Contact: 02/19/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

RCRA-CESQG:  RCRA - Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators
RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Conditionally exempt small quantity generators
(CESQGs) generate less than 100 kg of hazardous waste, or less than 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste per month.

Date of Government Version: 01/13/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/15/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  (415) 495-8895
Last EDR Contact: 02/19/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

Federal institutional controls / engineering controls registries
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US ENG CONTROLS:  Engineering Controls Sites List
A listing of sites with engineering controls in place. Engineering controls include various forms of caps, building
foundations, liners, and treatment methods to create pathway elimination for regulated substances to enter environmental
media or effect human health.

Date of Government Version: 10/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/09/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/09/2009
Number of Days to Update: 31

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  703-603-0695
Last EDR Contact: 03/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

US INST CONTROL:  Sites with Institutional Controls
A listing of sites with institutional controls in place. Institutional controls include administrative measures,
such as groundwater use restrictions, construction restrictions, property use restrictions, and post remediation
care requirements intended to prevent exposure to contaminants remaining on site. Deed restrictions are generally
required as part of the institutional controls.

Date of Government Version: 10/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/09/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/09/2009
Number of Days to Update: 31

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  703-603-0695
Last EDR Contact: 03/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

Federal ERNS list

ERNS:  Emergency Response Notification System
Emergency Response Notification System. ERNS records and stores information on reported releases of oil and hazardous
substances.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/22/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/11/2010
Number of Days to Update: 20

Source:  National Response Center, United States Coast Guard
Telephone:  202-267-2180
Last EDR Contact: 01/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

State- and tribal - equivalent NPL

RESPONSE:  State Response Sites
Identifies confirmed release sites where DTSC is involved in remediation, either in a lead or oversight capacity.
These confirmed release sites are generally high-priority and high potential risk.

Date of Government Version: 02/08/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/09/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 02/09/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/24/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

State- and tribal - equivalent CERCLIS

ENVIROSTOR:  EnviroStor Database
The Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC’s) Site Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program’s (SMBRP’s)
EnviroStor database identifes sites that have known contamination or sites for which there may be reasons to investigate
further. The database includes the following site types: Federal Superfund sites (National Priorities List (NPL));
State Response, including Military Facilities and State Superfund; Voluntary Cleanup; and School sites. EnviroStor
provides similar information to the information that was available in CalSites, and provides additional site information,
including, but not limited to, identification of formerly-contaminated properties that have been released for
reuse, properties where environmental deed restrictions have been recorded to prevent inappropriate land uses,
and risk characterization information that is used to assess potential impacts to public health and the environment
at contaminated sites.
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Date of Government Version: 02/08/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/09/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 02/09/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/24/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

State and tribal landfill and/or solid waste disposal site lists

SWF/LF (SWIS):  Solid Waste Information System
Active, Closed and Inactive Landfills. SWF/LF records typically contain an inve ntory of solid waste disposal
facilities or landfills. These may be active or i nactive facilities or open dumps that failed to meet RCRA Section
4004 criteria for solid waste landfills or disposal sites.

Date of Government Version: 02/22/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/24/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/04/2010
Number of Days to Update: 8

Source:  Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
Telephone:  916-341-6320
Last EDR Contact: 02/24/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/07/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

State and tribal leaking storage tank lists

LUST REG 9:  Leaking Underground Storage Tank Report
Orange, Riverside, San Diego counties. For more current information, please refer to the State Water Resources
Control Board’s LUST database.

Date of Government Version: 03/01/2001
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/23/2001
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/21/2001
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Diego Region (9)
Telephone:  858-637-5595
Last EDR Contact: 03/29/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST REG 7:  Leaking Underground Storage Tank Case Listing
Leaking Underground Storage Tank locations.  Imperial, Riverside, San Diego, Santa Barbara counties.

Date of Government Version: 02/26/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/26/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/24/2004
Number of Days to Update: 27

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Colorado River Basin Region (7)
Telephone:  760-776-8943
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST REG 6V:  Leaking Underground Storage Tank Case Listing
Leaking Underground Storage Tank locations.  Inyo, Kern, Los Angeles, Mono, San Bernardino counties.

Date of Government Version: 06/07/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/07/2005
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/29/2005
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Victorville Branch Office (6)
Telephone:  760-241-7365
Last EDR Contact: 03/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST REG 6L:  Leaking Underground Storage Tank Case Listing
For more current information, please refer to the State Water Resources Control Board’s LUST database.

Date of Government Version: 09/09/2003
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/10/2003
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/07/2003
Number of Days to Update: 27

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Lahontan Region (6)
Telephone:  530-542-5572
Last EDR Contact: 02/12/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST REG 5:  Leaking Underground Storage Tank Database
Leaking Underground Storage Tank locations. Alameda, Alpine, Amador, Butte, Colusa, Contra Costa, Calveras, El
Dorado, Fresno, Glenn, Kern, Kings, Lake, Lassen, Madera, Mariposa, Merced, Modoc, Napa, Nevada, Placer, Plumas,
Sacramento, San Joaquin, Shasta, Solano, Stanislaus, Sutter, Tehama, Tulare, Tuolumne, Yolo, Yuba counties.
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Date of Government Version: 07/01/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/22/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 07/31/2008
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region (5)
Telephone:  916-464-4834
Last EDR Contact: 01/05/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

LUST REG 4:  Underground Storage Tank Leak List
Los Angeles, Ventura counties. For more current information, please refer to the State Water Resources Control
Board’s LUST database.

Date of Government Version: 09/07/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/07/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/12/2004
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region (4)
Telephone:  213-576-6710
Last EDR Contact: 03/08/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/21/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST REG 3:  Leaking Underground Storage Tank Database
Leaking Underground Storage Tank locations. Monterey, San Benito, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz counties.

Date of Government Version: 05/19/2003
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/19/2003
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/02/2003
Number of Days to Update: 14

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Coast Region (3)
Telephone:  805-542-4786
Last EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST REG 2:  Fuel Leak List
Leaking Underground Storage Tank locations. Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa
Clara, Solano, Sonoma counties.

Date of Government Version: 09/30/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/20/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/19/2004
Number of Days to Update: 30

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region (2)
Telephone:  510-622-2433
Last EDR Contact: 03/22/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

LUST REG 1:  Active Toxic Site Investigation
Del Norte, Humboldt, Lake, Mendocino, Modoc, Siskiyou, Sonoma, Trinity counties. For more current information,
please refer to the State Water Resources Control Board’s LUST database.

Date of Government Version: 02/01/2001
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/28/2001
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/29/2001
Number of Days to Update: 29

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board North Coast (1)
Telephone:  707-570-3769
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST:  Geotracker’s Leaking Underground Fuel Tank Report
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Incident Reports. LUST records contain an inventory of reported leaking underground
storage tank incidents. Not all states maintain these records, and the information stored varies by state. For
more information on a particular leaking underground storage tank sites, please contact the appropriate regulatory
agency.

Date of Government Version: 02/05/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/05/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 13

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  see region list
Last EDR Contact: 03/23/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

LUST REG 8:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks
California Regional Water Quality Control Board Santa Ana Region (8). For more current information, please refer
to the State Water Resources Control Board’s LUST database.

TC02735045.1r     Page GR-6

GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING



Date of Government Version: 02/14/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/15/2005
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/28/2005
Number of Days to Update: 41

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Santa Ana Region (8)
Telephone:  909-782-4496
Last EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

SLIC:  Statewide SLIC Cases
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 02/05/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/05/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 13

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  866-480-1028
Last EDR Contact: 03/23/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

SLIC REG 1:  Active Toxic Site Investigations
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 04/03/2003
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/07/2003
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/25/2003
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region (1)
Telephone:  707-576-2220
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

SLIC REG 2:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 09/30/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/20/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/19/2004
Number of Days to Update: 30

Source:  Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region (2)
Telephone:  510-286-0457
Last EDR Contact: 03/22/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SLIC REG 3:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 05/18/2006
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/18/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/15/2006
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Coast Region (3)
Telephone:  805-549-3147
Last EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SLIC REG 4:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 11/17/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/18/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/04/2005
Number of Days to Update: 47

Source:  Region Water Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region (4)
Telephone:  213-576-6600
Last EDR Contact: 01/05/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

SLIC REG 5:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.
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Date of Government Version: 04/01/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/05/2005
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/21/2005
Number of Days to Update: 16

Source:  Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region (5)
Telephone:  916-464-3291
Last EDR Contact: 03/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SLIC REG 6V:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 05/24/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/25/2005
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/16/2005
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  Regional Water Quality Control Board, Victorville Branch
Telephone:  619-241-6583
Last EDR Contact: 12/10/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/29/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SLIC REG 6L:  SLIC Sites
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 09/07/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/07/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/12/2004
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region
Telephone:  530-542-5574
Last EDR Contact: 02/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

SLIC REG 7:  SLIC List
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 11/24/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/29/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/04/2005
Number of Days to Update: 36

Source:  California Regional Quality Control Board, Colorado River Basin Region
Telephone:  760-346-7491
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

SLIC REG 8:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 04/03/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/03/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/14/2008
Number of Days to Update: 11

Source:  California Region Water Quality Control Board Santa Ana Region (8)
Telephone:  951-782-3298
Last EDR Contact: 03/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SLIC REG 9:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 09/10/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/11/2007
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/28/2007
Number of Days to Update: 17

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Diego Region (9)
Telephone:  858-467-2980
Last EDR Contact: 02/08/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/24/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

INDIAN LUST R10:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
LUSTs on Indian land in Alaska, Idaho, Oregon and Washington.

TC02735045.1r     Page GR-8

GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING



Date of Government Version: 02/02/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/03/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 15

Source:  EPA Region 10
Telephone:  206-553-2857
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

INDIAN LUST R1:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
A listing of leaking underground storage tank locations on Indian Land.

Date of Government Version: 02/19/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/19/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 25

Source:  EPA Region 1
Telephone:  617-918-1313
Last EDR Contact: 03/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN LUST R8:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
LUSTs on Indian land in Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah and Wyoming.

Date of Government Version: 12/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/01/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 15

Source:  EPA Region 8
Telephone:  303-312-6271
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

INDIAN LUST R6:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
LUSTs on Indian land in New Mexico and Oklahoma.

Date of Government Version: 11/12/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/12/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  EPA Region 6
Telephone:  214-665-6597
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN LUST R4:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
LUSTs on Indian land in Florida, Mississippi and North Carolina.

Date of Government Version: 12/07/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/09/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 7

Source:  EPA Region 4
Telephone:  404-562-8677
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

INDIAN LUST R9:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
LUSTs on Indian land in Arizona, California, New Mexico and Nevada

Date of Government Version: 11/24/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/25/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 21

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  415-972-3372
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

INDIAN LUST R7:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
LUSTs on Indian land in Iowa, Kansas, and Nebraska

Date of Government Version: 03/24/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/20/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/17/2009
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  EPA Region 7
Telephone:  913-551-7003
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

State and tribal registered storage tank lists
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UST:  Active UST Facilities
Active UST facilities gathered from the local regulatory agencies

Date of Government Version: 02/05/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/05/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/23/2010
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  SWRCB
Telephone:  916-480-1028
Last EDR Contact: 03/23/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

AST:  Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank Facilities
Registered Aboveground Storage Tanks.

Date of Government Version: 08/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/10/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/01/2009
Number of Days to Update: 21

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-341-5712
Last EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/26/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

INDIAN UST R10:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 10 (Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and Tribal Nations).

Date of Government Version: 02/02/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/03/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 15

Source:  EPA Region 10
Telephone:  206-553-2857
Last EDR Contact: 02/17/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

INDIAN UST R9:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 9 (Arizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada, the Pacific Islands, and Tribal Nations).

Date of Government Version: 11/12/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/20/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 26

Source:  EPA Region 9
Telephone:  415-972-3368
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

INDIAN UST R8:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 8 (Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, Wyoming and 27 Tribal Nations).

Date of Government Version: 12/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/01/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 15

Source:  EPA Region 8
Telephone:  303-312-6137
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

INDIAN UST R7:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 7 (Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, and 9 Tribal Nations).

Date of Government Version: 04/01/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/30/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 76

Source:  EPA Region 7
Telephone:  913-551-7003
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN UST R6:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 6 (Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma, New Mexico, Texas and 65 Tribes).
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Date of Government Version: 02/08/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/09/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  EPA Region 6
Telephone:  214-665-7591
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

INDIAN UST R5:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 5 (Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin and Tribal Nations).

Date of Government Version: 11/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/05/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 41

Source:  EPA Region 5
Telephone:  312-886-6136
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN UST R4:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 4 (Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee
and Tribal Nations)

Date of Government Version: 12/07/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/09/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 7

Source:  EPA Region 4
Telephone:  404-562-9424
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

INDIAN UST R1:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 1 (Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont and ten Tribal
Nations).

Date of Government Version: 02/19/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/19/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 25

Source:  EPA, Region 1
Telephone:  617-918-1313
Last EDR Contact: 03/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

FEMA UST:  Underground Storage Tank Listing
A listing of all FEMA owned underground storage tanks.

Date of Government Version: 10/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/29/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 48

Source:  FEMA
Telephone:  202-646-5797
Last EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

State and tribal voluntary cleanup sites

INDIAN VCP R7:  Voluntary Cleanup Priority Lisitng
A listing of voluntary cleanup priority sites located on Indian Land located in Region 7.

Date of Government Version: 03/20/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/22/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/19/2008
Number of Days to Update: 27

Source:  EPA, Region 7
Telephone:  913-551-7365
Last EDR Contact: 04/20/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/20/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

VCP:  Voluntary Cleanup Program Properties
Contains low threat level properties with either confirmed or unconfirmed releases and the project proponents
have request that DTSC oversee investigation and/or cleanup activities and have agreed to provide coverage for
DTSC’s costs.
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Date of Government Version: 02/08/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/09/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 02/09/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/22/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

INDIAN VCP R1:  Voluntary Cleanup Priority Listing
A listing of voluntary cleanup priority sites located on Indian Land located in Region 1.

Date of Government Version: 04/02/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/22/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/19/2008
Number of Days to Update: 27

Source:  EPA, Region 1
Telephone:  617-918-1102
Last EDR Contact: 01/05/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Local Brownfield lists

US BROWNFIELDS:  A Listing of Brownfields Sites
Included in the listing are brownfields properties addresses by Cooperative Agreement Recipients and brownfields
properties addressed by Targeted Brownfields Assessments. Targeted Brownfields Assessments-EPA’s Targeted Brownfields
Assessments (TBA) program is designed to help states, tribes, and municipalities--especially those without EPA
Brownfields Assessment Demonstration Pilots--minimize the uncertainties of contamination often associated with
brownfields. Under the TBA program, EPA provides funding and/or technical assistance for environmental assessments
at brownfields sites throughout the country. Targeted Brownfields Assessments supplement and work with other efforts
under EPA’s Brownfields Initiative to promote cleanup and redevelopment of brownfields. Cooperative Agreement
Recipients-States, political subdivisions, territories, and Indian tribes become Brownfields Cleanup Revolving
Loan Fund (BCRLF) cooperative agreement recipients when they enter into BCRLF cooperative agreements with the
U.S. EPA. EPA selects BCRLF cooperative agreement recipients based on a proposal and application process. BCRLF
cooperative agreement recipients must use EPA funds provided through BCRLF cooperative agreement for specified
brownfields-related cleanup activities.

Date of Government Version: 10/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/04/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 42

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-566-2777
Last EDR Contact: 03/23/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

Local Lists of Landfill / Solid Waste Disposal Sites

ODI:  Open Dump Inventory
An open dump is defined as a disposal facility that does not comply with one or more of the Part 257 or Part 258
Subtitle D Criteria.

Date of Government Version: 06/30/1985
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/09/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/17/2004
Number of Days to Update: 39

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  800-424-9346
Last EDR Contact: 06/09/2004
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

DEBRIS REGION 9:  Torres Martinez Reservation Illegal Dump Site Locations
A listing of illegal dump sites location on the Torres Martinez Indian Reservation located in eastern Riverside
County and northern Imperial County, California.

Date of Government Version: 01/12/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/07/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 137

Source:  EPA, Region 9
Telephone:  415-972-3336
Last EDR Contact: 03/22/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/21/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies
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WMUDS/SWAT:  Waste Management Unit Database
Waste Management Unit Database System. WMUDS is used by the State Water Resources Control Board staff and the
Regional Water Quality Control Boards for program tracking and inventory of waste management units. WMUDS is composed
of the following databases: Facility Information, Scheduled Inspections Information, Waste Management Unit Information,
SWAT Program Information, SWAT Report Summary Information, SWAT Report Summary Data, Chapter 15 (formerly Subchapter
15) Information, Chapter 15 Monitoring Parameters, TPCA Program Information, RCRA Program Information, Closure
Information, and Interested Parties Information.

Date of Government Version: 04/01/2000
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/10/2000
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/10/2000
Number of Days to Update: 30

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-227-4448
Last EDR Contact: 03/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SWRCY:  Recycler Database
A listing of recycling facilities in California.

Date of Government Version: 12/18/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  Department of Conservation
Telephone:  916-323-3836
Last EDR Contact: 03/24/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

HAULERS:  Registered Waste Tire Haulers Listing
A listing of registered waste tire haulers.

Date of Government Version: 01/11/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/12/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 6

Source:  Integrated Waste Management Board
Telephone:  916-341-6422
Last EDR Contact: 03/08/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/07/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

Local Lists of Hazardous waste / Contaminated Sites

US CDL:  Clandestine Drug Labs
A listing of clandestine drug lab locations. The U.S. Department of Justice ("the Department") provides this
web site as a public service. It contains addresses of some locations where law enforcement agencies reported
they found chemicals or other items that indicated the presence of either clandestine drug laboratories or dumpsites.
In most cases, the source of the entries is not the Department, and the Department has not verified the entry
and does not guarantee its accuracy. Members of the public must verify the accuracy of all entries by, for example,
contacting local law enforcement and local health departments.

Date of Government Version: 08/19/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/29/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/10/2010
Number of Days to Update: 43

Source:  Drug Enforcement Administration
Telephone:  202-307-1000
Last EDR Contact: 12/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/22/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

HIST CAL-SITES:  Calsites Database
The Calsites database contains potential or confirmed hazardous substance release properties. In 1996, California
EPA reevaluated and significantly reduced the number of sites in the Calsites database. No longer updated by the
state agency. It has been replaced by ENVIROSTOR.

Date of Government Version: 08/08/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/03/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/24/2006
Number of Days to Update: 21

Source:  Department of Toxic Substance Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 02/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/25/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned
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SCH:  School Property Evaluation Program
This category contains proposed and existing school sites that are being evaluated by DTSC for possible hazardous
materials contamination. In some cases, these properties may be listed in the CalSites category depending on the
level of threat to public health and safety or the environment they pose.

Date of Government Version: 02/08/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/09/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 02/09/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/24/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

TOXIC PITS:  Toxic Pits Cleanup Act Sites
Toxic PITS Cleanup Act Sites. TOXIC PITS identifies sites suspected of containing hazardous substances where cleanup
has not yet been completed.

Date of Government Version: 07/01/1995
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/30/1995
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/26/1995
Number of Days to Update: 27

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-227-4364
Last EDR Contact: 01/26/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/27/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

CDL:  Clandestine Drug Labs
A listing of drug lab locations. Listing of a location in this database does not indicate that any illegal drug
lab materials were or were not present there, and does not constitute a determination that the location either
requires or does not require additional cleanup work.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/25/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/04/2010
Number of Days to Update: 7

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-255-6504
Last EDR Contact: 02/09/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

US HIST CDL:  National Clandestine Laboratory Register
A listing of clandestine drug lab locations. The U.S. Department of Justice ("the Department") provides this
web site as a public service. It contains addresses of some locations where law enforcement agencies reported
they found chemicals or other items that indicated the presence of either clandestine drug laboratories or dumpsites.
In most cases, the source of the entries is not the Department, and the Department has not verified the entry
and does not guarantee its accuracy. Members of the public must verify the accuracy of all entries by, for example,
contacting local law enforcement and local health departments.

Date of Government Version: 09/01/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/19/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/30/2009
Number of Days to Update: 131

Source:  Drug Enforcement Administration
Telephone:  202-307-1000
Last EDR Contact: 03/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/22/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

Local Lists of Registered Storage Tanks

CA FID UST:  Facility Inventory Database
The Facility Inventory Database (FID) contains a historical listing of active and inactive underground storage
tank locations from the State Water Resource Control Board. Refer to local/county source for current data.

Date of Government Version: 10/31/1994
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/05/1995
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/29/1995
Number of Days to Update: 24

Source:  California Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  916-341-5851
Last EDR Contact: 12/28/1998
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

UST MENDOCINO:  Mendocino County UST Database
A listing of underground storage tank locations in Mendocino County.
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Date of Government Version: 09/23/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/23/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/01/2009
Number of Days to Update: 8

Source:  Department of Public Health
Telephone:  707-463-4466
Last EDR Contact: 03/08/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/21/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

HIST UST:  Hazardous Substance Storage Container Database
The Hazardous Substance Storage Container Database is a historical listing of UST sites. Refer to local/county
source for current data.

Date of Government Version: 10/15/1990
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/25/1991
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/12/1991
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-341-5851
Last EDR Contact: 07/26/2001
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

SWEEPS UST:  SWEEPS UST Listing
Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System. This underground storage tank listing was updated and
maintained by a company contacted by the SWRCB in the early 1990’s. The listing is no longer updated or maintained.
The local agency is the contact for more information on a site on the SWEEPS list.

Date of Government Version: 06/01/1994
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/07/2005
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/11/2005
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 06/03/2005
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

Local Land Records

LIENS 2:  CERCLA Lien Information
A Federal CERCLA (’Superfund’) lien can exist by operation of law at any site or property at which EPA has spent
Superfund monies. These monies are spent to investigate and address releases and threatened releases of contamination.
CERCLIS provides information as to the identity of these sites and properties.

Date of Government Version: 11/03/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/05/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 41

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-564-6023
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

LUCIS:  Land Use Control Information System
LUCIS contains records of land use control information pertaining to the former Navy Base Realignment and Closure
properties.

Date of Government Version: 12/09/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/11/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/11/2007
Number of Days to Update: 31

Source:  Department of the Navy
Telephone:  843-820-7326
Last EDR Contact: 03/17/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/07/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

LIENS:  Environmental Liens Listing
A listing of property locations with environmental liens for California where DTSC is a lien holder.

Date of Government Version: 01/28/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/29/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 20

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

TC02735045.1r     Page GR-15

GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING



DEED:  Deed Restriction Listing
Site Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program Facility Sites with Deed Restrictions & Hazardous Waste Management
Program Facility Sites with Deed / Land Use Restriction. The DTSC Site Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program
(SMBRP) list includes sites cleaned up under the program’s oversight and generally does not include current
or former hazardous waste facilities that required a hazardous waste facility permit. The list represents deed
restrictions that are active. Some sites have multiple deed restrictions. The DTSC Hazardous Waste Management
Program (HWMP) has developed a list of current or former hazardous waste facilities that have a recorded land
use restriction at the local county recorder’s office. The land use restrictions on this list were required by
the DTSC HWMP as a result of the presence of hazardous substances that remain on site after the facility (or
part of the facility) has been closed or cleaned up. The types of land use restriction include deed notice, deed
restriction, or a land use restriction that binds current and future owners.

Date of Government Version: 12/15/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/15/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 03/16/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

Records of Emergency Release Reports

HMIRS:  Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System
Hazardous Materials Incident Report System. HMIRS contains hazardous material spill incidents reported to DOT.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/06/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/10/2010
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  U.S. Department of Transportation
Telephone:  202-366-4555
Last EDR Contact: 01/06/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

CHMIRS:  California Hazardous Material Incident Report System
California Hazardous Material Incident Reporting System. CHMIRS contains information on reported hazardous material
incidents (accidental releases or spills).

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/09/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/20/2008
Number of Days to Update: 42

Source:  Office of Emergency Services
Telephone:  916-845-8400
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

LDS:  Land Disposal Sites Listing
The Land Disposal program regulates of waste discharge to land for treatment, storage and disposal in waste management
units.

Date of Government Version: 02/05/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/05/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 13

Source:  State Water Qualilty Control Board
Telephone:  866-480-1028
Last EDR Contact: 03/23/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

MCS:  Military Cleanup Sites Listing
The State Water Resources Control Board and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards partner with the Department
of Defense (DoD) through the Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement (DSMOA) to oversee the investigation
and remediation of water quality issues at military facilities.

Date of Government Version: 02/05/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/05/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 13

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  866-480-1028
Last EDR Contact: 03/23/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Other Ascertainable Records
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RCRA-NonGen:  RCRA - Non Generators
RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Non-Generators do not presently generate hazardous
waste.

Date of Government Version: 01/13/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/15/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  (415) 495-8895
Last EDR Contact: 02/19/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

DOT OPS:  Incident and Accident Data
Department of Transporation, Office of Pipeline Safety Incident and Accident data.

Date of Government Version: 10/13/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/10/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 36

Source:  Department of Transporation, Office of Pipeline Safety
Telephone:  202-366-4595
Last EDR Contact: 02/09/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/24/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

DOD:  Department of Defense Sites
This data set consists of federally owned or administered lands, administered by the Department of Defense, that
have any area equal to or greater than 640 acres of the United States, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/10/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/11/2007
Number of Days to Update: 62

Source:  USGS
Telephone:  703-692-8801
Last EDR Contact: 01/19/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

FUDS:  Formerly Used Defense Sites
The listing includes locations of Formerly Used Defense Sites properties where the US Army Corps of Engineers
is actively working or will take necessary cleanup actions.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/30/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/01/2009
Number of Days to Update: 62

Source:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Telephone:  202-528-4285
Last EDR Contact: 03/18/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

CONSENT:  Superfund (CERCLA) Consent Decrees
Major legal settlements that establish responsibility and standards for cleanup at NPL (Superfund) sites. Released
periodically by United States District Courts after settlement by parties to litigation matters.

Date of Government Version: 08/03/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/27/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/09/2009
Number of Days to Update: 13

Source:  Department of Justice, Consent Decree Library
Telephone:  Varies
Last EDR Contact: 01/05/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

ROD:  Records Of Decision
Record of Decision. ROD documents mandate a permanent remedy at an NPL (Superfund) site containing technical
and health information to aid in the cleanup.

Date of Government Version: 12/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/15/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/19/2010
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  703-416-0223
Last EDR Contact: 04/02/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually
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UMTRA:  Uranium Mill Tailings Sites
Uranium ore was mined by private companies for federal government use in national defense programs. When the mills
shut down, large piles of the sand-like material (mill tailings) remain after uranium has been extracted from
the ore. Levels of human exposure to radioactive materials from the piles are low; however, in some cases tailings
were used as construction materials before the potential health hazards of the tailings were recognized.

Date of Government Version: 01/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/07/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/08/2009
Number of Days to Update: 1

Source:  Department of Energy
Telephone:  505-845-0011
Last EDR Contact: 01/21/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/14/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

MINES:  Mines Master Index File
Contains all mine identification numbers issued for mines active or opened since 1971. The data also includes
violation information.

Date of Government Version: 11/17/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/08/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/19/2010
Number of Days to Update: 42

Source:  Department of Labor, Mine Safety and Health Administration
Telephone:  303-231-5959
Last EDR Contact: 03/10/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/21/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

TRIS:  Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System
Toxic Release Inventory System. TRIS identifies facilities which release toxic chemicals to the air, water and
land in reportable quantities under SARA Title III Section 313.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/13/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 36

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-566-0250
Last EDR Contact: 03/02/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/14/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

TSCA:  Toxic Substances Control Act
Toxic Substances Control Act. TSCA identifies manufacturers and importers of chemical substances included on the
TSCA Chemical Substance Inventory list. It includes data on the production volume of these substances by plant
site.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2002
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/14/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/30/2006
Number of Days to Update: 46

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-260-5521
Last EDR Contact: 03/30/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: Every 4 Years

FTTS:  FIFRA/ TSCA Tracking System - FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, & Rodenticide Act)/TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act)
FTTS tracks administrative cases and pesticide enforcement actions and compliance activities related to FIFRA,
TSCA and EPCRA (Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act). To maintain currency, EDR contacts the
Agency on a quarterly basis.

Date of Government Version: 04/09/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/16/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/11/2009
Number of Days to Update: 25

Source:  EPA/Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances
Telephone:  202-566-1667
Last EDR Contact: 03/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/14/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

FTTS INSP:  FIFRA/ TSCA Tracking System - FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, & Rodenticide Act)/TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act)
A listing of FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System (FTTS) inspections and enforcements.

Date of Government Version: 04/09/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/16/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/11/2009
Number of Days to Update: 25

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-566-1667
Last EDR Contact: 03/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/14/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly
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HIST FTTS:  FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System Administrative Case Listing
A complete administrative case listing from the FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System (FTTS) for all ten EPA regions. The
information was obtained from the National Compliance Database (NCDB). NCDB supports the implementation of FIFRA
(Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act) and TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act). Some EPA regions
are now closing out records. Because of that, and the fact that some EPA regions are not providing EPA Headquarters
with updated records, it was decided to create a HIST FTTS database. It included records that may not be included
in the newer FTTS database updates. This database is no longer updated.

Date of Government Version: 10/19/2006
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/01/2007
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/10/2007
Number of Days to Update: 40

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-564-2501
Last EDR Contact: 12/17/2007
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/17/2008
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

HIST FTTS INSP:  FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System Inspection & Enforcement Case Listing
A complete inspection and enforcement case listing from the FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System (FTTS) for all ten EPA
regions. The information was obtained from the National Compliance Database (NCDB). NCDB supports the implementation
of FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act) and TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act). Some
EPA regions are now closing out records. Because of that, and the fact that some EPA regions are not providing
EPA Headquarters with updated records, it was decided to create a HIST FTTS database. It included records that
may not be included in the newer FTTS database updates. This database is no longer updated.

Date of Government Version: 10/19/2006
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/01/2007
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/10/2007
Number of Days to Update: 40

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-564-2501
Last EDR Contact: 12/17/2008
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/17/2008
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

SSTS:  Section 7 Tracking Systems
Section 7 of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act, as amended (92 Stat. 829) requires all
registered pesticide-producing establishments to submit a report to the Environmental Protection Agency by March
1st each year. Each establishment must report the types and amounts of pesticides, active ingredients and devices
being produced, and those having been produced and sold or distributed in the past year.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/06/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/10/2010
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-564-4203
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

ICIS:  Integrated Compliance Information System
The Integrated Compliance Information System (ICIS) supports the information needs of the national enforcement
and compliance program as well as the unique needs of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
program.

Date of Government Version: 11/10/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/18/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/19/2010
Number of Days to Update: 62

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-564-5088
Last EDR Contact: 03/29/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

PADS:  PCB Activity Database System
PCB Activity Database. PADS Identifies generators, transporters, commercial storers and/or brokers and disposers
of PCB’s who are required to notify the EPA of such activities.

Date of Government Version: 09/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/01/2009
Number of Days to Update: 41

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-566-0500
Last EDR Contact: 02/16/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually
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MLTS:  Material Licensing Tracking System
MLTS is maintained by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and contains a list of approximately 8,100 sites which
possess or use radioactive materials and which are subject to NRC licensing requirements. To maintain currency,
EDR contacts the Agency on a quarterly basis.

Date of Government Version: 12/24/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/31/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/10/2010
Number of Days to Update: 41

Source:  Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Telephone:  301-415-7169
Last EDR Contact: 03/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

RADINFO:  Radiation Information Database
The Radiation Information Database (RADINFO) contains information about facilities that are regulated by U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations for radiation and radioactivity.

Date of Government Version: 01/12/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/13/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/10/2010
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-343-9775
Last EDR Contact: 01/13/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/26/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

FINDS:  Facility Index System/Facility Registry System
Facility Index System. FINDS contains both facility information and ’pointers’ to other sources that contain more
detail. EDR includes the following FINDS databases in this report: PCS (Permit Compliance System), AIRS (Aerometric
Information Retrieval System), DOCKET (Enforcement Docket used to manage and track information on civil judicial
enforcement cases for all environmental statutes), FURS (Federal Underground Injection Control), C-DOCKET (Criminal
Docket System used to track criminal enforcement actions for all environmental statutes), FFIS (Federal Facilities
Information System), STATE (State Environmental Laws and Statutes), and PADS (PCB Activity Data System).

Date of Government Version: 10/19/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/22/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/01/2009
Number of Days to Update: 40

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  (415) 947-8000
Last EDR Contact: 03/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

RAATS:  RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System
RCRA Administration Action Tracking System. RAATS contains records based on enforcement actions issued under RCRA
pertaining to major violators and includes administrative and civil actions brought by the EPA. For administration
actions after September 30, 1995, data entry in the RAATS database was discontinued. EPA will retain a copy of
the database for historical records. It was necessary to terminate RAATS because a decrease in agency resources
made it impossible to continue to update the information contained in the database.

Date of Government Version: 04/17/1995
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/03/1995
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/07/1995
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-564-4104
Last EDR Contact: 06/02/2008
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 09/01/2008
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

BRS:  Biennial Reporting System
The Biennial Reporting System is a national system administered by the EPA that collects data on the generation
and management of hazardous waste. BRS captures detailed data from two groups: Large Quantity Generators (LQG)
and Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/19/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 92

Source:  EPA/NTIS
Telephone:  800-424-9346
Last EDR Contact: 02/25/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/07/2010
Data Release Frequency: Biennially
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CA BOND EXP. PLAN:  Bond Expenditure Plan
Department of Health Services developed a site-specific expenditure plan as the basis for an appropriation of
Hazardous Substance Cleanup Bond Act funds. It is not updated.

Date of Government Version: 01/01/1989
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/27/1994
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/02/1994
Number of Days to Update: 6

Source:  Department of Health Services
Telephone:  916-255-2118
Last EDR Contact: 05/31/1994
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

CA WDS:  Waste Discharge System
Sites which have been issued waste discharge requirements.

Date of Government Version: 06/19/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/20/2007
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/29/2007
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-341-5227
Last EDR Contact: 03/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/14/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

NPDES:  NPDES Permits Listing
A listing of NPDES permits, including stormwater.

Date of Government Version: 02/22/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/24/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/04/2010
Number of Days to Update: 8

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-445-9379
Last EDR Contact: 02/24/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/07/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

CORTESE:  "Cortese" Hazardous Waste & Substances Sites List
The sites for the list are designated by the State Water Resource Control Board (LUST), the Integrated Waste
Board (SWF/LS), and the Department of Toxic Substances Control (Cal-Sites). This listing is no longer updated
by the state agency.

Date of Government Version: 01/06/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/06/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 12

Source:  CAL EPA/Office of Emergency Information
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 01/06/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

HIST CORTESE:  Hazardous Waste & Substance Site List
The sites for the list are designated by the State Water Resource Control Board [LUST], the Integrated Waste Board
[SWF/LS], and the Department of Toxic Substances Control [CALSITES].

Date of Government Version: 04/01/2001
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/22/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/08/2009
Number of Days to Update: 76

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 01/22/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

NOTIFY 65:  Proposition 65 Records
Proposition 65 Notification Records. NOTIFY 65 contains facility notifications about any release which could impact
drinking water and thereby expose the public to a potential health risk.

Date of Government Version: 10/21/1993
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/01/1993
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/19/1993
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-445-3846
Last EDR Contact: 03/29/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned
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DRYCLEANERS:  Cleaner Facilities
A list of drycleaner related facilities that have EPA ID numbers. These are facilities with certain SIC codes:
power laundries, family and commercial; garment pressing and cleaner’s agents; linen supply; coin-operated laundries
and cleaning; drycleaning plants, except rugs; carpet and upholster cleaning; industrial launderers; laundry and
garment services.

Date of Government Version: 12/22/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/25/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/29/2010
Number of Days to Update: 4

Source:  Department of Toxic Substance Control
Telephone:  916-327-4498
Last EDR Contact: 03/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

WIP:  Well Investigation Program Case List
Well Investigation Program case in the San Gabriel and San Fernando Valley area.

Date of Government Version: 07/03/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/03/2009
Number of Days to Update: 13

Source:  Los Angeles Water Quality Control Board
Telephone:  213-576-6726
Last EDR Contact: 01/07/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

HAZNET:  Facility and Manifest Data
Facility and Manifest Data. The data is extracted from the copies of hazardous waste manifests received each year
by the DTSC. The annual volume of manifests is typically 700,000 - 1,000,000 annually, representing approximately
350,000 - 500,000 shipments. Data are from the manifests submitted without correction, and therefore many contain
some invalid values for data elements such as generator ID, TSD ID, waste category, and disposal method.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/28/2009
Number of Days to Update: 7

Source:  California Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  916-255-1136
Last EDR Contact: 01/21/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

EMI:  Emissions Inventory Data
Toxics and criteria pollutant emissions data collected by the ARB and local air pollution agencies.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/14/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 07/23/2009
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  California Air Resources Board
Telephone:  916-322-2990
Last EDR Contact: 01/06/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN RESERV:  Indian Reservations
This map layer portrays Indian administered lands of the United States that have any area equal to or greater
than 640 acres.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/08/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/11/2007
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  USGS
Telephone:  202-208-3710
Last EDR Contact: 01/19/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SCRD DRYCLEANERS:  State Coalition for Remediation of Drycleaners Listing
The State Coalition for Remediation of Drycleaners was established in 1998, with support from the U.S. EPA Office
of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation. It is comprised of representatives of states with established
drycleaner remediation programs. Currently the member states are Alabama, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Kansas,
Minnesota, Missouri, North Carolina, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Wisconsin.

Date of Government Version: 11/16/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/16/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/19/2010
Number of Days to Update: 64

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  615-532-8599
Last EDR Contact: 02/08/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/10/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies
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PROC:  Certified Processors Database
A listing of certified processors.

Date of Government Version: 12/18/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  Department of Conservation
Telephone:  916-323-3836
Last EDR Contact: 03/24/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

MWMP:  Medical Waste Management Program Listing
The Medical Waste Management Program (MWMP) ensures the proper handling and disposal of medical waste by permitting
and inspecting medical waste Offsite Treatment Facilities (PDF) and Transfer Stations (PDF) throughout the
state. MWMP also oversees all Medical Waste Transporters.

Date of Government Version: 11/24/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/17/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 32

Source:  Department of Public Health
Telephone:  916-558-1784
Last EDR Contact: 03/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

COAL ASH DOE:  Sleam-Electric Plan Operation Data
A listing of power plants that store ash in surface ponds.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/07/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 76

Source:  Department of Energy
Telephone:  202-586-8719
Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

COAL ASH EPA:  Coal Combustion Residues Surface Impoundments List
A listing of coal combustion residues surface impoundments with high hazard potential ratings.

Date of Government Version: 11/09/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/18/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/10/2010
Number of Days to Update: 54

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 03/16/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

HWT:  Registered Hazardous Waste Transporter Database
A listing of hazardous waste transporters. In California, unless specifically exempted, it is unlawful for any
person to transport hazardous wastes unless the person holds a valid registration issued by DTSC. A hazardous
waste transporter registration is valid for one year and is assigned a unique registration number.

Date of Government Version: 01/18/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/19/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/29/2010
Number of Days to Update: 10

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-440-7145
Last EDR Contact: 01/19/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

HWP:  EnviroStor Permitted Facilities Listing
Detailed information on permitted hazardous waste facilities and corrective action (a??cleanupsa??) tracked
in EnviroStor.

Date of Government Version: 02/08/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/09/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 02/09/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/24/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly
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FINANCIAL ASSURANCE 2:  Financial Assurance Information Listing
A listing of financial assurance information for solid waste facilities. Financial assurance is intended to ensure
that resources are available to pay for the cost of closure, post-closure care, and corrective measures if the
owner or operator of a regulated facility is unable or unwilling to pay.

Date of Government Version: 01/11/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/12/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 6

Source:  California Integrated Waste Management Board
Telephone:  916-341-6066
Last EDR Contact: 03/08/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/07/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

FINANCIAL ASSURANCE:  Financial Assurance Information Listing
Financial Assurance information

Date of Government Version: 03/01/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/01/2007
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/29/2007
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-255-3628
Last EDR Contact: 03/12/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

FEDLAND:  Federal and Indian Lands
Federally and Indian administrated lands of the United States. Lands included are administrated by: Army Corps
of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, National Wild and Scenic River, National Wildlife Refuge, Public Domain Land,
Wilderness, Wilderness Study Area, Wildlife Management Area, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Bureau of Land Management,
Department of Justice, Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/06/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/11/2007
Number of Days to Update: 339

Source:  U.S. Geological Survey
Telephone:  888-275-8747
Last EDR Contact: 01/19/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: N/A

PCB TRANSFORMER:  PCB Transformer Registration Database
The database of PCB transformer registrations that includes all PCB registration submittals.

Date of Government Version: 01/01/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/18/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/29/2009
Number of Days to Update: 100

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-566-0517
Last EDR Contact: 02/24/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

EDR PROPRIETARY RECORDS

EDR Proprietary Records

Manufactured Gas Plants:  EDR Proprietary Manufactured Gas Plants
The EDR Proprietary Manufactured Gas Plant Database includes records of coal gas plants (manufactured gas plants)
compiled by EDR’s researchers. Manufactured gas sites were used in the United States from the 1800’s to 1950’s
to produce a gas that could be distributed and used as fuel. These plants used whale oil, rosin, coal, or a mixture
of coal, oil, and water that also produced a significant amount of waste. Many of the byproducts of the gas production,
such as coal tar (oily waste containing volatile and non-volatile chemicals), sludges, oils and other compounds
are potentially hazardous to human health and the environment. The byproduct from this process was frequently
disposed of directly at the plant site and can remain or spread slowly, serving as a continuous source of soil
and groundwater contamination.

Date of Government Version: N/A
Date Data Arrived at EDR: N/A
Date Made Active in Reports: N/A
Number of Days to Update: N/A

Source:  EDR, Inc.
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: N/A
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned
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EDR Historical Auto Stations:  EDR Proprietary Historic Gas Stations
EDR has searched selected national collections of business directories and has collected listings of potential
gas station/filling station/service station sites that were available to EDR researchers. EDR’s review was limited
to those categories of sources that might, in EDR’s opinion, include gas station/filling station/service station
establishments. The categories reviewed included, but were not limited to gas, gas station, gasoline station,
filling station, auto, automobile repair, auto service station, service station, etc.

Date of Government Version: N/A
Date Data Arrived at EDR: N/A
Date Made Active in Reports: N/A
Number of Days to Update: N/A

Source:  EDR, Inc.
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: N/A
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: Varies

EDR Historical Cleaners:  EDR Proprietary Historic Dry Cleaners
EDR has searched selected national collections of business directories and has collected listings of potential
dry cleaner sites that were available to EDR researchers. EDR’s review was limited to those categories of sources
that might, in EDR’s opinion, include dry cleaning establishments. The categories reviewed included, but were
not limited to dry cleaners, cleaners, laundry, laundromat, cleaning/laundry, wash & dry etc.

Date of Government Version: N/A
Date Data Arrived at EDR: N/A
Date Made Active in Reports: N/A
Number of Days to Update: N/A

Source:  EDR, Inc.
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: N/A
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: Varies

COUNTY RECORDS

ALAMEDA COUNTY:

Contaminated Sites
A listing of contaminated sites overseen by the Toxic Release Program (oil and groundwater contamination from
chemical releases and spills) and the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Program (soil and ground water contamination
from leaking petroleum USTs).

Date of Government Version: 01/19/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/21/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/29/2010
Number of Days to Update: 8

Source:  Alameda County Environmental Health Services
Telephone:  510-567-6700
Last EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

Underground Tanks
Underground storage tank sites located in Alameda county.

Date of Government Version: 01/19/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/21/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/02/2010
Number of Days to Update: 12

Source:  Alameda County Environmental Health Services
Telephone:  510-567-6700
Last EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY:

Site List
List includes sites from the underground tank, hazardous waste generator and business plan/2185 programs.

Date of Government Version: 02/10/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/11/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 7

Source:  Contra Costa Health Services Department
Telephone:  925-646-2286
Last EDR Contact: 02/08/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/24/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

FRESNO COUNTY:
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CUPA Resources List
Certified Unified Program Agency. CUPA’s are responsible for implementing a unified hazardous materials and hazardous
waste management regulatory program. The agency provides oversight of businesses that deal with hazardous materials,
operate underground storage tanks or aboveground storage tanks.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/20/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/29/2010
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  Dept. of Community Health
Telephone:  559-445-3271
Last EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

KERN COUNTY:

Underground Storage Tank Sites & Tank Listing
Kern County Sites and Tanks Listing.

Date of Government Version: 11/18/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/20/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/08/2009
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  Kern County Environment Health Services Department
Telephone:  661-862-8700
Last EDR Contact: 03/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

LOS ANGELES COUNTY:

San Gabriel Valley Areas of Concern
San Gabriel Valley areas where VOC contamination is at or above the MCL as designated by region 9 EPA office.

Date of Government Version: 03/30/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/31/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/23/2009
Number of Days to Update: 206

Source:  EPA Region 9
Telephone:  415-972-3178
Last EDR Contact: 03/29/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

HMS: Street Number List
Industrial Waste and Underground Storage Tank Sites.

Date of Government Version: 09/30/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 21

Source:  Department of Public Works
Telephone:  626-458-3517
Last EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

List of Solid Waste Facilities
Solid Waste Facilities in Los Angeles County.

Date of Government Version: 01/25/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/27/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  La County Department of Public Works
Telephone:  818-458-5185
Last EDR Contact: 01/25/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/10/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

City of Los Angeles Landfills
Landfills owned and maintained by the City of Los Angeles.

Date of Government Version: 03/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/10/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/08/2009
Number of Days to Update: 29

Source:  Engineering & Construction Division
Telephone:  213-473-7869
Last EDR Contact: 03/02/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/07/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies
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Site Mitigation List
Industrial sites that have had some sort of spill or complaint.

Date of Government Version: 02/09/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/12/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/04/2010
Number of Days to Update: 20

Source:  Community Health Services
Telephone:  323-890-7806
Last EDR Contact: 01/25/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/10/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

City of El Segundo Underground Storage Tank
Underground storage tank sites located in El Segundo city.

Date of Government Version: 01/25/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/25/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/02/2010
Number of Days to Update: 8

Source:  City of El Segundo Fire Department
Telephone:  310-524-2236
Last EDR Contact: 01/25/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/10/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

City of Long Beach Underground Storage Tank
Underground storage tank sites located in the city of Long Beach.

Date of Government Version: 03/28/2003
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/23/2003
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/26/2003
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  City of Long Beach Fire Department
Telephone:  562-570-2563
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

City of Torrance Underground Storage Tank
Underground storage tank sites located in the city of Torrance.

Date of Government Version: 01/21/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/25/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/02/2010
Number of Days to Update: 8

Source:  City of Torrance Fire Department
Telephone:  310-618-2973
Last EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

MARIN COUNTY:

Underground Storage Tank Sites
Currently permitted USTs in Marin County.

Date of Government Version: 01/20/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/03/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/23/2010
Number of Days to Update: 20

Source:  Public Works Department Waste Management
Telephone:  415-499-6647
Last EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/26/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

NAPA COUNTY:

Sites With Reported Contamination
A listing of leaking underground storage tank sites located in Napa county.

Date of Government Version: 07/09/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/09/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 07/31/2008
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  Napa County Department of Environmental Management
Telephone:  707-253-4269
Last EDR Contact: 03/08/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/21/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned
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Closed and Operating Underground Storage Tank Sites
Underground storage tank sites located in Napa county.

Date of Government Version: 01/15/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/16/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/08/2008
Number of Days to Update: 23

Source:  Napa County Department of Environmental Management
Telephone:  707-253-4269
Last EDR Contact: 03/08/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/21/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

ORANGE COUNTY:

List of Industrial Site Cleanups
Petroleum and non-petroleum spills.

Date of Government Version: 12/02/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/16/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/04/2010
Number of Days to Update: 16

Source:  Health Care Agency
Telephone:  714-834-3446
Last EDR Contact: 02/12/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

List of Underground Storage Tank Cleanups
Orange County Underground Storage Tank Cleanups (LUST).

Date of Government Version: 02/03/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/16/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/04/2010
Number of Days to Update: 16

Source:  Health Care Agency
Telephone:  714-834-3446
Last EDR Contact: 02/12/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

List of Underground Storage Tank Facilities
Orange County Underground Storage Tank Facilities (UST).

Date of Government Version: 02/03/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/12/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/23/2010
Number of Days to Update: 11

Source:  Health Care Agency
Telephone:  714-834-3446
Last EDR Contact: 02/12/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

PLACER COUNTY:

Master List of Facilities
List includes aboveground tanks, underground tanks and cleanup sites.

Date of Government Version: 12/29/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/29/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 20

Source:  Placer County Health and Human Services
Telephone:  530-889-7312
Last EDR Contact: 03/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

RIVERSIDE COUNTY:

Listing of Underground Tank Cleanup Sites
Riverside County Underground Storage Tank Cleanup Sites (LUST).

Date of Government Version: 01/21/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/27/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  Department of Public Health
Telephone:  951-358-5055
Last EDR Contact: 03/29/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly
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Underground Storage Tank Tank List
Underground storage tank sites located in Riverside county.

Date of Government Version: 01/21/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/27/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/02/2010
Number of Days to Update: 6

Source:  Health Services Agency
Telephone:  951-358-5055
Last EDR Contact: 03/29/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SACRAMENTO COUNTY:

Toxic Site Clean-Up List
List of sites where unauthorized releases of potentially hazardous materials have occurred. 

Date of Government Version: 01/05/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/15/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/29/2010
Number of Days to Update: 14

Source:  Sacramento County Environmental Management
Telephone:  916-875-8406
Last EDR Contact: 01/12/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/26/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Master Hazardous Materials Facility List
Any business that has hazardous materials on site - hazardous material storage sites, underground storage tanks,
waste generators.

Date of Government Version: 01/21/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/02/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 16

Source:  Sacramento County Environmental Management
Telephone:  916-875-8406
Last EDR Contact: 01/22/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/26/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY:

Hazardous Material Permits
This listing includes underground storage tanks, medical waste handlers/generators, hazardous materials handlers,
hazardous waste generators, and waste oil generators/handlers.

Date of Government Version: 12/08/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/09/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 40

Source:  San Bernardino County Fire Department Hazardous Materials Division
Telephone:  909-387-3041
Last EDR Contact: 02/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SAN DIEGO COUNTY:

Hazardous Materials Management Division Database
The database includes: HE58 - This report contains the business name, site address, business phone number, establishment
’H’ permit number, type of permit, and the business status. HE17 - In addition to providing the same information
provided in the HE58 listing, HE17 provides inspection dates, violations received by the establishment, hazardous
waste generated, the quantity, method of storage, treatment/disposal of waste and the hauler, and information
on underground storage tanks. Unauthorized Release List - Includes a summary of environmental contamination cases
in San Diego County (underground tank cases, non-tank cases, groundwater contamination, and soil contamination
are included.)

Date of Government Version: 07/16/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/29/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/26/2008
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  Hazardous Materials Management Division
Telephone:  619-338-2268
Last EDR Contact: 03/31/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly
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Solid Waste Facilities
San Diego County Solid Waste Facilities.

Date of Government Version: 10/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/04/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 45

Source:  Department of Health Services
Telephone:  619-338-2209
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

Environmental Case Listing
The listing contains all underground tank release cases and projects pertaining to properties contaminated with
hazardous substances that are actively under review by the Site Assessment and Mitigation Program.

Date of Government Version: 09/23/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/15/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  San Diego County Department of Environmental Health
Telephone:  619-338-2371
Last EDR Contact: 03/16/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY:

Local Oversite Facilities
A listing of leaking underground storage tank sites located in San Francisco county.

Date of Government Version: 09/19/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/19/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/29/2008
Number of Days to Update: 10

Source:  Department Of Public Health San Francisco County
Telephone:  415-252-3920
Last EDR Contact: 03/16/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Underground Storage Tank Information
Underground storage tank sites located in San Francisco county.

Date of Government Version: 09/19/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/19/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/01/2008
Number of Days to Update: 12

Source:  Department of Public Health
Telephone:  415-252-3920
Last EDR Contact: 03/16/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY:

San Joaquin Co. UST
A listing of underground storage tank locations in San Joaquin county.

Date of Government Version: 10/14/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/15/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/02/2009
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  Environmental Health Department
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 03/29/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SAN MATEO COUNTY:

Business Inventory
List includes Hazardous Materials Business Plan, hazardous waste generators, and underground storage tanks.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/05/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 13

Source:  San Mateo County Environmental Health Services Division
Telephone:  650-363-1921
Last EDR Contact: 03/22/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually
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Fuel Leak List
A listing of leaking underground storage tank sites located in San Mateo county.

Date of Government Version: 04/07/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/07/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/11/2009
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  San Mateo County Environmental Health Services Division
Telephone:  650-363-1921
Last EDR Contact: 03/22/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SANTA CLARA COUNTY:

LOP Listing
A listing of leaking underground storage tanks located in Santa Clara county.

Date of Government Version: 05/29/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/01/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/15/2009
Number of Days to Update: 14

Source:  Department of Environmental Health
Telephone:  408-918-3417
Last EDR Contact: 03/08/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/21/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

Hazardous Material Facilities
Hazardous material facilities, including underground storage tank sites.

Date of Government Version: 08/31/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/31/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  City of San Jose Fire Department
Telephone:  408-277-4659
Last EDR Contact: 02/15/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/31/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

SOLANO COUNTY:

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks
A listing of leaking underground storage tank sites located in Solano county.

Date of Government Version: 12/07/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/10/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 39

Source:  Solano County Department of Environmental Management
Telephone:  707-784-6770
Last EDR Contact: 03/08/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/21/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Underground Storage Tanks
Underground storage tank sites located in Solano county.

Date of Government Version: 12/07/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/10/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 12

Source:  Solano County Department of Environmental Management
Telephone:  707-784-6770
Last EDR Contact: 03/08/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/21/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SONOMA COUNTY:

Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites
A listing of leaking underground storage tank sites located in Sonoma county.

Date of Government Version: 01/05/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/06/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 12

Source:  Department of Health Services
Telephone:  707-565-6565
Last EDR Contact: 01/05/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/19/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SUTTER COUNTY:
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Underground Storage Tanks
Underground storage tank sites located in Sutter county.

Date of Government Version: 04/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/02/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/09/2009
Number of Days to Update: 7

Source:  Sutter County Department of Agriculture
Telephone:  530-822-7500
Last EDR Contact: 03/29/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/28/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

VENTURA COUNTY:

Business Plan, Hazardous Waste Producers, and Operating Underground Tanks
The BWT list indicates by site address whether the Environmental Health Division has Business Plan (B), Waste
Producer (W), and/or Underground Tank (T) information.

Date of Government Version: 01/26/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/25/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/04/2010
Number of Days to Update: 7

Source:  Ventura County Environmental Health Division
Telephone:  805-654-2813
Last EDR Contact: 02/23/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/07/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Inventory of Illegal Abandoned and Inactive Sites
Ventura County Inventory of Closed, Illegal Abandoned, and Inactive Sites.

Date of Government Version: 08/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/05/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 8

Source:  Environmental Health Division
Telephone:  805-654-2813
Last EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/17/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

Listing of Underground Tank Cleanup Sites
Ventura County Underground Storage Tank Cleanup Sites (LUST).

Date of Government Version: 05/29/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/24/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 07/31/2008
Number of Days to Update: 37

Source:  Environmental Health Division
Telephone:  805-654-2813
Last EDR Contact: 02/23/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/07/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Underground Tank Closed Sites List
Ventura County Operating Underground Storage Tank Sites (UST)/Underground Tank Closed Sites List.

Date of Government Version: 11/27/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  Environmental Health Division
Telephone:  805-654-2813
Last EDR Contact: 03/24/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

YOLO COUNTY:

Underground Storage Tank Comprehensive Facility Report
Underground storage tank sites located in Yolo county.

Date of Government Version: 12/28/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/31/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/18/2010
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  Yolo County Department of Health
Telephone:  530-666-8646
Last EDR Contact: 03/29/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/12/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually
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OTHER DATABASE(S)

Depending on the geographic area covered by this report, the data provided in these specialty databases may or may not be
complete.  For example, the existence of wetlands information data in a specific report does not mean that all wetlands in the
area covered by the report are included.  Moreover, the absence of any reported wetlands information does not necessarily
mean that wetlands do not exist in the area covered by the report.

CT MANIFEST:  Hazardous Waste Manifest Data
Facility and manifest data. Manifest is a document that lists and tracks hazardous waste from the generator through
transporters to a tsd facility.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/26/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/11/2009
Number of Days to Update: 16

Source:  Department of Environmental Protection
Telephone:  860-424-3375
Last EDR Contact: 03/02/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/07/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

NJ MANIFEST:  Manifest Information
Hazardous waste manifest information.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/20/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/05/2010
Number of Days to Update: 16

Source:  Department of Environmental Protection
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 01/20/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/03/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

NY MANIFEST:  Facility and Manifest Data
Manifest is a document that lists and tracks hazardous waste from the generator through transporters to a TSD
facility.

Date of Government Version: 01/04/2010
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/11/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/17/2010
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  Department of Environmental Conservation
Telephone:  518-402-8651
Last EDR Contact: 02/11/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/24/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

PA MANIFEST:  Manifest Information
Hazardous waste manifest information.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/01/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/14/2009
Number of Days to Update: 13

Source:  Department of Environmental Protection
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 02/23/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/07/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

RI MANIFEST:  Manifest information
Hazardous waste manifest information

Date of Government Version: 11/03/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/12/2010
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/22/2010
Number of Days to Update: 10

Source:  Department of Environmental Management
Telephone:  401-222-2797
Last EDR Contact: 03/01/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/14/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

WI MANIFEST:  Manifest Information
Hazardous waste manifest information.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/17/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/10/2009
Number of Days to Update: 24

Source:  Department of Natural Resources
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 03/22/2010
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/05/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

Oil/Gas Pipelines: This data was obtained by EDR from the USGS in 1994. It is referred to by USGS as GeoData Digital Line Graphs
from 1:100,000-Scale Maps. It was extracted from the transportation category including some oil, but primarily
gas pipelines.

Electric Power Transmission Line Data
Source: PennWell Corporation
Telephone: (800) 823-6277
This map includes information copyrighted by PennWell Corporation. This information is provided
on a best effort basis and PennWell Corporation does not guarantee its accuracy nor warrant its
fitness for any particular purpose.  Such information has been reprinted with the permission of PennWell.
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Sensitive Receptors: There are individuals deemed sensitive receptors due to their fragile immune systems and special sensitivity
to environmental discharges.  These sensitive receptors typically include the elderly, the sick, and children.  While the location of all
sensitive receptors cannot be determined, EDR indicates those buildings and facilities - schools, daycares, hospitals, medical centers,
and nursing homes - where individuals who are sensitive receptors are likely to be located.

AHA Hospitals:
Source: American Hospital Association, Inc.
Telephone: 312-280-5991
The database includes a listing of hospitals based on the American Hospital Association’s annual survey of hospitals.

Medical Centers: Provider of Services Listing
Source: Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services
Telephone: 410-786-3000
A listing of hospitals with Medicare provider number, produced by Centers of Medicare & Medicaid Services,
a federal agency within the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

Nursing Homes
Source: National Institutes of Health
Telephone: 301-594-6248
Information on Medicare and Medicaid certified nursing homes in the United States.

Public Schools
Source: National Center for Education Statistics
Telephone: 202-502-7300
The National Center for Education Statistics’ primary database on elementary
and secondary public education in the United States.  It is a comprehensive, annual, national statistical
database of all public elementary and secondary schools and school districts, which contains data that are
comparable across all states.

Private Schools
Source: National Center for Education Statistics
Telephone: 202-502-7300
The National Center for Education Statistics’ primary database on private school locations in the United States. 

Daycare Centers: Licensed Facilities
Source: Department of Social Services
Telephone: 916-657-4041

Flood Zone Data: This data, available in select counties across the country, was obtained by EDR in 2003 & 2009 from the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  Data depicts 100-year and 500-year flood zones as defined by FEMA.

NWI: National Wetlands Inventory.  This data, available in select counties across the country, was obtained by EDR
in 2002 and 2005 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

STREET AND ADDRESS INFORMATION

© 2010 Tele Atlas North America, Inc. All rights reserved.  This material is proprietary and the subject of copyright protection
and other intellectual property rights owned by or licensed to Tele Atlas North America, Inc.  The use of this material is subject
to the terms of a license agreement.  You will be held liable for any unauthorized copying or disclosure of this material.
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J .  R O D N E Y  M A R S H ,  R E A  

E d u c a t i o n  

BS – Chemistry, California State University at Long Beach, 1971 
MS – Environmental Engineering, Illinois Institute of Technology, 1974 

P r o f e s s i o n a l  L i c e n s e s  

Registered Environmental Assessor – California (No. 328) 
Environmental Manager – Nevada (No. EM-1121) 

P r o f e s s i o n a l  A f f i l i a t i o n s  

American Chemical Society 

P r o f e s s i o n a l  E x p e r i e n c e  

Mr. Marsh is experienced in the chemical characteristics and environmental behavior of a variety 
of industrial and hazardous wastes and wastewaters.  He is very familiar with current waste 
control regulations under CERCLA, RCRA, TOSCA, the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air Act, 
and corresponding State codes.  He is an instructor for SCS’s in-house health and safety training 
program, and also teaches a graduate-level waste management course at California State 
University, Long Beach. 

Mr. Marsh currently manages all of the SCS-Long Beach Phase I Environmental Assessment 
projects.  He has completed or managed several hundred such assessments.  He prepared the in-
house guidance manual for the preparation of Phase I reports, and has given several seminars and 
authored several articles on Phase I assessments. 

Mr. Marsh has provided extensive research support for litigation and expert testimony efforts.  
Specific projects have included assessments of historical industrial waste management practices, 
evaluations of the environmental fate and transport of chlorinated solvents, and estimation of 
waste quantities and characteristics.  Sites have ranged from small industrial facilities to major 
state and federal Superfund sites. 

Environmental Management 

Mr. Marsh served as Senior Project Engineer on a remediation project involving a pesticide-
contaminated former air strip in the Litchfield Park, Arizona, area.  His responsibilities included 
design of sampling programs, data analysis to determine the extent of contamination, 
remediation cost estimating, and preparation of the Remedial Investigation report. 

Mr. Marsh served in a similar capacity on a former petroleum refinery remediation project in 
Southern California.  As Technical Advisor, he assisted in the sampling data evaluation and 
estimations of contamination extent.  He also provided fate and transport data for the 
contaminants found at the site for the Remedial Investigation report.  In addition, he prepared a 
preliminary risk assessment for the site, and assisted in the data compilation and interpretation 
for the formal risk assessment. 
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For remediation at a former steel mill in Fontana, California, Mr. Marsh prepared a preliminary 
feasibility assessment and assisted in the review of bids and selection of prospective remediation 
contractors.  Site contaminants included coal tar, steel slag, various heavy metal compounds, and 
volatile organic compounds. 

Mr. Marsh served as Project Engineer for the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement 
for a proposed hazardous waste treatment facility in Arizona.  His responsibilities included 
developing estimates of the types and quantities of wastes anticipated, determining the most 
efficient and cost-effective combination of treatment and disposal alternatives for these wastes, 
and preparing a conceptual design for the facility. 

Mr. Marsh was Project Manager on the preparation of three city and county hazardous waste 
management plans.  The first, for Yolo County, California, was prepared in response to state 
legislation and addressed every phase of hazardous waste generation, treatment, storage, 
disposal, control, education, and regulation in the County.  The other two were local hazardous 
waste management plans prepared for the Cities of El Segundo and Glendora.  These plans 
identified areas where the Cities’ hazardous waste management goals differed from those of Los 
Angeles County. 

Mr. Marsh was Project Manager on a study for the Nevada Department of Transportation to 
identify and inventory hazardous wastes generated by highway maintenance stations throughout 
the state.  The study involved an assessment of degree of compliance with RCRA regulations and 
recommendations for improving compliance. 

Mr. Marsh also managed three hazardous waste audit studies for the California Department of 
Health Services.  These studies focused on automotive paint and body shops, marine yards, and 
precious metals industries and sought to identify hazardous wastes generated and techniques for 
minimizing, treating, or disposing of the wastes. 

Mr. Marsh was Project Manager on two studies regarding small-quantity generator hazardous 
wastes in the North Hollywood, California, area for the Southern California Association of 
Governments.  Both studies involved detailed surveys and inventories.  The first concluded with 
a review of existing hazardous materials and waste management practices and recommendations 
for better management.  The second involved an evaluation of regional treatment, storage, and 
disposal options, and the conceptual design of a collection system and hazardous waste transfer 
station. 

Mr. Marsh has served as both Project Manager and field team member on two Naval Assessment 
and Control of Installation Pollutants Program Initial Assessment Studies, the Navy’s version of 
the DOD Installation Restoration Program.  These studies involved comprehensive evaluations 
of current and past hazardous waste generation, management, and disposal practices on military 
facilities.  Information was gathered via records searches, interviews, and site investigations. 

Mr. Marsh was also the Project Manager and a field team member for several projects conducted 
for the California General Services Administration to identify and inventory PCB-containing 
electrical equipment at state-owned facilities, including state parks, correctional facilities, 
highway department stations, National Guard facilities, etc. 
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Mr. Marsh served as Senior Project Engineer on several Air Force studies to inventory hazardous 
wastes for Vandenberg Air Force Base.  These projects involved all host base and tenant 
activities, including launch and between-launch activities associated with the space shuttle, and 
Titan and Atlas launch facilities.  The project team evaluated all of these operations and the 
chemicals and materials involved in them, and produced an expected inventory of wastes which 
included type of waste, chemical constituents, normal expected quantities, and “worst case” 
quantities. 

Mr. Marsh completed an inventory of the contents of a hazardous waste/oily waste landfill to 
determine if its operations were in strict accordance with federal and state regulations.  This 
study involved a detailed analysis of hauler records to determine what wastes had been accepted 
by the landfill, and how they had been treated or disposed.  Of particular concern was whether 
incompatible or unusually dangerous wastes had been buried in close proximity or in such a way 
as to endanger continued operations at the site. 

Mr. Marsh’s other projects related to hazardous waste management include: 

• Facility hazardous materials and waste compliance assessment audits. 

• Evaluation of alternatives for treating and disposing of dilute pesticide solutions at 
applicator air fields (for EPA). 

• Determine the relative health effects of wastewater treatment processes based on 
literature citations (for EPA). 

• Performance review of Class I disposal sites in California, including assessment of 
the operating history and reported emissions at all active and some now-closed sites 
(for State of California). 

• Feasibility studies for remediation of sites contaminated with pesticides, dioxins, and 
coal tar. 

P u b l i c a t i o n s  a n d  P r e s e n t a t i o n s  

Marsh, J. R., and K. W. Green.  What Your Phase I Assessment Dollars Buy.  California 
Redevelopment Association Journal.  July 1994. 

Marsh, J. R., K. W. Green, and T. Dong.  Phase I Assessments and Due Diligence:  One and the 
Same?  Environmental Engineering Forum, American Society of Civil Engineers, Environmental 
Engineering Division.  Journal of Environmental Engineering.  Vol. 120, No. 6, November/ 
December 1994. 

Marsh, J. R., K. W. Green, and T. Dong.  Standardizing Environmental Assessments:  A 
Practical Perspective.  Journal of Environmental Engineering.  Vol. 122, No. 3.  March 1996. 

Marsh, J. R., and K. W. Green.  All Appropriate Inquiry - The New Phase I Standard.  California 
Real Estate Journal.  May 8, 2006. 
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T H O M A S  D O N G ,  R E A  

E d u c a t i o n  

BS – Zoology, California State University, Long Beach, 1976 
MS – Environmental Engineering, University of Southern California, 1979 

P r o f e s s i o n a l  L i c e n s e s  

Registered Environmental Assessor - California (No. 0331) 

P r o f e s s i o n a l  A f f i l i a t i o n s  

American Society of Limnology and Oceanography 
Institute of Environmental Sciences 

P r o f e s s i o n a l  E x p e r i e n c e  

Mr. Dong provides SCS with 29 years of technical and practical experience in environmental 
engineering, environmental chemistry, hazardous waste characterization and management, and 
project management.  As Environmental Services Director in SCS’s Long Beach office, Mr. 
Dong oversees projects related to hazardous waste assessment and remediation.  In addition, he 
has considerable technical environmental auditing and permitting experience, including: 

• Auditing of hazardous material handling operations and/or facilities. 

• Environmental compliance auditing of specific industries such as automotive paint, 
marine boat repair, jewelry manufacturing, etc. 

• Environmental compliance auditing of statewide maintenance facilities for Nevada 
Department of Transportation. 

• NPDES permitting for groundwater treatment, on-site dewatering operations, and 
stormwater (40 CFR122-124). 

• AQMD permits for vapor extraction systems utilizing catalytic and/or thermal 
oxidation. 

Recent projects in which Mr. Dong has participated or managed include: 

Environmental Management 

Project Manager for hydrogeologic/geologic assessment of gasoline contamination in 
groundwater in Torrance, CA.  Responsible for development of workplan, site health and safety 
plan, and interfacing with L.A. County Health, DOHS, RWQCB.  Twenty-five groundwater 
monitoring wells have been installed in an attempt to define groundwater gradient and water 
quality in the area. 
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Directed sampling and analysis of point source wastewater discharges from major industrial 
facility located in Southern California.  Environmental audit of operations was conducted prior 
to implementation of sampling/analysis program.  Project results were incorporated into a 
baseline monitoring report for review by EPA. 

Responsible for developing a site investigation workplan, site remediation workplan, and site 
cleanup plan for plating site contaminated with heavy metals above Title 22 maximum levels 
for soils.  Interfacing with regulatory agencies, site cleanup personnel, hazardous waste haulers, 
and drillers was required for the project. 

Project Director for hazardous waste engineering services for the City of Los Angeles 
Community Redevelopment Agency.  This project involves interfacing with developers, 
remediation contractors, regulatory agencies, and community agencies for redevelopment of 
property in the downtown area of Los Angeles. 

Project Director for Well Installation Program (WIP) projects administered by the Water Quality 
Control Board, Los Angeles Region.  These projects involve audits of hazardous material 
storage, use, and generation at facilities located within the federal Superfund groundwater 
contamination areas of the San Gabriel and San Fernando Valleys.  Preparation of WIP 
workplans and investigation of sites for potential sources of groundwater contamination are 
required under WIP. 

Mr. Dong is well versed in laboratory procedures and instrumental analysis.  He is very familiar 
with protocols involved in sample collection, preservation, storage, transport, chain-of-custody 
documentation, and QA/QC procedures that are necessary both in the field and laboratory.  Mr. 
Dong’s technical experience and project management skills have resulted in providing high-
quality services to SCS clients within proposed schedules and budget. 

Expert Witness 

Mr. Dong has considerable experience as an expert witness for projects requiring litigation 
support.  During his career, he has provided litigation support for many industrial sites 
contaminated with chlorinated solvents and numerous dry cleaning facilities located in Northern 
and Southern California.  Relevant examples are as follows: 

Litigation support related to PCE contamination from dry cleaning operation in Los Gatos, CA, 
for shopping center developer.  Project involved regulatory interfacing, numerous site 
investigations, review of previous investigation reports, and documentation for cost recovery 
actions.  Mr. Dong provided information that was used in settlement negotiations with the 
operator and insurance carriers for recovery of costs for site investigation and cleanup.  Project 
was completed in June 1998. 

Litigation support and expert witness for a former plating operation that caused soil and 
groundwater contamination related to VOCs and chromium.  This project has been ongoing 
since 1995.  Chromium-contaminated soil has been excavated and removed from the site and 
four groundwater wells have been installed to assess VOCs in groundwater.  To date, more than 
$700,000 has been spent on site investigation and remediation.  A tentative trial date has been 
scheduled in 1999. 
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Investigation and remediation of PCE-impacted soils in dry cleaning tenant space for KV 
Mart.  This project involved soil/groundwater investigations, preparation of a remedial action 
plan, remediation of the site, and interfacing with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) to obtain site closure.  Information provided by SCS was used for cost 
recovery actions from CGL carriers for the former tenant.  This project was completed in 1997. 

Since 1997, Mr. Dong has been the primary technical advisor/investigator for more than 20 dry 
cleaning facilities throughout California.  Many of these projects have resulted in cost recovery 
actions via insurance carriers.  Some have resulted in ongoing due diligence monitoring and site 
remediation (e.g., vapor extraction).  Representative clients include Marriott Corporation, 
Principal Life Insurance Company, Duckett Wilson Development, local municipal 
redevelopment agencies, trusts, etc. 

Other recent experience in litigation support includes: 

On-site remediation of proposed high school property in South Central Los Angeles.  Through 
the efforts and deposition testimony of Mr. Dong/SCS, our client’s liabilities associated with site 
remediation were reduced from $2M to less than $300,000. 

Litigation support and expert witness testimony for property located adjacent to the Los 
Cerritos Channel in Long Beach.  Based on Mr. Dong’s involvement and testimony, a favorable 
monetary judgment (exceeding $2M) was awarded to the client. 

Litigation support and testimony against Mobil Oil related to free-product gasoline 
contamination of a construction site for a $35M high-rise office construction project.  Less than 
30 days prior to trial, Mobil Oil settled with our client for $5M. 

Litigation support for disputed costs between local educational districts for remediation of 
contaminated soils.  Mr. Dong’s role has been to review labor rates, disposal sites and costs, and 
necessity of items billed to the client. 

Litigation support and testimony for a former grocery warehouse facility located in the City of 
Commerce, CA.  The property owner claimed that the value and ability to sell the property was 
greatly impacted due to contamination and lack of progress by the former owner.  Based on 
testimony and support provided by Mr. Dong, the case was finally dropped and the client did not 
pay any claims. 

Mr. Dong has also been retained as an expert witness for various other projects involving 
litigation with major oil company, paint formulator, real estate developer, major construction 
company, and municipalities. 

P u b l i c a t i o n s  a n d  P r e s e n t a t i o n s  

Dong, T., and M. Geyer.  Real Estate Acquisition Liability.  The Risk Management Letter.  
Publication of Warren, McVeigh, and Griffin, Inc.  January/February 1987. 

Dong, T., and B. Bennett.  Preconveyance Audits of Real Properties.  National Solid Wastes 
Management Association.  October 1987. 
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Dong, T., and A. S. Childress.  Air Emissions Issues Related to Contaminated Soil Cleanup in 
Populated Areas.  Air and Waste Management Association.  June 1991. 

Dong, T., and J. A. Nuno.  Phased Approach to Due Diligence Environmental Assessment.  
California Redevelopment Association Journal.  August 1994. 

LaConde, K., and T. Dong.  Construction Site Threatened by Gasoline.  Government Refuse 
Collection and Disposal Association Convention.  Reno, Nevada.  August 1986 

Marsh, J. R., K. W. Green, T. Dong.  Phase I Assessments and Due Diligence:  One and the 
Same?  Environmental Engineering Forum, American Society of Civil Engineers, Environmental 
Engineering Division.  Journal of Environmental Engineering.  Volume 120.  No. 6.  Nov/Dec 
1994. 

Nuno, J. A., and T. Dong.  Contracting with Environmental Consultants.  California 
Redevelopment Association Journal.  September 1994. 

Green, K. W., T. Dong, and D. R. Ness.  Industrial Drycleaner Woes, Vernon, California.  
Proceedings of the Groundwater Resources Association.  November 10, 2004. 
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March 4, 2013 
 
PROVIDENCE EASTVALE, LLC 
C/O: Boatman Development Company 
3151 Airway Avenue, Suite U-2 
Costa Mesa, California 92626 
 
Attention: Mr. Brad Boatman 
 
 
Subject Phase I Update Letter for the Approximate 53.4-Acre Parcel, APN: 144-010-033-2, 144-

010-376, and 144-010-038-7, Proposed Eastvale Business Park Development Project, 
Located at the West Side of Archibald Avenue, Between Limonite Avenue and 65th 
Street, City of Eastvale, County of Riverside, California 

 
Introduction 
 
In accordance with your request, Matrix Geotechnical Consulting, Inc. (Matrix) is presenting this phase I 
update letter for the site reconnaissance of the approximate 53.4-acre parcel, APN: 144-010-033-2, 144-010-
376, and 14-010-038-7, located in the City of Eastvale, County of Riverside, California. 
 
Executive Summary 
 
Matrix Geotechnical Consulting, Inc. (MATRIX) was retained by Providence Eastvale, LLC, to prepare a 
Phase I environmental assessment update letter of the proposed “Eastvale Business Park” (formerly Birtcher 
Corona) site located at 6301 Archibald Avenue, California.  This limited site assessment was performed in 
conformance with 40 CFR 312, Standards for Conducting All Appropriate Inquiries, and general 
conformance with ASTM E1527-05.  This assessment is a limited update letter of the site and consists of a 
field site reconnaissance and review of previous assessments completed by SCS Engineers (2007 and 2010) 
and a Subsurface Methane Investigation report by GeoKinetics, 2004. 
 
The property is located at 6301 Archibald Avenue on the west side of Archibald Street (south of Limonite 
Avenue) in the City of Eastvale, California. 
 
Site Reconnaissance 
 
The property is an approximate 53-acre portion of the former dairy and farm operation.  The dairy operations 
were located on the central-eastern half of the property and farming operations were located on the central-
western half.  The western 33 acres are heavily overgrown with alfalfa and are actively being cultivated for 
crops.  Historically, this area was used for crops.  Based upon our review of the previous reporting (See 
References), this area was fallowed since 2006, however present activities indicate that the area was 
reactivated for agricultural use. The central-eastern 20 acres were part of the dairy operation in the previous 
reporting from the 2007 SCS report and then excluded from the 2010 SCS report as dairy operations had 
ceased. 



 

During the site reconnaissance by SCS in their 2007 report, most of the area within the 20 acres was devoted 
to cattle pens, with a large milking barn running east and west through the center of the area.  A feed 
barn/garage was located near the northwestern corner of the central-eastern portion.  Since 2007, the dairy 
operation is not present on the subject property and was confirmed by the SCS, 2010 report and our site 
reconnaissance.  A milking barn was previously present within the eastern portion of the site, which is 
postulated to have facilities for at least one (1) water closet.  In closer review, a representative of Matrix 
identified a cast-iron pipe (4-inch diameter), which is likely to be connected to an underground storage tank 
(UST).  This UST is believed to be the only potentially determined location of a UST.   
 
The milking barn was demolished and only the concrete slab-on-grade areas remain.  The feed barn is still 
present and is being utilized as a storage facility for the onsite farming operations.  Trash consisting of 
weeds, concrete, wood, and metal posts does exist within the site from the demolition activities and has 
generally been stockpiled within the site area. In general, there appears to be no identified hazardous 
materials or environmental conditions observed during our site reconnaissance.  Previously, SCS, 2010 had 
indicated that a diesel power mixer, two (2) 55-gallon drums of lube and hydraulic oil, and several small 
containers of soil and fuel were identified onsite.  From our site reconnaissance, these identified materials 
and containers were not present on the site.  Evidence of spillage or release was not observed, nor was any 
onsite disposal of hazardous materials identified anywhere on the property. 
 
Two (2) large diameter water wells and one (1) above ground storage water tank were located within the 
northeastern portion of the site.  These wells appear to actively service the site irrigation needs and also are 
connected to a tank that is set up for water holding. 
 
Based upon our review of the oldest aerial photo dating back as far as 1931, the historical use of the property 
is agricultural.  There were no structures on the property through at least 1952.  Permits were issued for dairy 
operations and the milking barn in 1965.  The feed supply barn and loading facilities were constructed at 
some point between 1989 and 1994.  Dairy operations continued through at least 2006.  In 2009, the milking 
barn was demolished. 
 
In 2004, a subsurface methane investigation was conducted on the original 90-acre dairy.  Thirty-six (36) 
soil-gas probes were installed across the dairy; sixteen of those probes were installed on this site.  Elevated 
concentration of methane (greater than 0.1 percent) was found in eight probes, all within corral areas.  Four 
of the probes with elevated concentrations of methane were located on the site in corrals to each side of the 
milking barn.  The highest methane concentration on the property was 2 percent.  Matrix has completed a 
supplementary methane gas study, which will be provided in a subsequent report, and has confirmed the 
previously identified methane concentrations as well as identified an area located between the existing 
barn/garage, south of the northern access road, and north of the existing concrete slab-on-grade to have a 
considerably high methane concentration of 2.4 percent at a depth of approximately 15-feet. 
 
Organic-rich soil and manure are still present within the central to eastern portion of the site.  These 
materials are primarily associated with the area surrounding the existing concrete wash pen areas.  This area 
consists of a bounded region on the north by the east-west access dirt roadway, the concrete wash pen area to 
the south, and an existing storage barn/garage to the west, and the within an undefined area in the furthest 
southeastern-most portion of the site, which was inaccessible because of recent strawberry fields that were 
planted. 



 

 
The Riverside County Planning Department Preliminary Analysis Requirements for site development 
requires applicants “to provide the Department of Planning, Building, and Safety and Environmental Health 
a report addressing whether the property was ever used as a dairy, poultry ranch, hog ranch, livestock feed 
operations, manure stockpile site, manure burial site, agricultural pond or for any other purpose that might 
result in the deposition of material which could produce significant methane.”  The site falls under the 
Preliminary Methane Investigation Protocol.  Upon reaching design grades, each building pad will require 
lot-by-lot specialized methane testing to be performed to determine whether methane mitigation will be 
needed for future construction on the site.  The SCS 2010 report identified that the 33 acres to the west has 
only served the agricultural purposes for its use, therefore potentially making it possible to exempt that 
portion of the property from the methane testing requirements. However, during the Matrix Geotechnical 
Consulting soil investigation, manure was identified within the soil bores and percolation test pit.  This 
exemption should not be considered and specialized methane testing will be required upon completion of 
grading and prior to construction. 
 
Alfalfa fields are present within the central to western portion of the site and are presently being cultivated 
within the area on the central to eastern portion of the site.  Our representatives spoke to the onsite farmer, 
Rudy on November 28, 2012 and discussed his use of the site.  He indicated that the central to eastern 
portion of the site had been recently planted and was to be cultivated as the central western portion of the 
site.  In addition, the farmer has indicated that he has cleared all of the organic-rich soil, manure, and debris 
from the area on the central to eastern portion of the site and has disked and tilled the existing surface 
approximately 18 to 24-inches. 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
In summary, Matrix has performed this Phase I update assessment letter of the proposed Eastvale Business 
Park site located at 6301 Archibald Avenue, City of Eastvale, California, in conformance with the scope and 
limitations of 40 CFR 312.  In the opinion of the environmental professional, this field reconnaissance has 
revealed no significant evidence of conditions indicative of releases or threat of release of hazardous 
substances.  Further investigations are not recommended at this time, with exception to the identified 
potential UST as listed below, which can be can be completed prior to issuance of a grading permit. 
 

! Methane testing and potential mitigation remains a requirement for the site once graded and 
prior to construction. 

! Remaining elements of concrete, debris, organic-rich soil, manure, and asphalt materials 
require removal and abatement. 

! There is a potential for UST(s) to exist within the site.  All potential subterranean 
environmental concerns encountered during grading should be both investigated and 
addressed.  

 
Limitations 
 
Our services were performed using the degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar 
circumstances, by reputable environmental engineering consultants practicing in this or similar localities.  No 
other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the conclusions and professional advice included in this 
report. 



 

 
Closure 
 
The opportunity to be of service is appreciated.  Should you have any questions regarding the content of this 
report, or should you require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact this office at your 
earliest convenience. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
MATRIX GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTING 
 
 
 
 
 
Chris Josef Scott E. Richtmyer, CEG 2514 
Principal Associate Geologist 
 
 
CJ/SER 
 
Distribution:  Mr. Brad Boatman, Boatman Development Company, via email: homeboatman@gmail.com 
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08438-03 Memo 

 
April 26, 2013 
 
 
Mr. Eric Norris 
CITY OF EASTVALE 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910 
Eastvale, California 91752 
 
 
Subject: Clarification Regarding Concerns from the City of Eastvale with Dock-Height 

Doors and their Correlation to Truck Traffic 
 
Dear Mr. Norris: 
 

Urban Crossroads, Inc. is pleased to submit this letter addressing concerns expressed by the City of 

Eastvale regarding the correlation between the number of dock-height doors in an industrial development 

and the number of truck trips generated. 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A review of the trip generation rate sources indicates that the traffic impacts associated with 

warehouse/industrial projects are generally based on the building square footage or the number of 

employees.  Our research indicates that there is no published data showing the relationship between 

the number of dock-height doors and truck traffic.  Since the operational characteristics with this type of 

use vary from tenant to tenant, a supplemental trip generation assessment of similar projects in the Inland 

Empire may be needed.   

 

BACKGROUND 

It is our understanding that the proposed project includes a total of 71 dock-height doors, which is an 

increase of nine (9) dock-height doors above that identified by the prior project approval. Furthermore, 

the City of Eastvale City Council has expressed concerns about potential truck traffic on the nearby 

arterial roadway Limonite Avenue, and the relationship of the number of dock-height loading doors to 

the volume of truck traffic. The City has further expressed some concern that the combination of 

Buildings 1 and 2 forms a large cross-dock building that maximizes the number and effective use of 

dock-height loading doors. The City acknowledges that although there is no strictly defined standard for 

the number of dock-height doors to be contained in a particular industrial building, the project as 

proposed may be inconsistent with the City Council’s desire to see a project with reduced truck traffic 

than previously approved by the County.  
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TRIP GENERATION RATE SOURCES 

 

ITE Trip Generation Manual 

After a careful review of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) most recent edition of Trip 

Generation (9th Edition, 2012) regarding trip generation factors for industrial type uses, the number of dock 

height doors were not identified as one of the independent variables to describe the trip generation. ITE’s 

Trip Generation is based upon thousands of data samples collected and complied by the ITE, and is 

updated on a periodic basis with current count surveys provided by its membership throughout the United 

States.  It is widely recognized as the most reliable source of trip generation data in the United States, and 

is the source for 95% of all trip estimates used in traffic impact studies throughout Southern California.  

 

Trip generation is estimated based upon an independent variable, which is defined as a physical, 

measurable and predictable unit describing the study site or trip generator (e.g., gross floor area, 

employees, dwelling units). Trip Generation presents an independent variable or variables for each land 

use that appears to be a “cause” for the variation in the number of trips generated by a particular land use. 

Independent variables that demonstrate the most direct correlation for the variation in trip ends generated 

by a particular land use are identified.  

 

As presented in Trip Generation, trip generation rates for industrial uses such as General Light Industrial 

(ITE Land Use Code 110), General Heavy Industrial (ITE Land Use Code 120), Industrial Park (ITE Land 

Use Code 130), Warehousing (ITE Land Use Code 150) and High-Cube Warehouses (ITE Land Use 

Code 152) are all based on independent variables such as the number of employees, gross building 

square footage, and overall site acreage. The use of dock-height doors was not found to be used as an 

accurate indicator (independent variable) of variation in trip generation for any of the above mentioned 

industrial land uses.  

 

City of Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study  

The 2003 Fontana Study was conducted to evaluate the truck trip generation characteristics of nine (9) 

industrial land use categories commonly associated with heavy truck traffic.  This study was conducted in 

response to concerns over the validity of the earlier 1992 Fontana Study due to its use of data collected 

during Southern California’s recessionary economic times in 1992. The methodology for the new study 

was structured to follow ITE’s trip generation estimating procedures and was based solely on locally-

collected data gathered at sites in the City of Fontana, unincorporated areas of San Bernardino County, 

the City of Ontario and the City of Rancho Cucamonga. The study presents trip generation rates based on 

the same independent variables utilized in the ITE Trip Generation Manual (e.g., number of employees, 

gross building square footage and overall site acreage).   
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By comparison, the Inland Empire Chapter of National Association of Industrial and Office Properties 

(NAIOP) recently published a High Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Analysis which provides trip 

generation rates for high-cube warehouse uses based on gross building square footage only, utilizing 

empirical data collected at various high-cube warehouse locations throughout the Inland Empire.  Neither 

the Fontana Study nor the NAIOP analysis identified Dock-Height Doors as an independent variable to 

estimate truck traffic. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based on our assessment of the available trip generation rate sources for industrial uses in use throughout 

the Southern California area today, the number of dock-height doors was not used as a variable to 

estimate the number of truck trips to be generated by the particular industrial building.  

 

However, in an effort to further address the City Council’s concern, City staff may wish to suggest that the 

applicant to provide additional industrial trip generation estimates based on the number of Dock-Height 

Doors.  This can be accomplished through a focused supplemental trip generation assessment of similar 

projects in the Inland Empire.  A trip generation survey of up to three (3) additional sites located in the 

Inland Empire that closely resemble the proposed project (i.e., similar in design, anticipated tenants, 

overall square footage, etc.) could be used to estimate the number of truck trips likely to occur once the 

project is open and operational. This supplemental trip generation assessment data could help to address 

the City Council’s concerns with excessive truck traffic and the number dock-height doors. 

 

If you have any questions regarding trip generation and potential truck traffic, please give me a call at (949) 

660-1994 ext. 204.  

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
URBAN CROSSROADS, INC. 

 
Aric Evatt, PTP      Charlene Hwang, PE 
Principal       Senior Transportation Engineer 
 
AE:CH 
 
JN: 08438-03 Memo 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

This document is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Eastvale 

Business Park. This MMRP has been prepared pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the California Public 

Resources Code, which requires public agencies to “adopt a reporting and monitoring program 

for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to 

mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” An MMRP is required for the proposed 

project because the EIR has identified significant adverse impacts, and measures have been 

identified to mitigate those impacts. 

2 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

As the lead agency, the City of Eastvale will be responsible for monitoring compliance with all 

mitigation measures. Different departments within the City are responsible for various aspects of 

the project. The MMRP identifies the department with the responsibility for ensuring the measure 

is completed; however, it is expected that one or more departments will coordinate efforts to 

ensure compliance. 

The MMRP is presented in tabular form on the following pages. The components of the MMRP 

are described briefly below. 

 Mitigation Measure: The mitigation measures are taken from the Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR), in the same order they appear in the EIR.  

 Timing: Identifies at which stage of the project the mitigation must be completed. 

 Monitoring Responsibility: Identifies the department within the City with responsibility for 

mitigation monitoring. 

 Verification (Date and Initials): Provides a contact who reviewed the mitigation measure 

and the date the measure was determined complete. 

As the project is of statewide, regional, or area-wide importance, any transportation information 

generated by this monitoring or reporting program will be submitted to the California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation Measure Timing 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 

Verification 

(Date and 

Initials) 

3.1 Agricultural Resources N/A N/A N/A 

3.2 Airports 

MM Airport 1  Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall ensure that all streetlights 

and other outdoor lighting are hooded or shielded to prevent either the spillage of 

lumens or reflection into the sky or above the horizontal plane.  

Prior to issuance of 

building permit 

Building 

Department  

MM Airport 2  Prior to recordation of a final map or conveyance to an entity exempt from the 

Subdivision Map Act, whichever occurs first, the landowner shall convey an 

avigation easement to Chino Airport. 

Prior to the recordation 

of final map 

Planning 

Department  

MM Airport 3 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall ensure that the following 

uses shall be prohibited:  

(a) Any use which would direct a steady light or flashing light of red, white, green, 

or amber colors associated with airport operations toward an aircraft engaged in 

an initial straight climb following takeoff or toward an aircraft engaged in a 

straight final approach toward a landing at an airport, other than an FAA-

approved navigational signal light or visual approach slope indicator. 

(b) Any use which would cause sunlight to be reflected toward an aircraft engaged 

in an initial straight climb following takeoff or toward an aircraft engaged in a 

straight final approach toward a landing at an airport.  

(c) Any use which would generate smoke or water vapor or which would attract 

large concentrations of birds or which may otherwise affect safe air navigation 

within the area.  

(d) Any use which would generate electrical interference that may be detrimental to 

the operation of aircraft and/or aircraft instrumentation. 

Prior to issuance of 

building permit 

Building 

Department 

 

3.3 Air Quality 

MM Air 1  During construction, ozone precursor emissions from mobile construction equipment 

shall be controlled by maintaining equipment engines in good condition and in 

proper tune per manufacturers’ specifications to the satisfaction of the Department of 

Building and Safety. Equipment maintenance records and equipment design 

specification data sheets shall be kept on-site during construction. Compliance with 

this measure shall be subject to periodic inspections by the Department of Public 

During construction  Planning and 

Public Works 

Departments  
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Mitigation Measure Timing 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 

Verification 

(Date and 

Initials) 

Works. 

MM Air 2  Electricity from power poles shall be used instead of temporary diesel- or gasoline-

powered generators to reduce the associated emissions. Approval will be required by 

the Public Works and Planning Departments prior to issuance of grading permits. 

Prior to issuance of 

grading permit 

Public Works and 

Planning 

Departments 

 

MM Air 3   To reduce construction vehicle (truck) idling while waiting to enter/exit the site, prior 

to issuance of grading permits, the contractor shall submit a traffic control plan that 

will describe in detail safe detours to prevent traffic congestion to the best of the 

project’s ability and provide temporary traffic control measures during construction 

activities that will allow both construction and on-street traffic to move with less than 

5-minute idling times. 

Prior to issuance of 

grading permit 

Building 

Department 

 

MM Air 4  Construction deliveries shall be consolidated and scheduled to off-peak hours to 

reduce congestion on local streets. 

Review and approval of 

monthly inspection 

reports of grading 

operations 

Public Works and 

Planning 

Departments 
 

MM Air 5  In order to reduce energy consumption from the proposed project development, 

applicable plans (e.g., electrical plans, improvement maps) submitted to the City 

shall include the installation of energy-efficient street lighting throughout the project 

site. These plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Building Department prior 

to conveyance of applicable streets. 

Prior to issuance of 

building permit 

Building 

Department 

 

MM Air 6  Signage will be posted prohibiting on-site truck idling in excess of 5 minutes for 

trucks servicing light industrial uses. 

Review and approval of 

monthly inspection 

reports of grading 

operations 

Public Works and 

Planning 

Departments 
 

MM Air 7  The project shall, at a minimum, be required to increase building energy 

performance 24.5% beyond 2008 Title 24 and reduce water use by 20%, prior to 

issuance of any building permits. 

Review and approval of 

monthly inspection 

reports of grading 

operations 

Public Works and 

Planning 

Departments 
 

3.4 Biological Resources 

MM Bio 1  A preconstruction survey for resident burrowing owls will be conducted by a 

qualified biologist within 30 days prior to commencement of grading and 

construction activities within those portions of the project site containing suitable 

burrowing owl habitat. If ground-disturbing activities in these areas are delayed or 

suspended for more than 30 days after the preconstruction survey, the area shall be 

resurveyed for owls. The preconstruction survey and any relocation activity will be 

Prior to issuance of 

grading permit 

Public Works and 

Planning 

Departments  
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Mitigation Measure Timing 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 

Verification 

(Date and 

Initials) 

conducted in accordance with the County of Riverside Multiple Species Habitat 

Conservation Plan (MSHCP) current survey guidelines and protocols. Take of active 

nests will be avoided.   

If owls are located during the 30-day preconstruction survey, a burrowing owl 

relocation plan shall be prepared by a qualified biologist and submitted to the 

Planning Department for review and approval. 

MM Bio 2  In order to avoid violation of the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code, site 

preparation activities shall be avoided, to the greatest extent possible, during the 

nesting season of potentially occurring native and migratory bird species. A pre-

activity field survey report (MBTA survey) shall be submitted to the Planning 

Department for review. If nest buffers are required, the Planning Department shall be 

contacted directly to confirm that proper buffers are in place, prior to issuance of a 

grading permit or any site preparation.  

If site preparation activities are proposed during the nesting/breeding season, a pre-

activity field survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if active 

nests of species protected by the MBTA or the California Fish and Game Code are 

present in the construction zone. If active nests are not located within the project 

area and appropriate buffer, construction may be conducted during the 

nesting/breeding season. However, if active nests are located during the pre-activity 

field survey, no grading or heavy equipment activity shall take place within at least 

500 feet of an active listed species or raptor nest, 300 feet of other sensitive or 

protected (under the MBTA or California Fish and Game Code) bird nests (nonlisted), 

or within 100 feet of sensitive or protected songbird nests until the nest is no longer 

active. 

Prior to issuance of 

grading permit 

Public Works and 

Planning 

Departments 

 

3.5 Cultural Resources  

MM Cultural 1  A professionally qualified archaeologist shall be contacted for monitoring and any 

necessary mitigation services. A Phase IV Archaeological Monitoring Report shall be 

submitted to the City of Eastvale Planning Department, prior to issuance of the first 

final building permit for the project. Archaeological monitoring shall be required for 

potential subsurface cultural deposits. Prior to site grading, a qualified archaeologist 

will attend a pregrading meeting with the construction manager to outline the 

procedures to be followed when buried materials of potentially significant historical, 

cultural, or archaeological resources have been accidentally discovered during earth-

moving operations and to discuss appropriate means to implement MM Cultural 5, 

MM Cultural 6, and MM Cultural 7.  

Prior to the issuance of 

grading permits and 

prior to the issuance of 

certificate of occupancy  

Planning 

Department 

 

MM Cultural 2  Prior to site grading, a qualified paleontologist will attend a pre-grading meeting with Prior to issuance of Public Works and  
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Mitigation Measure Timing 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 

Verification 

(Date and 

Initials) 

the construction manager to outline the procedures to be followed when buried 

materials of potentially significant historical, cultural, or archaeological resources have 

been accidentally discovered during earth-moving operations and to discuss 

appropriate means to implement MM Cultural 5, MM Cultural 6, and MM Cultural 7.  

grading permit Planning 

Departments 

MM Cultural 3 A Native American monitor will be required at the time of mass grading and 

trenching by a member of the Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission 

Indians. 

During construction  Planning and 

Public Works 

Departments 

 

MM Cultural 4 If buried materials of potential historical, cultural, or archaeological significance are 

accidentally discovered during any earth-moving operations associated with the 

proposed project, all work in that area shall be halted or diverted until a qualified 

archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the finds. If the find is 

determined to be an historical or unique archaeological resource, as defined in 

Section 15064.5 of the California Code of Regulations (State CEQA Guidelines), 

avoidance or other appropriate measures shall be implemented. 

During construction  Planning and 

Public Works 

Departments 

 

MM Cultural 5 Prior to issuance of grading permits, a qualified architectural historian shall be 

retained meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards 

and the County's requirements, equivalent to Level II of the Historic American 

Buildings Survey (HABS), to document and record the existing milking barn on site. 

The documentation shall include 35-millimeter archival quality black-and-white 

photographs of all exterior elevations, interior views,  character-defining features, and 

context views; a site plan showing the view of photographs and the building 

footprint; and available archival material, including historic photographs, newspaper 

articles, and architectural drawings. A report shall be prepared that will incorporate 

the  documentation along with a discussion of the barn's history based on established 

criteria contained in Galvin and Associates (2004) "The City of Ontario's Historic 

Context for the New Model Colony Area," in particular the section on regional 

dairies. A copy of this report will satisfy the written data requirement and shall be 

submitted to the County Archaeologist. A copy of the HABS documentation shall also 

be submitted to the Riverside Public Library Local History Resource Center in 

Riverside, California, and the County of Riverside Planning Department.  

Prior to issuance of 

grading permit 

Public Works and 

Planning 

Departments 

 

MM Cultural 6 In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains during 

excavation/construction, all activities in the area of the find, and any nearby area 

reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains, shall be halted by the 

developer or its contractor until the County Coroner has been notified and any 

required investigation or required Native American consultation has been completed.  

During construction  Planning and 

Public Works 

Departments  
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Mitigation Measure Timing 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 

Verification 

(Date and 

Initials) 

MM Cultural 7 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a qualified paleontologist shall be retained to 

develop a Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Treatment Plan (PRMTP) for 

approval by the Riverside County Planning Department. Following Riverside County 

Planning Department approval of the PRMTP, grading and construction activities 

may proceed in compliance with the provisions of the approved PRMTP. The PRMTP 

shall be developed in accordance with the provision of CEQA, County of Riverside 

regulations, and the proposed guidelines of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 

and shall include but not be limited to the following: 

1) The excavation of areas identified as likely to contain paleontological resources 

shall be monitored by a qualified paleontological monitor. Monitoring should be 

restricted to the underlying Pleistocene-age sediments conducive to the 

preservation of fossils, which might be present below the surface at unknown 

depths. The monitor shall be prepared to quickly salvage fossils as they are 

unearthed to avoid construction delays. The monitor shall also remove samples of 

sediments that are likely to contain the remains of small fossil invertebrates and 

vertebrates. The monitor must have the power to temporarily halt or divert 

grading equipment to allow for removal of abundant or large specimens.  

2) Collected samples of sediments shall be washed to recover small invertebrate and 

vertebrate fossils. Recovered specimens shall be prepared so that they can be 

identified and permanently preserved.  

3) Specimens shall be identified, curated, and placed into a repository with 

permanents. 

4) A report of findings, including an itemized inventory of recovered specimens, 

shall be prepared upon completion of the steps outlined above. The report shall 

include a discussion of the significance of all recovered specimens. The report 

and inventory, when submitted to the appropriate lead agency, would signify 

completion of the program to mitigate. 

Prior to issuance of 

grading permit 

Public Works and 

Planning 

Departments 
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Mitigation Measure Timing 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 

Verification 

(Date and 

Initials) 

3.6 Geology and Soils 

MM Geo 1  For places where methane is detected above 5,000 ppm within the building footprint 

which will have conditioned air, mitigation shall include installation of a minimum 

60-mil high density polyethylene (HDPE) membrane barrier (or equivalent), a subslab 

passive venting system, sealing of utility or other penetrations through the 

membrane, seal of utility conduits where they enter the structure, and construction of 

a utility “dam” at any point where a “dry” utility trench approaches the structure. 

Liquid Boot, applied to a minimum 60-mil dry thickness per manufacturers’ 

recommendations, may be substituted for the HDPE membrane. If a post-tensioned 

slab is utilized, a visqueen vapor barrier may be substituted for the membrane, unless 

the maximum methane reading is above 12,500 ppm, in which case the membrane 

must be used. 

Prior to issuance of 

building permit 

Building 

Department 

 

MM Geo 2  For places within the building footprint with methane levels above 5,000 ppm and 

without conditioned air, the mitigation measure shall consist of a visqueen vapor 

barrier, subslab passive venting system, sealing of utility conduits where they enter 

the structure, and construction of a utility “dam” at any point where a “dry” utility 

trench approaches the structure. 

Prior to issuance of 

building permit 

Building 

Department 

 

MM Geo 3   For areas without conditioned air, the project proponent shall install a visqueen 

vapor barrier, install a subslab passive venting system, seal utility conduits where 

they enter a structure, and construct a utility “dam” at the point where a “dry” utility 

trench approaches a structure.  

Prior to issuance of 

building permit 

Building 

Department 
 

MM Geo 4   For areas with conditioned air, the mitigation measure shall require a minimum 60-

mil HDPE membrane barrier or equivalent. 

Prior to issuance of 

building permit 

Building 

Department  

MM Geo 5  Any underground utility vaults needed on-site shall have air vents installed per the 

utility purveyor's specifications 

Prior to issuance of 

building permit 

Building 

Department  

MM Geo 6  During grading operations, precautionary measures must be taken to reduce the 

potential for post-construction methane gas generation. Measures include the 

following: 

1.  Careful clearing, grubbing, segregation, and stockpiling or disposal of the near-

surface, organic-rich soils at the site prior to the initiation of mass grading 

activities. 

2. The identification and segregation/stockpiling or disposal of deeper soils which 

contain elevated levels of organic material. If possible, soils with an organic 

content of approximately 1% or higher should be segregated for controlled 

Prior to certification of 

rough grading 

Building 

Department 
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Mitigation Measure Timing 
Monitoring 

Responsibility 

Verification 

(Date and 

Initials) 

placement. 

3. Soils with organic contents in excess of 1% should not be placed as “deep” fill. 

Ideally, soils with significant levels of organic material should be placed in open 

areas within approximately 2 feet of the finished ground surface.  

4. Soils with organic contents in excess of 2% should typically not be placed as 

structural fill, even at shallow depths. The project geotechnical engineer should 

provide more specific recommendations in this regard.  

MM Geo 7  Prior to construction, the site will be cleared of vegetation, trash, and debris, which 

will be disposed of off-site. Any existing underground structures and utilities that may 

interfere with the proposed construction shall be removed. The resulting cavities or 

excavations will be properly backfilled with compacted fill. 

Prior to certification of 

rough grading 

Building 

Department 
 

MM Geo 8  According to the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Report, all fill/disturbed 

soils shall be removed to competent native material, the exposed surface scarified to 

a depth of 12 inches, brought to within 2% of optimum moisture content, and 

compacted to a minimum of 90% of the laboratory standard prior to placement of 

any additional compacted fill soils, foundations, slabs-on-grade, and pavement. 

Prior to certification of 

rough grading 

Building 

Department 

 

MM Geo 9  Since some of the subsurface soils were noted to be high in moisture, aeration and/or 

stabilization may be anticipated to proceed with the proposed grading. Deeper 

excavations may require the placement of a gravel blanket and/or an approved 

geofabric prior to placement of compacted fill. 

Prior to certification of 

rough grading 

Building 

Department 
 

MM Geo 10  Existing subsurface soils within some areas of the project site were noted to have 

manure at the surface. All manure observed at the surface will need to be collected 

and hauled away. Soils within the upper foot may have concentrations of organic-

rich material and may be utilized as approved fill material, provided that the manure 

is blended with soils until the total organic level decreases to levels less than 1% (per 

County of Riverside Technical Guidelines of Geotechnical and Geologic Reports) 

and shall be placed only in landscaping and pavement areas. 

Prior to certification of 

rough grading 

Building 

Department 

 

MM Geo 11 As recommended in the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, the following 

measure shall be implemented to address expansive soils: If any expansive soils are 

encountered, special attention shall be given to the project design and maintenance. 

The Expansive Soil Guideline attached to the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation 

shall be reviewed by the engineers, architects, owner, maintenance personnel, and 

other interested parties and considered during the design of the project and future 

property maintenance.  

Prior to certification of 

rough grading 

Building 

Department 
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MM Geo 12 Prior to any excavation or soil removal action on known contaminated sites, or if 

contaminated soil or groundwater (i.e., with a visible sheen or detectable odor) is 

encountered during construction, complete characterization of the soil and/or 

groundwater will be conducted under direction of the Riverside County Department 

of Environmental Health. Appropriate sampling shall be conducted prior to disposal 

of the excavated soil. If the soil is contaminated, it shall be properly disposed of 

according to land disposal restrictions. If site remediation involves the removal of 

contamination, contaminated material will need to be transported off-site to a 

licensed hazardous waste disposal facility. Although this may incrementally decrease 

the volume available at a hazardous waste disposal site or incrementally increase the 

emissions of a hazardous waste incinerator, these additional impacts are not 

considered significant. 

Prior to certification of 

rough grading 

Building 

Department 

 

3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

MM Hazards 1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit involving the initial ground disturbance and 

excavation in each Planning Area, a limited environmental study will be performed 

to determine the possible presence of organochlorine pesticides and arsenic in the 

on-site soils in accordance with the California Department of Toxic Substance 

Control (DTSC) “Interim Guidelines for Sampling Agricultural Soils (3rd revision), 

dated August 2008.” Since this site is greater than 50 acres in size, the DTSC will be 

consulted on the sampling pattern and frequency. If no pollutants of concern are 

detected, further mitigation is not necessary. If the assessment finds soil 

contamination or concentrations of a pesticide or herbicide that meet action levels 

for hazardous waste pursuant to applicable federal, state, or local standards, the 

appropriate response/remedial measures will be implemented, as directed by the 

County of Riverside Department of Environmental Health, or other applicable 

oversight agency, until all specified requirements of the oversight agencies are 

satisfied and a no further action status is attained.  

Prior to issuance of 

grading permit 

Public Works and 

Planning 

Departments 

 

3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

MM Hydro 1 Activities resulting in fill material deposited in the Cucamonga Creek Channel will 

require a 404 permit for US Army Corps of Engineers and a 401 Water Quality 

Certification from the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. Through 

acquisition of these permits prior to any ground-disturbing activities, compliance 

with conditions of these permits, and implementation of additional measures 

identified by the regulating these agencies, impacts to the Cucamonga Creek 

Channel are considered less than significant. The project developer shall obtain 

coverage under the appropriate NPDES General Construction Permit for Stormwater 

Prior to issuance of 

grading permit 

Public Works and 

Planning 

Departments 
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Discharges Associated with Construction Activities, Order No. 99- 08-DWQ, NPDES 

No. CAS000002 prior to obtaining the grading permit. With implementation of the 

NPDES permit requirements and incorporation of BMPs as mitigation measures, the 

potential significant adverse impacts related to increased flows and water quality will 

be reduced to below a level of significance. The project developer shall develop and 

implement a Final Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP). The Riverside County 

Flood Control District will accept and approve the Final WQMP and ensure that it is 

implemented. The Final WQMP will contain measures that will effectively treat all 

pollutants of concern and hydrologic conditions of concern, which are consistent 

with the approved WQMP, developed in compliance with the Municipal Separate 

Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) permit. 

3.9 Noise 

Noise 1  Once precise grading and architectural plans are made available, a final acoustical 

impact analysis shall be performed for Building 8 as indicated on the project’s site 

plan dated August 27, 2008 (or those buildings planned adjacent or closest to 

Archibald Avenue in a revised site plan) in order to obtain building permits. The final 

acoustical impact analysis will be utilized to confirm the preliminary acoustical 

impact analysis’ findings and to determine building- and/or unit-specific interior 

noise levels and potential mitigation measures needed for Building 8 (or those 

buildings planned adjacent or closest to Archibald Avenue in a revised site plan).  

During construction  Planning and 

Public Works 

Departments 

 

Noise 2  Building 8 (or those buildings planned adjacent or closest to Archibald Avenue in a 

revised site plan) shall be required to operate under “windows closed” conditions, 

which necessitates a form of mechanical fresh air ventilation or air conditioning. For 

acoustical purposes, the fresh air inlet duct shall be of sound-attenuating construction 

and consist of a minimum of 10 feet of straight or curved duct, or 6 feet of straight or 

curved duct plus one sharp 90 degree bend. 

During construction  Planning and 

Public Works 

Departments 
 

Noise 3  To minimize noise impacts from project construction upon neighboring properties, 

stationary noise-generating construction equipment shall be placed a minimum of 

446 feet from the property line of the closest existing sensitive receptor (residences to 

the north and south), when and where feasible. If any of the adjacent properties are 

developed according to their General Plan land use designations (light industrial) 

prior to project construction, equipment shall be placed up to 250 feet or more from 

the respective property line. 

During construction  Planning and 

Public Works 

Departments 

 

Noise 4  Adhere to City of Eastvale General Sound Level Standards (Section 8.52.040 of the 

City of Eastvale Municipal Code), which allows “private construction within one-

quarter (1/4) of a mile from an inhabited dwelling, provided that the construction 

During construction  Planning and 

Public Works  
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does not occur between the hours of (a) 6:00 pm and 6:00 am during the months of 

June through September; and (b) 6:00 pm and 7:00 am during the months of October 

through May.” Noise impacts associated with on-site operational activities cannot be 

determined with certainty at this stage of development, since specific uses are not yet 

established. MM Noise 1 requires additional analysis in the form of a final acoustical 

impact analysis, once building permits are applied for. That analysis will be used to 

confirm the findings of this preliminary analysis and to determine accurate mitigation 

measures necessary to reduce noise impacts sourced from the future uses. Those 

mitigation measures could include requirements such as noise control barriers, 

upgraded construction materials/design, and/or constrained hours of operation.  

Departments 

3.10 Public Services N/A N/A N/A 

3.11 Transportation and Traffic 

MM Trans 1  Bike racks shall be installed in all parking lots in compliance with City of Eastvale 

standards (Section 120.05.060).  

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 
 

MM Trans 2  On-site traffic signaling and striping shall be implemented in conjunction with 

detailed construction plans for the project site.  

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 
 

MM Trans 3  Sight distance at each project access driveway shall be reviewed with respect to 

Caltrans and County of Riverside sight distance standards at the time of preparation 

of final grading, landscape, and street improvements.  

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department  

MM Trans 4  Modify the intersection of Archibald Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 

following geometrics:  

Northbound: One through lane, one right turn lane (with overlap) 

Southbound: Two left turn lanes, one through lane 

Eastbound: None 

Westbound: Two left turn lanes, one right turn lane (with overlap) 

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 

 

MM Trans 5  Modify the intersection of Harrison Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 

following geometrics:  

Northbound: Left turn lane, right turn lane, through lane  

Southbound:  Left turn lane, right turn lane, through lane  

Eastbound: Two through lanes, left turn lane, shared through-right turn lane  

Westbound: Two through lanes, left turn lane, right turn lane 

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 
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MM Trans 6  Modify the intersection of Hamner Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 

following geometrics:  

Northbound: Three through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 

Southbound: Three through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane (with 

overlap)  

Eastbound: Three through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane  

Westbound: Two through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane   

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 

 

MM Trans 7  Modify the intersection of Etiwanda Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 

following geometrics:  

Northbound: One through lane, one left turn lane, one right turn lane 

Southbound: One through lane, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 

Eastbound: One through lanes, one shared through-left turn lane, one right turn lane  

Westbound: One shared through right lane, one shared through-left lane 

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 

 

MM Trans 8  Modify the intersection of Archibald Avenue and Project Driveway #1 to provide the 

following geometrics: 

Northbound: Two through lanes, one right turn lane, one left turn lane 

Southbound: Two left turn lanes, one through lane, one shared through-right lane 

Eastbound: Two left lanes, one right turn lane  

Westbound: One left turn lane, one right turn lane (with overlap) 

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 

 

MM Trans 9  Modify the intersection of Archibald Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 

following geometrics: 

Northbound: Two through lanes, right turn lane (with overlap)  

Southbound: Two left turn lanes, two through lanes 

Eastbound: None 

Westbound: Two left turn lanes, right turn lane (with overlap) 

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 

 

MM Trans 10  Modify the intersection of Harrison Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 

following geometrics: 

Northbound: Left turn lane, right turn lane, through lane 

Southbound: Left turn lane, right turn lane, through lane 

Eastbound: Two through lanes, left turn lane, shared through-right turn lane. 

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 
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Westbound: Two through lanes, left turn lane, right turn lane 

MM Trans 11 Modify the intersection of Hamner Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 

following geometrics: 

Northbound: Three through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane (with 

overlap) 

Southbound: Three through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane (with 

overlap) 

Eastbound: Three through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane (with overlap) 

Westbound: Two through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane  

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 

 

MM Trans 12  Modify the intersection of Etiwanda Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 

following geometrics: 

Northbound: One through lane, one left turn lane, one right turn lane 

Southbound: Two through lanes, one left turn lane, one right turn lane (free right 

turn) 

Eastbound: One through lanes, one shared through-left turn lane, one right turn lane 

Westbound: One shared through left turn lane, one shared through-right turn lane 

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 

 

MM Trans 13 Modify the intersection of Hellman Avenue and Schleisman Road to provide the 

following geometrics: 

Northbound: One shared left turn-through lane, one right turn lane 

Southbound: One shared left turn-through lane, one right turn lane 

Eastbound: One shared left turn-through lane, one right turn lane 

Westbound: One shared left turn-through lane, one right turn lane  

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 

 

MM Trans 14 Modify the intersection of Sumner Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 

following geometrics: 

Northbound: Two through lanes, one left turn lane, one right turn lane (with overlap) 

Southbound: One through lane, one left turn lane, one shared right turn-through lane 

Eastbound: Two through lanes, two left turn lanes, one shared right turn-through lane 

Westbound: Two through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 

 

MM Trans 15 Modify the intersection of Cleveland Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 

following geometrics: 

Northbound: One left turn lane, one shared right turn-through lane 

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department  
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Southbound: One shared left-right and through lane 

Eastbound: One through lane, one left turn lane, one shared right turn-through lane 

Westbound: One through lane, one left turn lane, one shared right turn-through lane  

MM Trans 16  Modify the intersection of I-15 Southbound Ramps and Limonite Avenue to provide 

the following geometrics: 

Northbound: None 

Southbound: Two left turn lanes, one right turn lane (free-right turn lane) 

Eastbound: Two through lanes, one right turn lane 

Westbound: Two through lanes, two left turn lanes  

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 

 

MM Trans 17  Modify the intersection of I-15 Northbound Ramps and Limonite Avenue to provide 

the following geometrics: 

Northbound: One left turn lane, one shared left turn-right turn lane, one right turn 

lane 

Southbound: None 

Eastbound: Two through lanes, two left turn lanes 

Westbound: Two through lanes 

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 

 

MM Trans 18  In addition to the requirements of mitigation measures MM Trans 1 through MM 

Trans 17, the project will participate in the cost of off-site improvements through 

payment of the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF). These fees shall be 

collected by the County at the time of issuance of building permits and utilized as 

needed by Riverside County to construct off-site area-wide improvements necessary 

to maintain the required level of service in the project area. TUMF fees are imposed 

on new residential, industrial, and commercial development through application of 

the TUMF ordinance, and fees are collected at the building or occupancy permit 

stage. The fee for industrial, retail and office use per square feet of gross floor area is 

$1.73, $10.49, and $2.19, respectively. In addition, an annual inflation adjustment is 

considered each year in February. In this way, TUMF are adjusted upwards on a 

regular basis to ensure that the development impact fees collected keep pace with 

construction and labor costs, etc.  

Prior to issuance of 

certificate of occupancy 

Public Works 

Department 

 

3.13 Utilities N/A N/A N/A 
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The Birtcher Center at Corona Valley project site is located on 53.37 gross acres within the 
Eastvale area of unincorporated Riverside County, California. (See Figure 1.0-1, Regional 
Map.) The Eastvale community is characterized by agricultural, residential, and industrial uses.  
 
The project site is located along the southern side of the Riverside County/San Bernardino 
County boundary, east of the Cucamonga Creek Channel and west of Archibald Ave. The 
surrounding area includes the City of Ontario to the north, the City of Chino to the west, the City 
of Norco to the south, and the community of Mira Loma on the east. (See Figure 1.0-2, Vicinity 
Map.) 

The project site consists of approximately 53 acres of historic dairy and agricultural land. The 
project site is relatively flat; sloping gradually from north to south with elevations ranging from 
approximately 630 feet to 640 feet above mean sea level. A dairy, including a dairy barn, animal 
enclosures, and metal canopies used to house the cows and feed, currently occupies the eastern 
portion of the property. The western and central portions of the project site consist of alfalfa 
fields. The surrounding area is primarily developed with dairies, but there is an increasing 
change of land use within the area to residential, commercial, and industrial development. (See 
Figure 1.0-3, Existing and Surrounding Land Uses.) 
 
Adjacent land uses are active agriculture uses including dairies and related cattle feed pens to the 
north, south, and east, and a nursery to the west, on the west side of the Cucamonga Creek 
Channel. Surrounding land uses also include residential subdivisions and crop fields. 
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Figure 1.0-3
Existing and Surrounding Land Uses
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The proposed Birtcher Center at Corona Valley project includes the following land use 
applications: 
 

Change of Zone No. 7611 proposes to change the site zoning from A-2-10 (Heavy 
Agriculture – 10 acre minimum lot size) to Industrial Park (I-P). 
 
Tentative Parcel Map No. 35865 is a schedule „E‟ subdivision of 53.37 gross acres into 
12 industrial parcels; Parcel one (1) – 5.69 gross acres, Parcel two (2) – 4.99 gross acres, 
Parcel three (3) – 3.04 gross acres, Parcel four (4) – 2.07 gross acres, Parcel five (5) – 
1.24 gross acres, Parcel six (6) – 6.53 gross acres, Parcel seven (7) – 4.77 gross acres, 
Parcel eight (8) – 3.57 gross acres, Parcel nine (9) – 4.35 gross acres, Parcel ten (10) – 
3.94 gross acres, Parcel eleven (11) – 6.34 gross acres, Parcel twelve (12) – 1.62 gross 
acres; as well as related streets and infrastructure: Lot A – 3.79 gross acres and Lot B – 
0.83 gross acres.                      
 
Plot Plan No. 23219 proposes to develop fourteen (14) industrial buildings on a 53.37 
gross (52.77 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.33 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-
0.60 floor area ratio) consisting of: 490,211 square feet of inside storage, 214,026 square 
feet of manufacturing area, 54,063 square feet of office space, 282,257 square feet of 
landscaping area (12%), and 1,245 parking spaces. The total building square footage 
proposed is 758,300 square feet as follows: Buildings 1 and 2 proposes 106,561 square 
feet with 10 loading docks in Parcel one (1); Buildings 3 and 4 proposes 99,604 square 
feet with 12 loading docks in Parcel two (2); Building 5 proposes 60,540 square feet with 
7 loading docks in Parcel three (3); Building 6 proposes 40,490 square feet with 4 loading 
docks in Parcel four (4); Building 7 proposes 14,560 square feet with 1 loading dock in 
Parcel five (5); Building 8 proposes 47,002 square feet in Parcel six (6); Building 9 
proposes 23,800 square feet in Parcel six (6); Building10 proposes 75,768 square feet 
with 8 loading docks in Parcel seven (7); Building 11 proposes 58,713 square feet with 6 
loading docks in Parcel eight (8); Building 12 proposes 75,015 square feet with 8 loading 
docks in Parcel nine (9); Building 13 proposes 67,247 square feet with 6 loading docks in 
Parcel ten (10); and Building 14 proposes 89,000 square feet with 12 loading docks in 
Parcel eleven (11). 
 
Agricultural Preserve Case No. 994 includes applications to cancel the Williamson Act 
contract affecting approximately 33.41 acres and to diminish the size of the Mira Loma 
Agricultural Preserve No. 10 by removing said 33.41 acres plus an additional 19.56 acres 
for which the Williamson Act contract expired in 1996 as the result of the filing of a 
Notice of Non-renewal. 
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A clear statement of project objectives allows for the analysis of reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed project. A range of reasonable alternatives, both on- and off-site, that would feasibly 
attain most of the basic project objectives, while avoiding or substantially lessening the 
significant effects of the project, must be analyzed per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. The 
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley identifies the following planning objectives: 
 

 Promote the development of a variety of stable employment and business uses that 
provide a diversity of employment opportunities for those that live and work in the 
community. 

 Offer the opportunity for a mix of businesses in proximity to transportation facilities and 
utilities, and along transit corridors.  

 To accommodate the development of a balance of land uses that maintains and enhances 
the county‟s fiscal viability, economic diversity, and environmental integrity. 

The EIR serves as an informational document for use by public agencies, the general public, and 
decision makers. This EIR discusses the impacts of development pursuant to the proposed 
project and related components and analyzes project alternatives. This EIR will be used by the 
County of Riverside and responsible agencies in assessing impacts of the proposed project. 
 
The following public officials and agencies will use this EIR when considering the following 
actions:  
 

 Riverside County Planning Director 
a) Recommendation to the Riverside County Planning Commission for Tentative 

Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report.  

 Riverside County Planning Commission 
a) Recommendation to the Riverside County Board of Supervisors for Certification 

of the Final Environmental Impact Report.  

 Riverside County Board of Supervisors 
a) Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. 

 Riverside County 
a) Issuance of Building Permits, Grading Permits, Construction Permits and 

Encroachment Permits. 

 Jurupa Community Services District 
a) Approval of Water Source Assessment prepared pursuant to SB610/221. 

b) Approval of infrastructure improvements. 
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 State Water Resources Control Board 
a) Issuance of a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General 

Construction Permit. 

 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
a) Issuance of a Section 401 Water Quality Certification 

 Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
a) Approval of hydrology report and approval of storm drain plans. 

 San Bernardino County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
a) Issuance of encroachment permit for storm drain connection to the Cucamonga 

Creek Channel. 

 Army Corp of Engineers 
a) Issuance of a Section 404 permit. 

The project site is located in an unincorporated portion of northwestern Riverside County, 
California known as Eastvale, southwest of the intersection of Archibald and Limonite Avenues. 
More specifically, the project is approximately a few hundred feet north of 65th Street along the 
westerly side of Archibald Avenue, and easterly of the Cucamonga Creek. Surrounding land uses 
include active agriculture uses including dairies and related cattle feed pens to the north, south, 
and east, and a nursery to the west. 
 
The project area has been heavily disturbed by activities associated with agriculture. Alfalfa 
fields are currently cultivated at the western and central portions and the abandoned Dairy Quest 
Farm are located within the project site. Buildings, structures, and other facilities of the dairy 
farm are still present in the eastern portion of the property, including a dairy barn, animal 
enclosures, and metal canopies used to house the cows and feed.  

Terrain and geographical location determine climate in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). The 
project site lies within the terrain south of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains and 
north of the Santa Ana Mountains. The climate in the SCAB is typical of southern California‟s 
Mediterranean climate, which is characterized by dry, warm summers and mild winters. Winters 
typically have infrequent rainfall, light winds, and frequent early morning fog and clouds that 
turn to hazy afternoon sunshine. 
 
The following includes factors that govern micro-climate differences among inland locations 
within the SCAB: 1) the distance of the mean air trajectory from the site to the ocean; 2) the site 
elevation; 3) the existence of any intervening terrain that may affect airflow or moisture content; 
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and 4) the proximity to canyons or mountain passes. As a general rule, locations farthest inland 
from the ocean have the hottest summer afternoons, the lowest rainfall, and the least amount of 
fog and clouds. Foothill communities in the SCAB have greater levels of precipitation, cooler 
summer afternoons and may be exposed to wind funneling through nearby canyons during Santa 
Ana winds. Terrain will generally steer local wind patterns. The project site is located in the 
Eastvale area, west of the I-15 freeway south of the city of Ontario and north of the city of Norco 
within the eastern portion of the SCAB.  
 
Precipitation and Temperature 
Annual average temperatures in the SCAB are typically in the low to mid-60s (degrees 
Fahrenheit). Temperatures above 100 degrees are recorded for all portions of the SCAB during 
the summer months.  
 
The rainy season in the SCAB is November to April. Summer rainfall can occur as widely 
scattered thunderstorms near the coast and in the mountainous regions in the eastern SCAB. 
Rainfall averages vary over the SCAB. The city of Riverside averages 9 inches of rainfall, while 
the city of Los Angeles averages 14 inches. Rainy days vary from 5 to 10 percent of all days in 
the SCAB, with the most frequent occurrences of rainfall near the coast. 
 
Winds 
The interaction of land (offshore) and sea (onshore) breezes control local wind patterns in the 
area. Daytime winds typically flow from the coast to the inland areas, while the pattern typically 
reverses in the evening, flowing from the inland areas to the ocean. 

The project site was previously used as dairy and is presently used for agriculture. Existing 
vegetation is consistent with field croplands and dairy livestock feed yards. Native vegetation 
can be found in and along the edges of the property. Vegetation in the area varies from dense 
kochia (Kochia scoparia), to alfalfa (Medicago sativa) field, and unvegetated areas. No natural 
habitat remains on the project site. 
 
Sensitive Plant Species 
No sensitive plant species were observed on the project site during the surveys. No natural or 
native habitat exists within the project site; therefore, no habitat exists for any sensitive plant 
species. 
 
Narrow Endemic Plant Species 
This project site is not located within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area. No 
narrow endemic plant species were observed on the project site during the surveys and no natural 
or native habitat exists on site; therefore, no habitat exists on site for any narrow endemic 
species. 
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Sensitive Vegetation Communities 
No sensitive vegetation communities were observed on the project site during the biological 
survey. The project site is mapped as field croplands and dairy livestock feed yards through the 
Riverside County Land Information System and verified in the field surveys. 

Seven bird species were detected during the course of conducting the biological surveys. These 
included a mix of resident and migratory species common to undeveloped and developed areas 
of the greater Riverside area. Bird species observed included:  Anna‟s hummingbird (Calypte 
anna), black-necked stilt (Himantopus mexicanus), common crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), 
domestic chicken (Gallus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), song sparrow (Melospiza 
melodia), and turkey vulture (Cathartes aura). 
 
One mammal species was detected on the property during the biological surveys: California 
ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi); however, coyote (Canis latrans) sign was observed 
during the focused burrowing owl survey. 
 

The burrowing owl (BUOW) survey determined that potential BUOW burrows and suitable 
BUOW habitat exist on the site; however, no BUOWs were observed. The California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB) identified seven threatened or endangered species potentially 
associated with the project site:  Santa Ana sucker (Catostomus santaanae), western yellow-
billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), Stephens‟ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys 
stephensi), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), coastal California 
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), Delhi sands flower-loving fly, and least Bell‟s 
vireo. No sensitive plant species were identified as having potential to occur on site.  

According to the Paleontological Resources Assessment Report completed by CRM TECH, the 
project is located within the San Bernardino Valley portion of the Peninsular Ranges province. 
This structurally depressed trough is filled with sediments of Miocene through Recent age. The 
San Bernardino Valley is one of the many tectonically controlled valleys within the valley and 
ridge systems found within the Perris Block, which is defined as a region between the San 
Jacinto and Elsinore-Chino fault zones. The block is bounded on the north by the Cucamonga 
(San Gabriel) Fault and on the south by a vaguely delineated boundary near the southern end of 
the Temecula Valley. This structural block is considered to have been active since Pliocene time. 
The Plio-Pleistocene age non-marine sedimentary deposits found filling the valley areas have 
produced vertebrate fossils, as well as invertebrate fossil remains. 
 

The present-day Riverside-Jurupa area lies on the edge between the traditional territories of three 
Native American groups:  the Serrano of the San Bernardino Mountains, the Luiseño of the 
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Perris-Elsinore region, and the Gabrieliño of the San Gabriel Valley. A late influx of Cahuilla 
also occurred during the 19th century. 
 
Whatever the linguistic affiliation, Native Americans in the Riverside-Jurupa area exhibited 
similar social organization and resource procurement strategies. Villages were based on clan or 
lineage groups. Their home/base sites are marked by midden deposits, often with bedrock mortar 
features. During their seasonal rounds to exploit plant resources, small groups often ranged some 
distances in search of specific plants and animals. Their gathering strategies often left behind 
signs of special use sites, such as grinding slicks on bedrock boulders, at the locations of the 
resources.  
 

The Riverside-Jurupa area received its first European visitors during the early and mid-1770s, 
shortly after the beginning of Spanish colonization of Alta California in 1769. Despite these 
early contacts, however, no Europeans are known to have settled in the area until after the 
creation of the Rancho Jurupa land grant in 1839 by the Mexican government, which 
encompassed the present-day communities of Mira Loma, Glen Avon, Rubidoux, and 
Sunnyslope, and the northern portion of the city of Riverside. Rancho Jurupa was granted to Juan 
Bandini who served as the administrator of Mission San Gabriel and all its lands at the time. In 
1846 several other land grants were issued including, Rancho La Sierra, on which most of the 
city of Norco stands today. 
 
In 1871, the town of Riverside was founded on the eastern edge of the former Rancho Jurupa, 
and thus began the history of today‟s city of Riverside, which incorporated in 1883. The 
community of Corona incorporated shortly thereafter in 1886 in what had been referred to as 
South Riverside. Both communities became successful leaders in the thriving citrus industry 
spreading throughout southern California. It was not until the early part of the twentieth century 
when the city of Norco, coined from “North Corona”, incorporated in 1924. Norco was 
unsuitable for citrus cultivation and centered its growth around a county club, a golf course, and 
a 50-acre lake named Norconia. Through the rest of the twentieth century the city of Riverside 
gradually diversified its economic livelihood and transformed itself into the dominant urban 
center in the region. In comparison, Corona and Norco retained their rural, small-town 
atmosphere. Since the 1970s the cities have transformed into “bedroom communities.” 

The site is underlain by young alluvial deposits eroded from the mountains surrounding the basin 
and deposited in the site vicinity. According to the Soil Survey for Western Riverside County, 
there are four identified soil types on site. These soil types are: Grangeville Loamy fine sand, 0 
to 5 percent slopes (GoB); Hilmar Loamy sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes (HhA2); Hilmar loamy 
very fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes (HlA); and Riverwash, 0 to 8 percent slopes (RsC). These 
soils are of the Grangeville series, which are associated with the Hanford-Tujunga-Greenfield 
associations. These soils are characterized with moderately well-drained to poorly drained soils 
on alluvial fans and flood plains. Typically, these soils have a surface layer of grayish-brown 
loamy fine sand about 17 inches thick. The underlying layers are stratified and range from 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 1.0 – Executive Summary 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES  

1.0-12 

grayish brown to light brownish grey and loamy fine sand to very fine sandy loam. Due to the 
historical dairy operations on the project site, there is a large accumulation of manure and 
organic matter covering these mapped soils.  
 
Boring samples show that fill and natural soils occurred within depths of 50 feet. Soils 
classifying as brown, fine to medium grained, and silty sand were both encountered between a 
range in depth of 1 to 3 feet. Natural alluvial soils classifying as brown, fine to medium grained, 
silty sand to sandy silt was encountered beneath the top soil/fill. 
 

The project site is located on a broad alluvial fan valley known as the Upper Santa Ana River 
Valley. Major geologic features surrounding the valley include the Cucamonga fault and the San 
Gabriel Mountains to the north, the Chino-Central Avenue fault and Puente/Chino Hills to the 
west, and the San Jacinto fault to the east. The Jurupa Mountains are located northeast of the site 
within the valley floor, and the San Bernardino Mountains and the active San Andreas fault are 
located further to the east. 
 
There are no known active or potentially active faults running through or in the vicinity of the 
site. The proposed project is located outside of any Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone and the 
potential for damage due to direct fault rupture is considered very unlikely. According to the 
California Geologic Survey- Probalistic Ground Shaking Maps, the project site is located in an 
area of high regional seismicity and has a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.57g which 
may occur from a Magnitude 6.7 earthquake along the San Jacinto Fault, located approximately 
7 miles away and a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.48g along the Chino-Central 
Avenue Fault zone, located approximately 4 miles away. 
 

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, water saturated, granular soils temporarily behave 
similarly to a fluid when subjected to high-intensity ground shaking. Liquefaction occurs when 
three general conditions exist: 1) shallow groundwater, 2) low-density silty or fine sandy soils, 
and 3) high intensity ground motion. According to the Riverside County General Plan‟s Figure 
S-3, Generalized Liquefaction, and Figure 10, Eastvale Area Plan Seismic Hazards, of the 
County‟s General Plan Eastvale Area Plan, the project site is shown within areas of high and 
very high liquefaction susceptibility with shallow groundwater and susceptible sediments. 
According to the California Basin Water Master Optimum Basin Management Program, 
groundwater contours in excess of 50 feet are located along the base of the Jurupa Mountains. 
The proposed project is located approximately one mile west and an elevation ranging from 60 to 
120 feet above the Santa Ana River. Borings were drilled at depths of 50 feet and no 
groundwater was encountered.  
 

The project site is located within an area shown as having sediments susceptible to ground 
subsidence as shown in Figure S-7, Documented Subsidence Areas, of the County‟s General 
Plan. However, there is no evidence or documentation of actual ground subsidence at the project 
site. Ground subsidence refers to the sudden shrinking or gradual downward settling and 
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compaction of the soil and other surface material with little or no horizontal movement. It may 
be caused by a variety of human and natural activities including groundwater withdrawal and 
ground shaking due to earthquakes. Figure S-7 identifies areas susceptible to subsidence hazards 
based on geologic and hydro-geologic characteristics that are similar to regions of the County in 
which subsidence is documented. Land subsidence and associated fissuring have been 
documented in some areas of Riverside County. 
 

As mentioned above, site observations indicate that areas of the project are covered with manure, 
and organic-rich material. The site has historically been used for dairy and other agricultural 
purposes. In June 2000, several residential tract developers experienced methane accumulation 
on sites of former dairies in the Eastvale area of Western Riverside County. Due to the historical 
presence of dairies on the project site, methane accumulation in the subsurface has been 
identified by the County of Riverside as a potential problem when dairies are removed and 
replaced with residential, commercial, and/or industrial structures. 

The project site is located in the Santa Ana River Watershed. The project site is located 
approximately 1.5 miles west northwest of the Santa Ana River. The Santa Ana River is the 
major surface water body within the Santa Ana Watershed. It conveys water approximately 69 
miles from its headwaters in the San Bernardino Mountains to the Pacific Ocean through San 
Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange Counties. The river drains between the Chino Hills and the 
Santa Ana Mountains, through the narrow Santa Ana Canyon, southwest of the project site. It 
then emerges from the canyon and flows through the coastal plain to empty into the Pacific 
Ocean, located approximately 40 miles southwest of the proposed project site. 
 
The Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB) has divided the Santa Ana 
River (SAR) geographically into six reaches, all of which vary in width, disturbance, and 
reliability of water source. Reach 3 is the portion of the Santa Ana River in proximity to the 
project, which the project ultimately discharges to. Reach 3 is that portion of the river that 
extends upstream from the Prado Bain to the Mission Boulevard Bridge in the city of Riverside. 
From the Riverside Narrows to Prado Basin, the Santa Ana River is generally in a natural and 
unmodified state. Water levels are generally shallow, temperatures are warm, and the channel 
bottom is dominated by shifting sands, creating only limited habitat for aquatic organisms. 
 
The project site is located approximately two miles north of the Prado Basin, which encompasses 
a large area of undisturbed, dense riparian wetland, which is the largest wetland in Southern 
California. Upstream from the Prado Basin, there is approximately 465 acres of constructed 
wetlands. The Prado Basin was established to provide water storage and flood control for Orange 
County. Water that is high in nitrates primarily from agricultural land uses in the Chino Basin is 
diverted from the Santa Ana River, treated within the Prado Basin constructed wetlands in order 
to reduce nitrogen levels, and then discharged back into the Santa Ana River. The Prado Basin 
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wetland area is rich in both plant and animal life and serves as habitat for rare, threatened, and 
endangered species. 
 
Surface water quality may be impacted by both point source and non-point source (NPS) 
discharges of pollutants. Point source discharges are regulated through National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) permitting. Non-point source pollution is now 
considered to be the leading cause of water quality impairments in the state, as well as the entire 
nation. Non-point source pollution is not as readily quantifiable as pollution that is derived from 
point sources, since it occurs through numerous diffuse sources. Rain water, snowmelt, or 
irrigation water can pick up and transport pollutants as it moves across land or paved surfaces, 
and these pollutants may ultimately be discharged into streams, lakes, oceans, and groundwater. 
Urban areas and agriculture are both considered to substantially contribute to non-point source 
pollution in surface waters. As rainfall or irrigation waters intercept pollutants in the landscape, 
these pollutants may be transported in contaminated runoff and enter streams, lakes, and oceans.  
Expected pollutants associated with commercial/industrial development include trash and debris, 
and oil and grease. Potential pollutants associated with commercial/industrial development 
include sediment/turbidity, nutrients, organic compounds, oxygen demanding substances, 
pesticides, and metals. Additionally, expected pollutants of concern associate with parking areas 
greater than 5,000 square feet in size include organic compounds (specifically petroleum 
hydrocarbons), trash and debris, oil and grease, and metals. And potential pollutants of concern 
from parking areas of this size include sediment/turbidity, nutrients, oxygen demanding 
substances, bacteria and viruses, and pesticides.  
 

The proposed project is located within the jurisdiction of the Chino Basin Watermaster 
(“Watermaster”), which consists of about 235 square miles of the upper Santa Ana River 
watershed. Chino Basin is an alluvial valley that is relatively flat from east to west and slopes 
from the north to the south at a one to two percent grade. Valley elevations range from about 
2,000 feet in the foothills to about 500 feet near Prado Dam.  
 
The Chino Basin is one of the largest groundwater basins in southern California with about 
5,000,000 acre-ft of water in the Chino Basin and an unused storage capacity of about 1,000,000 
acre-ft. Cities and other water supply entities produce groundwater for all or part of their 
municipal and industrial supplies and about 300 to 400 agricultural users produce groundwater 
from the Chino Basin. The Chino Basin is an integral part of the regional and statewide water 
supply system. Prior to 1978, the Basin was in overdraft.  
 
According to the Watermaster document, Optimum Basin Management Program, groundwater 
level monitoring by various municipal and agricultural water suppliers began as early as the later 
part of the 1920s. The first mass groundwater-level monitoring program for the Chino Basin 
occurred in the spring of 1986. In 1989, the Watermaster initiated a more regular monitoring 
program for the Basin with groundwater-level measurements obtained in 1990, and periodically 
thereafter through 1997. The Watermaster‟s program relies on municipal producers and other 
government agencies supplying their groundwater-level measurements on a cooperative basis. 
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Watermaster staff supplements these data with groundwater-level measurements collected by 
staff, primarily south of State Route 60. 
 
The Chino Basin is divided into four separate Management Zones, of which the project site is 
within Zone 2. The groundwater-level time histories indicate a general decline since before the 
1937 to 1944 wet period, with little or no response to wet years until 1978. The post-1977 
increase is probably due to the combination of the 1978 to 1983 wet period, the reduction in 
overdraft following the implementation of the Chino Basin Judgment, the start of artificial 
replenishment with imported water in the San Sevaine and Etiwanda flood control basins, and 
the increased use of imported surface water. The depth to water in this Zone ranged from about 
200 feet in the late 1920s to about 380 feet in 1974, a decline in groundwater levels of about 180 
feet. 
 
The site is located over the Upper Santa Ana Valley Groundwater Basin, Chino Subbasin 
(Groundwater Basin Number: 8-2.01). This basin occupies approximately 240 square miles in 
the Upper Santa Ana River watershed. In 2004, the SARWQCB adopted a Basin Plan 
Amendment for the Santa Ana Region that redefined the Chino Groundwater Subbasin 
boundaries and identified four management zones, including the Prado Basin Management Zone, 
for regulatory purposes (Attachment to Resolution No. R8-2004-001). The amendment was 
approved by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) on September 30, 2004 
(Resolution No. 2004-0060) and by the Office of Administrative Law (OAL). This Basin Plan 
Amendment also revised water quality objectives for nitrogen and total dissolved solids (TDS) 
for each management zone. For current regulatory purposes, the project site is located within the 
Chino II and III Groundwater Subbasins in Chino Basin Management Zone 3. Groundwater in 
this zone predominantly flows in a southerly direction. Groundwater recharge occurs through 
direct percolation of precipitation, irrigation returns, and subsurface inflows. Extraction 
primarily occurs through groundwater extraction and subsurface discharge into the Santa Ana 
River.  
 
Over time, groundwater quality in the lower Chino Basin has deteriorated. Groundwater in 
portions of the Chino Basin exceeds Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) drinking water 
standards for nitrates and total dissolved solids (TDS), and exceeds water quality objectives 
listed in the SARWQCB Basin Plan for these constituents. In particular, the Chino Groundwater 
Subbasin south of State Route 60 has elevated concentrations of TDS and nitrates. High nitrate 
concentrations in waters used for drinking can be toxic to human life, and infants are particularly 
at risk and can develop “blue baby syndrome” (SARWQCB Basin Plan, 1995). The drinking 
water standard for nitrate (as NO3) has been set at 45 milligrams per liter (mg/L). High TDS 
(salts) in drinking water has poor taste, and in irrigation water can negatively impact plant 
growth. Irrigation waters should not have a TDS concentration above 700 mg/L. According to 
the SARWQCB Fact Sheet, the application of manure to the Chino Basin has resulted in 
significant groundwater pollution, specifically total dissolved solids (TDS) and nitrates.  
 

As stated above, a major source of the nitrate and TDS groundwater pollution in the Chino Basin 
is due to the historical and present dairy and agricultural land uses.  
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According to the SARWQCB Fact Sheet, in 1999 the Chino Basin was reported to have the 
highest density of dairy animals in the world, with 279 facilities and 320,000 animals located in a 
50 square mile area. The Staff Report for the 1999 General Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations within the Santa Ana Region estimated that 
approximately 950,000 tons of manure (at 33% moisture), or 4,000,000 cubic yards (at 33% 
moisture), were produced from dairy cows in the Chino Basin in one year (or 19,000 tons of 
manure per sq. mile per year). It was speculated that approximately 85 percent of the increase in 
salts in the Chino Groundwater Basin was from the 19,300 acres of dairy operations. Based on 
this regional information, it can therefore be expected that the former dairy operations on the 
project site also contributed to the regional salt pollution of the Chino Basin groundwater. 
 
The SARWQCB‟s 1990 report, “Dairies and Their Relationship to Water Quality Problems in 
Chino Basin,” stated the following reasons for concern over deteriorating groundwater quality:  
 

1. Groundwater within the Chino Basin is used extensively for municipal, industrial, and 
agricultural supply.  

2. Poor quality groundwater may adversely affect the implementation of a Chino Basin 
Groundwater Storage Program proposed by Metropolitan Water District (MWD).  

3. Poor quality groundwater in the Chino Basin adversely affects the quality of water in the 
Santa Ana River, and ultimately, the quality of water supply to Orange County residents.  

 
The SARWQCB currently requires all dairies in the Chino Basin to remove all manure on their 
property within 180 days of being removed from corrals (SARWQCB Order No. 99-11, General 
Waste Discharge Requirements for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations [CAFOs]). Order 
99-11, however, does not prohibit on-site discharge of wash water, rainfall runoff from corrals, 
or drainage from manure stockpiles. Daily discharge of wash water from dairy operations is 
estimated to be about 15 million gallons, and contains about 10% of the manure produced by 
dairy cows. 
 

Currently, approximately 27,000 acre-feet per year of Chino Basin groundwater containing 
elevated concentrations of nitrate and TDS are treated by ion exchange and reverse osmosis to 
remove salts by the Chino I Desalter and the Chino II Desalter, operated by the Chino Basin 
Desalter Authority (CDA). Groundwater treatment yields potable water that is a viable supply 
water source for use in developing communities; consequently groundwater treatment has been 
identified in the Optimum Basin Management Program (OBMP) as an important management 
strategy for the Chino Basin. 

The following table, Table 1.0-A, EIR Summary Matrix/Mitigation Monitoring Program, 
provides a summary of impacts related to the proposed project. The table identifies significant 
environmental impacts resulting from the project pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 
15123(b)(1). 
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Table, 1.0-A, EIR Summary Matrix/Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
3.1. Agricultural 
Resources 

Development of the 
proposed project will 
convert approximately 38 
acres of Prime Farmland, 
approximately 1 acre of 
Unique Farmland, and 
approximately 14 acres of 
Farmland of Local 
Importance into non-
agricultural land uses. 

No mitigation measures are proposed to 
reduce or eliminate this impact and a 
Statement of Overriding Consideration 
would be required prior to project 
approval 

Not Applicable Not Applicable Significant 
direct and 
cumulative 
impacts. A 
statement of 
overriding 
considerations 
would be 
required prior to 
project 
approval. 

3.2 Airports Notwithstanding the 
proposed project’s 
compatibility with Chino 
Airport and the project’s 
compliance with federal, 
state, and county 
regulations and guidelines, 
outdoor lighting has the 
potential to adversely 
affect pilots utilizing Chino 
Airport at night by 
interfering with pilots’ 
ability to distinguish 
airport lights from those of 
surrounding development. 

MM Airport 1:  All street lights and 
other outdoor lighting shall be hooded or 
shielded to prevent either the spillage of 
lumens or reflection into the sky or 
above the horizontal plane. 
 

Review of electrical 
plan prior to the 
issuance of building 
permits 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated. 

3.2 Airports The project’s land uses are 
consistent with the General 
Plan’s airport compatibility 
policies, the Riverside 
County General Plan’s 
Eastvale Area Plan’s Land 
Use Compatibility 
Guidelines for Airport 

MM Airport 2: Prior to recordation of a 
final map, or conveyance to an entity 
exempt from the Subdivision Map Act, 
whichever occurs first, the landowner 
shall convey an avigation easement to 
Chino Airport. 
 
 

Prior to the 
recordation of final 
map 

Transportation 
Department 
(Survey) 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated. 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
Safety Zones for Chino 
Airport requires avigation 
easements for all uses 
within safety zones and 
prohibits certain uses 
within airport safety zones.  

MM Airport 3: The following uses 
shall be prohibited:  
(a) Any use which would direct a steady 

light or flashing light of red, white, 
green, or amber colors associated 
with airport operations toward an 
aircraft engaged in an initial straight 
climb following takeoff or toward an 
aircraft engaged in a straight final 
approach toward a landing at an 
airport, other than an FAA-approved 
navigational signal light or visual 
approach slope indicator.  

(b) Any use which would cause sunlight 
to be reflected towards an aircraft 
engaged in an initial straight climb 
following takeoff or towards an 
aircraft engaged in a straight final 
approach towards a landing at an 
airport.  

(c) Any use which would generate 
smoke or water vapor or which 
would attract large concentrations of 
birds, or which may otherwise affect 
safe air navigation within the area.  

(d) Any use which would generate 
electrical interference that may be 
detrimental to the operation of 
aircraft and/or aircraft 
instrumentation. 

Prior to the issuance 
of building permits  

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated. 

 

In addition to compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403  for project construction, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented: 
3.3.  Air Quality 
 

Based on the regional 
significance threshold 
analysis for the proposed 
project, the short-term 

MM Air 1: During construction, ozone 
precursor emissions from mobile 
construction equipment shall be 
controlled by maintaining equipment 

Review and 
approval of monthly 
inspection reports of 
grading operations. 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  

Significant 
direct and 
cumulative 
impacts. A 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
construction will result in 
an exceedance for NOX 
during one or more years. 
Short-term construction 
impacts are considered 
significant. 

engines in good condition and in proper 
tune per manufacturers’ specifications to 
the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety. Equipment 
maintenance records and equipment 
design specification data sheets shall be 
kept on-site during construction. 
Compliance with this measure shall be 
subject to periodic inspections by the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

statement of 
overriding 
considerations 
would be 
required prior to 
project 
approval. 

 

MM Air 2: Electricity from power poles 
shall be used instead of temporary 
diesel- or gasoline powered generators 
to reduce the associated emissions. 
Approval will be required by the 
Department of Building and Safety’s 
Grading Division prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 

Prior to the issuance 
of building permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 
 
 
 

MM Air 3: To reduce construction 
vehicle (truck) idling while waiting to 
enter/exit the site, prior to issuance of 
grading permits, the contractor shall 
submit a traffic control plan that will 
describe in detail safe detours to prevent 
traffic congestion to the best of the 
project’s ability, and provide temporary 
traffic control measures during 
construction activities that will allow 
both construction and on-street traffic to 
move with less than 5-minute idling 
times.  

Prior to the issuance 
of building permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 
 
 
 

MM Air 4: Consolidate and schedule 
construction deliveries to off-peak hours to 
reduce congestion of local streets.  

Review and 
approval of monthly 
inspection reports of 
grading operations 
Review and 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
Department of 
Building and 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
 
 

approval of monthly 
inspection reports of 
grading operations 

Safety  

 

In order to reduce emissions (criteria pollutant, GHG, and DPM) from project operation, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented: 
3.3.  Air Quality 
 

The long-term operation of 
the project will exceed the 
daily regional thresholds 
set by SCAQMD for 
emissions of all criteria air 
pollutants, except SO2, 
PM-10, and PM 2.5 in both 
summer and winter. In 
addition, the project will 
not contribute to an 
exceedance of either the 
CAAQS or NAAQS for 
CO emissions and will not 
form any CO hot spots in 
the project area. Long-term 
operational impacts are 
considered significant. 

MM Air 5: In order to reduce energy 
consumption from the proposed project 
development, applicable plans (e.g., 
electrical plans, improvement maps, 
etc.) submitted to the County shall 
include the installation of energy-
efficient street lighting throughout the 
project site. These plans shall be 
reviewed and approved by the applicable 
Department prior to conveyance of 
applicable streets.  

Prior to the issuance 
of building permits 
 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
Department of 
Building and 
Safety  

Significant 
direct and 
cumulative 
impacts. A 
statement of 
overriding 
considerations 
would be 
required prior to 
project 
approval. 

MM Air 6: Signage will be posted 
prohibiting on-site truck idling in excess 
of five minutes for trucks servicing light 
industrial uses. 

Review and 
approval of monthly 
inspection reports of 
grading operations 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

 

In order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from project operation, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented: 
3.3.  Air Quality Since the project consists 

of light industrial uses, the 
trucks utilizing the project 
may emit odors during 
operation in the form of 
diesel exhaust; however, 
there are regulations from 
the California ARB related 
to diesel fuel contents that 
are intended to reduce the 
amount of odor from diesel 

 
MM Air 7:  The project shall be LEED 
certified, and at a minimum, be required 
to increase building energy performance 
24.5% beyond Title 24, and reduce 
water use by 20%, prior to issuance of 
any building permits. Plans shall include 
proof of LEED certification. 
 
 
 

Review and 
approval of monthly 
inspection reports of 
grading operations. 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
exhaust. 

3.4. Biological 
Resources 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The project site is located 
within the burrowing owl 
survey area. A burrowing 
owl habitat assessment and 
focused burrowing owl 
survey were conducted. 
The habitat assessment 
found suitable habitat for 
burrowing owl along road 
berms and fence lines 
within the project site. Ten 
potential burrows were 
identified within this 
suitable habitat area; 
however, no burrowing 
owls or signs were 
observed during the 
focused burrowing owl 
surveys. To comply with 
the MSHCP, a 30-day pre-
construction survey is 
required prior to earth 
moving activities as the 
project contains potential 
habitat for burrowing owl.  

MM Bio 1: A pre-construction survey 
for resident burrowing owls will be 
conducted by a qualified biologist within 
30 days prior to commencement of 
grading and construction activities 
within those portions of the project site 
containing suitable burrowing owl 
habitat. If ground-disturbing activities in 
these areas are delayed or suspended for 
more than 30 days after the pre-
construction survey, the area shall be 
resurveyed for owls. The pre-
construction survey and any relocation 
activity will be conducted in accordance 
with the County of Riverside 
Environmental Programs Department 
current survey guidelines and protocols. 
Take of active nests will be avoided. If 
owls are located during the 30-day 
preconstruction survey, a Burrowing 
Owl relocation plan shall be prepared by 
a qualified biologist and submitted to the 
Environmental Programs Department for 
review and approval. 

Prior to the issuance 
of grading permits. 

Department of 
Environmental 
Programs 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated. 

3.4. Biological 
Resources 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In order to avoid violation 
of the MBTA or the 
California Fish and Game 
Code, general guidelines 
suggest that project-related 
disturbances at active 
nesting territories be 
reduced or eliminated 
during the nesting cycle.  

MM Bio 2: In order to avoid violation 
of the MBTA and California Fish and 
Game Code, site-preparation activities 
shall be avoided, to the greatest extent 
possible, during the nesting season of 
potentially occurring native and 
migratory bird species. A pre-activity 
field survey report (MBTA survey) shall 
be submitted to the Environmental 

Prior to the issuance 
of grading permits. 

Department of 
Environmental 
Programs 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated. 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Programs Department (EPD) for review. 
If nest buffers are required, EPD shall be 
contacted directly to confirm that proper 
buffers are in place, prior to issuance of 
a grading permit or any site preparation. 
 
If site-preparation activities are proposed 
during the nesting/breeding season, a 
pre-activity field survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist to 
determine if active nests of species 
protected by the MBTA or the California 
Fish and Game Code are present in the 
construction zone. If active nests are not 
located within the project area and 
appropriate buffer, construction may be 
conducted during the nesting/breeding 
season. However, if active nests are 
located during the pre-activity field 
survey, no grading or heavy equipment 
activity shall take place within at least 
500 feet of an active listed species or 
raptor nest, 300 feet of other sensitive or 
protected (under MBTA or California 
Fish and Game Code) bird nests (non-
listed), or within 100 feet of sensitive or 
protected songbird nests until the nest is 
no longer active. 
 
 

3.5. Cultural 
Resources 

There remains a potential 
that archaeological 
resources may be identified 
in buried context and 
impacted during project-
related excavations. Fossils 

MM Cultural 1:  A professionally-
qualified archaeologist listed on the 
County’s Cultural Resources Consultant 
List shall be contacted for monitoring 
and any necessary mitigation services. A 
Phase IV Archaeological Monitoring 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 

Project 
construction 
manager(s) 
 
Planning 
Department 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
are also likely to be 
encountered at or below 4 
feet of depth, and may be 
impacted during 
excavation by construction 
activities. 

Report shall be submitted to the County 
Archaeologists, prior to issuance of the 
first final building permit for the project. 
Archaeological monitoring shall be 
required for potential subsurface cultural 
deposits. Prior to site grading, a 
qualified archaeologist will attend a pre-
grading meeting with the construction 
manager to outline the procedures to be 
followed when buried materials of 
potentially significant historical, 
cultural, or archaeological resources 
have been accidentally discovered 
during earth-moving operations and to 
discuss appropriate means to implement 
MM Cultural 5, MM Cultural 6, and 
MM Cultural 7. 
 

occupancy  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.5. Cultural 
Resources 

 MM Cultural 2: Prior to site grading, a 
qualified paleontologist will attend a 
pre-grading meeting with the 
construction manager to outline the 
procedures to be followed when buried 
materials of potentially significant 
historical, cultural, or archaeological 
resources have been accidentally 
discovered during earth-moving 
operations and to discuss appropriate 
means to implement MM Cultural 5, 
MM Cultural 6, and MM Cultural 7. 
 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 

Project 
construction 
manager(s) 
 
Planning 
Department and 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety  

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated 

MM Cultural 3: A Native American 
Monitor will be required at the time of 
mass grading and trenching by a 
member of the Gabrielino/Tongva San 
Gabriel Band of Mission Indians. 

During Construction Project 
construction 
manager(s) and 
Project 
Archaeologist 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
 
MM Cultural 4: If buried materials of 
potential historical, cultural, or 
archaeological significance are 
accidentally discovered during any 
earth-moving operations associated with 
the proposed project, all work in that 
area shall be halted or diverted until a 
qualified archaeologist can evaluate the 
nature and significance of the finds. If 
the find is determined to be an historical 
or unique archaeological resource, as 
defined in Section 15064.5 of the 
California Code of Regulations (State 
CEQA Guidelines), avoidance or other 
appropriate measures shall be 
implemented. 
 

During Construction Project 
construction 
manager(s) and 
Project 
Archaeologist 

3.5. Cultural 
Resources 

 MM Cultural 5: -Prior to issuance of 
grading permits, a qualified architectural 
historian shall be retained meeting the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards and the County's 
requirements, equivalent to Level II of 
the Historic American Buildings Survey 
(HABS), to document and record the 
existing milking barn on site. The 
documentation shall include 35-
millimeter archival quality black-and-
white photographs of all exterior 
elevations, interior views, character-
defining features, and context views; a 
site plan showing the view of 
photographs and the building footprint; 
and available archival material, 
including historic photographs, 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 

Project 
construction 
manager(s) and 
Project 
Architectural 
Historian 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
newspaper articles, and architectural 
drawings. A report shall be prepared that 
will incorporate the documentation 
along with a discussion of the barn's 
history based upon established criteria 
contained in Galvin and Associates 
(2004)  "The City of Ontario's Historic 
Context for the New Model Colony 
Area",  in particular the section on 
regional dairies. A copy of this report 
will satisfy the written data requirement 
and shall be submitted to the County 
Archaeologist. A copy of the HABS 
documentation shall also be submitted to 
the Riverside Public Library Local 
History Resource Center in Riverside, 
California, and the County of Riverside 
Planning Department 

3.5. Cultural 
Resources 

 MM Cultural 6: In the event of the 
accidental discovery or recognition of 
any human remains during 
excavation/construction, all activities in 
the area of the find, and any nearby area 
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent 
human remains, shall be halted by the 
developer or its contractor until the 
County Coroner has been notified and 
any required investigation or required 
Native American consultation has been 
completed. 
 

During Construction Project 
construction 
manager(s) and 
Project 
Archaeologist 
 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated 

3.5. Cultural 
Resources 

 MM Cultural 7: Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits, a qualified 
paleontologist shall be retained to 
develop a Paleontological Resources 
Monitoring and Treatment Plan 

Prior to the issuance 
of grading permits 
 
 
 

Planning 
Department 
 
 
 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated 
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Mitigation 
(PRMTP) for approval by the Riverside 
County Planning Department. Following 
Riverside County Planning Department 
approval of the PRMTP, grading and 
construction activities may proceed in 
compliance with the provisions of the 
approved PRMTP. The PRMTP shall be 
developed in accordance with the 
provision of CEQA, County of Riverside 
regulations, and the proposed guidelines 
of the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology and should include but not 
be limited to the following: 
 
1) The excavation of areas identified 

as likely to contain paleontological 
resources should be monitored by a 
qualified paleontological monitor. 
Monitoring should be restricted to 
the underlying Pleistocene-age 
sediments conducive to the 
preservation of fossils, which might 
be present below the surface at 
unknown depths. The monitor 
should be prepared to quickly 
salvage fossils as they are unearthed 
to avoid construction delays. The 
monitor should also remove 
samples of sediments that are likely 
to contain the remains of small 
fossil invertebrates and vertebrates. 
The monitor must have the power to 
temporarily halt or divert grading 
equipment to allow for removal of 
abundant or large specimens.  

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Riverside County 
Planning 
Department and 
Riverside County 
Regional Park and 
Open Space 
District 
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Mitigation 
 

2) Collected samples of sediments 
should be washed to recover small 
invertebrate and vertebrate fossils. 
Recovered specimens should be 
prepared so that they can be 
identified and permanently 
preserved. 

3) Specimens should be identified, 
curated, and placed into a repository 
with permanents. 

4) A report of findings, including an 
itemized inventory of recovered 
specimens, should be prepared upon 
completion of the steps outlined 
above. The report should include a 
discussion of the significance of all 
recovered specimens. The report 
and inventory, when submitted to 
the appropriate Lead Agency, would 
signify completion of the program 
to mitigate impacts to paleontologic 
resources.  

 
3.6. Geology and 
Soils 

Development of the project 
could have potential 
impacts from methane 
generation, potential 
ground cracking due to 
organic-rich soils, and be 
located on expansive soils. 
 

MM Geo 1: For places where 
methane is detected above 5,000 ppm 
within the building footprint which will 
have conditioned air, mitigation shall 
include installation of a minimum 60-
mil high density polyethylene (HDPE) 
membrane barrier (or equivalent), a 
subslab passive venting system, sealing 
of utility or other penetrations through 
the membrane, seal of utility conduits 
where they enter the structure, and 

Submittal of 
sampling and 
monitoring results 
and the 
incorporation of 
mitigation materials 
into building plans 
to be completed 
prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety and 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated. 
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construction of a utility “dam” at any 
point where a “dry” utility trench 
approaches the structure. Liquid Boot, 
applied to a minimum 60 mil dry 
thickness per manufacturers’ 
recommendations, may be substituted 
for the HDPE membrane. If a post-
tensioned slab is utilized, a visqueen 
vapor barrier may be substituted for the 
membrane, unless the maximum 
methane reading is above 12,500 ppm, 
in which case the membrane must be 
used. 

 
 
Installation of 
mitigation materials 
completed prior to 
issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

 
 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety   

3.6. Geology and 
Soils 

Organic materials on the 
project site and within soils 
located on the project site 
create the potential that 
methane will develop in 
the soils following grading 
of the project site.  
Methane represents a 
potential hazard on the 
project site. The County of 
Riverside Health Services 
Agency, Department of 
Environmental Health, has 
requirements for methane 
mitigation protocol to 
address new developments 
on former dairy sites in the 
Eastvale area. The County 
Protocol allows proponents 
to choose one of two 
options for testing and 
mitigation, but to also 
comply with the General 

MM Geo 2: For places within the 
building footprint with methane levels 
above 5,000 ppm, and without 
conditioned air, the mitigation measure 
shall consist of a visqueen vapor barrier, 
subslab passive venting system, sealing 
of utility conduits where they enter the 
structure, and construction of a utility 
“dam” at any point where a “dry” utility 
trench approaches the structure.  

Incorporation of 
mitigation materials 
into building plans 
prior to issuance of 
building permits. 
 
 
Installation of 
mitigation materials 
completed prior to 
certificate of 
occupancy.. 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated 

MM Geo 3:   For areas without 
conditioned air, the project proponent 
shall install a visqueen vapor barrier, 
install a subslab passive venting system, 
seal utility conduits where they enter a 
structure, and construct a utility “dam” 
at the point where a “dry” utility trench 
approaches a structure.  

Incorporation of 
mitigation materials 
into building plans 
prior to issuance of 
building permits. 
 
 
Installation of 
mitigation materials 
completed prior to 
certificate of 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 
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Requirements of the 
Protocol. Option 1 includes 
sampling and monitoring, 
no sooner than 30 days 
after grading, for a 
minimum of four weeks.  
Option 2 allows for no 
sampling and automatic 
incorporation of mitigation 
measures. Mitigation 
measures will be needed 
(particularly in areas of 
future office space or any 
space using conditioned 
air), should methane levels 
exceed 5,000 ppm during 
post-grading sampling, per 
Riverside County 
Department of 
Environmental Health 
Methane Mitigation 
Protocol. 

occupancy. 
MM Geo 4: For areas with 
conditioned air, the mitigation measure 
shall require a minimum 60-mil HDPE 
membrane barrier, or equivalent.  

Incorporation of 
mitigation materials 
into building plans 
prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 
Installation of 
mitigation materials 
completed prior to 
certificate of 
occupancy 
 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

MM Geo 5: Any underground 
utility vaults needed on site shall have 
air vents installed per the utility 
purveyor's specifications. 

Incorporation of 
mitigation materials 
into building plans 
prior to issuance of 
building permits. 
 
 
Installation of 
mitigation materials 
completed prior to 
certificate of 
occupancy. 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

MM Geo 6:  During grading operations, 
precautionary measures need to be taken 
to reduce the potential for post-
construction methane gas generation. 
Measures include the following: 
1. Careful clearing, grubbing, 

segregation, and stockpiling or 
disposal of the near surface, 
organic-rich soils at the site prior to 
the initiation of mass grading 
activities. 

Prior to certification 
of rough grading. 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
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Mitigation 
2. The identification and 

segregation/stockpiling or disposal 
of deeper soils which contain 
elevated levels of organic material. 
If possible, soils with an organic 
content of approximately 1% or 
higher should be segregated for 
controlled placement. 

3. Soils with organic contents in 
excess of 1% should not be placed 
as “deep” fill. Ideally, soils with 
significant levels of organic 
material should be placed in open 
areas within approximately two feet 
of the finished ground surface. 

4. Soils with organic contents in 
excess of 2% should typically not 
be placed as structural fill, even at 
shallow depths. The project 
geotechnical engineer should 
provide more specific 
recommendations in this regard. 

MM Geo 7:  Prior to construction, the 
site will be cleared of vegetation, trash, 
and debris which will be disposed of off-
site. Any existing underground 
structures and utilities that may interfere 
with the proposed construction shall be 
removed. The resulting cavities or 
excavations will be properly backfilled 
with compacted fill. 

Prior to certification 
of rough grading. 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 

MM Geo 8: According to the 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation 
Report, all fill/disturbed soils shall be 
removed to competent native material, 

Prior to certification 
of rough grading. 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
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the exposed surface scarified to a depth 
of 12 inches, brought to within 2% of 
optimum moisture content and 
compacted to a minimum of 90% of the 
laboratory standard prior to placement of 
any additional compacted fill soils, 
foundations, slabs-on-grade and 
pavement.  
 
MM Geo 9:  Since some of the 
subsurface soils were noted to be high in 
moisture, aeration and/or stabilization 
may be anticipated to proceed with the 
proposed grading. Deeper excavations 
may require the placement of a gravel 
blanket and/or an approved geofabric 
prior to placement of compacted fill.  

Prior to certification 
of rough grading. 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 

MM Geo 10:  Existing subsurface soils 
within some areas of the project site 
were noted to have manure at the 
surface. All manure observed at the 
surface will need to be collected and 
hauled away. Soils within the upper foot 
may have concentrations of organic rich 
material and may be utilized as approved 
fill material provided that the manure is 
blended with soils until the total organic 
level decreases to levels less than 1% 
(per County of Riverside Technical 
Guidelines of Geotechnical and 
Geologic Reports) and shall be placed 
only in landscaping and pavement areas.  

Prior to certification 
of rough grading. 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 

MM Geo 11:  As recommended in the 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, 
the following measure shall be 
implemented to address expansive soils: 

Prior to certification 
of rough grading. 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
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If any expansive soils are encountered, 
special attention should be given to the 
project design and maintenance. The 
Expansive Soil Guideline attached to the 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation 
(see Appendix F) should be reviewed by 
the engineers, architects, owner, 
maintenance personnel, and other 
interested parties and considered during 
the design of the project and future 
property maintenance. 
MM Geo 12: Prior to any excavation or 
soil removal action on known 
contaminated sites, or if contaminated 
soil or groundwater (i.e., with a visible 
sheen or detectable odor) is encountered 
during construction, complete 
characterization of the soil and/or 
groundwater will be conducted under 
direction of the Riverside County 
Department of Environmental Health. 
Appropriate sampling shall be conducted 
prior to disposal of the excavated soil. If 
the soil is contaminated, it shall be 
properly disposed of according to Land 
Disposal restrictions. If site remediation 
involves the removal of contamination, 
then contaminated material will need to 
be transported off site to a licensed 
hazardous waste disposal facility. 
Although, this may incrementally 
decrease the volume available at a 
hazardous waste disposal site or 
incrementally increase the emission of 
hazardous waste incinerator, these 
additional impacts are not considered 

Prior to certification 
of rough grading. 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
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significant.)  

3.7.  Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 

Based on the database 
results from local, state and 
federal records, there were 
sites of potential concern 
identified on or near the 
project site. 
 
 

MM Hazards 1: Prior to the issuance of 
a grading permit involving the initial 
ground disturbance and excavation with 
each Planning Area, a limited 
environmental study will be performed 
to determine the possible presence of 
organochlorine pesticides and arsenic in 
the on-site soils in accordance with the 
California Department of Toxic 
Substance Control (DTSC) “Interim 
Guidelines for Sampling Agricultural 
Soils (3rd revision), dated August 2008”. 
Since this site is greater than 50 acres in 
size, the DTSC will be consulted on the 
sampling pattern and frequency.  If no 
pollutants of concern are detected, 
further mitigation is not necessary. If the 
assessment finds soil contamination or 
concentrations of a pesticide or 
herbicide that meet action levels for 
hazardous waste pursuant to applicable 
federal, state or local standards, the 
appropriate response/remedial measures 
will be implemented, as directed by 
County of Riverside Department of 
Environmental Health, or other 
applicable oversight agency, until all 
specified requirements of the oversight 
agencies are satisfied and a no-further-
action status is attained 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to an issuance 
of a grading permit 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated. 
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Mitigation 
3.8.  Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Project construction would 
have the potential to result 
in substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff 
which could have short-
term impacts on surface 
water quality through 
activities such as 
demolition, clearing and 
grading, stockpiling of 
soils and materials, 
concrete pouring, painting, 
and asphalt surfacing. In 
order to reduce the 
discharge of expected 
pollutants, the project 
proponent will be required 
to prepare and implement a 
site-specific Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) in accordance 
with the State Water 
Resources Control Board’s 
(SWRCB) General Permit 
for Construction Activities. 
 
Development of the site 
will increase the amount of 
impervious surfaces, 
thereby reducing the 
amount of rain water that 
would be subject to 
infiltration and the amount 
of nitrates and other salts 
that would potentially 
migrate into ground water 

MM Hydro 1 Prior to any ground 
disturbing activities that would result in 
the deposit of fill materials in the 
Cucamonga Creek Channel, a 404 
permit for U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and a 401 Water Quality 
Certification from the Santa Ana 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
shall be obtained and the project shall 
comply with the conditions of these 
permits, and implement any additional 
measures identified by these regulating 
agencies 
 
The project developer shall obtain 
coverage under the appropriate NPDES 
General Construction Permit for 
Stormwater Discharges Associated with 
Construction Activities, Order No. 99-
08-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002 prior 
to obtaining the grading permit. With 
implementation of the NPDES permit 
requirements and incorporation of BMPs 
as mitigation measures, the potential 
significant adverse impacts related to 
increased flows and water quality will be 
reduced to below a level of significance. 
 
The project developer shall develop and 
implement a Final Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP). The 
Riverside County Flood Control District 
will accept and approve the Final 
WQMP and ensure that it gets 
implemented. The Final WQMP will 
contain measures that will effectively 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

Project applicant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Riverside County 
Flood Control and 
Water 
Conservation 
District 

After 
implementation 
of mitigation 
measure MM 
Hydro 1, 
NPDES permit 
requirements, 
and the project-
specific 
WQMP, all 
potential 
impacts are 
reduced to a 
level that is less 
than significant. 
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Mitigation 
due to the previous use of 
the project site for dairy 
operations.  However, 
pollutants such as oil and 
grease, heavy metals, 
sediment, fertilizers, and 
pesticides can be expected 
to be present in surface 
water runoff once project 
development occurs.  In 
order to reduce the 
discharge of expected 
pollutants, individual 
project proponents will be 
required to be in 
compliance with the latest 
version of the County’s 
WQMP requirements for 
new development and 
redevelopment.  

treat all pollutants of concern and 
hydrologic conditions of concern, which 
are consistent with the approved EQMP, 
developed in compliance with their MS 
permit. 

3.10.  Noise The project is consistent 
with the General Plan Land 
Use Designation of Light 
Industrial and is 
considered compatible 
with surrounding land 
uses.  

MM Noise 1:  Once precise grading and 
architectural plans are made available, a 
final acoustical impact analysis shall be 
performed for Building 8 as indicated on 
the project’s site plan dated August 27, 
2008 (or those buildings planned 
adjacent or closest to Archibald Avenue 
in a revised site plan) in order to obtain 
building permits. The final acoustical 
impact analysis will be utilized to 
confirm the preliminary acoustical 
impact analysis’ findings, and to 
determine building- and/or unit-specific 
interior noise levels and potential 
mitigation measures needed for Building 
8 (or those buildings planned adjacent or 

During project 
construction 

Department of  
Building and 
Safety 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated. 
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Mitigation 
closest to Archibald Avenue in a revised 
site plan). 
 
MM Noise 2: Building 8 (or those 
buildings planned adjacent or closest to 
Archibald Avenue in a revised site plan) 
shall be required to operate under 
“windows closed” conditions which 
necessitates a form of mechanical fresh-
air ventilation or air conditioning. For 
acoustical purposes, the fresh air inlet 
duct should be of sound attenuating 
construction and consist of a minimum 
of 10 feet of straight or curved duct, or 
six feet of straight or curved duct plus 
one sharp 90 degree bend. 
 

3.10. Noise To reduce highway noise 
on the proposed project.  

MM Noise 3:  To minimize noise 
impacts from project construction upon 
neighboring properties, stationary noise-
generating construction equipment shall 
be placed a minimum of 446 feet from 
the property line of the closest existing 
sensitive receptor (residences to the 
north and south), when and where 
feasible. If any of the adjacent properties 
are developed according to their General 
Plan land use designations (light 
industrial) prior to project construction, 
equipment shall be placed up to 250 feet 
or more from the respective property 
line. 

MM Noise 4: Adhere to Riverside 
County Ordinance No. 457 which states, 
“whenever a construction site is within 
one-quarter (1/4) of a mile of an 

During project 
construction 

Department of  
Building and 
Safety 

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated. 
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occupied residence or residences, no 
construction activities shall be 
undertaken between the hours of 6:00 
p.m. and 6:00 a.m. during the months of 
June through September and between 
the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
during the months of October through 
May. Exceptions to these standards shall 
be allowed only with the written consent 
of the building official.”  

 
Noise impacts associated with on-site 
operational activities cannot be 
determined with certainty at this stage of 
development, since specific uses are not 
yet established. MM Noise 1 requires 
additional analysis in the form of a Final 
Acoustical Impact Analysis, once 
building permits are applied for. That 
analysis will be used to confirm the 
findings of this preliminary analysis and 
to determine accurate mitigation 
measures necessary to reduce noise 
impacts sourced from the future uses. 
Those mitigation measures could include 
requirements such as noise control 
barriers, upgraded construction 
materials/design, and/or constrained 
hours of operation. 
 

3.11.  Public 
Services 

Development of the 
proposed project will not 
result in any significant 
impacts to both sheriff and 
fire services. As a result, 
no mitigation measures are 

Implementation of the proposed project 
will not result in any significant impacts 
to fire and sheriff services. As a result, 
no mitigation measures are required; 
however, the project developer shall pay 
its fair share of development fees 

Not applicable Not applicable Less than 
significant. 
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required. However, 
payment of development 
impact fees to offset any 
potential service related 
impacts will  be required 
through compliance with 
adopted regulatory 
requirements (Riverside 
County Ordinance No. 
659.7) 

pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance 
No. 659.7 in order to reduce potential 
project impacts associated with fire and 
sheriff services in the project area. 

The following Transportation and Traffic mitigation measures MM Trans 4 through MM Trans 7 are related to project specific impacts which will be paid 

for the developer, except where said improvements have previously been constructed. Mitigation measures MM Trans 8 through MM Trans 17 are related 

to cumulative impacts and will be paid through various fees. 

3.12. Transportation 
and Traffic 

Development of the 
proposed project could 
potentially increase the 
demand for fire and sheriff 
services in the Eastvale 
area.  

MM Trans 1:  Bike racks shall be 
installed in all parking lots in 
compliance with County of Riverside 
standards. 

 

Prior to issuance of 
occupancy permits. 

Building and 
Safety 
Department  

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated. 

3.12. Transportation 
and Traffic 

After the completion of 
Traffic Study of The 
Birtcher Center at Corona 
Valley, the proposed 
project is estimated to 
generate approximately 
6,037 new daily trip-ends, 
including 788 new trip-
ends during the AM Peak 
hour and 840 new trip-ends 
during the PM Peak hour. .  
Direct off-site impacts as a 
result of the project traffic 
would occur where the 
project takes access from 
the existing public roads. 

MM Trans 2:  On-site traffic signaling 
and striping should be implemented in 
conjunction with detailed construction 
plans for the project site.  

MM Trans 3:  Sight distance at each 
project access driveway should be 
reviewed with respect to Caltrans and 
County of Riverside sight distance 
standards at the time of preparation of 
final grading, landscape, and street 
improvements.  

 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy. 

Transportation 
Department  
 
 
Transportation 
Department  

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated. 
 

MM Trans 4:  Modify the intersection 
of Archibald Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following 
geometrics: 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 
 

Transportation 
Department  
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Northbound: One through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane (with overlap) 
Southbound: Two left turn lanes, 
and one through lane 
Eastbound: None 
Westbound: Two left-turn lanes, 
and one right-turn lane (with overlap) 
 
MM Trans 5:  Modify the intersection 
of Harrison Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometric: 
Northbound: Left turn lane, right 
turn lane, and through lane 
Southbound: Left turn lane, right 
turn lane, and through lane 
Eastbound: Two through lanes, 
left turn lane, and shared through-right 
turn lane 
Westbound: Two through lanes, 
left turn lane, and right turn lane 

 
MM Trans 6:  Modify the intersection 
of Hamner Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometric: 
Northbound: Three through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 
Southbound: Three through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 
(with overlap) 
Eastbound: Three through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 
Westbound: Two through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 
 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy. 

Transportation 
Department  



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 1.0 – Executive Summary 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES  

 1.0-40 

Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
MM Trans 7:  Modify the intersection 
of Etiwanda Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometrics: 
Northbound: One through lane, one 
left turn lane, one right turn lane 
Southbound: One through lane, two 
left turn lanes, one right turn lane  
Eastbound: One through lanes, 
one shared through- left turn lane, one 
right turn lane 
Westbound: One shared through-
right lane, one shared through-left lane 
 

3.12. Transportation 
/ Traffic 

After the completion of 
Traffic Study of The 
Birtcher Center at Corona 
Valley, the proposed 
project is estimated to 
generate approximately 
6,037 new daily trip-ends, 
including 788 new trip-
ends during the AM Peak 
hour and 840 new trip-ends 
during the PM Peak hour. .  
Direct off-site impacts as a 
result of the project traffic 
would occur where the 
project takes access from 
the existing public road 

MM Trans 8:  Modify the intersection 
of Archibald Avenue and Project 
Driveway #1 to provide the following 
geometrics: 
Northbound: Two through lanes, 
one right-turn lane, one left turn lane 
Southbound: Two left turn lanes, 
one through lane, one shared through-
right lane 
Eastbound: Two left lanes, one 
right turn lane 
Westbound: One left turn lane, one 
right turn lane (with overlap) 
 
MM Trans 9:  Modify the intersection 
of Archibald Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following 
geometrics: 
Northbound: Two through lanes, 
and a right-turn lane (with overlap) 
Southbound: Two left turn lanes, 
and two through lanes 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy. 

Transportation 
Department  
 
 
Transportation 
Department  

Less than 
significant with 
mitigation 
measures 
incorporated. 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
Eastbound: None 
Westbound: Two left-turn lanes, 
and right-turn lane (with overlap) 
 
MM Trans 10:  Modify the intersection 
of Harrison Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometric: 
Northbound: Left turn lane, right 
turn lane, and through lane 
Southbound: Left turn lane, right 
turn lane, and through lane 
Eastbound: Two through lanes, 
left turn lane, and shared through-right 
turn lane. 
Westbound: Two through lanes, 
left turn lane, and right turn lane. 

 
MM Trans 11:  Modify the intersection 
of Hamner Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometric: 
Northbound: Three through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 
(with overlap) 
Southbound: Three through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 
(with overlap) 
Eastbound: Three through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 
(with overlap) 
Westbound: Two through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 
 
MM Trans 12:  Modify the intersection 
of Etiwanda Avenue and Limonite 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometrics: 
Northbound: One through lane, one 
left turn lane, one right turn lane 
Southbound: Two through lanes, 
one left turn lane, one right turn lane 
(free-right turn)  
Eastbound: One through lanes, 
one shared through-left turn lane, one 
right turn lane 
Westbound: One shared through-
left turn lane, one shared through-right 
turn lane 
 
MM Trans 13:  Modify the intersection 
of Hellman Avenue and Schleisman 
Road to provide the following l 
geometrics: 
Northbound: One shared left turn- 
through lane, one right turn lane 
Southbound: One shared left turn-
through lane, one right turn lane 
Eastbound: One shared left turn-
through lane, one right turn lane 
Westbound: One shared left turn-
through lane, one right turn lane 
 
MM Trans 14:  Modify the intersection 
of Sumner Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometric: 
Northbound: Two through lanes, 
one left turn lane, one right turn lane 
(with overlap) 
Southbound: One through lane, one 
left turn lane, one shared right turn- 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
through lane 
Eastbound: Two through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one shared right turn-
through lane 
Westbound: Two through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 
 
MM Trans 15:  Modify the intersection 
of Cleveland Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following 
geometrics: 
Northbound: One left turn lane, one 
shared right turn-through lane 
Southbound: One shared left-right- 
and through lane 
Eastbound: One through lane, one 
left turn lane, one shared right turn-
through lane 
Westbound: One through lane, one 
left turn lane, one shared right turn-
through lane 
 
MM Trans 16:  Modify the intersection 
of I-15 Southbound Ramps and 
Limonite Avenue to provide the 
following geometrics: 
Northbound: None. 
Southbound: Two left turn lanes, 
one right turn lane (free-right turn lane) 
Eastbound: Two through lanes, 
one right turn lane 
Westbound: Two through lanes, 
two left turn lanes 

 
MM Trans 17:  Modify the intersection 
of I-15 Northbound Ramps and 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 
Impact After 

Mitigation 
Limonite Avenue to provide the 
following geometrics: 
Northbound: One left turn lane, one 
shared left turn-right turn lane, one right 
turn lane 
Southbound: None. 
Eastbound: Two through lanes, 
two left turn lanes 
Westbound: Two through lanes, 
one right turn lane 
 
MM Trans 18:  In addition to the 
requirements of mitigation measures 
MM Trans 1 through MM Trans 17, 
the project will participate in the cost of 
off-site improvements through payment 
of the Transportation Uniform 
Mitigation Fee (TUMF). 
 
These fees shall be collected by the 
County at the time of issuance of 
building permits and utilized as needed 
by Riverside County to construct off-site 
area-wide improvements necessary to 
maintain the required level of service in 
the project area. 

At the issuance of 
building permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Transportation 
Department  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.14. Utilities Water and sewer services 
will be provided by Jurupa 
Community Services 
District (JCSD)  

The project proposes approximately 
760,000 square feet of industrial uses on 
approximately 53 acres. Consequently, 
the proposed project is required to have 
a WSA prepared by JCSD and a water 
supply verification issued by JCSD is 
also required. A request to JCSD was 
made on behalf of the proposed project 
at the time the Notice of Preparation was 
circulated (August 27, 2008). 

Not applicable Not applicable Less than 
significant. 
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The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, identify the parameters within which consideration and 
discussion of alternatives to the proposed project should occur. As stated in this section of the 
guidelines, alternatives must focus on those that are reasonably feasible and which attain most of 
the basic objectives of the project. Each alternative must be capable of avoiding or substantially 
lessening any significant effects of the proposed project. The rationale for selecting the 
alternatives to be evaluated and a discussion of the "no project" alternative are also required, per 
Section 15126.6. 
 
This EIR evaluates 1) a No Project Alternative that retains existing use of the site for agricultural 
purposes, 2) a “Big Box” Warehouse Alternative that considers development pursuant to 
Riverside County‟s General Plan Land Use designation for “Light Industrial” with a proposed 
200,000 square foot warehouse 3) an Alternate Site Alternative which proposes the same project 
on parcel just south of the current proposed project site. 
 
Table 1.0-B, Comparison of Alternatives Matrix, gives a summary of all project alternatives 
considered in detail in the EIR and identifies the areas of potential environmental effects per 
CEQA and ranks each alternative as better, the same or worse than the proposed project with 
respect to each area. 
 

Table 1.0-B, Comparison of Alternatives Matrix 
 

Environmental Issue 
 
 

 

Proposed 
Project: The 

Birtcher Center 
at Corona Valley 

Alternative 1 
No Project – 

Existing Land 
Use 

Alternative 2 
 

Alternative 3 
 

Agricultural Resources Significant - Loss 
of 53.37 acres of 
farmland. 
 
Cumulatively 
significant- 
Contributes to 
area wide loss of 
farmland. 

Better - No loss of 
farmland. 
 
No significant 
impact. 

Same - Loss of 
53.37 acres of 
farmland.  
 
Cumulatively 
significant- 
Contributes to 
area wide loss of 
farmland. 

Same - Loss of 49.61 acres 
of farmland.  
 
Cumulatively significant- 
Contributes to area wide loss 
of farmland. 

Airports No significant 
impact, with 
mitigation. 

Better – No 
impact. 

Same – No 
significant impact, 
with mitigation. 

Same – No significant 
impact, with mitigation. 

Air Quality Significant - Will 
exceed SCAQMD 
short-term 
thresholds for 
ROG, NOx, CO 
and long-term 
thresholds for 
ROG, NOx, CO 
PM-10 and PM-
2.5. 
. 
 
Cumulatively 

Better - Minimal 
impacts to air 
quality. 
 
No significant 
impact. 

Same – Short-
term emissions 
related to grading 
will be the same 
as those of the 
proposed project, 
and although less 
than those of the 
proposed project, 
construction-
related ROG, NOx 
and CO levels will 
exceed SCAQMD 

Same - Will exceed 
SCAQMD short-term 
thresholds for ROG, NOx, 
CO and long-term thresholds 
for ROG, NOx, CO PM-10 
and PM-2.5. 
. 
 
Cumulatively significant - 
contributes to exceedance of 
air quality standards. 
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Environmental Issue 
 
 

 

Proposed 
Project: The 

Birtcher Center 
at Corona Valley 

Alternative 1 
No Project – 

Existing Land 
Use 

Alternative 2 
 

Alternative 3 
 

significant - 
contributes to 
exceedance of air 
quality standards. 

thresholds. 
However the 
diesel emissions 
from the 
alternative would 
higher due to the 
increase in truck 
traffic. Long-term 
emissions would 
be slightly less 
than those of the 
proposed project. 
With this 
alternative‟s 
decreased 
vehicular traffic 
there is an 
associated 
decrease in long-
term emissions 
over that of the 
proposed project. 
This impact would 
be less than that of 
the proposed 
project. 
 
Cumulatively 
significant - 
contributes to 
exceedance of air 
quality standards.  

Biological Resources Will result in the 
loss of raptor 
foraging habitat 
and potential 
habitat for 
sensitive species. 
No significant 
effect, with 
mitigation. 

Better - No loss of 
habitat. 
 
No significant 
impact. 

Same – Will result 
in similar loss of 
raptor foraging 
habitat and 
potential habitat 
for sensitive 
species. No 
significant effect, 
with mitigation. 

Same – Will result in similar 
loss of raptor foraging 
habitat and potential habitat 
for sensitive species. No 
significant effect, with 
mitigation. 

Cultural Resources No known cultural 
resources or 
paleontological 
resources will be 
impacted by 
project 
development, but 
may impact 
unknown buried 
resources. No 
significant impact, 
with mitigation. 

Better – No loss 
of known cultural 
or paleontological 
resources and no 
potential to impact 
unknown buried 
resources. 
 
No significant 
impact. 

Same - No 
significant effect 
with same 
mitigation 
measures as the 
proposed project. 

Same - No significant effect 
with same mitigation 
measures as the proposed 
project. 

Geology and Soils Will result in the 
construction of 
structures on 
contaminated soils 

Better – Would 
not involve the 
additional 
development on 

Same - No 
significant effect 
with same 
mitigation 

Same - No significant effect 
with same mitigation 
measures as the proposed 
project. 
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Environmental Issue 
 
 

 

Proposed 
Project: The 

Birtcher Center 
at Corona Valley 

Alternative 1 
No Project – 

Existing Land 
Use 

Alternative 2 
 

Alternative 3 
 

with organic 
matter, including 
manure. This 
results in the 
potential for 
impacts due to 
ground cracking 
and methane 
generated within 
the soils. 
However, there 
will be no 
significant effect, 
with mitigation. 

the site. Methane 
generation and 
accumulation in 
the soil would not 
be an issue 
because no 
additional 
structures would 
be constructed. 

measures as the 
proposed project. 

Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

Will include 
construction of 
storm drain 
facilities and have 
the potential for 
runoff from paved 
parking areas and 
streets, 
contaminated with 
oil and grease, 
heavy metals and 
sediment. Less 
than significant 
impacts due to 
compliance with 
regulatory 
requirements. 

Worse - No storm 
drainage facilities 
constructed and 
continued 
degradation of 
groundwater basin 

Same - The same 
basic storm 
drainage facilities 
would be 
constructed as 
those included 
with the proposed 
project. The 
potential for 
contamination of 
surface waters, 
such as the Santa 
Ana River, and 
the groundwater 
basin due to dairy-
related runoff 
would be 
eliminated. 
However, there 
would be potential 
runoff from paved 
parking areas and 
streets, 
contaminated with 
oil and grease, 
heavy metals and 
sediment. This 
potential impact is 
the same as the 
proposed project 
but will be 
reduced to less 
than significant 
levels through 
compliance with 
mandatory 
regulatory 
requirements. This 
impact would be 
similar to that of 
the proposed 
project. 
 

Same - the same storm 
drainage facilities would be 
constructed as those 
included with the proposed 
project. The potential for 
contamination of surface 
waters, such as the Santa 
Ana River, and the 
groundwater basin due to 
dairy-related runoff would 
be eliminated. However, 
there would be potential 
runoff from paved parking 
areas and streets, 
contaminated with oil and 
grease, heavy metals and 
sediment. This potential 
impact is the same as the 
proposed project but will be 
reduced to less than 
significant levels through 
compliance with mandatory 
regulatory requirements. 
This impact would be 
similar to that of the 
proposed project. 
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Environmental Issue 
 
 

 

Proposed 
Project: The 

Birtcher Center 
at Corona Valley 

Alternative 1 
No Project – 

Existing Land 
Use 

Alternative 2 
 

Alternative 3 
 

Land Use and 
Planning 

Consistent with 
Eastvale Area 
Plan land use 
designation, 
zoning and 
surrounding land 
use designations 
and zoning.  

Worse - Not 
consistent with 
Eastvale Area 
Plan, although 
consistent with 
existing zoning. 

Same - Consistent 
with Eastvale 
Area Plan land use 
designation, 
zoning and 
surrounding land 
use designations 
and zoning.  

Worse - Consistent with 
Eastvale Area Plan land use, 
but not the existing zoning. 

Noise Significant – 
Noise level 
increases due to 
increased traffic 
will exceed 
threshold for noise 
level increases. 
 
Cumulatively 
Significant - 
Existing 
environment along 
some road 
segments are 
above outdoor 
noise standards, 
project will 
contribute 
additional noise 
level increases. 

Better - Since no 
construction 
activity would 
occur, the No 
Project – Existing 
Land Use 
Alternative would 
not have any 
short-term noise 
impacts. Noise 
increases created 
by project-related 
operations and 
traffic would not 
occur. However, 
existing noise 
levels which 
exceed established 
thresholds along 
some road 
segments would 
continue. This 
impact would be 
less than that of 
the proposed 
project. 

Same – would 
result in short-
term noise 
impacts and 
construction-
related vibration; 
however through 
compliance with 
Section 1.G.1 of 
Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 
457 these impacts 
remain below the 
level of 
significance. 
Noise increases 
created by project-
related operations 
and traffic would 
be similar to those 
generated by the 
proposed project. 
When added to 
existing noise 
levels, which 
exceed established 
thresholds along 
some road 
segments, there 
will be 
cumulatively 
significant noise 
impacts that will 
be similar to those 
due to the 
proposed project. 
 

Worse – would result in 
short-term noise impacts and 
construction-related 
vibration; however through 
compliance with Section 
1.G.1 of Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 457 these 
impacts remain below the 
level of significance. Noise 
increases created by project-
related operations and traffic 
would be similar to those 
generated by the proposed 
project. When added to 
existing noise levels, which 
exceed established 
thresholds along some road 
segments, there will be 
cumulatively significant 
noise impacts. The project 
would be adjacent to 
residential development to 
the south and east. Impacts 
would be significantly worse 
than the proposed project 
due to the close proximity of 
residents. 
 

Public Services Will increase 
demand for fire 
and sheriff 
services, but will 
be less than 
significant 
through payment 
of Ordinance No. 
659.7 fees and/or 
mitigation.  
 

Better - Will not 
result in increased 
demand for fire 
and sheriff 
services. 

Better – Less 
increase in the 
demand for fire 
sheriff services. 
Increased demand 
will be less than 
significant 
through payment 
of Ordinance No. 
659.7 fees. 

Same – Will increase 
demand for fire and sheriff 
services, but will be less 
than significant through 
payment of Ordinance No. 
659.7 fees and/or mitigation.  
 

Solid Waste Will generate Better - Will not Better - Will Same – Will generate 
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Environmental Issue 
 
 

 

Proposed 
Project: The 

Birtcher Center 
at Corona Valley 

Alternative 1 
No Project – 

Existing Land 
Use 

Alternative 2 
 

Alternative 3 
 

approximately 
1,964 tons of solid 
waste annually, 
but will have no 
significant impact. 

result in increases 
in solid waste 
amounts. 

generate fewer 
tons of solid waste 
annually, impacts 
would be less than 
significant. 
 

approximately 1,964 tons of 
solid waste annually, but 
will have no significant 
impact. 

Transportation and 
Traffic 

Will generate 
6,037 trips daily. 
Project-related 
Impacts will be 
less than 
significant with 
implementation of 
mitigation.  
 
Cumulative 
impacts will be 
significant at 
intersections of 
Archibald 
Avenue/Limonite 
Avenue, Hamner 
Avenue/Limonite 
Avenue and 
Archibald 
Avenue/Edison 
Avenue and due to 
right-of-way 
restrictions and 
due to uncertain 
timing of required 
off-site 
improvements. 

Better – No 
generation of new 
daily trips. But no 
road 
improvements 
along roads 
adjacent to project 
site. 

Better – will 
increase truck 
traffic levels upon 
existing streets, 
but decrease 
vehicular traffic. 
Therefore, this 
alternative's 
impact upon the 
level of service of 
area-wide streets 
will be less than 
that of the 
proposed project. 
Project-related 
impacts upon 
roadways can be 
mitigated to less 
than significant 
levels through 
mitigation 
measures that are 
similar to those 
described for the 
proposed project. 
Although the 
development will 
pay fees to 
mitigate its “fair 
share” of the 
cumulative 
impacts, the actual 
construction of the 
required off-site 
improvements 
cannot be 
determined with 
certainty. Thus it 
is possible that the 
required 
improvements will 
not be constructed 
in time to mitigate 
the project‟s 
cumulative 
impacts to below 
the level of 
significance. 
Therefore, 
cumulative 
impacts will 

Same - Will have the same 
impact demand on traffic 
levels upon existing streets. 
Therefore, this alternative's 
impact upon the level of 
service of area-wide streets 
will be the same as that of 
the proposed project. 
Project-related impacts upon 
roadways can be mitigated 
to less than significant levels 
through mitigation measures 
that are similar to those 
described for the proposed 
project. Although the 
development will pay fees to 
mitigate its “fair share” of 
the cumulative impacts, the 
actual construction of the 
required off-site 
improvements cannot be 
determined with certainty. 
Thus it is possible that the 
required improvements will 
not be constructed in time to 
mitigate the project‟s 
cumulative impacts to below 
the level of significance. 
Therefore, cumulative 
impacts will remain 
significant. This impact 
would be less than that of 
the proposed project. 
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Environmental Issue 
 
 

 

Proposed 
Project: The 

Birtcher Center 
at Corona Valley 

Alternative 1 
No Project – 

Existing Land 
Use 

Alternative 2 
 

Alternative 3 
 

remain significant. 
This impact would 
be less than that of 
the proposed 
project. 

Water and Sewer Will generate new 
demand for water 
and sewer service 
and some off-site 
improvements. 
JCSD has 
sufficient capacity 
to serve project. 
No significant 
impact. 

Better – No 
increased demand 
for water and 
sewer service. 
 
No significant 
impact. 

Same - No 
significant impact. 

Same - No significant 
impact. 

Regional Element Will have a 
positive impact 
upon area‟s 
job/housing ratio. 
No significant 
impact 

Worse – 
Alternative will 
not generate any 
jobs to improve 
area‟s 
jobs/housing ratio. 
No significant 
impact.  

Worse - Will 
generate fewer 
jobs and will have 
a smaller positive 
impact upon 
area‟s job/housing 
ratio. No 
significant impact. 

Same - Will have a positive 
impact upon area‟s 
job/housing ratio. No 
significant impact 

Environmentally 
Superior to Proposed 
Project? 

Not Applicable Yes Yes No 

Meets Project 
Objectives? 

Yes No No – Does not 
provide sufficient 
level of 
development to 
meet objective 
and does not 
provide for 
commercial/retail 
development. 

Yes 
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The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(2), requires the identification of the environmentally 
superior alternative. Of the alternatives evaluated above, the No Project – Existing Land Use 
alternative is the environmentally superior alternative with respect to reducing impacts created 
by the proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines also require the identification of another 
environmentally superior alternative if the No Project alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative. 
 
Of the two remaining project alternatives, the “Big Box” Warehouse Alternative is the most 
environmentally superior to the proposed project. Implementation of this alternative would result 
in a volume reduction to project-generated traffic and subsequently air quality emissions and 
noise resulting from development of the site. Project-related impacts to agricultural resources, 
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, and hydrology and water quality will 
remain the same as the proposed project under this alternative. This alternative is consistent with 
the general plan and zoning designations and would have the same impacts related to airports. 
However, although project-related impacts to air quality, transportation and traffic, and water 
and sewer will be reduced under this Alternative; any project contribution to an existing 
exceedance of a significance standard is considered to be a cumulatively significant impact. For 
this reason, this alternative remains cumulatively significant with regards to agricultural 
resources, air quality, and transportation/traffic impacts. Therefore, although impacts are reduced 
under this Alternative, no cumulatively significant impacts are avoided though some are 
substantially lessened. Additionally, the project objectives would not be met under this 
alternative. 
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of Environmental Impact Report No. 515 is to evaluate potential environmental
impacts resulting from the implementation of Change of Zone No. 7611, Tentative Parcel Map
No. 35885, and Plot Plan No. 23219.

The County of Riverside is the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and is responsible for preparation of Environmental Impact Report No. 515. This EIR is
an informational document intended for use by the County of Riverside decision makers and
members of the general public in evaluating the potential environmental effects associated with
the  proposed  light  industrial  development,  herein  known  as  Birtcher  Center  at  Corona  Valley.
This study has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (California
Public Resources Code, Sections 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California
Code of Regulations, Sections 15000 et seq.).

COMPLIANCE WITH CEQA

Format

Section 1.0 of this document covers the summary requirements of CEQA as required by Section
15123 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Section 1.0 also covers the project description
requirements  of  CEQA  by  discussing  the  project  location,  the  project  objectives,  a  general
description of the project’s environmental setting, and a statement of document purpose and
intended use.

Issues identified in the Environmental Assessment/Initial Study prepared by the County of
Riverside for the proposed project are discussed in Section 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 of this document,
which has been formatted to address the following general topics: Environmental Impact
Analysis, Consistency with Regional Plans, and Mandatory CEQA Topics. Under each issue, an
analysis is performed to determine the amount and degree of impact that is associated with the
project. For all significant environmental impacts, mitigation measures, where feasible, are
implemented in order to reduce the impact to a level below significant.

The analysis of impacts and identification of mitigation measures is derived from technical
reports which are included as technical appendices to this document and from other
informational resources as listed in Section 6.0, References.
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Environmental Procedures

The basic purposes of CEQA are to (1) inform governmental decision makers and the public
about the potential significant environmental effects of proposed activities, (2) identify the ways
that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced, (3) prevent significant,
avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of
alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the changes to be
feasible, and (4) disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the
project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are involved. (State
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15002.)

The EIR process typically consists of three parts – the Notice of Preparation (including the Initial
Study), Draft EIR, and Final EIR. Pursuant to Section 15063 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the
County of Riverside prepared an Initial Study (Environmental Assessment) for the project in
order to determine if the project may have a significant effect on the environment. Based upon
the findings of fact contained within the Initial Study, the County concluded that an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should be prepared. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an
EIR and a description of potential adverse impacts were distributed to the State Clearinghouse,
responsible agencies, and other interested parties on or about August 27, 2008. A notice advising
of the availability of the NOP was posted by the Riverside County Clerk on August 27, 2008.
Pursuant to Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, recipients of the NOP were requested
to provide responses within 30 days after their receipt of the NOP. Copies of the NOP (including
the Initial Study) and the NOP distribution list are located in Appendix A. Copies of comments
regarding the NOP, received by the County, are also included in Appendix A. A scoping meeting
was held on September 22, 2008 before the Riverside County Planning Director pursuant to the
requirements of Section 15082(c)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

The County of Riverside, which has the principal responsibility for processing and approving the
project, is considered the "Lead Agency" for the purposes of CEQA compliance. As set forth in
Section 15021 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County of Riverside, as "Lead Agency", has
the duty to avoid or minimize environmental damage where feasible. Furthermore, Section
15021(d) states that, “CEQA recognizes that in determining whether and how a project should be
approved, a public agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including
economic, environmental, and social factors and in particular the goal of providing a decent
home and satisfying living environment for every Californian.” Other public agencies (i.e.,
Responsible and Trustee Agencies) that may use this EIR in their decision-making or permit
processing, will consider the information in this EIR along with other information that may be
presented during the CEQA process. In accordance with CEQA, the public agencies will be
required to make findings for each environmental impact of the project that cannot be mitigated
to below a level of significance. If the lead agency determines the benefits of the proposed
project outweigh unmitigated significant environmental effects, the agency will be required to
adopt a statement of overriding considerations stating the reasons supporting their action
notwithstanding the project’s significant environmental effects.
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Areas of Potential Controversy

In accordance with Section 15123(b)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, areas of controversy
known to the Lead Agency including issues raised by agencies and the public shall be identified
in the EIR. The following issues were raised by agencies and the public during the Notice of
Preparation public comment period. Reference is provided to where the issue is addressed in this
EIR. The thresholds used to determine whether or not effects are significant are included in the
“Thresholds of Significance” section for each topic discussion in this DEIR.

• Agricultural Resources
Chapter 3.0 Environmental Impact Analysis – Section 3.1 Agricultural Resources
Chapter 5.0 Mandatory CEQA Topics – Cumulative Impact Analysis

• Air Quality
Chapter 3.0 Environmental Impact Analysis – Section 3.2 Air Quality
Chapter 5.0 Mandatory CEQA Topics – Cumulative Impact Analysis

• Traffic Impacts
Chapter 3.0 Environmental Impact Analysis – Section 3.12 Transportation and Traffic
Chapter 5.0 Mandatory CEQA Topics – Cumulative Impact Analysis

Effects Found Not to be Significant

Effects Found Not to be Significant during Preparation of the NOP
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides that an EIR shall focus on the
significant effects on the environment, discussing the effects with emphasis in proportion to their
severity and probability of occurrence. Effects dismissed in an initial study as clearly
insignificant and unlikely to occur need not be discussed further in the EIR unless information
inconsistent with the finding in the initial study is subsequently received.

Section 21100 (c) of the Public Resources Code states that an EIR shall contain a statement
briefly indicating the reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were
determined not to be significant and were therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR. Section
15128 of the State CEQA Guidelines adds, “Such a statement may be contained in an attached
copy of an Initial Study.”

The Environmental Assessment/Initial Study prepared and circulated for public review on
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley (Appendix A) concluded that the proposed development would
not result in significant impacts to the following: Aesthetics and Mineral Resources. These issue
areas are not discussed further in this EIR. The basis for elimination of each relevant impact in
these issue areas is documented in the appended Notice of Preparation document (Appendix A).

The NOP determined that several issue areas may have significant effects on the environment,
and therefore are discussed further in Section 3.0. Impacts related to the following issues were
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found to be potentially significant in the Initial Study: Agricultural Resources, Air Quality,
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use/Planning, Noise, Population and Housing, Public
Services (Fire Services, Sheriff Services), Recreation, Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities and
Service Systems.

Effects Found Not to be Significant as Part of the EIR Process
Based on the analysis contained in this document, the following issue areas have less than
significant adverse environmental effects without requiring mitigation measures:  Hydrology and
Water Quality, Public Services, Utility and Service Systems, and Consistency With Regional
Plans. The following issue areas have potential environmental effects that can be mitigated to
below the level of significance: Airports, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and
Soils, Hazards, Land Use and Planning, Noise, and project-related Transportation and Traffic.

Please  see  the  following  referenced  sections  of  this  EIR  for  more  detailed  discussion  of  these
issue areas:

• Airports (Section 3.2)
• Biological Resources (Section 3.4)
• Cultural Resources (Section 3.5)
• Geology and Soils (Section 3.6)
• Hazards (Section 3.7)
• Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 3.8)
• Land Use and Planning (Section 3.9)
• Noise (Section 3.10)
• Public Services (Section 3.11)
• Transportation and Traffic (Section 3.12)
• Utility and Service Systems (Section 3.13 )
• Consistency with Regional Plans (Section 4.0 )

Potentially Significant Environmental Effects

Sections 15126, 15126.2 and 15126.4 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines require consideration and discussion of significant environmental effects and
mitigation measures proposed to minimize significant effects. All phases of a project must be
considered when evaluating its impact on the environment: planning, acquisition, development,
and operation (Section 15126) and an EIR shall identify and focus on the significant
environmental effects of the proposed project (Section 15126.2).

Section 3.0 of this EIR addresses each environmental effect that was determined to be potentially
significant during preparation of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) prepared for this project and
mitigation measures proposed to minimize significant effects.
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Potential impacts upon Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, and cumulative Transportation and
Traffic impacts were found to be significant and cannot be mitigated to below the level of
significance. A Statement of Overriding Consideration will be required for these issue areas.

Please see the following referenced sections of this DEIR for more detailed discussion of each
issue area:

• Agricultural Resources (Section 3.1)
• Airports (Section 3.2)
• Air Quality (Section 3.3)
• Biological Resources (Section 3.4)
• Cultural Resources (Section 3.5)
• Geology and Soils (Section 3.6)
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 3.7)
• Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 3.8)
• Land Use and Planning (Section 3.9)
• Noise (Section 3.10)
• Public Services (Section 3.11)
• Transportation and Traffic (Section 3.12)
• Utilities and Service Systems (Section 3.13)
• Consistency with Regional Plans (Section 4.0)
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Uses of this EIR

As the designated Lead Agency, the County of Riverside has assumed responsibility for
preparing this document. The decision to implement the project is within the purview of the
Riverside County Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors will use the information
included in this EIR to consider potential impacts to the physical environment associated with
the project when making its decision regarding the project.

The Draft EIR will be made available for review to the public and public agencies for 45 days to
provide comments on the “sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible
impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be
avoided or mitigated” (Section 15204 of the State CEQA Guidelines).

The County will use the EIR and supporting documentation for implementation of the proposed
project through the approval of land use proposals including, but not limited to, divisions of land
and plot plans. Regulatory agencies will use the EIR and supporting documentation in its
decision to issue permits related to development of the subject property.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

3.1  AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Potential impacts related to the development of non-agricultural uses within 300 feet of an
agriculturally  zoned  property,  were  found  to  be  less  than  significant  in  the  Initial  Study/NOP
prepared for this project (Appendix A). The focus of the following discussion is related to the
potential impacts from the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural uses, conflicts with
existing agricultural uses, and changes to the existing environment that could result in conversion
of farmlands to non-agricultural uses.

In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation
of this section of the DEIR:

• Albert A. Webb Associates, California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment of The Birtcher Center At Corona Valley (CZ 7611, PP 35865, PP 23219 and
AG 994) Project Site, July 23, 2008. (Appendix B)

• Riverside County, County of Riverside General Plan, October 2003. (Available at the
County of Riverside.)

• Riverside County, County of Riverside General Plan, Eastvale Area Plan, October 2003.
(Available at the County of Riverside.)

• County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report, August 14, 2002. (Available at the County of Riverside.)

• U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service. Soil Survey, Western
Riverside Area, California, November 1971. (Available at the County of Riverside.)

• U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Soil Survey, San Bernardino
County Southwestern Part, California, January 1980. (Available at
http://soildatamart.nrcs.usda.gov/Survey.aspx?State=CA on March 21, 2007.)

• Office of the Agricultural Commissioners, Riverside County 2007 Agricultural
Production Report, 2007. (Available at http://www.rivcoag.org)

• Office of the Agricultural Commissioners, Riverside County 2006 Agricultural
Production Report, 2006. (Available at http://www.rivcoag.org)

• Chino Basin Watermaster, Optimum Basin Management Program, Draft Phase I Report,
August 19, 1999. (Available at
http://www.cbwm.org/docs/engdocs/obmpphas1rep/Text/OBMP_Ph1_Report.pdf on
October 6, 2008.)

• U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service, California Field
Office, Summary of California County Agricultural Commissioners’ Reports, 2005-2006.
(Available   at http://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/
California/Publications/AgComm/200608cactb00.pdf on October 13, 2007.)

http://soildatamart.nrcs.usda.gov/Survey.aspx?State=CA
http://www.rivcoag.org
http://www.rivcoag.org
http://www.cbwm.org/docs/engdocs/obmpphas1rep/Text/OBMP_Ph1_Report.pdf
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/
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• State of California, Department of Food and Agriculture, California Dairy Statistics &
Trends 2002.  (Available  at  California  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  or  at
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/dairystats_annual.html on October 6, 2008.)

• State of California, Department of Food and Agriculture, California Dairy Statistics &
Trends 2007.  (Available  at  California  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  or  at
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/dairystats_annual.html on October 6, 2008.)

Setting

The project site is located on approximately 53 acres in the unincorporated community of
Eastvale, in western Riverside County, in the northwest corner of the Eastvale Area Plan. More
specifically, the project is located north of 65th Street along the westerly side of Archibald
Avenue, and easterly of the Cucamonga Creek. The generally triangular shaped parcel is
elongated in an east to west direction, with site topography being generally flat, sloping gently
from northeast to southwest.

The project area has been heavily disturbed by activities associated with agriculture. The western
and central portions of the project site consist of alfalfa fields of the Dairy Quest Farm, which
once operated on the property. Buildings, structures, and other facilities of the dairy farm are still
present in the eastern portion of the property, including a dairy barn, animal enclosures, and
metal canopies used to house the cows and feed. Agriculture is still active on the western portion
of the site and scattered patches of exotic and native vegetation can be found in and along the
edges of the property.

Surrounding land uses are active agriculture uses including dairies and related cattle feed pens to
the  north,  south,  and  east,  and  a  nursery  to  the  west.  Beyond  the  immediate  surrounding
agricultural uses to the north, east, and west are crop fields, with residential subdivisions located
to the south and southeast.

The project site is  located within the Eastvale Area Plan of the Riverside County General Plan
with a land use designation of “Light Industrial” (LI). The current zoning on the project site is A-
2-10 (Heavy Agriculture with a 10-acre minimum lot size). The project site’s current and historic
use as a dairy farm includes a dairy barn, animal enclosures, and metal canopies used to house
the cows and feed (see Figure 3.9-1, Existing and Surrounding Land Uses).

One of Riverside County's most important land uses in terms of historic character and economic
strength, is its widespread and diverse agriculture lands. Agriculture production is one of the
largest industries in terms of dollar value in the County and competes successfully in the global
economy. As indicated in the Riverside County 2007 Agricultural Production Report,
agricultural production represented a total gross valuation of $1.26 billion in 2007, which
represents an increase of $155 million from the 2006 gross value. It also represents a new record,
surpassing the previous value of $1.20 billion set in 1998. According to the California
Department of Finance 2005 financial and economic data for California and Riverside County,
the total economic value of Riverside County Agriculture is representative of approximately
three percent of California’s total agricultural value. Agricultural uses provide important

http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/dairystats_annual.html
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/dairystats_annual.html
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employment opportunities for many County residents. Agricultural uses also preserve a lifestyle
choice that is synonymous with the County's history and character. In fact, it is agriculture that
defines the unique character of many communities in Riverside County, and helps to define the
edges of and provide separation between developed areas.

Currently, agriculture faces continuing pressure from urbanization, foreign competition, and
rising production costs. Despite these pressures, those areas which remain in agricultural
production represent a significant open space and economic resource for the County. Agriculture
has historically been the primary land use in the communities of Mira Loma, Eastvale, and
Jurupa over the past several decades, including dairies, crop farms, and wineries. Dairy
operations in the Mira Loma/Eastvale area began approximately 40 years ago. At its height, the
larger Chino Basin, of which the Mira Loma/Eastvale area is a part, contained the highest
concentration of dairy animals found anywhere in the world. According to the California
Department of Food and Agriculture, there were approximately 354 dairies operating in the
Chino Basin in 1989. As of 2007, a total of 148 dairies operated in the Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties (41 in Riverside County, 107 in San Bernardino County). Compared to
2002, these 2007 totals show a net loss of 77 dairies in San Bernardino County and 55 dairies in
Riverside County.

“Designated Farmland” is a resource based on soil types which is mapped by the California
Department of Conservation. The Department of Conservation maintains maps identifying
important farmland across the state. Based on the Department of Conservation maps for western
Riverside County, the project site is identified as having Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and
Farmland of Local Importance (see Figure 3.1-1, Designated Farmland). Locally Important
Farmlands are designated by the Department of Conservation but are not specifically addressed in
the CEQA Checklist. As of this writing, agricultural activities occur on the entire project site.

Agriculture has long existed in the Eastvale area. However, with its abundance of relatively flat
land with few safety hazards, proximity to the burgeoning Los Angeles and Orange Counties
employment regions and direct access to a major transportation corridor, Eastvale is a prime
candidate for future urban growth, thus threatening the economic viability of agriculture in the
region. The Eastvale Area Plan, while accommodating this demand for urban development, also
seeks to recognize existing and future agricultural activities as important and vital components to
the land use fabric of the area. Residential uses and certain types of agriculture are inherently
incompatible and often lead to complaints by local residents of offending odors, noise, flies, etc.
Likewise, farmers and their land can be the targets of vandals, thieves, and trespassers.

It  is  the  intent  of  the  County  to  recognize  agriculture  as  an  important  economic  activity  in  the
region and thus to accommodate those agricultural and dairy owners who wish to continue their
operations in the future, Riverside County Ordinance No. 625, known as the “Right-to-Farm”
Ordinance will help ensure that farmers are able to continue their agricultural activities
throughout the Eastvale area, if they so choose.
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Soils

According to the Soil Survey, western Riverside Area, published by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service (now the Natural Resources Conservation Service) the
project site has four identified soil units [types] on site. These soil types are: Grangeville Loamy
fine sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes (GoB); Hilmar Loamy sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes (HhA2);
Hilmar loamy very fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes (HlA); and Riverwash, 0 to 8 percent slopes
(RsC).

Table 3.1-A
Soil Associations on Birtcher Center at Corona Valley Project Site

Map
Symbo

l Mapping Unit

Land
Capability
Unit (LCC)

Erosion
Susceptibility

Runoff
Potential

Storie
Index
Rating

Shrink/
Swell

Potential

HhA2

Hilmar Loamy
sand, 0 to 2

percent slopes,
eroded

IIe-4 (19)
Irrigated

Water – Slight
Wind – Moderate

Very slow
to slow 62 Low –

Moderate

HlA

Hilmar Loamy
very fine sand, 0

to 2 percent
slopes

IIe-4 (19)
Irrigated

Water – Slight
Wind – Moderate Slow 51 Low

GoB

Grangeville
Loamy fine sand,

drained, 0 to 5
percent slopes

IIs-4
Irrigated Slight Slow 55 Low

RsC1 Riverwash VIIIw-4
Dryland - - - -

1 Riverwash soils are found within the beds of major streams and larger creeks, and are derived from upstream sediments
deposited over time. These soils are frequently flooded during the rainy season, and their mixed composition makes drainage
variable. Erosion Susceptibility, Runoff Potential, Storie Index, and Shrink Swell values are not given for this group of soils in the
Western Riverside County Soil Survey.

Groundwater

As discussed in more detail in Section 3.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of this DEIR, the
proposed project is located within the jurisdiction of the Chino Basin Watermaster, which
consists of about 235 square miles of the upper Santa Ana River watershed. Chino Basin is an
alluvial valley that is relatively flat from east to west and slopes from the north to the south at a
one to two percent grade. Valley elevations range from about 2,000 feet in the foothills to about
500 feet near Prado Dam.

The Chino Basin is one of the largest groundwater basins in southern California with about
5,000,000 acre-feet of water in the Basin and an unused storage capacity of about 1,000,000
acre-feet. Cities and other water supply entities produce groundwater for all or part of their
municipal and industrial supplies; and about 300 to 400 agricultural users produce groundwater
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from the Basin. The Chino Basin is an integral part of the regional and statewide water supply
system. Prior to 1978, the Basin was in overdraft.

According to the Watermaster document, Optimum Basin Management Program, groundwater
level monitoring by various municipal and agricultural water suppliers began as early as the later
part of the 1920s. The first mass groundwater-level monitoring program for the Chino Basin
occurred in the spring of 1986. In 1989, the Watermaster initiated a more regular monitoring
program for the Basin with groundwater-level measurements obtained in 1990, and periodically
thereafter through 1997. The Watermaster’s program relies on municipal producers and other
government agencies supplying their groundwater-level measurements on a cooperative basis.
Watermaster staff supplements these data with groundwater-level measurements collected by
staff, primarily south of State Route 60.

The  Chino  Basin  is  divided  into  four  separate  Management  Zones,  of  which  the  project  site  is
within Zone 3. The groundwater-level time histories indicate a general decline since the 1920s,
with little or no response to wet years until 1978. The post-1977 increase is probably due to the
combination of the 1978 to 1983 wet period, the reduction in overdraft following the
implementation of the Chino Basin Judgment, the start of artificial replenishment with imported
water in the San Sevaine and Etiwanda flood control basins, and the increased use of imported
surface water. The depth to water in this Zone ranged from about 200 feet in the late 1920s to
about 380 feet in 1974, a decline in groundwater levels of about 180 feet.
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Thresholds of Significance

The Riverside County Planning Department has not established local CEQA significance
thresholds as described in Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, pursuant to
the Riverside County Planning Department’s “Environmental Checklist” for the project (see
Appendix A) impacts related to agriculture would be considered potentially significant if the
proposed project would:

• convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
of the California Department of Conservation, to non-agricultural use.

• conflict with existing agricultural use, or a Williamson Act (agricultural preserve)
contract.

• involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use.

Related Regulations

Federal
There are no federal regulations which apply to agricultural lands with respect to this project.

State
California Land Conservation Act
The California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) was passed in 1965 to protect specific
parcels of land in agricultural and open space use. Landowners enter into ten-year contracts with
local governments and in return, receive lower property tax assessments. Contracts are valid for
an initial period of ten years and automatically renew each year to maintain a ten-year life. The
property owner may file a notice of non-renewal, stopping the automatic annual renewals and
placing the contract in a status in which it runs out over the remaining life of the contract.

Alternately, a property owner may request the cancellation of a contract, which is subject to an
approval process and cancellation fees (also referred to as "penalties"), to provide an immediate
end to the contract. When a notice of non-renewal has matured (i.e., the remaining years have
run out and the property is no longer subject to the contract) or a cancellation occurs, removal of
the subject land from the affected agricultural preserve requires a separate Board of Supervisors'
action to amend the official county agricultural preserve maps by diminishing or disestablishing
the agricultural preserve. The entire project site is part of a Williamson Act contract and located
within the Mira Loma Agricultural Preserve No. 10.
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Local
Riverside County General Plan Agricultural Foundation Amendment Cycles
Pursuant to County Ordinance 348, Section 2.7, the Agriculture Foundation Amendment Cycle
allows up to 7% of all land designated as Agriculture to change to other Foundation Components
and land use designations during each 2½-year Agriculture Foundation Amendment Cycle. The
first 2½-Year Cycle commenced January 1, 2004. As of that date, the County has determined the
total acreage of land within the Agricultural Foundation Component for each of the following
three areas: the area covered by the Palo Verde and Desert Center Area Plans and the Eastern
Desert Land Use Plan; the area covered by the Eastern Coachella Valley and Western Coachella
Valley Area Plans; and the area covered by all other Area Plans. The project site is located in the
area covered by “other area plans,” as it is located in the Eastvale Area Plan.

During the first 2½-Year Agricultural Foundation Amendment Cycle, 7% of the Agricultural
Foundation Base Acreage for each of the areas listed shall be generally authorized for conversion
from the Agricultural Foundation Component to any other Foundation Component (the
"Agricultural Amendment General Authorization Acreage"). During each subsequent 2½-Year
Agricultural Foundation Amendment Cycle, the Agricultural Amendment General Authorization
Acreage for each of the three areas listed above shall consist of an acreage equal to the
Agricultural Amendment General Authorization Acreage for the first 2½-Year Agricultural
Foundation Amendment Cycle plus the Agricultural Amendment General Authorization Acreage
for all subsequent 2½-Year Agricultural Foundation Amendment Cycles reduced by the acreage
of all General Plan amendments adopted after January 1, 2004 (except those adopted pursuant to
Subsection g [of Section 2.7]) which converted land from the Agricultural Foundation
Component to any other Foundation Component.

County General Plan
Land use mapping at the Riverside County General Plan (RCIP GP) level is depicted within four
“Foundation Components.” A consistent set of land use designations fall under the umbrella of
each Foundation Component. As a result, the land use designations used in this General Plan fall
under the umbrella of four Foundation Components, or major categories of County land use:
Community Development, Rural, Agriculture, and Multipurpose Open Space. As per the
Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) General Plan and the Eastvale Area Plan, the
designated Land Use across the project site consists of Heavy Agriculture.

The following are applicable policies from the County of Riverside General Plan related to
agriculture:

LU Policy 16.1 Encourage retaining agriculturally designated lands where agricultural
activity can be sustained at an operational scale, where it accommodates
lifestyle choice, and in locations where impacts to and from potentially
incompatible uses, such as residential uses, are minimized through
incentives such as tax credits.

LU Policy 16.2 Protect agricultural uses, including those with industrial characteristics
(dairies, poultry, hog farms, etc.) by discouraging inappropriate land
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division in the immediate proximity and allowing only land uses and
intensities that are compatible with agricultural uses (AI 3).

Riverside County Ordinance 625
To help viable agricultural enterprises continue as urbanization approaches, the County of
Riverside adopted Ordinance 625. This ordinance is known as the “Right-to-Farm” ordinance.
The purpose of the ordinance is to allow agricultural facilities protection from nuisance
complaints generated from new non-agricultural land uses. Ordinance 625 applies to new land
divisions, and requires notice to owners of newly-divided land that agricultural zoning exists
within 300 feet of their property. The Ordinance restricts property owners from filing a nuisance
grievance on “normal” operating activities of the neighboring agricultural properties.

Design Considerations

No specific design measures will be implemented that would avoid or reduce significant impacts
to agricultural lands or operations.

Environmental Impacts Before Mitigation

Threshold: The proposed project would convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Department of Conservation, to non-
agricultural use.

Designated Farmland is a resource based on soil types which is mapped by the California
Department of Conservation. The Department of Conservation maintains maps identifying
important farmland across the state. Based on the maps for western Riverside County, the project
site is comprised of approximately 38 acres of Prime Farmland, approximately 1 acre of Unique
Farmland, and approximately 14 acres of Farmland of Local Importance. Prime Farmland
includes lands with the best combination of physical and chemical features for the production of
agricultural crops, and Unique Farmland includes farmland of lesser quality soils used for the
production of the state’s leading agricultural crops (Figure 3.1-1, Designated Farmland). The
proposed project does not include preservation of any designated Farmlands.

In order to determine the significance of this loss of designated Farmland, the CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G suggests the use of the Department of Conservation’s Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment (LESA) model to assess the significance of conversion of agricultural lands. For the
purposes of evaluation in this EIR, the LESA model is used as the tool to assess the significance
of this threshold. The LESA evaluation (Appendix B) was completed utilizing the procedures set
forth in the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (“LESA
Manual”) developed by the California Department of Conservation.

Development of the proposed project will convert approximately 38 acres of Prime Farmland,
approximately 1 acre of Unique Farmland, and approximately 14 acres of Farmland of Local
Importance into non-agricultural land uses. The Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA)
model was used to analyze the significance of the conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses
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on the project site. The proposed project site was evaluated through the LESA model on several
factors related to agricultural suitability. Soil types, soil characteristics, relative project size,
water availability, and surrounding uses related to agriculture were all factors used to “rate” the
project site based on its “agricultural value.” The LESA model utilizes a rating system based on
100 possible points to evaluate each of these factors, and then weights them to comprise a final
score which ultimately describes the agricultural value of the project site. (Please see Appendix
B for a full discussion of LESA analysis of the proposed project.)

The proposed project site scored 34.7 out of 50 points on the Land Evaluation (LE) section
which relates soil types and characteristics to agriculture. The proposed project site scored 40.5
out  of  50  for  its  Site  Assessment  (SA)  characteristics  which  consider  things  such  as  water
availability, project site, and surrounding agriculture. The final LESA model score for the
proposed project site was 75.2 out of 100. This score of 75.2 resulted in a scoring decision of
“Considered Significant” pursuant to the LESA Manual. This LESA model score indicates that
conversion of agricultural lands on the project site will be considered a significant impact.

Contributing to these LESA scores was the fact that about 80 percent of the surrounding project
area within a one-quarter mile radius of the project site is currently in active agriculture, or is
former agricultural land that has not yet been committed to non-agricultural uses through the
approval of a development application1. It should be noted that although existing agricultural
land within the Eastvale area of Riverside County have not yet been formally committed to non-
agricultural use through formal approval of development applications, the majority has been
designated for urban density land uses by the Riverside County General Plan’s Eastvale Area
Plan.

The proposed project is located within the Chino Basin, the largest groundwater basin in the
Upper Santa Ana Watershed. According to the Chino Basin Watermaster’s, Optimum Basin
Management Program, as agricultural production decreases within the Basin, unused agricultural
water will be made available for production by the Basin water purveyors, including the Jurupa
Community Services District (JCSD), which will serve the proposed project. Total production
from the Chino Basin is projected to range between 180,000 to 190,000 acre-feet/yr over the
planning period.

The project site is located within an area that is converting from agriculture to non-agricultural
uses and has characteristics that contribute to water resource contamination; nevertheless, the
existence of accessible groundwater, favorable soil types, and surrounding agriculture on site
makes the project site farmland conversion significant pursuant to the LESA model. Therefore,
the proposed project will have significant environmental impacts as  it  would  convert  Prime
Farmland and Unique Farmland, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland

1 The LESA Model prepared for the proposed project utilized the discussion contained within the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model Instruction Manual prepared by the California Department of Conservation (1997) for
identifying “land committed to nonagricultural use.” Pursuant to this discussion; for land to be considered committed to
nonagricultural uses, the land must be permanently committed by local elected officials to nonagricultural development by virtue
of decisions which cannot be reversed simply by a majority vote of a city council or county board of supervisors. Thus the
“committed” land must be so designated in an adopted local general plan, and must also have received tentative subdivision
approval; tentative or final parcel map approval, a recorded development agreement, or an equivalent approval. Zoning by itself
or a general plan designation by itself does not qualify as a permanent commitment.
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Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Department of Conservation, to non-
agricultural use.

Threshold: The proposed project could conflict with existing agricultural use or a Williamson
Act (agricultural preserve) contract.

The project site is located in an area that has historically consisted of agricultural uses. However,
in recent years agricultural lands have diminished and have been replaced with other uses.
Currently, the immediate land uses surrounding the project site are active agricultural uses
including dairies and related cattle feed pens to the north, south, and east, and to the west is a
nursery. Beyond the immediate surrounding agricultural uses to the west are field crops, to the
south and southeast are residential subdivisions, and to the east and north are field crops.

Potential conflicts between new development and existing agricultural land uses occur when the
new development, by its nature, precludes or interferes with the continued agricultural use of
adjacent or nearby land. According to the EIR prepared for the Riverside County General Plan,
urban encroachment adversely affects the efficiency of remaining farming operations due to
increased air pollution, livestock predation by pets, crop diseases resulting from inadequate care
of off-farm ornamental plants, restrictions of pesticide use and burning, and requirements to set
aside on-farm buffer zones. In addition, production costs could increase due to events such as
vandalism,  rising  land  values,  water  scarcity,  theft  and  vandalism  of  farm  equipment,  crop
pilferage, road congestion, and trespassing.

The eastern portion of the site contains the abandoned dairy operation consisting of feed pens,
cattle shelters, barns and other associated buildings. The western portion of the site has been
used for cultivated agricultural field crop, which was still in use in the spring of 2008. The
project site contains three parcels, which are currently under Williamson Act Contract.

Since the proposed project consists of light industrial uses, rather than residential uses, many of
the potential conflicts, described above, such as theft and vandalism, crop pilferage, and
livestock predation by pets are not expected to occur as a result of the proposed project on
adjacent agricultural uses. Furthermore, Riverside County Ordinance No. 625 (Right-to-Farm)
will provide ongoing agricultural uses adjacent to the project protection from nuisance
complaints  generated  from  the  development  of  other  portions  of  the  project  vicinity.
Additionally, the proposed project’s land uses will serve as a buffer between residential uses
south of the project site and the agricultural uses north of the project site. Therefore, the project’s
potential conflict with existing agricultural uses is expected to be limited and less  than
significant.

Historically, the Eastvale area contained approximately 5,100 acres of land set aside into
Agricultural Preserves under the Williamson Act. Figure 3.1-3, Eastvale Historical
Agricultural Preserves, shows the historical agricultural preserves within the Eastvale area and
the land uses on that property as of May 2008. As shown on that figure, most of the former
agricultural preserve property was either developed or in the process of being developed (e.g.,
graded or within approved Specific Plans). As of July 2008, the remaining acreage of
Agricultural Preserves in Eastvale had dropped from 5,100 acres to 585 acres. This represents an
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89% reduction in Agricultural Preserves. As described above, this property was removed from
agricultural preserve status either because the property owner filed a notice of non-renewal,
stopping the automatic annual renewals and placing the contract in a status where its remaining
life runs out until the contract expires, or because the property owner requested the cancellation
of a contract, which was subject to an approval process and cancellation fees (also referred to as
"penalties"), to provide an immediate end to the applicable Williamson Act contract. In the latter
case, the contract cancellation would have required the concurrent approval of a development
application.

The proposed project site contains three parcels totaling approximately 53 acres (144-010-033,
144-010-037, and 144-010-038). The project proponent has filed Agricultural Preserve Case No.
994 with Riverside County, which is a request to cancel the Williamson Act contract affecting
the entire site (53.37 acres), and to diminish the Mira Loma Agricultural Preserve No. 10 by
removing said 53.37 acres. With completion of this cancellation process the proposed project site
will no longer be located within an agricultural preserve or under Williamson Act contract.

Therefore, under these circumstances, the project will have less than significant environmental
effects because it would not conflict with existing agricultural activities or existing Williamson
Act contract.
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Threshold: The proposed project involves other changes in the existing environment which, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use.

The project site is located along the southern side of the San Bernardino-Riverside County line
between Archibald Avenue and Cucamonga Creek, southwest of Limonite Avenue and north of
65th Street. As described in Section 3.10 (Transportation and Traffic) of this DEIR, the proposed
project will be required to provide Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) and
improve the following existing intersections: Archibald and Limonite Avenue, Harrison Avenue
and Limonite Avenue, Hamner Avenue and Limonite Avenue, Etiwanda Avenue and Limonite
Avenue, Hellman Avenue and Schleisman Road, Sumner Avenue and Limonite Avenue,
Cleveland Avenue and Limonite Avenue, Hamner Avenue and Limonite Avenue, I-15
Southbound Ramps and Limonite Avenue, and Etiwanda Avenue and Limonite Avenue. The
project will participate in the cost of off-site improvements through payment of the TUMF fees.

There is an existing 12-inch diameter potable water pipeline located in Archibald Avenue.
Approximately 1,400 linear feet of 12-inch potable water pipeline will need to be constructed in
Archibald Avenue in order to connect to this existing pipeline.

There is an existing 12-inch-diameter JCSD sewer line within Archibald Avenue, at the southeast
corner of the project site. The project site will be served by on-site 12-inch sewer lines located
within the future street rights-of-way that will connect to the existing 12-inch diameter sewer line
within Archibald Avenue. Approximately 200 linear feet of off-site sewer pipeline will be
required to connect to the existing sewer pipeline in Archibald. The sewer flow generated by the
subject project will be treated and disposed of through Western Riverside County Regional
Wastewater Authority (WRCRWA) Regional Wastewater Reclamation Plant, located south of
River Road and west of Archibald Avenue.

North and west of the project site, within San Bernardino County, in the city of Chino, The
Preserve Specific Plan, is in the process of being constructed. Within The Preserve Specific Plan
is the approximately 107-acre Chino Agricultural Preserve, which is considered a permanent
agricultural  preserve  that  is  managed  by  the  County  of  San  Bernardino.  The  properties  on  the
north, south, east, and west of the project site are currently under active Williamson Act
contracts. However, Notices of Non Renewal have been filed with Riverside County for the
properties  to  the  north,  south,  and  east  of  the  project  site.  Furthermore,  The  Riverside  County
General Plan designates the project property and the properties north, south, and west for light
industrial uses, and designates the property to the east for open space recreation, commercial
retail, and light industrial.

The proposed project will not increase the likelihood of adjacent agricultural lands being
converted to non-agricultural uses because, as indicated above, the project area is currently
undergoing significant changes from agricultural land uses to more industrial, commercial, and
residential uses without the project. As discussed above, required roadway improvements
associated with the project will not result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.
Furthermore, the water and sewer extensions will not increase the likelihood of agricultural land
conversion because there are existing facilities within close proximity to the project site. The
proposed project does not involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their



County of Riverside
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515 Section 3.1 – Agricultural Resources

ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES
3.1-16

location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use and therefore,
potential impacts will be less than significant.

Proposed Mitigation Measures

The LESA model prepared for this DEIR determined that the loss of agricultural lands and prime
agricultural soils as a result of project development are significant under the LESA model.

An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). Mitigation
measures were evaluated for their ability to eliminate or reduce to a level below significant the
potential significant adverse impacts upon agriculture. Potential mitigation measures are
addressed in the following discussion. No feasible mitigation measures were identified that could
reduce the impacts from loss of agricultural lands to below the level of significance.

• Place a conservation easement on alternative farmland, or place such alternative
farmland under Williamson Act contract. A  conservation  easement  would  place  a
permanent deed restriction on a piece of property allowing only agricultural uses on said
property. A land trust then becomes the steward of that property. A conservation easement
for the protection of agricultural lands is different than placing lands under conservation for
biological habitat, because agriculture is a business. When a property is set aside to preserve
habitat, a land trust is responsible for making sure the land is left alone as native habitat.
Placing that natural land under permanent conservation does not economically burden the
property owner, as that owner has likely been compensated for its purchase. However, the
placement of a permanent restriction on a property that only allows for agriculture in
perpetuity, limits that property to one type of business. Continued agricultural production is
dependent on economic and social factors that determine where, when and how long that
business will stay in operation. Placing a piece of property under permanent agricultural use
could cause future land use compatibility issues as surrounding lands are developed, as seen
in the portions of western Riverside County.

An alternative to a permanent conservation easement would be to place agricultural land
under a Williamson Act contract. However, as evident in the Eastvale area and the cities of
Chino and Ontario, many property owners have filed notices of non-renewal on their
properties in order to remove the property from the restrictions of the Williamson Act.
Agriculture is not the General Plan designated land use for this area and zoning must be
brought into conformance with the General Plan land use designations to comply with state
law.

Even if feasible, the placing of alternative farmland under a conservation easement or under
Williamson Act contract, would establish a commitment to retain that alternative farmland
for agricultural use. The length of time that alternative land will remain in agricultural use
would be dependent upon the terms of the conservation easement (perpetual agricultural use)
or Williamson Act contract (minimum 10 year term). However, the conservation easement or
Williamson Act contract will only reduce the potential that the alternative land will convert
to non-agricultural use. These documents cannot feasibly assure the land will actually be
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farmed. The individual and cumulative loss of agricultural land caused by the proposed
project will still occur. Therefore, this mitigation measure will not reduce the proposed
project's impacts upon agriculture to below the level of significance. For these reasons,
placing alternative privately-held lands under permanent restriction through conservation
easements is considered infeasible.

• Pay a per-acre mitigation fee to be used for the acquisition of fee title to or development
rights on farmland elsewhere. Riverside County does not have a program for the transfer of
development  rights  from  one  property  to  another.  The  payment  of  a  mitigation  fee  for  the
acquisition of fee title to or development rights from agricultural property would only have
the effect of preventing use of property for non-agricultural purposes. It does not ensure that
the land would be put to use for agricultural purposes. There would be no reduction in the
individual or cumulative impacts resulting from the loss of agricultural land and uses on the
project site. Thus, this potential mitigation measure would not reduce or eliminate the
proposed project's impacts upon agriculture.

On October 7, 2003, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors adopted the Riverside County
Integrated Project General Plan and certified its Environmental Impact Report (SCH
#2002051143). Section 4.2 of the General Plan Draft EIR (GP DEIR) addressed the existing
setting, impacts, and mitigation measures related to "Land Use/Agricultural Resources." That
section  of  the  Draft  EIR was  modified  on  pages  3-7  through 3-12  of  the  Final  EIR and  in  the
adopted "CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations of the Board of
Supervisors of Riverside County for the 2003 Riverside County General Plan" (adopted October
7, 2003). Said Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, Pages 3-7 through 3-12 of the Final EIR, and the
adopted "CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations" are hereby
incorporated by reference. These documents are available for public review at the Riverside
County Planning Department, 4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor, Riverside, CA 92502.

The analysis contained in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR states that, “Assuming all land designated
under the proposed General Plan was actively farmed at the time of build out, the loss of 64,170
acres represents a nearly 24 percent reduction in actively utilized farmland. As the total amount
of land designated for agricultural uses under the proposed General Plan is less than the amount
of agricultural land currently designated as Prime, Unique, and Statewide Important, it is
apparent that implementation of the proposed General Plan would result in a significant loss of
Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important farmland” (GP DEIR, Page 4.2-21). As a result of this
analysis,  the  Impact  4.2.2  of  the  certified  EIR stated,  "The  proposed  General  Plan  update  will
result in the conversion of prime farmlands, unique farmlands, farmlands of statewide
importance, or land actively utilized for agricultural production to a variety of non-agricultural
uses." (Page 3-11 of the Final EIR)

The Board of Supervisors found that “there are no feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. This impact, therefore, remains significant and immitigable. To the extent that this adverse
impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-significant) level, the Board
finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations identified in the
Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the project despite unavoidable
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residual impacts.” (Page 2 of the “Findings of Fact for Riverside General Plan Impacts and
Mitigation Measures” table located in the above referenced CEQA Findings of Fact and
Statement of Overriding Considerations)

The proposed project will convert agricultural lands as contemplated by the Riverside County
General Plan. Further, as described above, the prior finding that no feasible mitigation exists to
reduce the impact on agricultural lands remains true today. No feasible mitigation exists to
reduce or eliminate this impact, and a Statement of Overriding Consideration would be required
prior to project approval.

Summary of Environmental Effects After Mitigation Measures Are
Implemented

The implementation of this project will result in significant adverse environmental impacts from
the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. A Statement of Overriding Consideration
would be required prior to project approval.
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3.2 AIRPORTS

Potential impacts related to consistency with an airport master plan and the potential safety
hazards related to the site’s proximity to Chino Airport were found to be potentially significant
in the Notice of Preparation prepared for this project (Appendix A). Potential impacts related to
the required review by the Airport Land Use Commission and proximity to a private airstrip or
heliport, were found to have less than significant or no impact. The focus of the following
discussion is related to the project’s relation to the Chino Airport.

In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation
of this section of the DEIR:

• County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan, Adopted
October 7, 2003. (Available for review at the County of Riverside Planning Department
or at www.rcip.org on September 24, 2008.)

• Riverside County, County of Riverside General Plan, Eastvale Area Plan, October 2003.
(Available at the County of Riverside Planning Department and at www.rcip.org)

• Coffman Associates, Inc., Airport Master Plan for Chino Airport, December 2003.
(Available  at www.co.san-bernardino.ca.us/Airports on September 24, 2008.)

• Mead & Hunt and Coffman Associates, Inc., Riverside County Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan Document, October 14, 2004. (Available at
www.rcaluc.org/plan_new.asp on September 24, 2008.)

• County of Riverside, Riverside County Airports, Chino Airport, Safety Zone Map,
December 29, 2004. (Available for review at www.rcaluc.org/plan_old.asp on September
24, 2008.)

• California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, 2002 California
Airport Land Use Planning Handbook. (Available for review at
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronautic/htmlfile/landuse.php on September 24, 2008.)

• San Bernardino County Airport Land Use Commission, Comprehensive Land Use Plan -
Chino Airport, November 1991. (Available  at www.co.san-
bernardino.ca.us/landuseservices/ACLUPs on September 24, 2008.)

• Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission, Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility
Plan, September 11, 2008. (Available at www.rcaluc.org on October 7, 2008.)

http://www.rcip.org
http://www.rcip.org
http://www.co.san-bernardino.ca.us/Airports
http://www.rcaluc.org/plan_new.asp
http://www.rcaluc.org/plan_old.asp
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronautic/htmlfile/landuse.php
http://www.co.san-
http://www.rcaluc.org
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Setting

Chino Airport
Chino Airport, in operation since 1940, is owned and operated by the County of San Bernardino
and situated within the incorporated limits of the city of Chino in the southwestern corner of the
county. Occupying 1,150 acres of land and having three runways and full precision instrument
approach capabilities, the airport is a major general aviation facility serving the cities of Chino,
Chino Hills, and Ontario, as well as other nearby communities in both southwestern San
Bernardino County and northwestern Riverside County. Operations at Chino Airport affect lands
within Riverside County to the east.

The Chino Airport is a General Aviation airport which has had up to 239,000 operations in a year
(1990).  It  has  an  ARC rating  of  C III  and  a  planned  rating  of  D III,  which  will  accommodate
aircraft  such  as  the  Boeing  Business  Jet  and  the  Gulfstream  V.  There  were  a  total  of  158,833
operations at the Chino Airport in 2002. In the long term (2025), this total is projected to
increase to 209,400 annual operations. The operational capacity of the airport is near 370,000
annual operations. An aircraft operation is defined as a landing or a takeoff. A touch-and-go (a
practice landing followed by a takeoff) is counted as two operations.

The Chino Airport is located approximately 6,600 feet west of the proposed project. The
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (RCALUC) is currently in the process of
adopting new land use compatibility plans for airports within and affecting Riverside County. As
part of this process, the RCALUC approved a new land use compatibility plan for the Chino
Airport on September 11, 2008. Under the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Chino
Airport, the majority of the project site falls within Compatibility Zone C and the southern
portion of the project site falls within Compatibility Zone D, as shown on Figure 3.2-1
Compatibility Factors Map- Chino Airport.

Airport Safety Concerns
Safety is a factor in the interaction between airports and nearby land uses in three distinct ways:

• Protecting people and property on the ground.

• Minimizing injury to aircraft occupants.

• Preventing creation of hazards to flight.

Each of these concerns needs to be addressed in airport land use compatibility plans. The nature
of each is summarized in the following discussion.

Protecting People and Property on the Ground

Protecting people and property on the ground from potential consequences of near-airport
accidents is a fundamental land use compatibility objective. To accomplish this, some form of
restrictions on land use is essential. Land use characteristics are the most important factors to
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consider in safety compatibility criteria. The potential severity of an off-airport accident is highly
dependent upon the nature of the land use at the accident site. For the purposes of evaluating the
relative risks presented by different land uses, three characteristics are most important.

• Intensity of Use – The most direct means of limiting the potential consequences of an
off-airport aircraft accident is to limit the intensity of use. Intensity of use is measured in
terms of the number of people which the development can attract per acre. This
measurement service is a common denominator among various types of nonresidential
uses. Except for certain especially risk-sensitive uses, as noted below, the degree of
safety compatibility is usually considered the same for any two land uses of similar usage
intensities.

• Residential versus Non-residential Function – Residential land uses are typically
measured in dwelling units per acre, rather than people per acre. This is principally a
practical measure to simplify implementation. However, residential uses are also
normally afforded a comparatively higher degree of protection than non-residential uses.
That is, for a given location, higher occupancy levels are permitted for non-residential
uses than residential uses.

• Sensitive Uses – Certain other types of land uses are also commonly regarded as
requiring special protection from hazards such as potential aircraft accidents. These uses
fall into two categories:

 1. Low Effective Mobility Occupancies:  Society normally seeks a high degree of
protection for certain groups of people, especially children and the infirm. A
common element among these groups is inability, either because of
inexperience or physical limitations, to move out of harm’s way. Among the
types of land uses regarded as particularly risk-sensitive are elementary and
secondary schools, day care centers, hospitals and nursing homes.

 2. Hazardous Materials:  Functions, such as above-ground storage of large
quantities of flammable materials or other hazardous substances which could
substantially contribute to the severity of an aircraft accident, if they were to be
involved in one.

Minimizing Injury to Aircraft Occupants

In accidents involving an aircraft  that  is  out of control as it  descends,  the character of the land
uses below are not likely to have a significant effect on the survivability of the crash. However,
some aircraft mishaps involve situations in which the aircraft is descending, often without power,
but otherwise under control. If the aircraft has sufficient altitude, the pilot has some choice as to
where to attempt an emergency landing. Under these circumstances, the pilot of a disabled
aircraft will, if possible, direct the aircraft toward some form of open land when an off-airport
emergency landing is inevitable.

This propensity forms the premise behind the primary form of land use control intended to
minimize  the  severity  of  injury  to  aircraft  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  off-airport  emergency
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landing. Specifically, some amount of useful open land should be preserved in the vicinity of
airports.

Preventing Creations of Hazards of Flight
Unlike the preceding land use characteristics which can only affect the consequences of an
aircraft accident (for better or worse), hazards to flight can be the cause of an accident. Hazards
to flight fall into three basic categories:

• Obstructions to airspace required for flight to, from, and around an airport.

• Wildlife hazards.

• Other forms of interference with safe flight, navigation, or communication.

Thresholds of Significance

Riverside County has not established local CEQA significance thresholds as described in Section
15064.7 of the CEQA Guidelines. However, Riverside County’s, “Environmental Assessment
Form: Initial Study” (Environmental Assessment Number: 40876) which is part of the Notice of
Preparation for the subject project (see Appendix A of this document) indicates that impacts on
airports may be considered potentially significant if the proposed project would:

• result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master Plan.

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

Related Regulations

Federal Requirements
Federal Aviation Administration

Land use safety guidance from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is limited to the
immediate vicinity of the runway, the runway protection zones at each end of the runway, and
the protection of navigable airspace. The FAA criteria apply only to property controlled by the
airport proprietor. It has no authority over off-airport land uses.

The emphasis in FAA safety criteria is upon the runway surface and the areas immediately
adjoining it. Standards are established which specify ground surface gradients for areas adjacent
to runways and acceptable location and height of aeronautical equipment placed nearby.

Runway protection zones (RPZs) are trapezoidal-shaped areas located at ground level beyond
each end of a runway. The dimensions of RPZs vary depending upon the type of landing
approach  available  at  the  airport  (visual,  non-precision,  or  precision)  and  characteristics  of  the
critical  aircraft  operating  at  the  airport  (weight  and  approach  speed).  Ideally,  each  runway
protection zone should be clear of all objects. The FAA’s, Airport Design, advisory circular
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strongly recommends that airports own this property outright or to obtain easements sufficient to
control the land. Even on portions of the RPZs not under airport control, the FAA recommends
that churches, schools, hospitals, office buildings, shopping centers, and other places of public
assembly, as well as fuel storage facilities be prohibited. Beyond the runway protection zones,
the FAA has no specific safety-related land use guidance other than airspace protection.

Airspace Protection

Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR), Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace,
establishes standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and the effects of such
obstructions on the safe and efficient use of that airspace. The regulations require that the FAA
be notified of proposed construction or alteration of objects (whether permanent, temporary, or
of natural growth) if those objects would be of a height which exceeds FAR Part 77 criteria.

The Part 77 regulations define a variety of imaginary surfaces at certain altitudes around airports.
The Part 77 surfaces include the primary surface, approach surface, transitional surface,
horizontal surface, and conical surface. Collectively, the Part 77 surfaces around an airport
define a bowl-shaped area with ramps sloping up from each runway end. The Part 77 standards
are  not  absolute  height  restrictions,  but  instead  identify  elevations  at  which  structures  may
present a potential safety problem. Penetrations of the Part 77 surface generally are reviewed on
a case-by-case basis.

The FAA has additional guidelines regarding protection of airport airspace, which are set forth in
other FAA documents. In general, these criteria specify that no use of land or water anywhere
within the boundaries encompassed by FAR Part 77 should be allowed if it could endanger or
interfere with the landing, take off, or maneuvering of an aircraft at an airport (FAA-1987).
Specific characteristics to be avoided include creation of electrical interference with navigational
signals  or  radio  communication  between  the  airport  and  aircraft,  lighting  which  is  difficult  to
distinguish  from  airport  lighting,  glare  in  the  eyes  of  pilots  using  the  airport,  smoke,  or  other
impairments to visibility in the airport vicinity, and uses which attract birds and create bird strike
hazards.

State of California Regulations
Similar to regulations at the federal level, California state laws and regulations provide few
specifics regarding airport land use safety compatibility. Available guidance is found in two
primary locations, the State Aeronautics Act and the State Education Code.

The Aeronautics Act (Public Resources Code, Section 21001 et. seq.) provides for the right of
flight over private property, unless conducted in a dangerous manner or at altitudes below those
prescribed by federal authority. The Act gives the State Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
and local governments the authority to protect the airspace defined by FAR Part 77 criteria. The
act prohibits any person from constructing a structure or permitting any natural growth of a
height that would constitute a hazard to air navigation unless a permit is obtained from Caltrans.
No permit is required if it is determined that the structure or growth is not a hazard to aviation.
Typically, this has been interpreted to mean that no penetration of FAR Part 77 imaginary
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surfaces is permitted without a finding by the FAA that the object would not constitute a hazard
to air navigation.

The State Education Code (Section 17215) requires proposed school sites within two miles of an
airport to be evaluated by the State Department of Education and Caltrans. If Caltrans makes an
unfavorable determination regarding the proposed school site, no state or local funds can be used
for site acquisition or building construction on that site.

In addition to the above laws and regulations, Section 21096 of the California Environmental
Quality Act (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) requires a “lead agency” to utilize
the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by the Division of Aeronautics of the
Department of Transportation as a technical resource to assist in the preparation of the
environmental impact report as the report relates to airport-related safety hazards and noise
problems. The State Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics published its most
recent “California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook” (“CALUP Handbook”) in January
2002. This document has been used as a technical resource in the preparation of this Draft EIR.

Existing Chino Airport-Related Regulations
A project site would require review by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission
(ALUC) if  the site falls  within an airport  zone, such as a safety zone or area of influence.  The
“Riverside County Airports, Chino Airport, Safety Zone Map” shows Chino Airport’s safety
zone extending east into Riverside County. The proposed project is located within the d
designated “Airport Influence Area” As shown on Figure 3.2-2 Chino Airport Influence Policy
Areas and Figure 3.2-3 Chino Airport Safety Zones.

On February 28, 2006, San Bernardino County adopted a new master plan for the Chino Airport
(2003 Chino  Airport  Master  Plan).  That  plan  recognizes  that  more  intense  development  of  the
project site would be consistent with existing and future operations at the Chino Airport. In
response to this new land use plan, a Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, for inclusion
in the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Document, was approved by the
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (RCALUC) on September 11, 2008.
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Under the compatibility zones of the Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (2008
Compatibility Plan), the project falls within the Airport Influence Boundary, and, more
importantly, within Compatibility Zones C (Extended Approach/Departure Zone) and D
(Primary Traffic Patterns and Runway Buffer Area). Table 3.2-A, Airport Compatibility Zone
Factors, sets forth the land use compatibility guidelines for the new airport safety zones.

The majority of the project site falls within Compatibility Zone C. Within this area, the proposed
project includes light industrial land uses. The criteria described in Table 3.2-A, indicate that the
total number of people permitted on the project site at anytime, except rare special events, should
not  exceed  an  average  of  75  persons  per  acres.  However,  no  single  acre  of  a  project  site  shall
exceed 150 people per acre. An intensity bonus to 195 people per acre may be allowed if the
building design includes features intended to reduce risks to occupants in the event of an aircraft
collision. Prohibited uses criteria in Zone C include: children’s schools, day care centers, or
libraries; hospitals or nursing homes; buildings with more than 3 above-ground habitable floors;
highly noise-sensitive outdoor nonresidential uses (such as amphitheaters and drive-in theaters);
and hazards to flight. The project does not propose these prohibited uses.

The southern portion of the project area falls within Compatibility Zone D. This area also
proposes light industrial land uses. The criteria set forth in Table 3.2-A, indicates that the total
number of people permitted on a project site within Zone D should not exceed an average of 150,
except in rare special events. Additionally, no single acre of a project site shall exceed 450
people per acre. An intensity bonus to 585 people per acre may be allowed if the building design
includes features intended to reduce risks to occupants in the event of an aircraft collision.
Prohibited uses criteria in Zone D include: highly noise-sensitive outdoor nonresidential uses
(such as amphitheaters and drive-in theaters); and hazards to flight (including physical, visual,
and electronic forms of interference with the safety of aircraft operations; land use development
that may cause the attraction of birds to increase is also prohibited). Such uses are not included
as part of the proposed project.
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Table 3.2-A, Airport Compatibility Zone Factors

Source:  Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Policy Document, Table 2A (Adopted October 2004), as
modified by the Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (Approved September 2008)
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Design Considerations

The Eastvale Area Plan (EAP) designation for the project site is “Light Industrial.” The proposed
project’s development into an industrial park is consistent with the General Plan Land Use
Designation.

The land use plan for the project indicates the majority of the project area, closest to Chino
Airport and falling within the Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan’s Compatibility Zone
C will  be  designated  as  primarily  for  light  industrial  uses.  The  southern  portion  of  the  project
area falls under the compatibility plan’s Compatibility Zone D and is also designated as light
industrial. Compatibility Zone D allows for a higher concentration of people per acre than does
Compatibility Zone C. None of the previously-mentioned ‘prohibited uses,’ are proposed by this
project. Therefore, the land-use plan for the project is consistent with the compatibility criteria of
Compatibly Zones C and D.

Height limitations are not anticipated to pose a development constraint for the project site. Based
on the Part 77 surfaces identified in the 2003 Airport Master Plan for Chino Airport and the 2008
Compatibility Plan (Figure 3.2-4, FAR Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces), structures on the project
site would need to exceed an elevation of 800 feet mean sea level (msl) before they encroached
into the Part 77 surfaces for the Chino Airport. In accordance with the I-P (Industrial Park)
zoning that will be applied to the project site, the proposed project’s maximum building height
will be 50 feet. Ground elevations at the project site after grading will range from approximately
622 to 641 feet above mean sea level. Thus, all structures within the project will be substantially
below the Part 77 height limits.

Environmental Impacts Before Mitigation

Threshold:  Result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master Plan; and for a project located
within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of
a public airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area.

In December 2003, the San Bernardino County Department of Airports prepared the Airport
Master Plan for Chino Airport. This Master Plan was adopted by the San Bernardino County
Board of Supervisors on February 28, 2006. The Master Plan identifies the airport demand
forecasts and avigation facility requirements, and evaluates several alternatives for expansion of
the airport to meet current and future demands through the year 2025. The Airport Master Plan
for Chino Airport, superseded the 1986 Chino Airport Master Plan which was adopted on May
19, 1989.

With the adoption of the Airport Master Plan, a new Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) will
need to be prepared, by San Bernardino County Airport Land Use Commission, in accordance
with state requirements. However, at this time, the most recently adopted Comprehensive Land
Use Plan for the Chino Airport was adopted in November 1991 (1991 CLUP). The Riverside
County Airport Land Use Commission has never adopted this plan. The Plan designates an
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airport-influenced area and includes land use compatibility guidelines that address airport noise,
safety, and height restrictions.

The Chino Airport does not have designated sphere of influence zones, which are commonly-
used planning tools for development projects surrounding airports; however, the Riverside
County Airport Land Use Commission (RCALUC) approved the 2008 Compatibility Plan on
September 11, 2008. The site falls within the designated Compatibility Zones C and D, as shown
on Figure 3.2-1, Compatibility Factors Map – Chino Airport above and falls within the
Riverside County Sphere of Influence for the Chino Airport and thus requires review by the
Riverside Airport Land Use Commission as shown on Figure 3.2-2, Chino Airport Influence
Policy Areas. The potential impact due to the required RCALUC review was determined to be
less than significant in the Notice of Preparation prepared for this project (Appendix A).

Airport Noise Compatibility Guidelines
Noise exposure standards have been developed by the State of California and recommended for
inclusion into the Noise Element of local general plans. Riverside County adopted a modified
version of the state guidelines in its Noise Element. Figure 3.10-2, Land Use Compatibility for
Community Noise Exposure, shows the matrix of noise exposures considered acceptable for
various land uses. “Normally Compatible” noise levels for proposed noise-sensitive uses
(residential, park, school, etc.) extend up to 70 dBA CNEL. Although 70 dBA CNEL is
residentially compatible, Riverside County policy is to mitigate exterior noise-sensitive land use
exposure to 65 dBA CNEL, where feasible. For proposed commercial/retail uses (including
office buildings, businesses, commercial and professional uses) “Normally Compatible” noise
levels extend up to 70 dBA CNEL and “Conditionally Acceptable” noise levels extend up to
approximately 77 dBA. “Normally Compatible” noise levels for proposed light industrial and
business park uses (including industrial, manufacturing and utility uses) extend up to 75 dBA
CNEL and “Conditionally Acceptable” noise levels extend up to 80 dBA.

The Airport Master Plan for Chino Airport and 2008 Compatibility Plan identified noise
contours for affecting land uses in proximity to the airport. As shown and explained in the Noise
Section 3.10 on Figure 3.10-3, Existing Chino Airport Noise Contours (2005), the project site
does not fall within any noise contours for noise in excess of 60 CNEL. Additionally, the project
site falls outside of the long-term noise exposure contours contained in the Airport Master Plan
for Chino Airport and the 2008 Compatibility Plan (see Figure 3.10-4, Chino Airport – Long-
Term Noise Contours).  Therefore,  with a maximum exposure from the airport  of less than 60
dBA CNEL, the proposed project can be considered to be “Normally Compatible” with existing
and future airport noise levels and the Chino Airport should not create significant noise impacts
to the project site.
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Although the project site falls outside of the CNEL noise contours for Chino Airport, the project
site is located beneath identified flight tracks for airplanes using the airfield at Chino Airport.
(See Figure 3.10-6, Chino Airport – Flight Tracks.) This means that there is a potential for
single-event noise levels to affect future land uses in the project. However, light industrial land
uses within the proposed project are not considered to be sensitive receivers and therefore, the
impacts from these single-event noise levels are considered to be below the level of
significance.

Airport Vicinity Height Guidelines
The federal government has developed standards for determining obstructions in navigable
airspace. Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 defines a variety of imaginary surfaces at certain
altitudes around airports. The Part 77 surfaces include the primary surface, approach surface,
transitional surface, horizontal surface, and conical surface. Collectively, the Part 77 surfaces
around an airport define a bowl-shaped area with ramps sloping up from each runway end. The
Part 77 standards are not absolute height restrictions, but instead identify elevations at which
structures may present a potential safety problem. Penetrations of the Part 77 surface generally
are reviewed on a case-by-case basis. The 1991 CLUP uses the Part 77 criteria as the basis for
height limitations in the vicinity of Chino Airport.

Height limitations are not anticipated to pose a development constraint for project site. Based on
the Part 77 surfaces identified in the 2003 Airport Master Plan for Chino Airport and the 2008
Compatibility Plan (Figure 3.2-4, FAR Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces), structures on the project
site would need to exceed an elevation of 800 feet mean sea level (msl) before they encroached
into the Part 77 surfaces for the Chino Airport. In accordance with the I-P (Industrial Park)
zoning that will be applied to the project site, the proposed project’s maximum building height
will be 50 feet. Ground elevations at the project site after grading will range from approximately
622 to 641 feet above mean sea level. Thus, all structures within the project will be substantially
below the Part 77 height limits.

Although structures will be below the Part 77 height limits, Part 77, Section 77.13.2.i requires
that any construction or alteration of greater height than an imaginary surface extending upward
and outward at a 100–to-1 slope from the nearest point of the runway will require the preparation
of Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (FAA
Form 7460-1). This notice must be submitted to the FAA at least 30 days before the date the
proposed construction or alteration is to begin or the date the application for a construction
permit will be filed, whichever is earlier. Notwithstanding, the established airfield elevation set
forth for the Chino Airport (650.0 msl), the elevation of the runway at its nearest point to the
project is 636.5 msl. Therefore, depending on the elevation of the finished grade and height of
the proposed structure, future development within the project may encroach into this 100-to-1
slope imaginary surface and will require the filing of Form 7460-1 with the FAA. If a hazard to
air navigation is identified, then the FAA will issue a determination of hazard to air navigation.
However, the FAA does not have the authority to prevent encroachment; it is up to the local land
use authority to enforce the recommendation.
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Airport Safety Compatibility Guidelines
Riverside County General Plan’s Eastvale Area Plan
The entire project site is located within the Chino Airport Influence Area as identified in the
Riverside County General Plan’s Eastvale Area Plan. The Eastvale Area Plan includes land use
compatibility guidelines for the Chino Airport. These guidelines are summarized in Table 3.2-B,
Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Airport Safety Zones for Chino Airport. Although
Table 3.2-B describes guidelines for Area I, Area II, and Area III safety zones, the Eastvale Area
Plan does not include a map showing the boundaries of these safety zones. Whereas, the
“Riverside County Airports, Chino Airport, Safety Zone Map” uses different terminology and
shows the northern portion of the project site as being located within “Safety Zone Area B” of
the current compatibility plan, and the rest of the project site as falling within the “Airport
Influence Area” of the Chino Airport. The Riverside County General Plan’s Eastvale Area Plan
identifies these same areas as “Safety Zone Area I” and “Areas of Additional Safety Concerns,”
respectively. The entire project site is located within the Chino Airport Influence Area as
identified in the Eastvale Area Plan.

The Eastvale Area Plan includes policies regarding airport land use compatibility. Policy EAP
2.2 establishes that it is a general plan policy to, “Permit non-residential, employment-related
uses within Chino Airport Safety Zone Area I and to allow limited commercial uses as well as
public uses such as utilities and drainage channels.” The proposed project is located within
Safety Zone Area I, and proposes non-residential employment-related uses and does not propose
land uses listed as prohibited in Table 3.2-B. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with
applicable general plan guidelines.

However, although the proposed project’s land uses are consistent with the General Plan’s
airport  compatibility  policies,  the  Riverside  County  General  Plan’s  Eastvale  Area  Plan’s  Land
Use Compatibility Guidelines for Airport Safety Zones for Chino Airport (Table 3.2-B) requires
avigation easements for all uses within safety zones (Note 2) and prohibits the following uses
within airport safety zones (Note 1):

• Any use which would direct a steady light or flashing light of red, white, green, or amber
colors associated with airport operations toward an aircraft engaged in an initial straight
climb following takeoff or toward an aircraft engaged in a straight final approach toward
a landing at an airport, other than an FAA-approved navigational signal light or visual
approach slope indicator.

• Any use which would cause sunlight to be reflected toward an aircraft engaged in an
initial  straight  climb  following  takeoff  or  toward  an  aircraft  engaged  in  a  straight  final
approach toward a landing at an airport.

• Any use which would generate smoke or water vapor or which would attract large
concentrations of birds, or which otherwise may affect safe air navigation within the area.

• Any use which would generate electrical interference that may be detrimental to the
operation of aircraft and/or aircraft instrumentation.
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The  requirement  for  avigation  easements  will  be  implemented  through  compliance  with
mitigation measure MM Airport 2 and the above land use restrictions will be applied to the
proposed project through implementation of mitigation measure MM Airport 3.

Table 3.2-B, Land Use Compatibility Guidelines
for Airport Safety Zones for Chino Airport

Safety
Zone Maximum Population Density

Maximum
Coverage by Structures Land Use 1, 2

Area I
03 03 No significant obstructions4

No petroleum or explosives
No above-grade powerlines

Area II

Uses in structures: 5

     25 persons/ac.
                OR
     150 persons/bldg.

Uses not in structures:
     50 persons/ac.

Residential
     2.5 Acre minimum lots

Uses in Structures5

     75 persons/ac. or 300 persons/bldg.

25% of net area

50% of gross area or 65%
of net area whichever is
greater

No residential
No hotels, motels
No restaurants, bars
No schools, hospitals, government services
No concert halls, auditoriums
No stadiums, arenas
No public utility stations, plants
No public communications facilities
No uses involving, as the primary activity,
manufacture, storage, or distribution of
explosives or flammable materials.6

Area III

Not Applicable 50% of gross area or 65%
of net area whichever is
greater

Discourage schools, auditorium,
amphitheaters, stadiums
Discourage uses involving, as the primary
activity, manufacture, storage, or
distribution of explosives or flammable
materials.6

NOTES:
1. The following uses shall be prohibited in all airport safety zones:

a.  Any  use  which  would  direct  a  steady  light  or  flashing  light  of  red,  white,  green,  or  amber  colors  associated  with
airport operations toward an aircraft engaged in an initial straight climb following takeoff or toward an aircraft
engaged in a straight final approach toward a landing at an airport, other than an FAA-approved navigational signal
light or visual approach slope indicator.

b. Any use which would cause sunlight to be reflected toward an aircraft engaged in an initial straight climb following
takeoff or toward an aircraft engaged in a straight final approach toward a landing at an airport.

c. Any use which would generate smoke or water vapor or which would attract large concentrations of birds, or which
otherwise may affect safe air navigation within the area.

d. Any use which would generate electrical interference that may be detrimental to the operation of aircraft and/or
aircraft instrumentation.

2. Avigation easements shall be secured through dedication for all land uses permitted in safety zones.
3.  No structures permitted in ETZ or ISZ.
4.  Significant obstructions include but are not limited to large trees, heavy fences and walls, tall and steep berms and

retaining walls, non-fragible street light and sign standards, billboards.
5. A "structure" includes fully enclosed buildings and other facilities involving fixed seating and enclosures limiting the

mobility of people, such as sports stadiums, outdoor arenas, and amphitheaters.
6. This does not apply to service stations involving retail sales of motor vehicle fuel if fuel storage tanks are installed

underground.

Source: Riverside County Integrated Project/General Plan's Eastvale Area Plan, Table 4
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2008 Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
As described above, a Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility section was approved on
September 11, 2008 for inclusion in the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
Document by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (RCALUC).

Under the compatibility zones of the 2008 Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (2008
Compatibility Plan), the project falls within the Airport Influence Boundary, and, more
importantly, within Compatibility Zones C (Extended Approach/Departure Zone) and D
(Primary Traffic Patterns and Runway Buffer Area) (see Figure 3.2-1, Compatibility Factors
Map – Chino Airport). Table 3.2-A, Airport Compatibility Zone Factors, sets forth the land
use compatibility guidelines for the new airport safety zones. As described above, the land use
restrictions set forth in the 2008 Compatibility Plan, prohibit certain land uses within various
compatibility zones. The proposed project proposes light industrial uses. These land uses are
consistent with the land uses allowed within Compatibility Zones C and D within which the
project site falls, in that those uses that would be prohibited in those zones are not included as
part of the proposed project.

The 2008 Compatibility Plan provides a variety of nonresidential intensities (persons per acre)
that would be considered to be compatible with Chino Airport. As described above and shown in
Table 3.2-A, Airport Compatibility Zone Factors, the 2008 Compatibility Plan also
establishes limitations on allowable land use intensities (persons per acre) that would be
evaluated when determining the compatibility of land uses with the Chino Airport. In Section 4.0
Consistency with Regional Plans, Table 4.0-C, Development Intensity and Employee
Projections, shows that the proposed project will generate approximately 858 employees.
Therefore, the project would generate approximately 16.1 employees per gross acre of light
industrial development.

The criteria described in Table 3.2-A indicates that the total number of people permitted on the
project site at anytime within Zone C, except rare special events, should not exceed an average of
75 persons per acre, with no single acre exceeding 150 people per acre. Within Zone D, these
numbers would be increased to an average of 150, except in rare special events, with no single
acre of a project site exceeding 450 people per acre. Intensity bonuses would be allowed in both
zones if buildings include features intended to reduce risks to occupants in the event of an
aircraft  collision.  The  number  of  customers  per  acre  that  would  be  added  to  average  16.1
employees per acre is dependent upon the type of use ultimately occupying the light industrial
buildings proposed by the proposed project. Although the number of customers cannot be
determined at this time, it is likely that the number of customers at any one time per acre will not
cause the proposed project to exceed an average of 75 persons per acre or a maximum of 150
persons per any single acre. Therefore, based upon the estimated number of employees within
the light industrial uses proposed within Compatibility Zones C and D, and the overall estimated
average nonresidential intensity of the proposed project, it is likely that the overall number of
persons when considering potential customers in Compatibility Zones C and D will fall within
the acceptable range for these zones.
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As described above, the proposed project does not include potential land uses that would be
prohibited within the compatibility zones described in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
for the Chino Airport. Additionally, the estimated number of employees and the overall number
of persons that would be within the various allowable land uses within the proposed project is
projected to fall within the allowable ranges set forth in the compatibility plan. Therefore, it can
be concluded that the proposed project is consistent with the 2008 Chino Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan.

Notwithstanding the proposed project’s compatibility with Chino Airport and the project’s
compliance with federal, state, and county regulations and guidelines, outdoor lighting has the
potential to adversely affect pilots utilizing Chino Airport at night by interfering with pilots’
ability to distinguish airport lights from those of surrounding development. These potential
impacts will be reduced to below the level of significance through implementation of
mitigation measure MM Airport 1.

As described above, the proposed project has been found to be consistent with the Chino Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan. Additionally, the project will not expose workers to excessive
noise levels or safety hazards related to proximity to the Chino Airport. Therefore, the
proposed project will not result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master Plan; and will
not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.

Proposed Mitigation Measures

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required to describe feasible mitigation measures
which could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4).
Mitigation measures were evaluated for their ability to eliminate or reduce the potential
significant adverse impacts related to airports to below the level of significance.

MM Airport 1: All street lights and other outdoor lighting shall be hooded or shielded to
prevent either the spillage of lumens or reflection into the sky or above the horizontal plane.

MM Airport 2: Prior to recordation of a final map, issuance of building permits, or conveyance
to an entity exempt from the Subdivision Map Act, whichever occurs first, the landowner shall
convey an avigation easement to Chino Airport.

MM Airport 3: The following uses shall be prohibited:

(a) Any use which would direct a steady light or flashing light of red, white, green, or amber
colors associated with airport operations toward an aircraft engaged in an initial straight
climb following takeoff or toward an aircraft engaged in a straight final approach toward
a landing at an airport, other than an FAA-approved navigational signal light or visual
approach slope indicator.

(b) Any use which would cause sunlight to be reflected towards an aircraft engaged in an
initial straight climb following takeoff or towards an aircraft engaged in a straight final
approach towards a landing at an airport.
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(c) Any use which would generate smoke or water vapor or which would attract large
concentrations of birds, or which may otherwise affect safe air navigation within the area.

(d) Any use which would generate electrical interference that may be detrimental to the
operation of aircraft and/or aircraft instrumentation.

Summary of Environmental Effects After Mitigation Measures are
Implemented

All potential direct impacts of the project and cumulative impacts are considered to be less than
significant with the above mitigation measures incorporated.
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3.3 AIR QUALITY

Potential impacts related to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial point source emissions
and  the  construction  of  sensitive  receptors  were  found  to  be  less  than  significant  in  the  Initial
Study/NOP prepared for this project (Appendix A). The focus of the following discussion is
related to the potential impacts from to the project’s consistency with applicable air quality
plans, compliance with air quality standards, cumulative increases of criteria air pollutants, and
the production of odors. The Air Quality Impact Analysis prepared for this project (Appendix C)
evaluated whether the expected criteria air pollutant emissions generated as a result of
construction  and  long  term  operations  (i.e.,  vehicle  emissions)  of  the  proposed  project  would
cause significant impacts to air resources in the project area. The Air Quality Impact Analysis
(AQIA) was conducted within the context of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA,
California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.). The methodology follows the “CEQA
Air Quality Handbook” (1993) prepared by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) for quantification of emissions and evaluation of potential impacts to air resources.
As recommended by SCAQMD staff, the URBEMIS 2007 for Windows version 9.2.4 computer
program was used to quantify project-related emissions.

In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation
of this section of this DEIR:

• Albert A. Webb Associates, Air Quality Impact Analysis, 2008. (Appendix C)

• Albert A. Webb Associates, Health Risk Assessment, 2008. (Appendix C)

• California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association, CEQA and Climate Change,
January 2008. (Available at http://www.capcoa.org on October 13, 2008.) (CAPCOA)

• California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community
Perspective, April 2005. (Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm on October
13, 2008.) (CARB 2005.)

• California Air Resources Board, AB 32 Fact Sheet and Timeline-California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006, September 25, 2006. (Available on October 13, 2008 at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm#factsheets)

• California Air Resources Board, Staff Report – California 1990 Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Level and 2020 Emission Limit, November 16, 2007. (Available at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccei.htm on October 13, 2008.) (CARB 2007)

• California Energy Commission, Scenarios of Climate Change in California: An
Overview, Publication CEC-500-2005-186-SF, Published December 2005, Available on
the Internet February 2006. (Available at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/publications/index.php on October 13, 2008.) (CEC 2005)

• California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Sinks: 1990 to 2004, Publication CEC-600-2006-013-SF, December 2006. (Available at

http://www.capcoa.org
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm#factsheets
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccei.htm
http://www.energy.ca.gov/publications/index.php
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http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-600-2006-013/CEC-600-2006-013-
SF.PDF on October 13, 2008.) (CEC 2006a)

• California Energy Commission, Our Changing Climate, Publication CEC-500-2006-077,
July 2006. (Available at http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-500-2006-
077/CEC-500-2006-077.PDF on October 13, 2008.) (CEC 2006b)

• California Energy Commission, Public Health Related Impacts of Climate Change in
California, Publication CEC-500-2005-197-SF, March 2006. (Available at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/publications/index.php on October 13, 2008.) (CEC 2006c)

• California Executive Department, Executive Order S-3-05 by the Governor of the State of
California, June 2005. (Available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/energy/ExecOrderS-3-
05.htm on October 13, 2008.)

• California State Senate, Bill Information: SB 1368, October 13, 2006. (Available at
www.sen.ca.gov on August 29, 2008.)

• California Public Utilities Commission, News Release: PUC Sets GHG Emissions
Performance Standard to Help Mitigate Climate Change, January 25, 2007. (Available at
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/static/energy/electric/climate+change/070411_ghgeph.htm on
October 13, 2008.)

• Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Climate Change 2007 – The Physical
Science Basis, 2007. (Available at http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/ar4-wg1.htm) (IPCC)

• Legislative Counsel of California, Bill Information: AB 32-California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, September 2006. (Available at http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-
bin/postquery?bill_number=ab_32&sess=PREV&house=A&author=nunez)

• Legislative Counsel of California, Senate Bill No. 97, Chapter 185, CEQA, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, approved August 24, 2007. (Available at
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/publications/legislation/SB_97_bill_20070824_chapter
ed.pdf)

• County of Riverside, County of Riverside General Plan, Eastvale Area Plan, October
2003. (Available at http://www.rctlma.org/genplan/default.aspx  ) (Jurupa Area Plan)

• South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2007 Air Quality Management Plan, June
2007. (Available at http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/AQMPintro.htm)

• South Coast Air Quality Management District, Guidance Document for Addressing Air
Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning, May 6, 2005. (Available at
http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/aqguide/doc/aq_guidance.pdf) (SCAQMD 2005)

• South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993.
(Available at http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/hdbk.html) (SCAQMD 1993)

• State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory,
CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, June 19, 2008. (Available at
www.opr.ca.gov on October 13, 2008.) (OPR 2008)

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-600-2006-013/CEC-600-2006-013-
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-500-2006-
http://www.energy.ca.gov/publications/index.php
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/energy/ExecOrderS-3-
http://www.sen.ca.gov
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/static/energy/electric/climate
http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/ar4-wg1.htm
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/publications/legislation/SB_97_bill_20070824_chapter
http://www.rctlma.org/genplan/default.aspx
http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/AQMPintro.htm
http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/aqguide/doc/aq_guidance.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/hdbk.html
http://www.opr.ca.gov
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• Thomas A. Cackette and Alan C. Lloyd, Diesel Engines: Environmental Impact and
Control, Journal of the Air and Waste Management Association, vol. 51: pp809-847,
June 2001. (Available at http://www.awma.org/journal/) (Cackette/Lloyd)

• Urban Crossroads, Birtcher at Corona Valley (PM 35865) Traffic Impact Analysis,
County of Riverside, California. August 6, 2008. (Appendix I)

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Six Common Air Pollutants. (Available at
www.epa.gov/air/urbanair/6poll.html) (EPA 2005)

Setting

Physical Setting
The proposed  project  is  located  within  the  South  Coast  Air  Basin  (SCAB),  which  is  under  the
jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAB
consists of Orange County, the coastal and mountain portions of Los Angeles County, as well as
Riverside  and  San  Bernardino  counties.  Regional  and  local  air  quality  within  the  SCAB  is
affected by topography, atmospheric inversions, and dominant onshore flows. Topographic
features such as the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains form natural
horizontal barriers to the dispersion of air contaminants. The presence of atmospheric inversions
limits the vertical dispersion of air pollutants. With an inversion, the temperature initially follows
a normal pattern of decreasing temperature with increasing altitude, however, at some elevation,
the trend reverses and temperature begins to increase as altitude increases. This transition to
increasing temperature establishes the effective mixing height of the atmosphere and acts as a
barrier to vertical dispersion of pollutants.

Dominant onshore flow provides the driving mechanism for both air pollution transport and
pollutant dispersion. Air pollution generated in coastal areas is transported east to inland
receptors by the onshore flow during the daytime until a natural barrier (the mountains) is
confronted, limiting the horizontal dispersion of pollutants. The result is a gradual degradation of
air quality from coastal areas to inland areas, which is most evident with the photochemical
pollutants such as ozone formed under reactions with sunlight.

Climate
Terrain and geographical location determine climate in the SCAB. The project site lies within the
terrain south of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains and north of the Santa Ana
Mountains. The climate in the SCAB is typical of southern California’s Mediterranean climate,
which is characterized by dry, warm summers and mild winters. Winters typically have
infrequent rainfall, light winds, and frequent early morning fog and clouds that turn to hazy
afternoon sunshine.

The following includes factors that govern micro-climate differences among inland locations
within the SCAB: 1) the distance of the mean air trajectory from the site to the ocean; 2) the site
elevation; 3) the existence of any intervening terrain that may affect airflow or moisture content;
and 4) the proximity to canyons or mountain passes. As a general rule, locations farthest inland
from the ocean have the hottest summer afternoons, the lowest rainfall, and the least amount of

http://www.awma.org/journal/
http://www.epa.gov/air/urbanair/6poll.html
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fog and clouds. Foothill communities in the SCAB have greater levels of precipitation, cooler
summer afternoons and may be exposed to wind funneling through nearby canyons during Santa
Ana winds. Terrain will generally steer local wind patterns. The project site is located in the
Eastvale  area,  west  of  the  I-15  freeway,  south  of  the  city  of  Ontario,  and  north  of  the  city  of
Norco within the eastern portion of the SCAB.

Precipitation and Temperature
Annual average temperatures in the SCAB are typically in the low to mid-60s (degrees
Fahrenheit). Temperatures above 100 degrees are recorded for all portions of the SCAB during
the summer months.

The  rainy  season  in  the  SCAB  is  November  to  April.  Summer  rainfall  can  occur  as  widely
scattered thunderstorms near the coast and in the mountainous regions in the eastern SCAB.
Rainfall averages vary over the SCAB. The city of Riverside averages 9 inches of rainfall, while
the city of Los Angeles averages 14 inches. Rainy days vary from 5 to 10 percent of all days in
the SCAB, with the most frequent occurrences of rainfall near the coast.

Winds
The interaction of land (offshore) and sea (onshore) breezes control local wind patterns in the
area. Daytime winds typically flow from the coast to the inland areas, while the pattern typically
reverses in the evening, flowing from the inland areas to the ocean. Air stagnation may occur in
the early evening and early morning during periods of transition between day and nighttime
flows.

Approximately 5 to 10 times a year, the project site vicinity experiences strong, hot, dry desert
winds known as the Santa Ana winds. These winds, associated with atmospheric high pressure,
originate in the upper deserts and are channeled through the passes of the San Bernardino
Mountains and into the inland valleys. Santa Ana winds can last for a period of hours or days,
and gusts of over 60 miles per hour have been recorded.

High  winds,  such  as  the  Santa  Ana  winds,  affect  dust  generation  characteristics  and  create  the
potential for off-site air quality impacts, especially with respect to airborne nuisance and
particulate emissions. Local winds in the project area are also an important meteorological
parameter because they control the initial rate of dilution of locally generated air pollutant
emissions.

Categories of Emission Sources
Air pollutant emissions sources are typically grouped into two categories: stationary and mobile
sources. These emission categories are defined and discussed in the following subsections.

Stationary Sources

Stationary sources are divided into two major subcategories: point and area sources. Point
sources consist of a single emission source with an identified location at a facility. A single
facility could have multiple point sources located on site. Stationary point sources are usually
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associated with manufacturing and industrial processes. Examples of point sources include
boilers or other types of combustion equipment at oil refineries, electric power plants, etc. Area
sources are small emission sources that are widely distributed, but are cumulatively substantial
because there may be a large number of sources. Examples include residential water heaters;
painting operations; lawn mowers; agricultural fields; landfills; and consumer products, such as
barbecue lighter fluid and hair spray.

Mobile Sources
Mobile sources are motorized vehicles, which are classified as either on-road or off-road. On-
road mobile sources typically include automobiles and trucks that operate on public roadways.
Off-road mobile sources include aircraft, ships, trains, and self-propelled construction equipment
that operate off public roadways. Mobile source emissions are accounted for as both direct
source emissions (those directly emitted by the individual source) and indirect source emissions,
which are sources that by themselves do not emit air contaminants but indirectly cause the
generation  of  air  pollutants  by  attracting  vehicles.  Examples  of  indirect  sources  include  office
complexes, commercial and government centers, sports and recreational complexes, and
residential developments.

Air Pollution Constituents
Criteria Pollutants
Air pollutants are classified as either primary, or secondary, depending on how they are formed.
Primary pollutants are generated daily and are emitted directly from a source into the
atmosphere. Examples of primary pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide
(NO2)  and  nitric  oxide  (NO)— collectively  known  as  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOX), sulfur dioxide
(SO2), particulates (PM-10 and PM-2.5) and various hydrocarbons (HC) or volatile organic
compounds (VOC), which are also referred to as reactive organic gases (ROG). The predominant
source of air emissions generated by the project development is expected to be vehicle
emissions.  Motor  vehicles  primarily  emit  CO,  NOX and VOC/ROG/HC (Volatile Organic
Compounds/Reactive Organic Gases/Hydrocarbons).

Secondary pollutants are created over time and occur within the atmosphere as chemical and
photochemical reactions take place. An example of a secondary pollutant is ozone (O3), which is
one of the products formed when NOX reacts with HC, in the presence of sunlight. Other
secondary pollutants include photochemical aerosols. Secondary pollutants such as ozone
represent major air quality problems in the SCAB.

The Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). Six “criteria” air pollutants were identified using specific medical evidence available
at that time, and NAAQS were established for those chemicals. The State of California has
adopted the same six chemicals as criteria pollutants, but has established different allowable
levels. The six criteria pollutants are: carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, lead,
particulates less than 10 microns in size, and sulfur dioxide. The following is a further discussion
of the criteria pollutants, as well as volatile organic compounds.
• Carbon Monoxide (CO) – A colorless, odorless toxic gas produced by incomplete
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combustion of carbon-containing substances. Concentrations of CO are generally higher
during the winter months when meteorological conditions favor the build-up of primary
pollutants. Automobiles are the major source of CO in the Basin, although various industrial
processes also emit CO through incomplete combustion of fuels. In high concentrations, can
cause serious health problems in humans by limiting the red blood cells’ ability to carry
oxygen (SCAQMD 1993).

• Oxides of Nitrogen (NOX) – Those that are important in air pollution are nitric oxide (NO)
and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). NO is a colorless, odorless gas formed by a combination of
nitrogen and oxygen when combustion takes place under high temperatures and pressures.
NO2 is a reddish-brown gas formed by the combination of NO with oxygen. Combustion in
motor vehicle engines, power plants, refineries and other industrial operations, as well as
ships, railroads and aircraft, are the primary sources of NOX. NO2 at atmospheric
concentrations is a potential irritant and can cause coughing in healthy people, can alter
respiratory responsiveness and pulmonary functions in people with preexisting respiratory
illness, and potentially lead to increased levels of respiratory illness in children (EPA 2005).

• Ozone (O3) –  A  colorless  toxic  gas  that  irritates  the  lungs  and  damages  materials  and
vegetation. During the summer’s long daylight hours, plentiful sunshine provides the energy
needed to fuel photochemical reactions between NO2 and VOC which result in the formation
of  O3. Conditions that lead to high levels of O3 are adequate sunshine, early morning
stagnation in source areas, high surface temperatures, strong and low morning inversions,
greatly restricted vertical mixing during the day, and daytime subsidence that strengthens the
inversion layer (all of which are characteristic of western Riverside County). Ozone
represents the worst air pollution-related health threat in the Basin as it affects people with
preexisting respiratory illness as well reduces lung function in healthy people. Studies have
shown that children living with the Basin experience a 10–15 percent reduction in lung
function (SCAQMD 1993).

• Atmospheric Particulate Matter (PM) –Made up of fine solid and liquid particles, such as
soot, dust, aerosols, fumes, and mists. PM-10 consists of particulate matter that is 10 microns
or less in diameter, and PM-2.5 consists of particulate matter of 2.5 microns or less in size.
Both PM-10 and PM-2.5 can be inhaled into the deepest part of the lung, attributing to health
effects. The presence of these fine particles by themselves cause lung damage and interfere
with the body’s ability to clear its respiratory tract. Said particles can also act as a carrier of
other toxic substances (SCAQMD 1993). The sources contributing to particulate matter
pollution include road dust, windblown dust, agriculture, construction, fireplaces and wood
burning stoves, and vehicle exhaust. Specifically, SCAQMD data indicates the largest
component of PM-10 particles in the area comes from dust (unpaved roads, unpaved yards,
agricultural lands, and vacant land that has been disked). PM-2.5 particles are mostly
manmade particles resulting from combustion sources. According to SCAQMD, one
component of PM-2.5 pollution in Riverside comes from ammonium nitrate (NH4NO3)
particulates. NOX, emitted throughout the SCAB by vehicles, reacts with ammonia produced
from livestock and horses to form ammonium nitrate. Organic carbon particles generated
from paints, degreasers and vehicles, are another component of PM-2.5 pollution. The last
notable constituent of PM-2.5 sources is elemental carbon, which is used as a surrogate for
diesel particulates.
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• Sulfur dioxide (SO2) – A colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of
sulfur-containing fossil fuels. SO2 can result in temporary breathing impairment in asthmatic
children and adults engaged in active outdoor activities. When combined with PM, SO2 can
cause symptoms such as shortness of breath and wheezing and, with long-term exposure,
lead to the exacerbation of existing cardiovascular disease and respiratory illnesses (EPA
2005). Although SO2 concentrations have been reduced to levels well below state and federal
standards, further reductions in SO2 emissions  are  needed  because  SO2 is a precursor to
sulfate and PM-10.

• Lead (Pb) – Lead concentrations once exceeded the state and federal air quality standards by
a wide margin, but have not exceeded state or federal air quality standards at any regular
monitoring station since 1982. Health effects associated with lead include neurological
impairments, mental retardation, and behavioral disorders. At low levels, lead can damage
the nervous systems of fetuses and result in lowered IQ levels in children (EPA 2005).
Though special monitoring sites immediately downwind of lead sources recorded very
localized violations of the state standard in 1994, no violations have been recorded at these
stations since 1996. Unleaded gasoline has greatly contributed to the reduction in lead
emissions in the Basin. Since the proposed project will not involve leaded gasoline, or other
sources of lead emissions, this criteria pollutant is not expected to be a factor with project
implementation.

• Reactive Organic Gases/Volatile Organic Compounds (ROG/VOC) - It should be noted
that there are no state or federal ambient air quality standards for VOCs because they are not
classified as criteria pollutants. VOCs are regulated, however, because a reduction in VOC
emissions reduces certain chemical reactions, which contribute to the formation of ozone.
VOCs are also transformed into organic aerosols in the atmosphere, contributing to higher
PM-10 and lower visibility levels. Although health-based standards have not been established
for VOCs, health effects can occur from exposures to high concentrations of VOC because of
interference with oxygen uptake. In general, ambient VOC concentrations in the atmosphere,
even at low concentrations, are suspected to cause coughing, sneezing, headaches, weakness,
laryngitis, and bronchitis. Some hydrocarbon components classified as VOC emissions are
thought or known to be hazardous. Benzene, for example, is a hydrocarbon component of
VOC emissions that is known to be a human carcinogen.

Toxic Air Contaminants
Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are chemicals generally referred to as “non-criteria” air
pollutants which are known or suspected to cause serious health problems, but do not have a
corresponding ambient air quality standard. There are hundreds of air toxics, and exposure to
these pollutants can cause or contribute to cancer or non-cancer health effects such as birth
defects, genetic damage, and other adverse health effects. Effects may be both chronic (i.e., of
long duration) or acute (i.e., severe but of short duration) on human health. Acute health effects
are attributable to sudden exposure to high quantities of air toxics. These effects can include
nausea, skin irritation, respiratory illness, and, in some cases, death. Chronic health effects
usually result from low-dose, long-term exposure from routine releases of air toxics. The effect
of major concern for this type of exposure is cancer, which typically requires a latency period of
10–30 years after exposure to develop.
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In 2000, the SCAQMD released the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the
South Coast Air Basin (MATES-II). The monitoring portion of MATES-II was designed to
measure numerous air toxic compounds at different locations in the Basin in order to establish a
baseline of existing air toxic ambient concentrations, as well as risk level data, and to assist in
the assessment of modeling performance accuracy. Ten sites were selected and air samples were
collected for up to one year. The ten locations are in Anaheim, Burbank, Compton, Fontana,
Huntington Park, Long Beach, Los Angeles, Pico Rivera, Rubidoux, and Wilmington. Rubidoux
is the nearest monitoring site and is approximately ten miles northeast of the proposed project.

In  January  2008,  the  SCAQMD released  the  Draft  Multiple  Air  Toxics  Exposure  Study  in  the
South Coast Air Basin (MATES-III). The draft report was in a 90-day public review with a
comment period, which ended April 4, 2008. The Draft Final report was released in July 2008.
The ten monitoring sites listed above remained the same for the MATES III study, with the
exception of the Wilmington Station moving 2.5 miles east

The addition of diesel particulate toxicity dramatically increases carcinogenic risk. The modeled
cancer risk for diesel particulates for the Rubidoux site is approximately 1,000 cases of cancer
per one million people. The Draft MATES-III results show that the modeled cancer risk for
diesel particulates at the Rubidoux Station is approximately 950 in one million. It should be
noted that different methods were used to estimate diesel particulate levels in the MATES-III
Study, so the results are not strictly comparable. This cancer risk is what residents are currently
exposed  to  in  that  portion  of  the  Basin.  The  Rubidoux Station  location  is  less  then  a  half-mile
south of SR-60 and approximately seven miles east of I-15. Therefore, the Rubidoux Station is
approximately 10 miles northeast from the project site. In addition to the results for the specified
monitoring sites, the MATES-III document also shows the estimated regional cancer risk for the
entire Basin. It shows that the area surrounding the project site has a modeled cancer risk
approximately 685 cases of cancer per one million people. Therefore, existing conditions in the
project area are less impacted by diesel as opposed to the area surrounding the Rubidoux
Monitoring Station.

Diesel Emissions

Diesel engines utilize compression, contrary to standard gasoline engines which use conventional
spark plugs, to ignite fuel. Engines that use compression typically run at higher temperatures
than gasoline engines, thereby causing the oxygen and nitrogen present in air during intake, to
form oxides of nitrogen (NOX).  To  combat  NOX production in a diesel engine, the engine
temperature can be reduced, but then increased amounts of particulate matter (PM) and
hydrocarbons (HC) are produced as byproducts of the now uncombusted fuel. Hydrocarbons,
once in the atmosphere, react with NOX to produce ozone (O3), among other pollutants.

Diesel exhaust composition is dependent on many factors:  fuel composition, engine type,
lubricating oils, and emission control systems. Diesel exhaust is a complex mixture of thousands
of  gases  and  fine  particles.  The  gaseous  fraction  of  diesel  exhaust  is  comprised  of  typical
combustion gases such as oxygen, carbon dioxide, nitrogen, and water vapor. However, air
pollutants such as carbon monoxide, sulfur oxides (SOX), nitrogen oxides (NOX), volatile
hydrocarbons and low-molecular weight polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) and PAH-
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derivatives are also components of the gaseous fraction. Additionally, some of the gaseous
components, such as benzene, are known carcinogens.

The particle fraction of diesel exhaust is comprised of aggregates of carbon particles with
inorganic and organic substances adhered to them. The inorganic fraction of diesel exhaust
particles consists of solid carbon (or elemental carbon) particles ranging in size from 0.01 to 0.08
microns in diameter. The organic fraction consists of soluble organic compounds such as
aldehydes, alkanes, alkenes, PAH and PAH derivatives. The total component of a diesel particle
(inorganic + organic) is in the fine particle range of 10 microns in size or less (width of a human
hair), but 92 percent of these diesel particles are even smaller, at less than 1 micron in diameter.

Diesel particles can remain airborne for up to 10 days because of their small size. Therefore they
do not fall-out or precipitate easily, and remain an air quality problem for some time after being
emitted. Scientists use elemental carbon as a surrogate since there is no current technology
available to monitor directly for diesel particles. It is important to understand that the cancer
risks estimated by the CARB related to mobile-source diesel exhaust and health risk assessment
studies represent the probability that a person develops cancer; the estimated risks do not
represent mortality rates.

Greenhouse Gases and Global Climate Change
Some gases in the atmosphere affect the Earth’s heat balance by absorbing infrared radiation.
This  layer  of  gases  in  the  atmosphere  functions  much  the  same  as  glass  in  a  greenhouse  (i.e.,
both prevent the escape of heat). This is why global warming is also known as the “greenhouse
effect.” Increased emissions of these gases, due to combustion of fossil fuels and other activities,
have increased the greenhouse effect, leading to global warming and other climate changes.
Gases responsible for global climate change in the South Coast Air Basin and their relative
contribution to the overall warming effect are carbon dioxide (55 percent), CFCs (24 percent),
methane (15 percent), and nitrous oxide (6 percent) (SCAQMD 2005). It is widely accepted that
continued increases in greenhouse gases (GHG) will contribute to global climate change
although there is uncertainty concerning the magnitude and timing of future emissions and the
resultant warming trend (SCAQMD 2005). Human activities associated with
industrial/manufacturing, utilities, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors contribute
to these GHG (CEC 2006a). According to the California Energy Commission (CEC),
transportation  was  responsible  for  41  percent  of  the  state’s  GHG  emissions,  followed  by
electricity generation in 2004 (CEC 2006a). More recently, CARB reported that transportation
was 38 percent of the state’s GHG emissions, followed by electricity generation in 2004 (CARB
2007). Emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) and nitrous oxide (N2O) are byproducts of fossil fuel
combustion. Methane, a highly potent GHG, results from off-gassing associated with agricultural
practices, landfills, and wastewater treatment.

“Stratospheric ozone depletion” refers to the slow destruction of naturally occurring ozone,
which lies in the upper atmosphere (called the stratosphere) and which protects Earth from the
damaging effects of solar ultraviolet radiation. Certain compounds, including
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) halons, carbon tetrachloride, methyl chloroform, and other
halogenated compounds, accumulate in the lower atmosphere and then gradually migrate into the
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stratosphere. In the stratosphere, these compounds participate in complex chemical reactions to
destroy the upper ozone layer. Destruction of the ozone layer increases the penetration of
ultraviolet radiation to the Earth’s surface, a known risk factor that can increase the incidence of
skin cancers and cataracts, contribute to crop and fish damage, and further degrade air quality
(SCAQMD 2005).

GHG and ozone-depleting gases include, but are not limited to, the following:

• Carbon dioxide – Carbon dioxide results from fossil fuel combustion in stationary and
mobile sources. It contributes to the greenhouse effect, but not to stratospheric ozone
depletion. In 2004, carbon dioxide accounted for approximately 84 percent of total GHG
emissions in the state (CEC 2006a). In the Basin, approximately 48 percent of carbon dioxide
emissions come from transportation, residential and utility sources which contribute
approximately 13 percent each, 20 percent come from industry, and the remainder comes
from a variety of other sources (SCAQMD 2005).

• Methane –Atmospheric methane is emitted from both non-biogenic and biogenic sources.
Non-biogenic sources include fossil fuel mining and burning, biomass burning, waste
treatment, geologic sources, and leaks in natural gas pipelines. Biogenic sources include
wetlands, rice agriculture, livestock, landfills, forest, oceans, and termites. Methane sources
can also be divided into anthropogenic and natural. Anthropogenic sources include rice
agriculture, livestock, landfills, and waste treatment, some biomass burning, and fossil fuel
combustion. Natural sources are wetlands, oceans, forests, fire, termites, and geological
sources. Anthropogenic sources currently account for more than 60 percent of the total global
emissions. It is a greenhouse gas and traps heat 40–70 times more effectively than carbon
dioxide. (SCAQMD 2005) In the Basin, more than 50 percent of human-induced methane
emissions come from natural gas pipelines, while landfills contribute 24 percent. Methane
emissions from landfills are reduced by SCAQMD Rule 1150.1 – Control of Gaseous
Emissions from Active Landfills. Methane emissions from petroleum sources are reduced by
a number of rules in SCAQMD Regulation XI that control fugitive emissions from petroleum
production, refining, and distribution. (SCAQMD 2005)

• Other regulated greenhouse gases include Nitrous Oxide, Sulfur Hexafluoride,
Hydrofluorocarbons, and Perfluorocarbons – These gases all possess heat-trapping
potentials hundreds to thousands of times more effective than carbon dioxide. Emission
sources of nitrous oxide gases include, but are not limited to, waste combustion, wastewater
treatment, fossil fuel combustion, and fertilizer production. Because the volume of emissions
is small, the net effect of nitrous oxide emissions relative to carbon dioxide or methane is
relatively small. Sulfur hexafluoride, hydrofluorocarbon, and perfluorocarbon emissions
occur at even lower rates.

• Chlorofluorocarbons – Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) are emitted from blowing agents used
in producing foam insulation. They are also used in air conditioners and refrigerators and as
solvents to clean electronic microcircuits. CFCs are primary contributors to stratospheric
ozone depletion and to global warming. Sixty-three percent of CFC emissions in the Basin
come from the industrial sector. Federal regulations require service practices that maximize
recycling of ozone-depleting compounds (both CFCs, hydro-chlorofluorocarbons and their
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blends) during the servicing and disposal of air-conditioning and refrigeration equipment.
SCAQMD Rule 1415 – Reduction of Refrigerant Emissions from Stationary Refrigeration
and  Air  Conditioning  Systems  requires  CFC  refrigerants  to  be  reclaimed  or  recycled  from
stationary refrigeration and air conditioning systems. SCAQMD Rule 1405 – Control of
Ethylene Oxide and Chlorofluorocarbon Emissions from Sterilization or Fumigant Processes
requires recovery of reclamation of CFCs at certain commercial facilities and eliminates the
use of some CFCs in the sterilization processes. Some CFCs are classified as TACs and
regulated by SCAQMD Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants and
SCAQMD Rule 1402 Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources.

• Halons – These compounds are used in fire extinguishers and behave as both ozone-
depleting and greenhouse gases. Halon production ended in the United States in 1993.
SCAQMD Rule 1418 – Halon Emissions from Fire Extinguishing Equipment requires the
recovery and recycling of halons used in fire extinguishing systems and prohibits the sale of
halon in small fire extinguishers.

• Hydro-chlorofluorocarbons –HCFCs are solvents, similar in use and chemical composition
to CFCs. The hydrogen component makes HCFCs more chemically reactive than CFCs,
allowing them to break down more quickly in the atmosphere. These compounds deplete the
stratospheric ozone layer, but to a much lesser extent than CFCs. HCFCs are regulated under
the same SCAQMD rules as CFCs.

• 1,1,1,-trichloroethane (TCA) – TCA (methyl chloroform) is a solvent and cleaning agent
commonly used by manufacturers. It is less destructive on the environment than CFCs or
HCFCs, but its continued use will contribute to global warming and ozone depletion. 1,1,1-
trichloroethane (TCA) is a synthetic chemical that does not occur naturally in the
environment. No TCA is supposed to be manufactured for domestic use in the United States
after January 1, 2002 because it affects the ozone layer. TCA had many industrial and
household uses, including use as a solvent to dissolve other substances, such as glues and
paints; to remove oil or grease from manufactured metal parts; and as an ingredient of
household products such as spot cleaners, glues, and aerosol sprays. SCAQMD regulates this
compound as a toxic air contaminant under Rules 1401 and 1402.

As emissions of GHGs increase, temperatures in California are projected to rise significantly
over the twenty-first century. The modeled magnitudes of the warming vary because of
uncertainties in future emissions and in the climate sensitivity. According to the California
Climate Change Center (CEC 2005), there are three projected warming scenarios referred to as
the low, medium, and high range. These expected increases from 2000 to 2100 vary from
approximately 1.7°C–3.0°C (3.0°F–5.4°F) in the lower range of projected warming, 3.1°C–4.3°C
(5.5°F–7.8°F) in the medium range, and 4.4°C–5.8°C (8.0°F–10.4°F) in the higher range. To
comprehend the magnitude of these projected temperature changes, over the next century the
lower range of projected temperature rise is slightly larger than the difference in annual mean
temperature between Monterey and Salinas which is 2.5°F, and the upper range of project
warming is greater than the temperature difference between San Francisco and San Jose which is
7.4ºF.
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Other resource areas could be affected as a result of GHGs. For example, increased global
average temperature will cause increases to ocean temperatures and the Pacific Ocean strongly
influences the climate within California. As the temperature of the ocean warms, it is anticipated
that rain will fall instead of snow in the Sierra Nevada during the wet season. Snowpack in the
Sierra Nevada provides both water supply (runoff) and storage (within the snowpack before
melting), which is a major source of supply for the state. According to a California Energy
Commission report, the snowpack portion of the supply could potentially decline by 70–90
percent by the end of the 21st century (CEC 2006b). This phenomenon could lead to significant
challenges securing an adequate water supply for a growing population.

Some models indicate that the increased ocean temperature could result in increased moisture
into the state; however, since this would likely increasingly come in the form of rain rather than
snow in the high elevations, increased precipitation could lead to increased potential for flood
events, placing more pressure on California’s levee/flood control system. Sea level has risen
approximately 7 inches during the last century and, according to the CEC report, it is predicted to
rise an additional 22–35 inches by 2100, depending on the future GHG emissions levels (CEC
2006b), further straining the state’s water conveyance infrastructure.

Another impact of global warming is increased fire hazard. Fire is an important natural
disturbance within many California ecosystems that promotes vegetation and wildlife diversity,
releases nutrients, and eliminates heavy fuel accumulations that can lead to catastrophic burns.
The changing climate could alter fire regimes in ways that could have social, economic, and
ecological consequences. As the existing climate throughout California changes over time, mass
migration of species, or worse, failure of species to migrate in time to adapt to the changes in
climate, could also result.

Many factors contribute to an area being at risk or structural fire in terms of the local fire
departments’ capabilities to control them, including the construction size and type, built-in
protection, density of construction, street widths, and occupancy size. There are no sources of
wildfire risk to the project site from surrounding areas according to Figure 9 of the County of
Riverside’s Eastvale Area Plan Wildfire Susceptibility map (Eastvale Area Plan, page 51); the
overall  project  site  is  completely  outside  the  wildfire  zone.  The  closest  area  is  the  Santa  Ana
River, which is approximately 2.3 miles to the south of the project site, and is classified as an
area of moderate risk to wildfires.

Due to its weather, topography, and native vegetation, nearly all Southern California is at some
risk from wildland fires also called wildfires. The extended droughts characteristic of
California’s Mediterranean climate result in large areas of dry vegetation that provide fuel for
wildland fires which can spread into urban areas. Wildland-urban fires occur when a fire burning
in wildland vegetation gets close enough to ignite urban structures. Areas of dense, dry
vegetation, particularly in canyon areas and hillsides, pose the greatest wildland fire potential.

Conservative estimates indicate the risk of large statewide wildfires, characterized as
approximately 500 acres, would rise almost 35 percent by 2050 and 55 percent by 2100 under
the medium temperature described previously. Under the low warming range, the increased risk
of wildfires is nearly cut in half. (CEC 2005)
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Wildfires affect public safety and have the potential to significantly impact public health through
smoke inhalation. For example, a survey of 26 percent of all tribal households on the Hoopa
Valley National Indian Reservation in northern California showed a 52 percent increase in
medical visits for respiratory problems during a large fire in 1999, compared to the same period
of 1998. More than 60 percent of those surveyed reported an increase in respiratory symptoms
during the smoke episode, and 20 percent continued to report increased respiratory symptoms
two weeks after the smoke cleared. The projected increases in fire season severity could lead to
more “bad air” days. However, quantitative estimation of the impacts of future wildfire events is
extremely difficult. The impacts of any fire are unique to that event, and are influenced not only
by the magnitude, intensity, and duration of the fire, but also the proximity of the smoke plume
to a population. (CEC 2005)

Climate change will affect the health of Californians by increasing the frequency, duration, and
intensity of ambient conditions conducive to air pollution formation, oppressive heat, and
wildfires. Not only are average temperatures expected to increase, but the projected increase in
extreme temperatures is also expected to increase which can cause the most serious health
impacts. The modeled warming scenarios indicate that the number of extremely hot and
extremely cold days will increase by 2100. For Riverside/San Bernardino metropolitan areas, the
number of extremely hot days will increase approximately 40 to 80 days per year under the lower
and higher warming scenarios, respectively. Recent studies suggest that no capacity for future
adaptation to extreme heat is seen in San Bernardino/Riverside metropolitan areas. The results
the San Bernardino/Riverside metropolitan areas actually indicate increased sensitivity during
the hottest summers, which is counterintuitive to what might be expected in hot inland urban
areas. Current investigations are underway seeking alternative explanations by taking greater
account of socioeconomic factors (such as the availability of air conditioning, age structure of
the population, and the housing stock) that might explain these non-intuitive results. If, for
example, the San Bernardino/Riverside metropolitan area has a lesser proportion of air-
conditioned residents than other hot inland urban areas, increased heat could create an indoor
environment that is almost intolerable and could lead to greater numbers of deaths. It is clear that
a thorough investigation of these socio-economic issues is necessary to understand the increased
sensitivity of San Bernardino/Riverside metropolitan area residents to heat during the hottest
summers. (CEC 2006c)

Unlike criteria air pollutants and TACs, which are pollutants of regional and local concern,
global warming is a global problem and GHGs are global pollutants. Impacts of GHG emissions
are a function of their total atmospheric concentration and most GHGs are globally well mixed
atmospheric constituents. This means that the location of a particular GHG emission, in contrast
to the situation for criteria pollutants, does not change its environmental impact.

Globally, for the years 2000 through 2005, the annual average emissions of fossil fuel-related
carbon dioxide was 26.4 gigatons of CO2 (one gigaton equals one billion Mt) per year (IPCC). It
should also be noted that the annual total U.S. emissions of GHG dropped 1.5 percent in 2006
from 7,181 million Mt to 7,075 million Mt due to warmer weather and decreased energy
demand, according to the Energy Information Administration (EIA). During the same timeframe,
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the U.S. economic output increased 2.9 percent (EIA). This decline results in a GHG intensity
reduction of 4.2 percent as a measure of gross domestic product (EIA).

Worldwide, California is the 12th to 16th largest emitter of CO2, and is responsible for
approximately two percent of the world’s CO2 emissions (CEC 2006a). In 2004, the most recent
year for which statewide data is available, the CEC reported that California produced 492 million
gross metric tonnes (one metric tonne equals 2,205 pounds) of carbon dioxide-equivalent (CEC
2006a).

In January 2007, Assembly Bill 1803 transferred responsibility for developing and maintaining
the state’s GHG inventory from the California Energy Commission (CEC) to CARB. Using the
CEC GHG inventory as a starting point, CARB staff determined the state’s 1990 GHG emissions
level by conducting a comprehensive review of all GHG emitting sectors. The seven sectors are:
Transportation, Electricity Generation, Industrial, Residential, Agriculture, Commercial, and
Forestry.

In November 2007, the CARB released its staff report establishing a statewide 1990 GHG
emission level and a 2020 emission limit. (CARB 2007) As part of this staff report, CARB staff
recommended an amount of 427 million metric tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent
(MMTCO2e)  as  the  total  statewide  GHG  1990  emissions  level  and  2020  emissions  limit.  The
Board approved the 2020 limit on December 6, 2007. This limit is an aggregated statewide limit,
rather than sector- or facility-specific. The staff report also included the
statewide GHG emissions for 2004, which was 480 MMTCO2e.

While the inventory data numbers from the CEC and CARB are similar for 2004, these estimates
have important differences. Emissions from individual sectors differ between CEC and CARB
estimates by up to 30 percent due to updated data, methodologies, and differences in included
and excluded emissions. Staff at CARB treated carbon stored in landfills differently than CEC by
separately tracking stored carbon instead of considering it an emission sink within a landfill. In
addition, the CARB estimate only includes intrastate aviation, whereas the CEC estimates
include both interstate and intrastate flights. Staff also included emissions from international
shipping and related port activities in California waters, whereas the CEC excluded all emissions
from international ships.

Monitored Air Quality
The project site is located within SCAQMD Source Receptor Area (SRA) 22. However, the only
data available from SRA 22 is for PM-10. Therefore, data from neighboring SRA 23 was used to
complete the remainder of the table. Historically, SRA has had two monitoring stations. One
located in Rubidoux within a mile of the SR-60 freeway and the other located in downtown
Riverside within a mile of the SR-91 freeway. In 2005, SCAQMD monitored at a third site
which is approximately five miles northeast of the project site on Bellegrave Avenue. Therefore,
data prior to 2005 was obtained from the Rubidoux monitoring station and available data from
2005 onward was obtained from the Mira Loma monitoring station. The most recent published
data for SRA 22 and 23 are presented in The most recent published data for the project site is
presented in Table 3.3-A, Air Quality Monitoring Summary – 1998-2007 (SRA 22). This data
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indicates that the baseline air quality conditions in the project area include occasional events of
very unhealthful air. However, the frequency of smog alerts has dropped significantly in the last
decade. Ozone and particulates are the two most significant air quality concerns in the project
area. The yearly monitoring records document that prior to 1998, approximately one-third or
more  of  the  days  each  year  experienced  a  violation  of  the  state  hourly  ozone  standard,  with
around ten days annually reaching first stage alert levels of 0.20 parts per million (ppm) for one
hour. It is encouraging to note that ozone levels have dropped significantly in the last few years
with approximately one-fourth or less days each year experiencing a violation of the state hourly
ozone standard since 1998. Locally, no second stage alert (0.35 ppm/hour) has been called by
SCAQMD in the last twenty years. In fact, the last second stage alert was in Upland in 1988.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) established a new 8-hour average California Ozone
standard of 0.07 ppm, effective May 17, 2006. The federal 1-hour ozone standard was revoked
and replaced by the 8-hour average ozone standard of 0.08 ppm effective in June 2005. The
federal 8-hour ozone standard was recently revised from 0.08 ppm to 0.075 ppm and became
effective on May 27, 2008.

The California NO2 standards were amended and approved by CARB on February 23, 2007,
which lowered the 1-hour standard from 0.25 ppm to 0.18 ppm and established a new annual
standard of 0.030 ppm. However, these standards only become effective once the California
Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approves them. The proposed regulation to change the NO2
standards was sent to the OAL in January 2008 and approved on February 19, 2008. The new
standards became effective on March 20, 2008.

Monitoring for PM-2.5 did not begin until 1999. Since then, the annual standard has been
consistently exceeded as shown in Table 3.3-A. The 1997 federal annual average standard for
PM-2.5 (15 g/m3) was upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court in February 2001. Effective in
December 2006, the federal 24-hour PM-2.5 standard was revised from 65 g/m3 to 35 g/m3.
The state annual average standard for PM-2.5 (12 g/m3) was finalized in 2003 and became
effective on July 5, 2003. Additionally, the federal annual PM-10 standard was revoked in
December 2006.
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Table 3.3-A, Air Quality Monitoring Summary (SRA 22) - 1998-2007
Pollutant/Standard
Source: SCAQMD

Monitoring Year
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

N
o.

 D
ay

s E
xc

ee
de

d

Ozone :
Health Advisory - 0.15 ppm -- -- -- 0 1 4 0 0* 1* 0*
California Standard:
1-Hour - 0.09 ppm 70 38 41 41 56 80 59 34* 39* 16*
8-Hour - 0.07 ppm a -- -- -- -- -- -- 75 51* 48* 48*
Federal Primary Standards:
1-Hour - 0.12 ppm 32 3 3 7 12 18 8 3* 4* 0*
8-Hour - 0.08 ppm 57 27 29 34 38 62 35 25* 25* 10(23)*

Max 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.20 0.14 0.14 0.143 0.155 0.169 0.141 0.135* 0.16* 0.118*
Max 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.17 0.11 0.113 0.120 0.124 0.140 0.117 0.116* 0.119* 0.104*

N
o.

 D
ay

s E
xc

ee
de

d Carbon Monoxide :
California Standard:
1-Hour - 20 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0* 0* 0*
8-Hour - 9.0 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0* 0* 0*
Federal Primary Standards:
1-Hour - 35 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0* 0* 0*
8-Hour - 9.0 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0* 0* 0*
Max 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 6.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 8.0 5 4 3* 4* 3*
Max 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 4.6 4.4 4.3 3.4 3.0 3.7 3.0 2.1* 2.7* 2.1*

N
o.

 D
ay

s
Ex

ce
ed

ed

Nitrogen Dioxide :
California Standard:
1-Hour - 0.18 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0* 0* 0*
Federal Standard:
Annual Arithmetic Mean (ppm) b 0.023 0.026 0.024 0.025 0.024

0.022
0.022 0.017 0.016* 0.019* 0.018*

Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.10 0.13 0.10 0.15 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.08* 0.08* 0.07*

N
o.

 D
ay

s
Ex

ce
ed

ed

Sulfur Dioxide :
California Standards:
1-Hour – 0.25 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
24-Hour – 0.04 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Federal Primary Standards:
24-Hour – 0.14 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Annual Standard – 0.03 ppm c No No No No No No No No No No
Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.03 0.03 0.11 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02
Max. 24-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.010 0.011 0.041 0.011 0.002 0.012 0.015 0.011 0.004 0.002

N
o.

 D
ay

s
Ex

ce
ed

ed

Suspended Particulates (PM10) :d

California Standards:
24-Hour - 50 µg/m3 23 31 28 18 19 15 11 5 10 10
Federal Primary Standards:
24-Hour –150 µg/m3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Annual Arithmetic Mean (µg/m3) e 46.7 55.4 49.3 44.8 44.5 40.5 38.0 31.6 36.5 39.6
Max. 24-Hour Conc. (µg/m3) 93 136 129 109 78 116 76 79 74 93

N
o.

 D
ay

s
Ex

ce
ed

ed Suspended Particulates (PM2.5) :
California & Federal Primary Standards:
24-Hour –65 µg/m3 (35µg/m3) f -- 9 11 19 8 8 5 4 0(14)* 1(13)*
Annual Arithmetic Mean (µg/m3) g -- 30.9 28.2 31.3 27.5 24.9 22.1 21.0 20.6* 21.0*
Max. 24-Hour Conc. (µg/m3) -- 111.2 119.6 98.0 77.6 104.3 91.7 98.7 63.0* 69.7*
Note: --   No data available. * indicating that data was obtained from the Mira Loma monitoring station.
a. 2004 is first year of SCAQMD records for state 8-hour Ozone standard. Federal 8-hour ozone standard 0.075 ppm effective May 27, 2008.
b. Federal NO2 standard is AAM > 0.053; State NO2 standard of AAM > 0.030 effective March 20, 2008.
c. Yes or No indicating whether or not the standard has been exceeded for that year.
d. Norco Corona air monitoring station (SRA 22) data summaries used.
e. Federal PM-10 standard is AAM> 50µg/m3 was revoked December 17, 2006. State standard is AAM> 20µg/m3, effective July 5, 2003.
f. 1999 is first year of SCAQMD records for federal 24-hour PM-2.5 standard and data summary. Threshold changed to 35µg/m3 in 2006.
g. Federal PM-2.5 standard is annual average (AAM) > 15µg/m3. State standard is annual average (AAM) > 12µg/m
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Thresholds of Significance

The County of Riverside has not established local CEQA significance thresholds as described in
Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, the County of Riverside’s
“Environmental Checklist” for the subject project (see Appendix A of this document) indicates
that impacts to air quality may be considered potentially significant if the project would:

• conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

• violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation.

• 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 (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors).

• create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Due to the nature of the information and analysis presented herein, the threshold regarding
cumulative impacts will also include a qualitative and quantitative evaluation of project-related
carbon dioxide emissions analyzed under this threshold and are also briefly described in the
paragraph following the next two bulleted thresholds. Since the thresholds involving the
exposure  of  sensitive  receptors  located  within  one  mile  of  the  project  site  to  substantial  point
source emissions and involving exposure of sensitive receptors which are located within 1 mile
of the project site to project substantial point source emissions were found to be less than
significant in the Initial Study/NOP prepared for this project (Appendix A), the discussion of
exposing sensitive receptors to substantial mobile source emissions will be added and analyzed
under the additional thresholds below, based on the SCAQMD’s threshold for Toxic Air
Contaminants (TACs).

• Expose sensitive receptors to any Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC), at a level that exceeds
10 excess cancer cases per one million people (per SCAQMD); and

• Expose sensitive receptors to a hazard index of 1.0 or greater using a chronic reference
exposure level for chronic non-cancer risks associated with TACs (per SCAQMD).

In regard to Thresholds of Significance related to GHG, neither the SCAQMD nor any other air
district in California has promulgated a quantitative or qualitative significance threshold for
GHG  as  of  October  2008.  Similarly,  neither  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB),  the
California EPA, the U.S. EPA, nor other state, regional, or local governmental organizations
have developed to date guidelines on how to prepare an impact assessment for a community’s or
project’s GHG contribution to global climate change. Another limitation to establishing a local
threshold based on a quantitative analysis is that emissions models such as EMFAC and
URBEMIS evaluate aggregate emissions and do not demonstrate, with respect to global impact,
how much of these emissions are “new” emissions specifically attributable to the proposed
project in question. Therefore, no threshold exclusively related to GHG has been adopted by the
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County of Riverside. Nevertheless, the following addresses GHG emissions both qualitatively
and quantitatively in the context of cumulative impacts.

Related Regulations

Criteria Air Pollutants
The federal and state ambient air quality standards (AAQS) establish the context for the local air
quality management plans (AQMP) and for determination of the significance of a project's
contribution  to  local  or  regional  pollutant  concentrations.  The  federal  and  state  AAQS  are
presented in Table 3.3-A. The AAQS represent the level of air quality considered safe, with an
adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health and welfare. They are designed to protect
those people most susceptible to further respiratory distress such as asthmatics, the elderly, very
young children, people already weakened by other diseases or illness and persons engaged in
strenuous work or exercise, all referred to as “sensitive receptors.” SCAQMD defines a
"sensitive receptor" as a land use or facility such as schools, childcare centers, athletic facilities,
playgrounds, retirement homes, and convalescent homes. (SCAQMD 1993, pg 1-2)

Both federal and state Clean Air Acts require that each non-attainment area prepare a plan to
reduce air pollution to healthful levels. The 1988 California Clean Air Act and the 1990
amendments to the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) established new planning requirements and
deadlines for attainment of the air quality standards within specified time frames which are
contained in the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Amendments to the SIP have been proposed,
revised, and approved over the past decade. (SCAQMD 1993, pg 2-4) The currently adopted
clean air plan for the basin is the 1999 SIP Amendment, approved by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in 2000.

The  Air  Quality  Management  Plan  (AQMP)  for  the  Basin  establishes  a  program  of  rules  and
regulations directed at attainment of the state and national air quality standards. The AQMP
control measures and related emission reduction estimates are based upon emissions projections
for a future development scenario derived from land use, population, and employment
characteristics defined in consultation with local governments. Accordingly, conformance with
the AQMP for development projects is determined by demonstrating compliance with local land
use plans and/or population projections. The SCAQMD adopted an updated AQMP in June
2007, which outlines the air pollution measures needed to meet federal health-based standards
for particulates (PM-2.5) by 2014 and for ozone by 2023 (SCAQMD 2007). The AQMP was
forwarded to the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and approved on September 27, 2007.
It was sent to the EPA for its final approval and to be included as a revision to California’s SIP
on November 16, 2007.

The CARB maintains records as to the attainment status of air basins throughout the state, under
both state and federal criteria. The portion of the Basin within which the proposed project is
located is designated as a non-attainment area for ozone, PM-10, and PM-2.5 under both state
and federal standards.

The project will be required to comply with existing SCAQMD rules for the reduction of fugitive
dust emissions. SCAQMD Rule 403 establishes these procedures. They include the application
of water or chemical stabilizers to disturbed soils at least twice a day, covering all haul vehicles
before transport of materials, restricting vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph, and
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sweeping loose dirt from paved site access roadways used by construction vehicles. In addition,
it is required to establish a vegetative ground cover on disturbance areas that are inactive within
30 days after active operations have ceased. Alternatively, an application of dust suppressants
can be applied in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a stable surface. Rule 403 also
requires grading and excavation activities to cease when winds exceed 25 mph.

SCAQMD Rule 1113 governs the sale of architectural coatings and limits the volatile organic
compounds (VOC) in paints and paint solvents. Although this rule does not directly apply to the
project, it does dictate the VOC content of paints available for use during building construction.

Construction activity shall comply with all applicable provisions of Riverside County Ordinance
No. 457. Compliance with Ordinance No. 457 reduces fugitive dust emissions associated with
project construction.

In order to reduce natural gas and electricity consumption, building design shall comply with the
energy efficiency requirements of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. Since natural
gas use and electricity generation produce air emissions, a reduction in natural gas and electricity
consumption results in a related reduction in air quality emissions.

The project shall participate in the cost of off-site improvements through the payment of
Transportation  Uniform Mitigation  Fees  (TUMF) and  County  Development  Impact  Fees  (DIF)
as a fair-share contribution to the construction of major thoroughfares of regional significance in
order to reduce traffic flow congestion on area roads. Air pollution rises as vehicle speed
decreases and “stop and go” conditions increase on roads. Thus a reduction in traffic flow
congestion reduces traffic impacts on air quality. The improvements funded by these fees may
alleviate congestion and improve traffic flow, which in turn could reduce automobile emissions.

Developers of the proposed project shall also be required to pay traffic signal mitigation fees as a
component of the developer impact fees set forth in Riverside County Ordinance No. 659.7. This
fee will be collected and utilized by the County to install and synchronize traffic lights as needed
to prevent congestion of traffic flow.

Toxic Air Contaminants
Toxic Air Contaminants are regulated under both federal and state laws. Federally, the 1970
Amendments to the Clean Air Act included a provision to address air toxics. California regulates
toxic air contaminants through its air toxics program, mandated in Chapter 3.5 (Toxic Air
Contaminants) of the Health and Safety Code (H&SC § 39660, et seq.) and Part 6 Air Toxics
“Hot Spots” Information and Assessment (H&SC § 44300, et seq.). The California Air
Resources Board (CARB), working in conjunction with the Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), identifies toxic air contaminants. Air toxic control measures may
then be adopted to reduce ambient concentrations of the identified toxic air contaminant below a
specific threshold based on its effects on health, or to the lowest concentration achievable
through use of best available control technology for toxics (T-BACT). The program is
administered  by  the  CARB.  Air  quality  control  agencies,  including  the  SCAQMD,  must
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incorporate air toxic control measures into their regulatory programs or adopt equally stringent
control measures as rules within six months of adoption by CARB.

Diesel Regulations
In 1990, the State of California listed diesel exhaust as a known carcinogen under its Safe
Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act (Proposition 65). In 1998, the California Air
Resources Board listed diesel particulate as a toxic air contaminant.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB), a sub-agency of the California Environmental
Protection Agency (Cal EPA), is taking the lead on addressing diesel emissions in the state of
California. The first step to significantly reduce diesel emissions occurred in September 2000
when the CARB approved the “Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions
from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles” or Diesel Risk Reduction Plan. The two main goals
of the Diesel Risk Reduction Plan are:  1) to get new diesel fueled engines to use state-of-the-art
emission controls as well as low-sulfur diesel fuel and, 2) for existing diesel engines to be
retrofitted with emission control features. Effects of meeting these goals set by the CARB would
be reducing the health effects experienced by Californians from diesel exhaust.

Under the CARB’s Diesel Risk Reduction Program, mobile diesel emissions have their own set
of reduction programs, as opposed to stationary diesel sources (generators) which are addressed
separately under the Reduction Plan. One of the incentive programs for mobile diesel sources is
the Carl Moyer Program which is a clean engine incentive program. This program provides
money  in  the  form  of  grants  to  cover  the  incremental  portion  of  the  cost  to  purchase  cleaner
burning engines or retrofitting existing ones.

Other programs include a program designed to develop and implement strategies to reduce
emissions from new on-road heavy-duty diesel engines. The primary method of implementing
this program will be through the development of emission control regulations and test procedures
for those new engines. The California Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 2004
and Subsequent Model Heavy-Duty Diesel Engines and Vehicles were amended on October 17,
2007 and will reduce emission from new on-road heavy-duty diesel engines.

Strategies for reducing diesel emissions from existing on-road heavy duty engines will mainly be
implemented through three sections of this program:  retrofit assessment, heavy-duty testing, and
field support, and retrofit implementation. The CARB staff has developed a regulation to reduce
diesel particulate matter and other emissions from existing on-road heavy-duty diesel powered
trucks and buses operating in California. The proposed regulation is planned to be presented to
CARB at the December 2008 hearing.

Although the CARB will hand down programs and standards by which the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) can manage their jurisdiction for diesel emissions, the
above programs are not regulations. Due to interstate commerce issues, regulating diesel
emissions becomes not only a state level issue, but largely a federal issue. The SCAQMD is not
responsible for direct regulation of mobile sources, including diesel trucks, except for publicly-
owned fleets with 15 or more vehicles. The SCAQMD becomes involved in diesel issues
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because they are the permitting agency for stationary sources such as diesel generators and they
are the agency responsible for implementing the Air Quality Management Plan for the South
Coast Air Basin (Basin). Specifically in the case of light industrial land uses, the SCAQMD does
not  have  direct  regulatory  control  over  the  diesel  truck  emissions  traveling  to  and  from  these
locations, but they do have the responsibility for implementing and managing air quality plans
for the Basin in which these facilities will be operating.

In 2000, SCAQMD established a rule which mandated that whenever a public fleet operator with
15  or  more  vehicles  replaces  or  purchases  new  vehicles,  they  must  be  either  low-emission  or
alternatively fueled. The validity of this rule is currently being challenged by the Engine
Manufacturer’s Association. The case was heard by the Supreme Court on January 14, 2004 and
on April 28, 2004, the Supreme Court issued an opinion that under the Clean Air Act, SCAQMD
(and other local jurisdictions) are prohibited from adopting regulations that require private fleet
owners to purchase clean-fueled vehicles. However, the court allowed the possibility that fleet
rules can be applied to public fleets and may be valid for leased and used vehicles. SCAQMD’s
role in approval of light industrial land uses would be to provide guidance and recommendations
on ways to address potential diesel emissions, but they would not have regulatory authority over
the diesel trucks using the proposed facilities.

As far as regulations, the state of California is on the forefront of making an attempt to regulate
mobile-source diesel emissions. On the federal level, in December 2000, the U.S. EPA
announced its “Heavy-Duty Engine and Vehicle Standards and Highway Diesel Fuel Sulfur
Control Requirements” (2007 Rule). This new rule required that new emission standards take
effect in 2007 on new heavy duty engines and vehicles. The 2007 Rule standards are based on
the use of emission control devices (much like the catalytic converters on gasoline automobiles).
Coupled with the mechanical devices to control emissions which are not effective with the
current high-sulfur diesel fuels on the market, the EPA also required diesel fuel to have 97
percent less sulfur content beginning in 2006.

On February 1, 2005, a requirement limiting the idling of diesel-fueled commercial vehicles to
five minutes at any location pursuant to Section 2485 of Chapter 10 within Title 13 of California
Code of Regulations was adopted.

Off-road diesel vehicles are also regulated under CARB for both in-use (existing) and new
engines. Off-road diesel vehicles include construction equipment.

There have been four sets of standards implemented by CARB, Known as Tiers. Tier 1 standards
began in 1996. Tier 2 and 3 were adopted in 2000 and were more stringent than the first tier. Tier
2 and 3 standards were completely phased in by 2006 and 2008, respectively. On December 9,
2004, CARB adopted the Tier 4 or fourth phase of emission standards for late model year
engines. These emission standards are nearly identical to those finalized by the US EPA in May
2004. These standards will decrease PM and NOX emissions 90 percent below current levels
beginning in 2011.

Since most off-road vehicles today have no emission controls and can last 30 years or longer,
CARB approved, on July 26, 2007, a regulation to reduce emission from existing off-road diesel
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vehicles used in construction and other industries. This regulation establishes emission rates
targets  that  decline  over  time  to  accelerate  turnover  to  newer,  cleaner  engines  and  require
exhaust retrofits to meet these targets. The regulation will take affect on the larger fleets first
with average compliance dates in 2010 while medium and small fleet requirements will achieve
compliance in 2013 and 2015, respectively. This regulation also includes the Surplus Off-Road
Opt-in for NOX (SOON) program. The local air districts may opt into the SOON program to
reduce NOX emissions beyond what is required by the regulation. Staff at SCAQMD proposed
Rule 2449 which implements the SOON program. This proposed rule was recently adopted at the
May 2, 2008 board meeting. Opting in to this program is anticipated to achieve a 12 ton per day
reduction in NOX by 2014.

Greenhouse Gases
The Montreal Protocol on Substances That Deplete the Ozone Layer controls the phase-out of
ozone depleting compounds (ODCs). Under this international agreement, several organizations
report on the science of ozone depletion, implement projects to help move away from ODCs, and
provide a forum for policy discussions. Many ODCs are also potent GHGs and so policies aimed
at reducing their emissions also reduce emissions of GHGs. The SCAQMD supports state,
federal, and international policies to reduce levels of ozone depleting gases through its Global
Warming Policy and rules. Further, SCAQMD has developed ODC Replacement Guidelines to
facilitate transition from ODCs to substances that are the most environmentally benign.
(SCAQMD 2005)

There are currently no federal regulations or policies regarding GHG emissions. However, on
July 11, 2008, the U.S. EPA gave Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking: Regulating
Greenhouse Gas Emissions under the Clean Air Act (CAA). It will review various CAA
provisions that may be applicable to regulate GHGs and examine the issues that regulating
GHGs under those provisions may raise. It will also provide information regarding potential
regulatory approaches and technologies for reducing GHG emissions and raise issues relevant to
possible legislation and the potential for overlap between legislation and CAA regulation. The
Congress instructed the U.S. EPA to publish a proposed mandatory greenhouse gas rule using its
authority under the existing CAA in September 2008 and a final rule by June 2009.

California Code of Regulations Title 24 Part 6: California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for
Residential and Nonresidential Buildings were first established in 1978 in response to a
legislative mandate to reduce California's energy consumption. The standards are updated
periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency
technologies and methods. The latest amendments were made in October 2005 and currently
require new homes to use half the energy they used only a decade ago. In September 2008, the
changes were adopted to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards contained in the California
Code  of  Regulations  (CCR),  Title  24,  Part  6  (also  known  as  the  California  Energy  Code)  and
associated administrative regulations in Part 1. The new 2008 standards will go into effect
August 1, 2009. Energy efficient buildings require less electricity, and electricity production by
fossil fuels results in greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, increased energy efficiency results in
decreased greenhouse gas emissions.
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California Assembly Bill 1493 (Pavley), signed by Governor Gray Davis on July 22, 2002,
requires CARB to develop and adopt regulations that reduce GHG emitted by passenger vehicles
and light duty trucks. Regulations adopted by CARB will apply to 2009 and later model year
vehicles. CARB estimates that the regulation will reduce climate change emissions from light
duty passenger vehicle fleet by an estimated 18 percent in 2020 and by 27 percent in 2030. The
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) denied the Clean Air Act waiver required to implement
AB 1493 on December 19, 2007. However, the EPA’s decision is being challenged in federal
court by the State of California. Nevertheless, in the event that the federal waiver is denied or
CARB loses the lawsuit brought against it by the automakers, AB 32 requires CARB to adopt
alternative regulations to control mobile sources of greenhouse gas emissions to achieve greater
or equivalent reductions (see Health & Safety Code Section 38590).

In order to reduce GHG in California, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order
S-3-05 in June 2005. This Order calls for the following GHG emission reduction targets to be
established: reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010; reduce GHG emissions to 1990
levels by 2020; and reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. It also
requires biennial reports on potential climate change effects on several areas, including water
resources. The Order also requires that the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection
Agency shall coordinate oversight of the efforts made to meet the targets with: the Secretary of
the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency, Secretary of the Department of Food and
Agriculture, Secretary of the Resources Agency, Chairperson of the Air Resources Board,
Chairperson of the Energy Commission, and the President of the Public Utilities Commission.

In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 directs the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) to implement regulations for a cap on sources or categories of sources of GHG
emissions. GHG as defined under AB 32 includes: carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide,
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. The bill requires that CARB
develop regulations to reduce emissions with an enforcement mechanism to ensure that the
reductions are achieved, and to disclose how it arrives at the cap. It also includes conditions to
ensure businesses and consumers are not unfairly affected by reductions.

AB 32 requires the CARB to:

• adopt a list of discrete early action measures by July 1, 2007 that can be implemented
before January 1, 2010;

• establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for 2020 based on 1990 emissions and adopt
mandatory reporting rules for significant sources of GHG by January 1, 2008;

• indicate how emission reductions will be achieved from significant GHG sources via
regulations, market mechanisms and other actions by January 1, 2009; and

• adopt regulations by January 1, 2011 to achieve the maximum technologically feasible
and cost-effective reductions in GHG, including provisions for using both market
mechanisms and alternative compliance mechanisms.
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AB 32 codifies the state’s goal by requiring that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990
levels by the year 2020. This reduction will be accomplished through an enforceable statewide
cap on GHG emissions that will be implemented no later than January 1, 2012. To effectively
implement the cap, AB 32 directs CARB to develop appropriate regulations and establish a
mandatory reporting system to track and monitor GHG emissions levels.

Also in September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Senate Bill (SB) 1368 which
calls for the adoption of a greenhouse gas (GHG) performance standard for in-state and imported
electricity generators to mitigate climate change. On January 25, 2007, the California Public
Utilities Commission adopted an interim GHG emissions performance standard. This standard is
a facility-based emissions standard requiring all new long-term commitments for baseload
generation to serve California consumers to be with power plants that have emissions no greater
than a combined cycle gas turbine plant. The established level is 1,100 pounds of CO2 per
megawatt-hour.

Executive Order S-01-07 was approved by the Governor on January 18, 2007. The order
mandates that a statewide goal shall be established to reduce the carbon intensity of California's
transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020. It also requires that a Low Carbon Fuel
Standard for transportation fuels be established for California.

The Western Regional Climate Action Initiative was signed on February 26, 2007 by five states:
Washington, Oregon, Arizona, New Mexico, and California. Utah, as well as Manitoba and
British Columbia, Canada joined in April, 2007. Montana joined in January, 2008 and Quebec
moved from Observer to Partner status in April, 2008. Other United States and Mexican states
and Canadian provinces have joined as observers. The Initiative plans on collaborating to
identify, evaluate, and implement ways to reduce GHG emissions in the states collectively and to
achieve related co-benefits. The Initiative plans to design a regional market-based multi-sector
mechanism, such as a load-based cap and trade program by August 2008. In addition, a multi-
state registry will track, manage, and credit entities that reduce GHG emissions.

In August 2007, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Senate Bill (SB) 97, CEQA:
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The bill would require the OPR, by July 1, 2009, to prepare
guidelines for the feasible mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse
gas emissions, as required by CEQA, including, but not limited to, effects associated with
transportation or energy consumption. The Resources Agency would be required to certify and
adopt those guidelines by January 1, 2010. On June 19, 2008, OPR released an interim technical
advisory for addressing climate change in CEQA documents (OPR 2008). The recommended
approach is to identify and quantify project-related GHG emissions; determine its significance;
and if the impact is found to be potentially significant, implement mitigation measures or
alternatives that will reduce the impact below significance (OPR 2008, page 5). Further, the
guidance states that the lead agency is responsible for completely eliminating all project-related
GHG emissions (OPR 2008, page 7). The approach used in this Draft EIR is consistent with the
current OPR recommendations.

In addition to current rules and regulations which also address GHG, SCAQMD plans to provide
guidance to local lead agencies on determining significance for GHG in their CEQA documents
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by convening a GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group to  work  with  SCAQMD
staff on developing GHG CEQA significance thresholds. The SCAQMD began hosting monthly
working group meetings in April 2008. The result of the August 27th working group meeting was
a Draft AQMD Staff CEQA Greenhouse Gas Significance Threshold (SCAQMD 2008b). The
Draft Threshold is intended to be interim guidance until statewide significance thresholds or
guidance is established. The proposed significance threshold is a tiered approach which allows
for flexibility by establishing multiple thresholds to cover a broad range of projects.

The draft threshold includes five tiers as summarized below:

• Tier 1: No further action is required if the project qualifies for an exemption under
CEQA; if not, continue to the next tier.

• Tier 2: If the project’s GHG emissions are within the GHG Budgets in approved regional
plans (including local general plans and similar to consistency with existing CEQA
Guidelines), then the project is less than significant. If not, continue to the next tier.

• Tier 3: If the project’s incremental increase in GHG emissions is below, or mitigated
below the currently recommended screening level of 6,500 MT/yr CO2eq (metric tons of
carbon dioxide-equivalent per year) AND increases energy efficiency x percent beyond
the  requirements  of  Title  24  AND decreases  water  use  by y percent, then the project is
less than significant. If not, continue to the next tier.

• Tier 4: This tier includes three options for a performance standard. If the project achieves
the applicable standard, then it is less than significant. If not, continue to the next tier.

• Option 1: Achieve a uniform percentage reduction target objective (e.g. 30 percent)
from the business-as-usual1 by incorporating project design features and/or
implementing emission reduction measures; or

• Option 2: Participate in the early implementation of applicable AB 32 Scoping Plan
Measures or substitutes for equivalent reductions; or

• Option 3: Achieve a sector-based standard (e.g. a pound per person or pound per
square foot standard, etc.).

• Tier 5: The last tier involves emission offsets. Offsets must be provided for a 30-year
project life, unless the project life is limited by permit, lease, or other legally binding
conditions. If the project purchases offsets alone or in combination with the specifications
of the tiers above to achieve the target screening level, then the project is less than
significant. If not, then the project’s GHG impacts are significant.

The approach used in this Draft EIR is consistent with the current SCAQMD recommendations
by utilizing the Tier 4 screening level and implementing design features to reduce project-related
emissions.

1 The SCAQMD is recommending that the business-as-usual definition be based on current technologies and
regulatory requirements.
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Regionally, the SCAQMD is responsible for monitoring air quality and planning, implementing,
and enforcing programs designed to attain and maintain state and federal ambient air quality
standards in the district. Programs developed include air quality rules and regulations that
regulate stationary source emissions, including area and point sources and certain mobile source
emissions. The SCAQMD is also responsible for establishing permitting requirements and
issuing  permits  for  stationary  sources  and  ensuring  that  new,  modified,  or  relocated  stationary
sources do not create net emissions increases. The SCAQMD enforces air quality rules and
regulations through a variety of means, including inspections, educational and training programs,
and fines. A number of GHG are regulated through implementation of rules adopted by the
SCAQMD, as discussed below.

Methane emissions from landfills are reduced by SCAQMD Rule 1150.1 – Control of Gaseous
Emissions from Active Landfills. Methane emissions from petroleum sources are reduced by a
number of rules in SCAQMD Regulation XI that control fugitive emissions from petroleum
production, refining, and distribution.

SCAQMD  Rule  1418  –  Halon  Emissions  From  Fire  Extinguishing  Equipment  requires  the
recovery and recycling of halons used in fire extinguishing systems and prohibits the sale of
halon in small fire extinguishers.

SCAQMD Rule 1415 – Reduction of Refrigerant Emissions from Stationary Refrigeration and
Air Conditioning Systems requires CFC refrigerants to be reclaimed or recycled from stationary
refrigeration and air conditioning systems. SCAQMD Rule 1405 – Control of Ethylene Oxide
and Chlorofluorocarbon Emissions From Sterilization or Fumigant Processes requires recovery
of reclamation of CFCs at certain commercial facilities and eliminates the use of some CFCs in
the sterilization processes. Some CFCs are classified as TACs and regulated by SCAQMD Rule
1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants and SCAQMD Rule 1402 Control of
Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources.

SCAQMD regulates TCA compound as a toxic air contaminant under Rules 1401 and 1402.

Design Considerations

Design  considerations  refer  to  ways  in  which  the  proposed  project  will  limit  or  mitigate  for
potential impacts to air quality through the design of the project. In addition to compliance with
Title 24, this proposed project will be evaluated under the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) Green Building Rating System for Core and Shell, which is the
nationally accepted benchmark for the design, construction, and operation of high-performance
green buildings (see Table 3.3-B, below). The LEED rating system encourages and accelerates
global adoption of sustainable green building and development practice through the creation and
implementation of universally understood and accepted tools and performance criteria. In the
United States, buildings use one-third of total energy produced, two-thirds of electricity
generated, and one-eighth of the water extracted. The LEED rating system is a voluntary,
consensus-based, market-driven building rating system based on existing proven technology. It
evaluates environmental performance from a whole building perspective over a building’s life
cycle. The rating system is organized into five environmental categories: Sustainable Sites,
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Water Efficiency, Energy and Atmosphere, Materials and Resources, and Indoor Environmental
Quality. The rating system is a performance-oriented system where credits are earned for
satisfying each criterion.

Table 3.3-B, LEED for Core and Shell v2.0 Registered Project Checklist

Sustainable Sites Yes Maybe No

Prerequisite 1 Construction Activity Pollution
Prevention Yes

Credit 1 Site Selection 1
Credit 2 Development Density and Community

Connectivity 1

Credit 3 Brownfield Redevelopment
1

Credit 4.1 Alternative transportation, Public
Transportation Access 1

Credit 4.2 Alternative Transportation, Bicycle
Storage 1

Credit 4.3 Alternative Transportation, Low-
Emission and Fuel Efficient Vehicles 1

Credit 4.4 Alternative Transportation, Parking
Capacity 1

Credit 5.1 Site Development, Protect or Restore
Habitat 1

Credit 5.2 Site Development, Maximize Open
Space 1

Credit 6.1 Stormwater Design, Quality Control 1
Credit 6.2 Stormwater Management, Quality

Control 1

Credit 7.1 Heat-Island Effect, Non-Roof 1
Credit 7.2 Heat-Island Effect, Roof 1
Credit 8 Light Pollution Reduction 1
Credit 9 Tenant Design & Construction

Guidelines 1

Sustainable Sites Totals 5 5 5
Water Efficiency Yes Maybe No
Credit 1.1 Water Efficient Landscaping, Reduce by

50% 1

Credit 1.2 Water Efficient Lanscaping, No Potable
Use or No Irrigation 1

Credit 2 Innovative Water Technologies 1
Credit 3.1 Water Use Reduction, 20% Reduction 1
Credit 3.2 Water-Use Reduction, 30% Reduction 1

Water Efficiency Totals 3 0 2
Energy and
Atmosphere Yes Maybe No

Prerequisite 1 Fundamental Commissioning of the
Building Energy Systems Yes

Prerequisite 2 Minimum energy Performance Yes
Prerequisite 3 CFC Reduction in HVAC & Equipment Yes
Credit 1 Optimize energy performance: 5
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Sustainable Sites Yes Maybe No
24.5% New Buildings or 17.5% Existing
Building Renovations

Credit 2 Renewable Energy 1
Credit 3 Enhanced Commissioning 1
Credit 4 Enhanced Refrigerant Management 1
Credit 5.1 Measurement and Verification – Base

Building 1

Credit 5.2 Measurement and Verification – Tenant
Sub-metering 1

Credit 6 Green Power 1
Energy and Atmosphere Totals 7 3 1

Materials and
Resources Yes Maybe No

Prerequisite 1 Storage and Collection of Recyclables Yes
Credit 1.1 Building Reuse, Maintain 75% of

Existing Walls, Floors, and Roof 1

Credit 1.2 Building Reuse, Maintain 75% of
Existing Walls, Floors, and Roof 1

Credit 1.3 Building Reuse, Maintain 50% of
Existing Walls, Floors, and Roof 1

Credit 2.1 Construction Waste management, Divert
50% from disposal 1

Credit 2.2 Construction Waste management, Divert
75% from disposal 1

Credit 3 Materials Reuse, 1% 1
Credit 4.1 Recycled Content, 10% (Post-Consumer

+ ½ pre-consumer) 1

Credit 4.2 Recycled Content, 20% (Post-Consumer
+ ½ pre-consumer) 1

Credit 5.1 Regional Materials, 10% Extracted,
Processed and Manufactured Regionally 1

Credit 5.2 Regional Materials, 20% Extracted,
Processed and Manufactured Regionally 1

Credit 6 Certified Wood 1
Materials and Resources Totals 6 0 5

Indoor
Environmental
Quality

Yes Maybe No

Prerequisite 1 Minimum IAQ Performance Yes
Prerequisite 2 Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS)

Control Yes

Credit 1 Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring 1
Credit 2 Increased Ventilation 1
Credit 3 Construction IAQ management Plan 1
Credit 4.1 Low-emitting materials, adhesives and

sealants 1

Credit 4.2 Low-emitting materials, paints and
coatings 1

Credit 4.3 Low-emitting materials, carpet systems 1
Credit 4.4 Low-emitting materials, Composite

Wood and Agrifiber Products 1

Credit 5 Indoor Chemical and Pollutant Source 5
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Sustainable Sites Yes Maybe No
Control

Credit 6.1 Controllability of Systems, Lighting 1
Credit 6.2 Controllability of Systems, Thermal

Comfort 1

Credit 7.1 Thermal Comfort, Design 1
Credit 8.1 Daylight  &  Views,  Daylight  75%  of

Spaces 1

Credit 8.2 Daylight  &  Views,  Daylight  90%  of
Spaces 1

Indoor Environmental Quality Totals

5 2 5

Innovation and
Design Process Yes Maybe No

Credit 1.1 Innovation in Design
Credit 1.2 Innovation in Design 1
Credit 1.3 Innovation in Design 1
Credit 1.4 Innovation in Design
Credit 2 LEED Accredited Professional 1

Innovation and Design Process Totals 1 2 2
TOTAL
CREDITS Yes Maybe No

Certified = 23-27, Silver = 28-33, Gold =
34-44, Platinum = 45-61 29 10 18

With a total of 29 points out of a possible 61, the project will qualify for a Silver rating. The final
credit count and specific credits that will be implemented from Table 3.3-B are preliminary at
this time and will not be completed until the final LEED certification application has been
reviewed by the U.S. Green Building Council.
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Environmental Impacts Before Mitigation

Threshold: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

The AQMP for the SCAB sets forth a comprehensive program that will lead the SCAB into
compliance with all federal and state air quality standards. The AQMP control measures and
related emission reduction estimates are based upon emissions projections for a future
development scenario derived from land use, population, and employment characteristics defined
in consultation with local governments. Accordingly, conformance with the AQMP for
development projects is determined by demonstrating compliance with local land use plans
and/or population projections or evaluation of assumed emissions.

The existing 2007 AQMP was developed based on SCAG population projections for the region.
The population projections made by SCAG are based on existing and planned land uses as set
forth in the various general plans of local governmental jurisdictions within the region.
According to the Eastvale Area Plan, the project site comprises approximately 11 percent of the
Area Plan’s Light Industrial acreage. The project is consistent with the existing “Light
Industrial” land use designation set forth in the Riverside County General Plan and with the
surrounding land uses; the project will be compatible with existing and planned surrounding land
uses. Based on the proposed land use changes and its assessment, the proposed project is an
alteration from the present land use but is not a change from the proposed land uses currently
designated by the applicable general plan.

The project would be inconsistent with the site’s existing zoning, which under the County’s
current Ordinance No. 348 is zoned A-2-10 (Heavy Agriculture with a 10-acre minimum lot
size). However, the General Plan’s Land Use Map designation for the project site is “Light
Industrial.” Consistency zoning requirements would designate the zoning on the project site to be
consistent with the Light Industrial (LI) designation. The project proposal includes a Change of
Zone across the entire 53 acres to change the project site’s zoning from A-2-10 to “Light
Industrial” (LI). The development standards are consistent with those found in the County’s
current zoning ordinance.

Since the project will be developed with land uses that are in accordance with the approved
general  plan  land  use  designation  of  Light  Industrial,  the  project  is  also  considered  to  be  in
compliance with the AQMP. Impacts are considered to be less than significant.

Threshold: Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation.

Air quality impacts can be divided into short-term and long-term impacts. Short-term impacts are
usually related to construction and grading activities. Long-term impacts are usually associated
with build-out conditions and long-term operations of a project. Both short-term and long-term
air quality impacts can be analyzed on a regional and localized level. Regional air quality
thresholds examine the effect of project emissions on the air quality of the Basin, while localized
air quality impacts examine the effect of project emissions on the neighborhood around the
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project site. The following information was derived from the Air Quality Impact Analysis
(AQIA) which is found in Appendix C.

SCAQMD’s Regional Significance Threshold (RST) Analysis
The thresholds shown in Table 3.3-C below are from the SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook and are
the standard regional thresholds for determining significance under CEQA sanctioned by the
SCAQMD. These regional significance thresholds were developed by SCAQMD based on the
estimated daily emissions of a major stationary source.

Table 3.3-C, SCAQMD CEQA Regional Significance Thresholds

Emission Threshold Units VOC NOX CO SOX PM-10 PM-2.5
Construction lbs/day 75 100 550 150 150 55
Operations lbs/day 55 55 550 150 150 55

Short-Term Impacts – RST Analysis
Short-term emissions consist of fugitive dust and other particulate matter, as well as exhaust
emissions generated by construction-related vehicles. Short-term impacts will also include
emissions generated during construction as a result of operation of personal vehicles by
construction workers, asphalt degassing and architectural coating (painting) operations.

The project will be required to comply with existing SCAQMD rules for the reduction of fugitive
dust emissions. SCAQMD Rule 403 establishes these procedures. Compliance with this rule is
achieved through application of standard best management practices in construction and
operation  activities,  such  as  application  of  water  or  chemical  stabilizers  to  disturbed  soils,
manage haul road dust through application of water, covering haul vehicles, restricting vehicle
speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph, sweeping loose dirt from paved site access roadways,
cessation of construction activity when winds exceed 25 mph and establishing a permanent,
stabilizing ground cover on finished sites. In addition, projects that disturb 50 acres or more of
soil; or move 5,000 cubic yards of materials per day are required to submit a Fugitive Dust
Control  Plan  or  a  Large  Operation  Notification  Form  to  SCAQMD.  Based  on  the  size  of  this
project (approximately 53.4 acres), a Fugitive Dust Control Plan or Large Operation Notification
would be required.

SCAQMD Rule 1113 governs the sale of architectural coatings and limits the volatile organic
content (VOC) in paints and paint solvents. Although this rule does not directly apply to the
project, it does dictate the VOC content of paints available for use during building construction.

Short-term emissions were evaluated using the URBEMIS 2007 for Windows version 9.2.4
computer program. The model evaluated emissions resulting from site grading and construction.
The total construction period is expected to require at least two years beginning no earlier than
January 2010. The default parameters within URBEMIS were used and these default values
reflect a worst-case scenario, which means that project emissions are expected to be equal to or
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less than the estimated construction emissions. In addition to the default values used, several
assumptions relevant to model inputs for short-term construction emission estimates are:

• The project site was previously a dairy. Structures (such as corrals) associated with this use
will be removed during grading; therefore, demolition is not necessary. The existing 10-
corrals are constructed of metal post and rails (pipe corral). They will be removed using 1-
bull dozer, D 8 or smaller, during the site clearing phase (grading).

• The first phase of construction will consist of site grading. Earthwork numbers include
60,000 cubic yards of on-site cut and fill (1,429 cubic yards per day). After the site is
graded, building construction and paving will begin.

• To evaluate project compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust control, the
project utilized the mitigation options of watering the project site and unpaved haul-roads
three-times daily, which achieves a control efficiency of 61% for PM-10 and PM-2.5; and
reducing speeds on unpaved haul roads to less than 15 mph, which achieves a control
efficiency of 44% for PM-10 and PM-2.5.

• Painting will begin approximately 4 months after construction starts and will continue for
the duration of construction.

For analysis purposes, this project will be built in one phase, starting in January 2010 and ending
in January 2012. To be conservative and generate the “worst-case scenario,” the URBEMIS
default amount of construction equipment estimated to be used for 15 acres was doubled, and is
shown in Appendix A of the AQIA.

Table 3.3-D summarizes the estimated construction emissions.
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Table 3.3-D, Estimated Daily Construction Emissions

Activity/Year
Peak Daily Emissions (lb/day)

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5
SCAQMD Daily

Construction
Thresholds

75 100 550 150 150 55

Construction 2010
Site Grading 8.70 69.28 38.72 0.00 115.09 26.71

Asphalt 12.34 58.97 31.65 0.03 4.44 4.03
Building Construction 15.46 112.19 138.19 0.20 6.44 5.43

Coating/Painting 40.06 0.03 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.00
Maximum1 67.86 171.19 170.33 0.23 115.09 26.71

Exceeds Threshold? No Yes No No No No
Construction 2011

Building Construction 14.25 102.45 128.70 0.20 6.00 5.03
Coating/Painting 40.06 0.03 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00

Maximum2 54.31 102.48 129.15 0.20 6.00 5.03
Exceeds Threshold? No Yes No No No No
Construction 2012

Building Construction 13.11 93.01 119.80 0.20 5.49 4.56
Coating/Painting 40.06 0.02 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.00

Maximum2 53.17 93.03 120.22 0.20 5.49 4.56
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No

Notes: See Appendix A of the AQIA for model output report.
1 The maximum emissions are the greater of either site grading alone or the sum of paving activities, building
construction, and coating/painting since these activities could be occurring concurrently.
2 Since building construction and coating/painting can occur concurrently, the maximum emissions are equal to the sum
of these activities.

Evaluation of the above table indicates that criteria pollutant emissions from construction of this
project will exceed the SCAQMD regional daily thresholds for NOX during 2010 and 2011. The
main source of NOX emissions are from off-road construction vehicle exhaust. Construction
emissions of VOC, CO, SO2, PM-10, and PM-2.5 will not exceed the regional thresholds during
any construction year.
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Long-Term Impacts – RST Analysis

Long-term emissions are evaluated at build-out for the completed project at the end of
construction. Operational emissions refer to on-road motor vehicle emissions from project build-
out. These emissions are estimated by using the trip generation data and the opening year for
each phase. This information is provided in the project-specific Traffic Study (Urban Crossroads
2008, available in Appendix I of this document). In addition, the Light Industrial land use also
contains vehicle fleet mix assumptions for cars and trucks, 92 percent, and 8 percent
respectively, which can be used with the EMFAC2007 statewide vehicle fleet mix information
provided in URBEMIS to extrapolate a project-specific fleet mix (see AQIA Appendix A for
details and further explanation). Area Source emissions include stationary combustion emissions
of natural gas used for space and water heating, yard and landscape maintenance (assumed to
occur throughout the year in Southern California), and consumer use of solvents and personal
care products. URBEMIS 2007 computes area source emissions based upon default factors and
land use assumptions.

Separate emissions were computed for both summer and winter (see Tables 3.3-E and F).
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Table 3.3-E, Estimated Daily Project Operation Emissions (Summer)

Activity/Year
Peak Daily Emissions (lb/day)

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5
SCAQMD Daily

Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55

Natural Gas 0.06 0.81 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01

Consumer Products 0.00 -- -- -- -- --
Architectural

Coatings 4.32 -- -- -- -- --

Vehicles 54.08 114.88 612.91 0.61 97.69 20.60

Total 58.58 115.71 615.14 0.61 97.70 20.61
Exceeds Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No No

Table 3.3-F, Estimated Daily Project Operation Emissions (Winter)

Activity/Year
Peak Daily Emissions (lb/day)

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5
SCAQMD Daily

Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55

Natural Gas 0.06 0.81 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01

Consumer Products 0.00 -- -- -- -- --
Architectural

Coatings 4.32 -- -- -- -- --

Vehicles 57.99 133.18 593.06 0.51 97.69 20.60

Total 62.49 134.01 595.29 0.51 97.70 20.61
Exceeds Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No No

Evaluation of the above tables indicates that criteria pollutant emissions of VOC, NOX, and CO
from operation of this project will exceed the SCAQMD regional daily thresholds during
summer and winter.
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RST Analysis Conclusion

Based on the regional significance threshold analysis for the proposed project, the short-term
construction will result in an exceedance for NOX during one or more years. The long-term
operation of the project will exceed the daily regional thresholds set by SCAQMD for emissions
of VOC, NOX, and CO in both summer and winter.

SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Threshold (LST) Analysis
The pollutants analyzed under the LST are CO, NOX, PM-10, and PM-2.5. Of these pollutants,
the “attainment pollutants” (CO and NOX) are derived using an air quality dispersion model to
back-calculate the daily emissions that would cause or contribute to a violation in ambient air
quality for the Source Receptor Area (SRA) within which the project is located (SRA 22). The
non-attainment PM-10 and PM-2.5 pollutant measurements are derived using an air quality
dispersion model to back-calculate the emissions necessary to make the existing violation in
SRA 22 worse, using the allowable change in concentration thresholds approved by the
SCAQMD.

The LST analysis for the project site was performed using the US EPA approved Industrial
Source Complex Dispersion Model – Short Term computer model (ISCST3). For dispersion
analysis,  ISCST3 has four source types that the user can choose from. The first  type is a point
source, which refers to stacks, where the pollutants are released from a single point. The second
type is an area source, used to simulate the effects of fugitive emissions from sources such as
storage piles and slag lumps. The third type is an open pit source, used to stimulate fugitive
emissions from below-grade open pits, such as surface coal mines or stone quarries. The fourth
type is a volume source, used to simulate the effects of emissions from sources such as building
roof monitors and line sources, which include roads. Area and volume sources were modeled in
this analysis as directed by the LST methodology. A uniform polar grid centered on the emission
source, with flagpole receptor heights of 2.0 meters was modeled with receptor distances be
located 25, 50, 100, 200, and 500 meters from the project boundary in accordance with LST
methodology. Discrete receptors were also placed at distances of 20, 50, 70, 100, 200, 500, 1000,
2000, 3000, 4000, and 5000 meters from the project boundary line for modeling of NOX
emissions during both construction and operation (see the Air Quality Impact Analysis (AQIA)
in Appendix C for a complete discussion).

Short-Term Impacts – LST Analysis
The following paragraphs summarize the findings of each criteria pollutant using SCAQMD’s
LST methodology as contained in the AQIA in Appendix C.

NOX

For the project area, the maximum 1-hour NO2 concentration in the last 3 years was 0.08 ppm.
The Ambient Air Quality Standard (AAQS) for NO2 is a 1-hour maximum concentration of 0.18
ppm. Therefore, the difference in concentrations is 0.10 ppm (189 µg/m3). Based on SCAQMD
methodology, the project would be considered to have significant air quality impacts if NO2
concentrations at the nearest sensitive receptor exceed this amount. NOX emissions are simulated
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in  the  air  quality  dispersion  model  and  the  NO2 conversion  rate  is  treated  by  an  NO2-to-NOX
ratio, which is a function of downwind distance. According to the LST methodology developed
by staff at SCAQMD, at 5,000 meters downwind, 100 percent conversion of NO2-to-NOX is
assumed. The nearest potential sensitive receptor will be no closer than 38 meters (approximately
125 feet) away from the construction area. The corresponding NO2-to-NOX ratio is
approximately 0.053. Even at a distance of 50 meters (164 feet), the NO2-to-NOX ratio is only
0.059. As previously indicated, LST methodology states that receptor distances should be located
25, 50, 100, 200, and 500 meters from the project boundary. Therefore, to be conservative, the
nearest receptor distance of 25 meters was chosen for the analysis. The maximum modeled NOX
concentration occurs within the project boundary construction area. The NOX concentration at
this receptor location is approximately 356.09 µg/m3 and the NO2-to-NOX ratio is approximately
0.053. Therefore, the sensitive receptor will be exposed to an NO2 concentration of 18.87 µg/m3,
which is less than the threshold of 189 µg/m3. Discrete receptors were also placed at distances of
20, 50, 70, 100, 200, 500, 1000, 2000, 3000, 4000, and 5000 meters from the project boundary
line for modeling of NOX emissions during construction to assess the NO2 concentration further
downwind as NOX emissions convert to NO2 (see Appendix C). The highest NO2 concentration
was modeled at a level of approximately 28.47 µg/m3 at  a  distance  of  500  meters  from  the
project boundary, which is still well below the threshold of 189 µg/m3. The project’s emissions
will not exceed the LST for NO2 during construction.

CO

The localized threshold for CO is determined in much the same way as NOX. CO concentrations
are measured for both 1-hour and 8-hour concentrations. The maximum 1-hour concentration of
CO for the past 3 years was 4 ppm. The maximum 8-hour CO concentration over the past 3 years
is 2.7 ppm. The 1-hour AAQS maximum for CO is 20 ppm and the 8-hour maximum is 9 ppm.
Therefore, significant air quality impacts related to CO will occur if the 1-hour concentration at
the nearest sensitive receptor exceeds 16 ppm (18,400 g/m3). The maximum modeled 1-hour
concentration is 265.68 µg/m3 which is well below the threshold. The 8-hour threshold is 6.3
ppm (7,232 g/m3) and the maximum modeled 8-hour CO concentration is 173.44 g/m3. Thus,
the project’s emission will not exceed the LST for either the 1- or 8-hour CO concentration
during construction.

PM-10

For PM-10, the basin is in non-attainment, therefore the LST for PM-10 during project
construction was developed using a dispersion model to back-calculate the emissions necessary
to exceed a concentration equivalent to 50 g/m3 averaged over five hours, which results in an
equivalent concentration for PM-10 LST of 10.4 g/m3, averaged over 24-hours. Therefore, the
project will have significant air quality impacts if 24-hour PM-10 concentrations at the nearest
sensitive receptor exceed this amount.

The highest PM-10 concentration at the boundary nearest to sensitive receptors is 301.76 µg/m3.
The nearest sensitive receptor area is approximately 38 meters south of the southeast corner of
the project site. Therefore, based on the equation above, the PM-10 concentration at the nearest
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potential sensitive receptor will be 49.03 µg/m3,  which  is  greater  than  the  threshold  of  10.4
µg/m3. Therefore, emissions during project construction will exceed the localized significance
thresholds for PM-10 at the nearest potential sensitive receptor.

PM-2.5

For  PM-2.5,  the  basin  is  also  in  non-attainment  and  is  subject  to  the  same  SCAQMD
construction threshold of 10.4 µg/m3, averaged over 24-hours. PM-2.5 is a sub-set of PM-10 and
as such can be described in terms of percentages. According to staff at SCAQMD, fugitive PM-
2.5 represents approximately 21 percent of fugitive PM-10 while PM-2.5 from off-road diesel
equipment represents approximately 92 percent of PM-10 (SCAQMD 2006). Using the
maximum on-site emissions for construction contained in Appendix A, which occur in the
grading period, the combined PM-2.5 fraction of PM-10 is approximately 23.2 percent.
Therefore, it can be assumed that the concentration of PM-2.5 at the nearest potential sensitive
receptor is approximately 23.2 percent of the above calculated PM-10 concentration at 38 meters
of 49.03 µg/m3 resulting in a PM-2.5 concentration of 12.26 µg/m3. This concentration is also
above the threshold of 10.4 µg/m3. Therefore, emissions during project construction will exceed
the LST for PM-2.5 at the nearest potential sensitive receptor.

Long-Term Impacts – LST Analysis
The following paragraphs summarize the findings of each criteria pollutant using SCAQMD’s
LST methodology as contained in the AQIA in Appendix C.

NOX

For the project area, the maximum 1-hour NO2 concentration in the last 3 years was 0.08 ppm.
The Ambient Air Quality Standard (AAQS) for NO2 is a 1-hour maximum concentration of 0.18
ppm. Therefore, the difference in concentrations is 0.10 ppm (189 g/m3). Based on SCAQMD
methodology, the project would be considered to have significant air quality impacts if NO2
concentrations at the nearest sensitive receptor exceed 0.10 ppm. NOX emissions are simulated in
the air quality dispersion model and the NO2 conversion rate is treated by an NO2-to-NOX ratio,
which is a function of downwind distance. According to the LST methodology developed by
staff at SCAQMD, at 5,000 meters downwind, 100 percent conversion of NO2-to-NOX is
assumed. The nearest potential sensitive receptor (outlined in red) is approximately 38 meters
south of the project site. Therefore, the nearest potential sensitive receptor will be exposed to an
NO2 concentration approximately 23.4 µg/m3, which is less than the threshold of 189 µg/m3. The
NOX maximum concentration at this distance is approximately 441.7 µg/m3 and the NO2-to-NOX
ratio is approximately 0.053. Discrete receptors were also placed at distances of 20, 50, 70, 100,
200, 500, 1000, 2000, 3000, 4000, and 5000 meters from the project boundary line for modeling
of NOX emissions during operation. The maximum modeled concentration occurs at
approximately 100 meters within the boundary of the property line, as indicated by the area in
red. The NOX concentration at this location is approximately 1,060 µg/m3; however, there are no
sensitive receptors at this location. The area of highest NO2 concentration  is  at  a  level  of  25.6
µg/m3 at a distance of 50 meters east of the property line, which is less than the threshold of 189
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µg/m3. Therefore, project operation will not cause an exceedance of the LST for NO2 to sensitive
receptors, even under worst-case conditions.

CO

For the project area, the maximum 1-hour CO concentration in the last 3 years was 4 ppm. The
maximum 8-hour CO concentration over the past 3 years is 2.7 ppm. The 1-hour AAQS
maximum for CO is 20 ppm and the 8-hour maximum is 9 ppm. Therefore, significant air quality
impacts related to CO will occur if the 1-hour concentration at the nearest sensitive receptor
exceeds 16 ppm (18,400 g/m3). The maximum modeled 1-hour concentration is 1,681.6 µg/m3

which is well below the threshold. The 8-hour threshold is 6.3 ppm (7,232 g/m3) and the
maximum modeled 8-hour CO concentration is 1,103.3 g/m3. Therefore, the project’s emissions
will not exceed the LST for either the 1- or 8-hour CO concentration during operation.

PM-10 and PM-2.5

Although the project’s operation does not contain any fugitive dust sources, operational LST
analysis is required for PM-10 and PM-2.5 emissions from on-site diesel truck travel. For on-
road diesel fueled vehicles, PM-2.5 represents approximately 92 percent of PM-10 emissions.
For purposes of the LST analysis, PM-10, PM-2.5, and diesel particulate matter (DPM) are
considered to be the same. The PM-10 concentration in the project vicinity from on-site project
emissions have been analyzed in the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) performed for the project
and contained in Appendix C.

For PM-10 and PM-2.5, the basin is in non-attainment, therefore the LST for PM-10 and PM-2.5
during project operation was developed using a dispersion model to back-calculate the emissions
necessary to make an existing violation in the specific SRA worse. The HRA utilized annual
emission factors and estimated the annual average DPM concentrations for the project area. For
PM-10 and PM-2.5, the allowable change in concentration for operations is an annual average of
1.0 µg/m3. Therefore, the project will have significant air quality impacts if the annual average
PM-10 and PM-2.5 concentrations at the nearest sensitive receptor exceed 1.0 µg/m3. As shown
in the HRA, the highest concentration of PM-10 at a modeled sensitive receptor is 0.03059
µg/m3 from  project-generated  emissions,  which  is  less  than  the  threshold  of  1.0 µg/m3.
Therefore, the project’s emissions will not cause an exceedance of the LST for the annual PM-10
or PM-2.5 concentrations during project operation.

LST Analysis Conclusion

Based on the LST analysis of the proposed project, the short-term construction of the project will
result in localized air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the project vicinity for PM-10 and
PM-2.5. Short-term construction will not result in an exceedance of the LST thresholds for NOX
and CO. The long-term operation of the project will not result in an exceedance of the LST for
NOX, CO, PM-10, or PM-2.5 to sensitive receptors.
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CO Hot Spot Analysis
Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a localized problem requiring additional analysis beyond total project
emissions quantification. The SCAQMD recommends that projects with sensitive receptors or
projects that could negatively impact levels of service (LOS) of existing roads use the screening
procedures outlined in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Section 5.3) to determine
the potential to create a CO “hot spot.” A CO hot spot is a localized concentration of CO that is
above the state or federal 1-hour or 8-hour ambient air standards. Localized high levels of CO
are associated with traffic congestion and idling or slow-moving vehicles. The proposed project
was evaluated to determine the potential of creating CO hot spots as a result of project operations
and the project’s contribution to Level of Service (LOS) on adjacent roadways according to the
CO hot spots protocol developed by Caltrans. The CO hot spot analysis is contained in its
entirety in Appendix C of the AQIA and the results are summarized in Table 3.3-G, CO Hot
Spot Results.

Table 3.3-G, CO Hot Spot Results

Intersection

1- Hour
CO Concentration (ppm)

8- Hour
CO Concentration (ppm)

Existing
2008

Project
20101,3

Cumulative
20102,3

Existing
2008

Project
20101,3

Cumulative
20102,3

State Standard 20 20 20 9 9 9
Federal Standard 35 35 35 9 9 9
Hamner Ave / Limonite
Ave 5.4 5.4 6.0 3.8 3.8 4.2
I-15 NB Ramp / Limonite
Ave 5.4 5.3 5.6 3.8 3.7 3.9
I-15 SB Ramp / Limonite
Ave 5.3 5.3 5.7 3.7 3.7 4.0

Note: 1 Includes existing traffic plus ambient growth plus traffic from completed project.
2 Includes existing plus ambient growth plus project traffic plus other approved projects in the area.
3 2010 is the buildout year given in the TIA (see Appendix I).

For all of the intersections modeled, the CO emissions from project-generated traffic are below
the California and national (federal) standards; including cumulative traffic conditions which
factors in traffic generated by other area-wide development. Therefore, the project will not
contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  either  the  CAAQS  or  NAAQS  for  CO  emissions  and  will  not
form any CO hot spots in the project area.

Conclusions
Based on the regional significance threshold analysis for the proposed project, the short-term
construction will result in an exceedance for NOX during  one  or  more  years.  Short-term
construction impacts are considered significant. The long-term operation of the project will
exceed the daily regional thresholds set by SCAQMD for emissions of all criteria air pollutants,
except SO2,  PM-10,  and  PM  2.5  in  both  summer  and  winter.  In  addition,  the  project  will  not
contribute  to  an  exceedance  of  either  the  CAAQS  or  NAAQS  for  CO  emissions  and  will  not
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form  any  CO  hot  spots  in  the  project  area.  Long-term  operational  impacts  are considered
significant.

Based on the LST analysis of the proposed project, the short-term construction of the project will
not result in localized air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the project vicinity for NOX or
CO, but will exceed the LST for PM-10 and PM-2.5. Short-term construction impacts are
considered significant. The long-term operation will not result in any exceedance of the LST for
NOX, CO, PM-10, or PM-2.5 at the nearest sensitive receptor. Long-term operational impacts are
considered less than significant.

Threshold:  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 (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors).

Criteria Pollutants
The portion of the South Coast Air Basin within which the project is located is designated as a
non-attainment area for ozone, PM-10, and PM-2.5 under both state and federal standards.

In evaluating the cumulative effects of the project, Section 21100(e) of CEQA states that
“previously approved land use documents including, but not limited to, general plans, specific
plans, and local coastal plans, may be used in cumulative impact analysis.” In addressing
cumulative effects for air quality, the AQMP utilizes approved general plans and, therefore, is
the most appropriate document to use to evaluate cumulative impacts of the subject project. This
is because the AQMP evaluated air quality emissions for the entire South Coast Air Basin using
a future development scenario based on population projections and set forth a comprehensive
program that would lead the region, including the project area, into compliance with all federal
and state air quality standards. As described above, the project will not obstruct the
implementation of the AQMP. The project’s short-term construction emissions for NOX and
long-term operational emissions for VOC, NOX, and CO have been shown to be significant on a
regional level. Since the project’s short-term and long-term emissions are above thresholds for at
least one pollutant, it is considered to have a cumulatively considerable net increase on ozone,
which is non-attainment in the region under both state and federal standards and is considered
significant.

Greenhouse Gases (GHG)
Regarding GHG emissions, a project that shifts the location of where someone lives or works, by
itself, may or may not contribute new GHG emissions. For example, someone may move from
Northern California to western Riverside County, and while this would likely increase emissions
within the Basin, it would not necessarily result in the generation of more GHG emissions
globally.  However,  if  a  person  moves  from  one  location,  with  long  commutes  and  a  land  use
pattern that requires substantial energy use, to a project location that promotes shorter and fewer
vehicle trips, more walking and less energy use, the new project could potentially result in a
reduction in generation of global GHG emissions.
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The following analysis represents an attempt to estimate the project’s GHG emissions at specific
plan build-out in 2012 primarily through the quantification of carbon dioxide emissions. As
previously stated, carbon dioxide emissions accounted for approximately 84 percent of the
state’s total GHG emissions in 2004. Methane and nitrous oxide accounted for 5.7 and 6.8
percent,  respectively.  Therefore,  while  not  intended  to  be  an  all-inclusive  inventory  of  overall
GHG  emissions  from  the  project;  the  estimation  of  CO2 from the most important construction
and operation related sources is illustrative of much of the project’s contribution to GHG.

It should be noted that the release of GHG in general and CO2 specifically into the atmosphere is
not of itself an adverse environmental affect. It is the affect that increased concentrations of
GHG including CO2 in the atmosphere has upon the Earth’s climate (i.e., climate change) and the
associated consequences of climate change that results in adverse environmental affects (e.g., sea
level rise, loss of snowpack, severe weather events). Although air quality modeling can estimate
a project’s incremental contribution of CO2 into the atmosphere, it is not feasible to determine
whether or how an individual project’s relatively small incremental contribution (on a global
scale) might translate into physical effects on the environment. Since the Earth’s climate is
determined by the complex interaction of different components of the Earth and its atmosphere,
it is not possible to discern whether the presence or absence of GHG emitted by the project
would result in any measurable impact that would cause climate change.

The  following  project  activities  were  analyzed  below  for  their  contribution  to  global  CO2
emissions:

Short-Term Emissions:
Construction Related Activities

The recently updated URBEMIS model calculates carbon dioxide emissions from fuel usage by
construction equipment and construction-related activities, like worker trips, for the project in
tons per year (one ton equals 2,000 pounds). The URBEMIS estimate does not analyze emissions
from construction related electricity or natural gas. Construction related electricity and natural
gas emissions vary based on the amount of electric power used during construction and other
unknown factors which make them too speculative to quantify. Life-cycle emissions associated
with the manufacture of building materials are also not quantified in this analysis although they
undoubtedly exist. Quantification was not attempted because of the large spatio-temporal
variation in sources for building products used to construct the project and the consequent large
uncertainty associated with the resulting emissions. For this reason, to attempt to quantify life-
cycle emissions of materials would be speculative. This conclusion is consistent with recent
guidance on quantification of emissions for specific plans presented by the California Air
Pollution Control Officer’s Association guidance on CEQA and Climate Change (CAPCOA).

The following table summarizes the output results and presents the emissions estimates in metric
tonnes (Mt) of CO2.
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Table 3.3-H, Project Construction Equipment Emissions

Year Total tons CO2 Total MtCO2
2010 2,709.60 2,458.11
2011 3,164.52 2,870.80
2012 121.71 110.41
Total 5,439.33

Evaluation of the table above indicates that an estimated 5,439.33 MtCO2 emissions from project
construction equipment will occur over the course of the estimated construction period of three
years. The emissions of CO2 from construction equipment are less than the SCAQMD screening
level of 6,500 MtCO2 eq/year. Due to the short-term nature of construction activities and the
relatively small quantity of construction-related CO2 emissions, the resulting impacts on global
climate change are not considered to be cumulatively considerable.

Long-Term Emissions:
Electricity Related Emissions

Carbon dioxide emissions from electricity generation can be estimated through different
methods. The method used in this DEIR takes the project’s estimated annual electricity
consumption and multiplies this by the average carbon intensity of California. California
depends on both electricity generated within the state and imported electricity. Depending on the
year, imported electricity accounts for 22 to 32 percent of the total supply. Imported electricity
has an average carbon intensity of 544 to 735 Mt/GWh (metric tonnes per gigawatt-hour) while
in-state electricity has an average carbon intensity of only 187 to 280 Mt/GWh (CEC 2006a).
Taking an average of all of these factors yields the average carbon intensity for electricity
supplied to the California grid equal to 342.12 Mt/GWh. Details regarding the calculations are
found in Appendix C.

The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook provides usage rate tables to determine annual
consumption of many types of land uses. The table below estimates the project’s annual
electricity consumption.

Table 3.3-I, Annual Electricity Consumption
Project Land Use Quantity (unit) KWh/Unit/year1 KWh/year
Light Industrial 738,432 (SF) 10.50 7,753,536.00
Notes: 1 Electricity usage rates from  SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality
Handbook: Table A9-11-A

Total GWh/year 7.75

By multiplying the total GWh/yr from above by the average California carbon intensity yields
total CO2 emissions for the project equal to 2,660.39 MtCO2 annually. This number is
conservative because it does not assume a change in average carbon intensity. Actual emissions
due to electricity use will likely be smaller due to implementation of SB 1368 which will phase-
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out the use of out-of-state coal fired power plants and implementation of AB 32 which will
probably reduce the carbon intensity throughout the entire state.
Landscape Equipment Related Emissions

Landscape equipment servicing the project site also create CO2 resulting from fuel combustion
based on the number of business units. The current URBEMIS model calculates these emissions.
The following table shows the estimated emissions related to annual landscape maintenance
equipment usage.

Table 3.3-J, Landscape Maintenance Equipment Usage
Project Total tons CO2/year Total MtCO2/year
Birtcher Corona Valley 0.51 0.46

Evaluation of the table above estimates the project’s annual landscape equipment emissions are
0.46 Mt/CO2.

Natural Gas Related Emissions

For this analysis, GHG emissions associated with the combustion of natural gas used by the
project are a function of natural gas usage at build-out and CO2 emissions produced when one
cubic foot of natural gas is combusted. The current URBEMIS model calculates the CO2
emissions from the project’s annual natural gas usage in short tons based on land use. The
following table provides a summary of the model output and converts the results to metric tonnes
(Mt) of CO2.

Table 3.3-K, Natural Gas Emissions

Project Total tons CO2/year Total MtCO2/year
Birtcher Corona Valley 176.38 160.01

Evaluation of the table above shows that the estimated CO2 emissions from the combustion of
natural gas consumed by the project annually are approximately 160 Mt/year.

Vehicle Emissions
URBEMIS also calculates the annual CO2 emission from project-related use vehicle usage. The
following table shows the project’s related vehicular emissions.

Table 3.3-L, Vehicular CO2 Emissions

Project Total tons CO2/year MtCO2/year
Birtcher Corona Valley 10,563.95 9,583.45
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The table above indicates that project-related CO2 emissions from vehicular traffic are
approximately 9,583 Mt annually. The proposed project’s main contribution of CO2 emissions is
from motor vehicles, but how much of those emissions are “new” is uncertain. New projects do
not  create  new  drivers,  and  therefore  do  not  create  a  new  mobile  source  of  emissions.  It  is
probable that the proposed project will only redistribute the existing traffic patterns. Therefore,
Table 3.3-L, Vehicular CO2 Emissions overestimates the proposed project’s impacts.
Additionally, future reductions in GHG emissions from vehicular trips can be expected as a
result of implementation of AB 1493 (2002), which requires emissions reductions in California’s
new light duty vehicle fleet. Those regulations are to be phased-in, starting in model year 2009.
Staff at the California Air Resources Board estimate that emissions could be reduced 27 percent
by 2030. Nevertheless, even with these future AB 1493-related reductions, vehicular GHG
emissions will remain an important component of total project emissions at buildout.

Total Project CO2 Emissions
As shown in Table 3.3-M, Annual Project-Related Operational CO2 Emissions, using all the
emissions quantified above, the total unmitigated operational carbon dioxide emissions generated
from the project is approximately 13,385 MtCO2 per year while construction related emissions
total approximately 5,439 MtCO2 per year over the 24 month construction period. The table
below indicates that the majority of operational project emissions are from vehicle use followed
by electrical consumption at 79 and 20 percent, respectively.

Not included in this estimate are emissions from construction related activities, as previously
discussed above, nor are emissions from wastewater treatment and landfill of solid waste during
project operation. The primary GHG of concern from wastewater treatment and landfill material
is methane. Methane emissions from wastewater treatment vary widely based upon the
wastewater treatment process which is often not under control of the project developer. Methane
emissions from large landfills are separately regulated and methane gas recovery is a required
element of that regulatory program. The table below, while not an all-inclusive inventory of all
project-related GHG, shows the estimation of CO2 from some of the most important and readily
quantified project operation-related sources which are representative of the majority of the
project’s contribution to global GHG concentrations.

Table 3.3-M, Annual Project-Related Operational CO2 Emissions

Source Annual Carbon Dioxide Emissions (Mt) Percent of Total
Electricity 2,660.39 19.88%
Natural Gas 160.01 1.20 %
Landscape Equipment 0.46 0.003 %
Vehicular 10,563.95 78.92 %
Total 13,384.81 100 %

Although the project’s annual CO2 emissions  are  small  on  a  global  scale,  they  will  exceed  the
SCAQMD recommended screening level of 6,500 MtCO2/year. To lessen the impacts related to
global climate change and greenhouse gas production, the project will be designed to increase
the buildings’ overall performance as detailed previously under Design Considerations, above. In
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a global context, the projects operational CO2 emissions represent approximately 0.00005
percent (13,385 Mt/ 26.4 Gt) of the Earth’s CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion per year
(IPCC).

To aid in assessing the impact of the project’s cumulative contribution to climate change, the
project  was  evaluated  utilizing  the  Tiers  of  the Draft AQMD Staff CEQA Greenhouse Gas
Significance Threshold (SCAQMD 2008b):

• Tier 1: No further action is required if the project qualifies for an exemption under
CEQA; if not, continue to the next tier.

• The project does not qualify for an exemption; continued to the next tier.

• Tier 2: If the project’s GHG emissions are within the GHG Budgets in approved regional
plans (including local general plans and similar to consistency with existing CEQA
Guidelines), then the project is less than significant. If not, continue to the next tier.

• Riverside County does not have a GHG Budget within their approved regional
plan; continued to the next tier.

• Tier 3: If the project’s incremental increase in GHG emissions is below, or mitigated
below the currently recommended screening level of 6,500 Mt/yr CO2eq (metric tons of
carbon dioxide-equivalent per year) AND increases energy efficiency x percent beyond
the  requirements  of  Title  24  AND decreases  water  use  by y percent, then the project is
less than significant. If not, continue to the next tier.

• The project’s incremental increase in operational GHG emissions is
approximately 13,385 Mt/ yr CO2eq, which is over double the screening value
of 6,500 Mt/yr CO2eq; continued to the next tier.

• Tier 4: This tier includes three options for a performance standard. If the project achieves
the applicable standard, then it is less than significant. If not, continue to the next tier.

• Option 1: Achieve a uniform percentage reduction target objective (e.g., 30 percent)
from the business-as-usual2 by incorporating project design features and/or
implementing emission reduction measures; or

§ The project fits option1 of this tier best because it will be evaluated under
the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green
Building Rating System for Core and Shell. Adherence to this program is
detailed in mitigation measure MM  Air  7. MM  Air  7 states that the
project shall be LEED certified, and at a minimum, be required to
increase building energy performance 24.5% beyond Title 24, and reduce
water use by 20%, prior to issuance of any building permits, and that
plans shall include proof of LEED certification.

• The  LEED  certification  will  reduce  GHG  emissions  from  the
project by reducing water use at least 20%, optimizing new

2 The SCAQMD is recommending that the business-as-usual definition be based on current technologies and
regulatory requirements.
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building energy performance by 24.5% beyond Title 24
requirements, diverting 50% of construction waste from disposal
in incinerators or landfills, increasing demand for building
materials with at least 10% recycled content, and using building
materials that at least 10% of which are extracted or manufactured
locally (which would lessen pollutant impacts due to
transportation). For more details on the LEED checklist see Table
3.3-B under Design Considerations.

Through LEED certification the project is making an effort to reduce its carbon footprint.
However, at this point in time, the only measure that can be quantified is the building energy
performance 24.5% beyond Title 24.

Because it cannot be determined with certainty that the project will not result in a cumulatively
considerable incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate
change, even after implementation of MM Air 7, the cumulative impacts of the proposed project
on global climate change are considered potentially cumulatively considerable and
unavoidable.

Threshold: Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Odor  sensation  is  a  personal  response.  Not  all  people  are  equally  sensitive,  and  they  do  not
always agree about the severity of an odor once it is detected. The human nose is still the best
means of determining the strength of an odor. Precise documentation of the strength and nature
of an odor is generally unavailable because of the large number of gases involved and their
effects on each other. Additionally, odor measurement is difficult because no instrument has
been found to successfully measure odor and all its components.

However, the project presents the potential for generation of objectionable odors from diesel
exhaust during construction, and, paving and architectural coatings applications during
construction to the immediate vicinity of the project site. Odors generated during construction
and grading will be short-term and not result in a long-term odorous impact to the surrounding
area.

The nearest sensitive receptor (residence located on a dairy) is approximately 125 feet to the
south of the project boundary line. There are also existing residences (located on existing dairies
as well) to the north of the project site, closest being approximately 500 feet from the project’s
northern property line. The wind rose indicates that locally, the prevailing wind is generally from
west to east with wind speeds up to 17 mph approximately 20 percent of the time, and an average
wind speed of approximately 4.5 mph. In addition to wind direction, distance is important. Odor
intensity decreases as distance from the source increases. Distance allows fresh air to mix with
the odors, resulting in decreased odor intensity. Due to wind direction, the sensitive receptors to
the south and southeast will be the most impacted. Studies have shown that the typical person
spends approximately 87 percent of their time indoors, 5 percent of their time outdoors, and 7
percent of their time in vehicles. (Lloyd, A.C.; Cackette, T.A.; Diesel Engines: Environmental
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Impact and Control, Journal of Air & Waste Management Assoc. 51:809-847.) The quantity of
time that people spend indoors also substantially reduces their exposure to potential odors.

Recognizing the short-term duration and quantity of emissions in the project area and the limited
outdoor exposure of persons to outdoor odors, the project will not expose substantial numbers of
people to objectionable odors. Impacts from short-term construction odors are considered
less than significant.

Since the project consists of light industrial uses, the trucks utilizing the project may emit odors
during operation in the form of diesel exhaust; however, there are regulations from the California
ARB related to diesel  fuel contents that  are intended to reduce the amount of odor from diesel
exhaust. These rules and regulations, along with MM Air 6 below which limits idling time, will
help to reduce impacts related to odors from the project to less than significant levels.

Threshold:  Using SCAQMD’s methodology, will the project expose sensitive receptors to diesel
exhaust, a toxic air contaminant, at a level that exceeds 10 excess cancer cases per one million
people?

Health risk assessments are commonly used to estimate the health risks to the surrounding
community from projects that will be a source of diesel emissions and hence increase the amount
of diesel particulate matter (DPM) in the area. The proposed project consists of Light Industrial
land uses which will result in DPM emissions from project-generated truck traffic. The project
site is surrounded by land which is designated light industrial or medium density residential.

In order to assess the potential health risk to the surrounding land uses, a Health Risk
Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the project (contained in Appendix C). The following is a
summary of the results in the HRA.

The risk assessment guidelines established by SCAQMD and followed in this analysis are
designed to produce conservative (high) estimates of the risks posed by DPM. The conservative
nature of the analysis is due to the following factors:

• The CARB-adopted diesel exhaust unit risk factor of 300 per million per µg/m3 is based
upon the upper 95 percentile of estimated risks for each of the epidemiological studies
reviewed and used to develop this unit risk factor. Consequently, this risk factor is
already a conservative estimate of the risk posed by DPM.

• The residents at the sensitive receptor locations are assumed to remain outdoors (or have
continual  contact  with  outside  air)  at  home for  24  hours  a  day,  365  days  a  year,  for  70
continuous years.

• As a conservative measure, the SCAQMD does not recognize indoor adjustments for
residents. However, a study by published in the Journal of Air and Waste Management
Association in 2001 (Cackette/Lloyd) shows that the typical person spends approximately
87 percent of their time indoors, 5 percent of their time outdoors, and 7 percent of their
time in vehicles. In addition, people that reside indoors without an indoor source of diesel
exhaust are expected to have lower levels of DPM. A DPM exposure assessment showed
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that the average indoor concentration is 2.0 µg/m3, compared with an outdoor
concentration of 3.0 µg/m3.

Cancer risks are based upon mathematical calculations which estimate the probability of the
number of people who will develop cancer after 24-hour a day, 365 days a year exposure to
DPM  at  the  same  concentration  for  a  period  of  70  years.  The  cancer  risks  from  DPM  usually
occur exclusively through the inhalation pathway; therefore, the cancer risks can be estimated
from the following equation.

*MICRDPM = CPDPM • DIDPM
where,

MICRDPM  Cancer risk from diesel particulate matter (DPM); the probability of an individual
developing cancer as a result of exposure to DPM.

CPDPM
1 Cancer Potency factor for DPM (mg/kg-day)-1; estimated probability that a person

will contract cancer as a result of inhalation of a DPM concentration of 1mg per
kilogram of bodyweight continuously over a period of 70 years. CPDPM value of
1.1 (mg/kg-day)-1

DIDPM Dose through inhalation (mg/kg-day)
- obtained by multiplying Cair x DBR x EVF x 10-6

o Cair is the Annual Average 24 hour per day concentration of DPM in
air (µg/m3) (calculated by ISCST3).

o DBR is the daily breathing rate
§ To be most protective, the most sensitive value of 302

(liters/kg-day) was used, 2

o EVF is the exposure factor
§ Most sensitive value of 0.96 used. 3

* Table of data used in calculations can be found in Appendix C
1. From the 2005 “Consolidated Table of OEHHA/ARB Approved Risk Assessment Health

Values”
2. From Table 9A of 2005 “AQMD Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212”
3. From Table 9B of 2005 “AQMD Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212”

This probability is usually expressed in terms of the number of people who will develop cancer
per one million people who are also exposed. It is important to understand that this cancer risk
represents the probability that a person develops some form of cancer; the estimated risk does
not represent actual mortality rates.

The specific calculations and assumptions used to determine the cancer risks are included in the
HRA located in Appendix C of this document.

The project-specific Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) performed by Urban Crossroads (2008) for
the project area (available in Appendix I of this document) did not evaluate existing truck trips
numbers or their distribution, nor truck trips or distribution from cumulative projects. Therefore,
analysis of DPM emissions from the project-related truck traffic only was evaluated in the HRA
(Appendix C).
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The current land use for the project site is designated “Light Industrial”, with “Light Industrial”
land uses to the north, east, south and west (just beyond the Open-Space Water designation of the
Cucamonga Creek). There is an existing residence to the north of the project site approximately
500 feet from the project’s property line, and an existing residence to the south of the project site
approximately 125 feet from the project’s property line. There is a skate park approximately 680
feet from the project boundary, within the Open Space Recreation area to the south east of the
project site. When the truck traffic from the Light Industrial uses is evaluated at project build-out
in 2010, no areas will be exposed to excess cancer risks from DPM exceeding the 10 in one
million threshold. The highest estimated cancer risk for sensitive receptors modeled within this
area is 2.9 excess cases of cancer in one million.

It is also understood that those non-sensitive receptors (such as commercial or industrial land
uses) within the one-mile radius of the project’s boundary will also not be exposed to any
project-related increases in cancer risk of 10 in a million or greater (even though the standard for
commercial receptors is less stringent than for sensitive receptors).

Therefore, excess cancer risks to sensitive receptors are considered less than significant and no
mitigation measures are required.

Threshold:  Expose sensitive receptors to a hazard index of 1.0 or greater using a reference
exposure level of 5 µg/m3 for chronic non-cancer risks associated with diesel exhaust particulate
matter.

Non-cancer risks can be described as acute (short-term, generally 1-hour peak exposures) or
chronic (long-term exposure, defined as 12 percent of a lifetime or about 8 years for humans)
health impacts. SCAQMD recognizes and uses the acute and chronic reference exposure levels
(REL) developed by OEHHA for determining non-cancer health impacts of toxic substances.
Exceeding the acute or chronic REL does not necessarily indicate that an adverse health impact
will occur; however, levels of exposure above the REL have an increasing but undefined
probability of resulting in an adverse health impact, particularly in sensitive individuals. For
Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM), there is no value for the acute REL and the chronic REL is 5
µg/m3. Therefore, non-cancer health risks are expected when people are exposed to short-term
DPM concentration greater than 5 µg/m3. Since the hazard index is the ratio between the DPM
concentration at each receptor (estimated using ISCST3) and the chronic REL, then non-cancer
health risks are significant if the hazard index exceeds 1.0. This threshold for significance is
sanctioned by SCAQMD and CARB explicitly to determine the non-cancerous health impacts
attributable to projects that introduce new sources of diesel exhaust emissions in an area.

The relationship for the non-cancer health effects of DPM is given by the following equation:

HIDPM = CDPM / RELDPM
where,

HIDPM Hazard Index; an expression of the potential for non-cancer health effects.

CDPM Annual average DPM concentration in µg/m3.
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RELDPM Reference  exposure  level  (REL)  for  DPM;  the  DPM  concentration  at  which  no
adverse health effects are anticipated.

The maximum DPM concentration of 0.03059 µg/m3 occurs in the project vicinity under project-
only conditions. Using the equation above, the hazard index is 0.006, which is less than one
percent of the allowable threshold. Therefore, non-cancer risks are considered less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required.

Proposed Mitigation Measures

An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). Mitigation
measures were evaluated for their ability to reduce or eliminate impacts.

In addition to compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 (see page 3.3-18) for project construction,
the following mitigation measures shall be implemented:

MM Air 1: During construction, ozone precursor emissions from mobile construction
equipment shall be controlled by maintaining equipment engines in good condition and in proper
tune per manufacturers’ specifications to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and
Safety. Equipment maintenance records and equipment design specification data sheets shall be
kept on-site during construction. Compliance with this measure shall be subject to periodic
inspections by the Department of Building and Safety.

MM Air 2:  Electricity from power poles shall be used instead of temporary diesel or gasoline
powered generators to reduce the associated emissions. Approval will be required by the
Department of Building and Safety’s Grading Division prior to issuance of grading permits.

MM Air  3:  To reduce construction vehicle (truck) idling while waiting to enter/exit the site,
prior  to  issuance  of  grading  permits,  the  contractor  shall  submit  a  traffic  control  plan  that  will
describe in detail safe detours to prevent traffic congestion to the best of the project’s ability, and
provide temporary traffic control measures during construction activities that will allow both
construction and on-street traffic to move with less than 5-minute idling times.

MM  Air  4: Consolidate and schedule construction deliveries to off-peak hours to reduce
congestion of local streets.

In order to reduce criteria pollutant emissions from project operation, the following mitigation
measures shall be implemented:

MM  Air  5:  In order to reduce energy consumption from the proposed project development,
applicable plans (e.g., electrical plans, improvement maps, etc.) submitted to the County shall
include the installation of energy-efficient street lighting throughout the project site. These plans
shall be reviewed and approved by the applicable Department (e.g., Department of Building and
Safety or Department of Transportation) prior to conveyance of applicable streets.
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MM Air 6:  Signage will be posted prohibiting on-site truck idling in excess of five minutes for
trucks servicing light industrial uses.

In order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from project operation, the following mitigation
measures shall be implemented:

MM  Air  7:  The project shall be LEED certified, and at a minimum, be required to increase
building energy performance 24.5% beyond Title 24, and reduce water use by 20%, prior to
issuance of any building permits. Plans shall include proof of LEED certification.

Summary of Environmental Effects After Mitigation Measures Are
Implemented

In an effort to reduce estimated emissions, the mitigation measures listed above were considered.
MM  Air  1 through 4 are associated with reduction in construction related emissions for all
criteria pollutants. MM Air 5 is mainly associated with energy efficiency and conservation. MM
Air 6 aims to reduce truck idling times which reduce criteria pollutant emissions.

Although implementation of mitigation measures MM  Air  1 through 6 will reduce project-
generated emissions, there are no distinct quantitative reductions associated with them; therefore
to be conservative, there is no change in the estimated emissions of the project from those
mitigation measures. The project’s short-term construction emissions will still exceed the
SCAQMD regional significance thresholds.

Criteria Pollutants
Implementation of MM Air 7 will reduce project-generated operational emissions from natural
gas usage by 33.3 percent for VOC, 24.7 percent for NOX,  and  25  percent  for  CO  for  both
summer and winter. The following tables (Tables 3.3-N and 3.3-O) show the mitigated project-
generated operational emissions.
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Table 3.3-N, Mitigated Estimated Daily
Project Operation Emissions (Summer)

Activity/Year
Peak Daily Emissions (lb/day)

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5
SCAQMD Daily
Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55

Natural Gas 0.04 0.61 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01
Consumer Products 0.00 -- -- -- -- --
Architectural
Coatings 4.32 -- -- -- -- --

Vehicles 54.08 114.88 612.91 0.61 97.69 20.60

Total 58.56 115.51 614.97 0.61 97.70 20.61
Exceeds Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No No

Table 3.3-O, Mitigated Estimated Daily
Project Operation Emissions (Winter)

Activity/Year
Peak Daily Emissions (lb/day)

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM-10 PM-2.5
SCAQMD Daily
Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55

Natural Gas 0.04 0.61 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01
Consumer Products 0.00 -- -- -- -- --
Architectural
Coatings 4.32 -- -- -- -- --

Vehicles 57.99 133.18 593.06 0.51 97.69 20.60

Total 62.47 133.81 595.12 0.51 97.70 20.61
Exceeds Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No No

There is no change in terms of exceeding the SCAQMD thresholds of significance related to
long-term operational emissions after mitigation. The project’s long-term operational emissions
will  still  exceed  the  SCAQMD regional  significance  thresholds  for  VOC,  NOX, and CO in the
summer and winter.
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Short-Term Impacts

Even with the incorporation of MM Air  1 to MM Air  7, projected short-term emissions from
construction of the project are above applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds for NOX during
construction in 2010 and 2011. Additionally, short-term emissions from PM-10 and PM-2.5 will
exceed SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds. Therefore, short-term emissions from
the project are considered both regionally and locally significant.

Long-Term Impacts
Summer  and  winter  emissions  of  VOC,  NOX,  and  CO  from  project  operation  will  exceed
SCAQMD regional operational thresholds even after the incorporation of mitigation measures.
No CO hot spots are expected to occur as a result of this project even with the addition of future
proposed development. Additionally, no long-term localized significance thresholds will be
exceeded during project operation.  Therefore,  long-term  emissions  from  the  project  are
considered regionally significant, but not on a localized level.

Cumulative Impacts
The project’s short-term construction emissions for NOX and long-term operational emissions for
VOC, NOX,  and CO have been shown to be significant on a regional level.  Since the project’s
short-term and long-term emissions are above thresholds for at least one pollutant, it is
considered to have a cumulatively considerable net increase on ozone, which is non-attainment
in the region under both state and federal standards and is considered significant.

Consistency with AQMP

Since the project will be developed with land uses that are in accordance with the approved
general  plan  land  use  designation  of  Light  Industrial,  the  project  is  also  considered  to  be  in
compliance with the AQMP and impacts are considered to be less than significant.

Objectionable Odors
Neither the project’s construction nor operation will create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people; therefore, the impact is considered less than significant without
mitigation.

Greenhouse Gases (GHG)

The credits listed above in Table 3.3-B incorporate various design features which will increase
the project’s overall performance in each of the five categories from project design and
construction through operations and maintenance. The final credit count and specific credits that
will  be  implemented  from Table 3.3-B are preliminary at this time and will not be completed
until the final LEED certification application has been reviewed by the U.S. Green Building
Council.

The mitigation measure listed above (MM  Air  7) was considered in an effort to quantify
emissions reductions related specifically to building energy performance and efficiency beyond
Title 24 as well as reduce the project’s water demand. MM  Air  7 ensures that the proposed
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project’s energy efficiency exceeds Title 24 by 24.5 percent, which is quantifiable in URBEMIS
2007 and corresponds to a reduction in natural gas usage, as shown in Table 3.3-P, below.

Table 3.3-P, Annual Project-Related Operational CO2 Emissions (Mitigated)
Source Annual Carbon Dioxide Emissions (Mt) Percent of Total

Electricity 2,660.39 19.93%
Natural Gas 120.8 0.91 %

Landscape Equipment 0.46 0.003 %
Vehicular 10,563.95 79.16%

Total 13,345.6 100 %

As is seen in the table above, emissions of CO2 from natural gas were slightly reduced utilizing
the reduction in URBEMIS to Increase Energy (Industrial) Efficiency Beyond Title 24 by 24.5%
The percent of total project-related operational CO2 emissions from natural gas usage is reduced
from 1.2 percent to 0.91 percent of the total annual project-related operational CO2 emissions.
However, even with the incorporation of mitigation, project’s incremental increase in operational
GHG emissions is approximately 13,346 Mt/ yr CO2eq, which is over double the screening value
of 6,500 Mt/yr CO2eq. Through LEED certification the project is making an effort to reduce its
carbon footprint. However, at this point in time, the only measure that can be quantified is the
building energy performance 24.5% beyond Title 24.

Because it cannot be determined with certainty that the project will not result in a cumulatively
considerable incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate
change, even after implementation of mitigation measures, the cumulative impacts of the
proposed project on global climate change are considered potentially cumulatively
considerable and unavoidable.

However,  the  emissions  of  CO2 from  construction  equipment  are  less  than  the  SCAQMD
screening level of 6,500 MtCO2 eq/year. Due to the short-term nature of construction activities
and the relatively small quantity of construction-related CO2 emissions, the resulting impacts on
global climate change from construction emissions are not considered to be cumulatively
considerable.

Toxic Air Contaminants
The project does not create the potential exposure of sensitive receptors to DPM concentrations
exceeding the 10 in one million threshold, and impacts related to excess cancer risk above the 10
in one million threshold are considered less than significant without mitigation.

The proposed project’s DPM emissions were found to be below the hazard index (used to
quantify the significance of non-cancer health risks) and are considered less than significant
without mitigation.
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Summary of Cumulative Environmental Effects After Mitigation Measures
Are Implemented

The project emissions exceed regional standards during construction for NOX, and local
standards for PM-10 and PM-2.5. The project also exceeds regional standards during operation
for VOC, NOX, and CO. Since the project exceeds standards and the portion of the SCAB within
which the proposed project is located is designated as a non-attainment area for ozone, PM-10,
and PM-2.5 under both state and federal standards, the project is considered cumulatively
significant.

Regarding global climate change and GHG emissions as discussed above, project design and
mitigation will help reduce the intensity of project-related emissions. Even in the absence of the
project, the impacts associated with global climate change will still exist, however it is
recognized that the project contributes to a potentially cumulatively significant and
unavoidable impact from global warming, i.e., global climate change. A statement of overriding
consideration would be required prior to project approval.
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Potential impacts related to migratory corridors, riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural
community federally-protected wetlands, and conflict with local policies and ordinances were
found to have less than significant in the NOP prepared for this project (Appendix A). The focus
of the following discussion addresses potential impacts related to the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Conservation Community Plan; and direct and/or indirect
habitat modification affecting endangered, threatened, candidate, sensitive or special status
species.

In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation
of this section of the DEIR:

• Brian F. Smith and Associates, Habitat Assessment Report for the Birtcher Center
Project, October 1, 2008. (Appendix D)

• Thomas Leslie Corporation, Focused 2008 Breeding Season Burrowing Owl Survey
Results for the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley Project Site, March 19, 2008.
(Appendix D)

• County of Riverside, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan, Adopted June 17, 2003. (Available at the County of Riverside Planning Department
or available at www.rcip.org on October 9, 2008.)

The  following  discussion  is  a  summary  of  the Habitat Assessment Report (“Habitat
Assessment”) prepared for the proposed project by Brian F. Smith and Associates in October
2008 and the Focused 2008 Breeding Season Burrowing Owl Survey Results Report prepared by
Thomas Leslie Corporation in March 2008.

Setting

The project site is located in an unincorporated portion of northwestern Riverside County,
California known as Eastvale, southwest of the intersection of Archibald and Limonite Avenues.
More specifically, the project is approximately a few hundred feet north of 65th Street along the
westerly side of Archibald Avenue, and easterly of the Cucamonga Creek. Surrounding land uses
include active agriculture uses including dairies and related cattle feed pens to the north, south,
and east, and a nursery to the west.

The project area has been heavily disturbed by activities associated with agriculture. Alfalfa
fields are currently cultivated at the western and central portions and the abandoned Dairy Quest
Farm  are  located  within  the  project  site.  Buildings,  structures,  and  other  facilities  of  the  dairy
farm are still present in the eastern portion of the property, including a dairy barn, animal
enclosures, and metal canopies used to house the cows and feed.

There are several areas within the vicinity of the project site that have been conserved for natural
resources including the western portions of the Jurupa Mountains, the Santa Ana River Corridor,

http://www.rcip.org
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and the Prado Basin. The Jurupa Mountains provide habitat for the federally-endangered Delhi
Sands flower-loving fly (Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis). The Santa Ana River Corridor,
located approximately 2 miles southeast of the project site, is a major water feature in southern
California that provides habitat for wetland vegetation and wildlife species including birds and
fish. Prado Basin, located approximately 5 miles southwest of the project site, serves as a water
storage and flood control facility for Orange County. Prado Basin is also considered the largest
riparian  habitat  in  Southern  California  and  is  rich  in  both  plant  and  animal  life  and  serves  as
habitat for rare, threatened, and endangered species such as the state and federally endangered
least  Bell's  vireo  (Vireo bellii pusillus); a small songbird that nests in the willows within the
basin.

Existing Conditions
Topography of the site is flat with elevations ranging from approximately 620 feet to 640 feet
above sea level sloping in a southwesterly direction. Current surrounding land uses primarily
include active dairy and agricultural lands. The project site contains the following soil types:
Grangeville Loamy fine sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes (GoB); Hilmar Loamy sand, 0 to 2 percent
slopes (HhA2); and Hilmar loamy very fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes (HlA).

Vegetation
The project site has been converted from use as a dairy and agriculture. Existing vegetation is
consistent with field croplands and dairy livestock feed yards. Native vegetation can be found in
and  along  the  edges  of  the  property.  Vegetation  in  the  area  varies  from  dense  kochia  (Kochia
scoparia),  to alfalfa (Medicago sativa) field, and unvegetated areas. No natural habitat remains
on the project site.

Sensitive Plant Species
No sensitive  plant  species  were  observed  on  the  project  site  during  the  surveys.  No natural  or
native habitat exists within the project site; therefore, no habitat exists for any sensitive plant
species.

Narrow Endemic Plant Species

This  project  site  is  not  located  within  the  Narrow  Endemic  Plant  Species  Survey  Area.  No
narrow endemic plant species were observed on the project site during the surveys and no natural
or native habitat exists on site; therefore, no habitat exists on site for any narrow endemic
species.

Sensitive Vegetation Communities

No sensitive vegetation communities were observed on the project site during the biological
survey. The project site is mapped as field croplands and dairy livestock feed yards through the
Riverside County Land Information System and verified in the field surveys.
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Wildlife
Seven bird species were detected during the course of conducting the biological surveys. These
included a mix of resident and migratory species common to undeveloped and developed areas
of the greater Riverside area. Bird species observed included: Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte
anna), black-necked stilt (Himantopus mexicanus),  common  crow  (Corvus brachyrhynchos),
domestic chicken (Gallus gallus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), song sparrow (Melospiza
melodia), and turkey vulture (Cathartes aura).

One mammal species was detected on the property during the biological surveys: California
ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi); however, coyote (Canis latrans) sign was observed
during the focused burrowing owl survey.

Sensitive Wildlife Species
The burrowing owl (BUOW) survey determined that potential BUOW burrows and suitable
BUOW  habitat  exist  on  the  site;  however,  no  BUOWs  were  observed.  The  California  Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) identified seven threatened or endangered species potentially
associated with the project site: Santa Ana sucker (Catostomus santaanae), western yellow-billed
cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis),  Stephens’  kangaroo  rat  (Dipodomys stephensi),
southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), coastal California gnatcatcher
(Polioptila californica californica), Delhi sands flower-loving fly, and least Bell’s vireo.

Thresholds of Significance

The Riverside County Planning Department has not established local CEQA significance
thresholds as described in Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, the
Riverside County Planning Department’s “Environmental Checklist” for the subject project (see
Appendix A of this document) indicates that impacts related to biological resources may be
considered potentially significant if the proposed project would:

• conflict with provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation
Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

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

• 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).
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Related Regulations

Federal Endangered Species Act
The Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) prohibits “take” (harm or
harassment [including to pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to
engage in any such conduct] of individuals of a protected species and, under certain
circumstances, the destruction of habitat) of a federally listed Endangered or Threatened species
and will require incidental take permits or authorization through Section 7 Consultation. The
proposed project however, is not expected to require such authorizations as it is not expected to
result in “take” of a listed species. The proposed project will avoid known occurrences of listed
plants and habitat for listed wildlife species or otherwise mitigate potential impacts to these
species.

California Endangered Species Act
California Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code 2050 et seq.) (CESA) establishes that
it is the policy of the state to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance Threatened or Endangered
species and their habitats. CESA mandates that state agencies should not approve projects which
would jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or endangered species if reasonable and
prudent alternatives are available that would avoid jeopardy. CESA requires state lead agencies
to  consult  with  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game (CDFG) during  the  CEQA process  to  avoid
jeopardy to threatened or endangered species. CESA prohibits any person from taking or
attempting to take a species listed as endangered or threatened (Fish and Game Code Section
2080). Section 2080 provides the permitting structure for CESA. The “take” of a state-listed
Endangered or Threatened species or Candidate species will require incidental take permits as
authorized by the CDFG. The proposed project however, is not expected to require such
authorizations as it is not expected to result in “take” of a listed species. The proposed project
will avoid known occurrences of listed plants and habitat for listed wildlife species.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act
The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code Sections
3503, 3503.5, and 3800 prohibit the take, possession, or destruction of any birds, their nests or
eggs. Although no native habitat communities are present and the site is located in a
predominately agricultural environment certain common and special-status bird species,
especially raptors, may utilize the site for breeding and/or seasonal foraging. The proposed
project will be required to comply with the MTBA and California Fish and Game Code.

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
The MSHCP serves as a comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP),
pursuant to Section (a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, as well as a Natural
Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the State NCCP Act of 2001. The plan
“encompasses all unincorporated Riverside County land west of the crest of the San Jacinto
Mountains  to  the  Orange  County  line,  as  well  as  the  jurisdictional  areas  of  the  cities  of
Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Canyon Lake, Norco, Corona, Riverside, Moreno Valley,
Banning Beaumont, Calimesa, Perris, Hemet, and San Jacinto.” The overall biological goal of



County of Riverside
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515 Section 3.4 – Biological Resources

ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES
3.4-5

the MSHCP is to conserve covered species and their habitats, as well as maintain biological
diversity and ecological processes while allowing for future economic growth within a rapidly
urbanizing region.

Federal and state wildlife agencies approved permits required to implement the MSHCP on June
22, 2004. Implementation of the plan will conserve approximately 500,000 acres of habitat,
including land already in public or quasi-public ownership and about 153,000 acres of land in
private ownership that will be purchased or conserved through other means such as land
acquisition, conservation easements, etc. The money for purchasing private land will come from
development mitigation fees as well as state and federal funds.

The MSHCP includes a program for the collection of development mitigation fees, policies for
the review of projects in areas where habitat must be conserved and policies for the protection of
riparian areas, vernal pools, and narrow endemic plants. It also includes a program for
performing plant, bird, reptile, and mammal surveys as well as policies for the protection of these
species if found.

The intent of the MSHCP is to ensure the survival of a range of plants and animals and avoid the
cost and delays of mitigating biological impacts on a project-by-project basis. It would allow the
incidental take (for development purposes) of currently listed species and their habitat from
development. It would also allow the incidental take of species that might be listed in the future.

An amendment to Riverside County Ordinance No. 810 was adopted to implement the MSHCP.
Ordinance 810.2 was approved by the Board of Supervisors in July 2003. The amendment
establishes a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) fee that is imposed on
development within the county. The proposed project will be required to pay MSHCP fees. The
applicable fees are as follows:

Non-Residential Property (Commercial/ Industrial) $6,597 per acre

Design Considerations

No specific design measures would be implemented that would avoid or reduce potentially
significant impacts to biological resources on site.

Environmental Impacts Before Mitigation

Threshold: The proposed project would conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state conservation plan.

The project site is not located within the Stephens’ kangaroo rat Habitat Conservation Plan or
other adopted habitat conservation plan or Natural Conservation Community Plan. The MSHCP
establishes “Criteria Area” boundaries in order to facilitate the process by which properties are
evaluated for inclusion in the MSHCP Conservation Area. The Criteria Area is an area
significantly  larger  than  what  may  be  needed  for  inclusion  in  the  MSHCP  Conservation  Area.
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Proposed projects within the Criteria Area are evaluated using MSHCP Conservation Criteria.
The Criteria Area is an analytical tool which assists in determining which properties require
conservation under the MSHCP. The project site is located approximately 2 miles northwest of
the closest Criteria Cell.

Pursuant to the provisions of the MSHCP, all discretionary development projects within the
Criteria Area are to be reviewed for compliance with the “Property Owner Initiated Habitat
Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy” (HANS) process or equivalent process. The
HANS process “ensures that an early determination will be made of what properties are needed
for the MSHCP Conservation Area, that the owners of property is needed for the MSHCP
Conservation Area are compensated, and that owners of land not needed for the MSHCP
Conservation Area shall receive Take Authorization of Covered Species Adequately Conserved
through the Permits issues to the County and Cities pursuant to the MSHCP.” The Birtcher
Center at Corona Valley project site is not within an identified criteria area and will therefore,
not be required to follow the HANS process.

In accordance with the MSHCP, the proposed project was also reviewed for consistency with the
MSHCP Section 6.1.2 (Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and
Vernal Pool), Section 6.1.3 (Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species), Section 6.1.4
(Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface), and Section 6.3.2 (Additional Survey
Needs and Procedures). The proposed project’s consistency with these MSHCP sections is
discussed below.

Consistency with MSHCP Section 6.1.2
Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP protects vernal pools and riparian/riverine areas and species
associated with them. The Cucamonga Creek Storm Drain is located adjacent to the western edge
of  the  project  site  and  a  pond is  located  adjacent  to  the  northern  part  of  the  project  site.  Both
features are separated from the project site by a dike and no riparian/riverine habitat or
vegetation was observed surrounding these areas. Six depression areas were located that were
found to exhibit periodic inundation. These areas are located within the cattle feeding area and
have been subject to many years of cattle waste accumulation potentially causing acidic
conditions when water is present. Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus wootoni), a sensitive
vernal pool species, prefers deep, long-lived vernal pools that contain low dissolved solids. No
occurrences of the Riverside fairy shrimp were recorded as having been discovered within five
miles of the project site. Additionally, suitable habitat for the Riverside fairy shrimp was not
observed during the biological survey and due to the potential acidic nature of the depressions on
site, it is unlikely that vernal pool species will exist in these conditions. No vernal pool species
were observed during the biological assessment and due to lack of habitat, are not expected to
occur. Therefore, no impacts to vernal pool or riparian/riverine habitats are anticipated. The
proposed project is in compliance with Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.

Consistency with MSHCP Section 6.1.3
Section 6.1.3, Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species, requires site-specific focused
surveys for narrow endemic plant species where appropriate or suitable habitat is present within
the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area. The project site is not located within the



County of Riverside
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515 Section 3.4 – Biological Resources

ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES
3.4-7

Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area and no narrow endemic plant species were observed
on site. As the project is highly and routinely disturbed, no natural soils remain; therefore, no
habitat  for  narrow  endemic  plant  species  exists.  No  surveys  or  conservation  are  required.  The
proposed project is in compliance with Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP.

Consistency with MSHCP Section 6.1.4
Section 6.1.4, Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlife Interface, outlines the minimization
of indirect effects associated with locating development in proximity to the MSHCP
Conservation Area. To minimize these effects, guidelines in Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP shall
be implemented in conjunction with review of individual public and private development
projects in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area and address the following: drainage,
toxics, lighting, noise, invasive species, barriers, and grading/land development. The project site
does not occur within any existing cores or linkages within the MSHCP Conservation Area and
is located approximately two miles northwest from the closest Criteria Cell; therefore, the project
will not have edge effects on any existing or future conservation area. The proposed project is in
compliance with Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP.

Consistency with MSHCP Section 6.3.2
The MSHCP also requires additional surveys for certain species if the project is located within
the areas shown on Figure 6-2 (Criteria Area Species Survey Area), Figure 6-3 (Amphibian
Species Survey Areas with Critical Area), Figure 6-4 (Burrowing Owl Survey Areas with
Criteria Area), Figure 6-5 (Mammal Species Survey Areas with Criteria Area), and Figure 9-9
(Delhi Sands Flower-Loving Fly Suitable Habitat with Criteria Area) of the MSHCP. The project
site is located outside of the Critical Area Species Survey Area (CASSA) for plants, and the
survey areas for amphibians, mammals, and narrow endemic plant species. Therefore, habitat
assessments and focused surveys for these species are not required.

The project site is located within the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) survey area as shown
on Figure 6-4 of the MSHCP. A burrowing owl habitat assessment and focused burrowing owl
survey were conducted on the project site in March of 2008 by the Thomas Leslie Corporation
(Appendix D). The habitat assessment found suitable habitat for burrowing owl along road berms
and fence lines within the project site. Ten potential burrows were identified within this suitable
habitat  area;  however,  no  burrowing  owls  or  sign  (feathers,  scat,  pellets,  shells,  etc.)  were
observed during the focused burrowing owl surveys. To comply with the MSHCP, a 30-day pre-
construction survey is required prior to earth moving activities as the project contains potential
habitat for burrowing owl. Through compliance with MM Bio 1, the project is considered
consistent with the policies of MSHCP Section 6.3.2.

Based upon the above analysis and with implementation of the below-listed mitigation measure,
it is concluded that the proposed project is consistent with the provisions of the adopted MSHCP;
therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.

Threshold: The proposed project would have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
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status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

For the purposes of this EIR analysis, special status species are those plants and animals listed,
proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as threatened or endangered by the USFWS under
the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA); those considered “species of concern” by the
USFWS; those plants and animals listed or proposed for listing as threatened, or endangered by
the California Department of Fish and Game under the California Endangered Species Act
(CESA); plants occurring on lists 1B and 2 of the California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS)
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California1;  and  species  designated  as
“Species of Special Concern” by the CDFG.

Seven  sensitive  species  identified  in  the  California  Natural  Diversity  Data  Base  (CNDDB)  as
potentially occurring in the vicinity of the project site and include:  Santa Ana sucker
(Catostomus santaanae), western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis),
Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax
traillii extimus), coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), Delhi sands
flower-loving  fly,  and  least  Bell’s  vireo.  However,  suitable  habitat  for  these  species  is  not
located on site and it is unlikely that these species would occur. No sensitive plant species were
found to have the potential to occur on site nor were any sensitive plant species observed on site.

As outlined above, no burrowing owls were documented on site during surveys of the site.
However, as the site contains potentially suitable habitat, a pre-construction survey is required
(MM Bio 1) and will reduce potential impacts to burrowing owls to less than significant levels.

Although avian species that were directly observed on site are not necessarily protected by state
or federal/state endangered species acts, many are protected under the federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code which prohibits take, procession, or
destruction of birds, their nests or eggs (in particular raptor species). If it is found that any of
these species has subsequently established an active nest on the project site and that the nest
would be lost as a result of site preparation, it may be in conflict with these regulations. In order
to avoid violation of the MBTA or the California Fish and Game Code, general guidelines
suggest that project-related disturbances at active nesting territories be reduced or eliminated
during the nesting cycle (generally February 1 to August 31). Should eggs or fledglings be
discovered on site, the nest cannot be disturbed (pursuant to CDFG guidelines) until the young
have hatched and fledged (matured to a state that they can leave the nest on their own).
Compliance with the MM  Bio  2 will reduce potential impacts to migratory birds to less than
significant levels.  With  compliance  with  the  Western  Riverside  County  MSHCP  and
implementation of mitigation measures, MM Bio 1 and MM  Bio  2, potential impacts to
candidate, sensitive, or special status species are less than significant.

Threshold: The proposed project would have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any endangered, or threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of

1 California Native Plant Society, California Native Plant Society’s Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular
Plants of California, CNPS Special Publication No. 1, Sacramento, California, 2001.



County of Riverside
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515 Section 3.4 – Biological Resources

ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES
3.4-9

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 identified in the previous threshold, seven sensitive species were identified in the CNDDB as
potentially occurring in the project vicinity and include:  Santa Ana sucker (Catostomus
santaanae), western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), Stephens’
kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii
extimus), coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), Delhi sands flower-
loving fly, and least Bell’s vireo. No sensitive plant species was found to have the potential to
occur on site nor were any sensitive plant species observed on site.

The Santa Ana sucker, listed as threatened by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), is a fish that is located within permanent cool streams and rivers. The Santa Ana
sucker was identified within five miles of the project site; however, as no permanent streams and
rivers are located within the project site, suitable habitat does not exist for the Santa Ana sucker.

The western yellow-billed cuckoo, listed as a candidate species by the USFWS and endangered
by the State of California, prefers riparian forests and upland habitats. Two sightings of the
western yellow-billed cuckoo were recorded within five miles of the project site; however, the
western yellow-billed cuckoo was not observed during the biological survey and as suitable
habitat does not exist for the western yellow-billed cuckoo, it is unlikely that this species occurs
on site.

The Stephens’ kangaroo rat, listed as endangered by the USFWS and threatened by the State of
California, prefers open grasslands or areas of sparse shrub cover. Suitable habitat was not
observed on the project site nor was the Stephens’ kangaroo rat or sign observed during the
biological survey; therefore, it is unlikely that this species occurs on site.

The southwestern willow flycatcher, listed as endangered by the USFWS and the State of
California, prefers riparian habitat. Two sighting records of the southwestern willow flycatcher
were observed within five miles of the project site. Suitable habitat was not observed on site for
this species and it is unlikely that this species occurs on site.

The coastal California gnatcatcher, listed as threatened by the USFWS, is primarily found near
coastal sage scrub habitat as well as chaparral and riparian habitats. Suitable habitat was not
observed on site for the coastal California gnatcatcher and it is unlikely that this species occurs
on site.

The Delhi sands flower-loving fly, listed as endangered by the USFWS, is restricted to areas
where  Delhi  sands  are  present.  While  a  sighting  of  the  Delhi  sands  flower-loving  fly  was
recorded within five miles of the project site, Delhi sands are not present on the project site. As
the Delhi sands flower-loving fly were not observed during the biological survey, it is unlikely
that this species occurs on site.

The least Bell’s vireo, listed as endangered by the USFWS and the State of California, occupies
riparian/riverine habitats generally housing dense canopy. Nine recorded occurrences of the least
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Bell’s vireo were located within five miles of the project site and adjacent to the Santa Ana
River. Suitable habitat was not observed on site for the least Bell’s vireo and it is unlikely that
this species occurs on site.

The project site does not contain any threatened or endangered plant or animal species and none
are expected to occur on site due to the lack of suitable habitat. Therefore, impacts to threatened
or endangered species are considered less than significant.

Proposed Mitigation Measures

An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). Mitigation
measures were evaluated for their ability to eliminate or reduce the potential significant adverse
impacts to special-status species and loss of foraging habitat. The following measures shall be
implemented to eliminate or reduce potentially significant impacts to biological resources to
below the level of significance.

MM Bio 1: A pre-construction survey for resident burrowing owls will be conducted by a
qualified biologist within 30 days prior to commencement of grading and construction activities
within those portions of the project site containing suitable burrowing owl habitat. If ground-
disturbing activities in these areas are delayed or suspended for more than 30 days after the pre-
construction survey, the area shall be resurveyed for owls. The pre-construction survey and any
relocation activity will be conducted in accordance with the County of Riverside Environmental
Programs Department current survey guidelines and protocols. Take of active nests will be
avoided. Passive relocation (use of one-way doors and collapse of burrows) will occur when
owls are present outside of the nesting season.

MM Bio 2: In order to avoid violation of the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code, site-
preparation activities (removal of trees and vegetation) shall be avoided, to the greatest extent
possible, during the nesting season (generally February 1 to August 31) of potentially occurring
native and migratory bird species.

If site-preparation activities are proposed during the nesting/breeding season (February 1 to
August 31), a pre-activity field survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if
active nests of species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) or the California
Fish and Game Code are present in the construction zone. If active nests are not located within
the project area and appropriate buffer, construction may be conducted during the
nesting/breeding season. However, if active nests are located during the pre-activity field survey,
no grading or heavy equipment activity shall take place within at least 500 feet of an active listed
species or raptor nest, 300 feet of other sensitive or protected (under MBTA or California Fish
and Game Code) bird nests (non-listed), or within 100 feet of sensitive or protected songbird
nests until the nest is no longer active.
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Summary of Environmental Effects After Mitigation Measures Are
Implemented

Based on compliance with the MSHCP with implementation of the mitigation measures
identified above, potential adverse impacts associated with special-status species and their
habitat are reduced to a less than significant level.
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Potential impacts related to human remains and sacred lands were found to have less than
significant impacts in the NOP prepared for this project because the project site is not expected
to contain human remains including those interred outside of formal cemeteries and because
there are no known or documented existing religious or sacred uses within the project site. The
focus of the following discussion is related to historic resources, archaeological resources, and
paleontological resources and the project's potential to alter those resources through construction
and operation.

In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation
of this section of the DEIR:

• CRM TECH, Phase I Archaeological Assessment Report, The Birtcher Center at Corona
Valley, June 16, 2008. (Available for review at the Riverside County Planning
Department)

• CRM TECH, Paleontological Resources Assessment Report, The Birtcher Center at
Corona Valley, June 16, 2008. (Available for review at the Riverside County Planning
Department)

• County of Riverside, Riverside County General Plan, Adopted October 7, 2003.
(Available for review at the County of Riverside Planning Department or at
http://www.rctlma.org/genplan on August 28, 2008.)

• County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report, August 14, 2002. (Available at the Riverside County
Planning Department.)

Setting

The project area is located approximately three miles north of the Norco City limit, in the
Community of Eastvale, which is primarily developed with dairies. However, there is an
increasing change of land use to residential, commercial, and industrial development. The project
consists of approximately 53 acres of agricultural land. The western and central portions of the
project  site  consist  of  alfalfa  fields  of  the  Dairy  Quest  Farm,  which  once  operated  on  the
property. Buildings, structures, and other facilities of the dairy farm are still present in the
eastern portion of the property, including a dairy barn, animal enclosures, and metal canopies
used to house the cows and feed.

The project site is relatively flat; sloping gradually in the southwest direction with elevations
ranging from approximately 630 feet to 640 feet above mean sea level. The irregularly shaped
project area is bound on the north by an unnamed dirt road and to the south by the Mira Loma-
Serrano 500 kV transmission line. Its western boundary is the Cucamonga Creek channel and
Archibald Avenue serves as its eastern boundary. The surrounding area includes the cities of
Ontario and Chino to the west, Norco to the south, and the community of Mira Loma on the east.

http://www.rctlma.org/genplan
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Paleontological Setting
According to the Paleontological Resources Assessment Report completed by CRM TECH, the
project is located within the San Bernardino Valley portion of the Peninsular Ranges province.
This structurally depressed trough is filled with sediments of Miocene through Recent age. The
San Bernardino Valley is one of the many tectonically controlled valleys within the valley and
ridge systems found within the Perris Block, which is defined as a region between the San
Jacinto and Elsinore-Chino fault zones. The block is bounded on the north by the Cucamonga
(San Gabriel) Fault and on the south by a vaguely delineated boundary near the southern end of
the Temecula Valley. This structural block is considered to have been active since Pliocene time.
The Plio-Pleistocene age non-marine sedimentary deposits found filling the valley areas have
produced vertebrate fossils, as well as invertebrate fossil remains.

Prehistoric Setting
The present-day Riverside-Jurupa area lies on the edge between the traditional territories of three
Native American groups: the Serrano of the San Bernardino Mountains, the Luiseño of the
Perris-Elsinore region, and the Gabrieliño of the San Gabriel Valley. A late influx of Cahuilla
also occurred during the 19th century.

Whatever the linguistic affiliation, Native Americans in the Riverside-Jurupa area exhibited
similar social organization and resource procurement strategies. Villages were based on clan or
lineage groups. Their home/base sites are marked by midden deposits, often with bedrock mortar
features. During their seasonal rounds to exploit plant resources, small groups often ranged some
distances in search of specific plants and animals. Their gathering strategies often left behind
signs of special use sites, such as grinding slicks on bedrock boulders, at the locations of the
resources.

Historical Context
The Riverside-Jurupa area received its first European visitors during the early and mid-1770s,
shortly after the beginning of Spanish colonization of Alta California in 1769. Despite these
early  contacts,  however,  no  Europeans  are  known  to  have  settled  in  the  area  until  after  the
creation of the Rancho Jurupa land grant in 1839 by the Mexican government, which
encompassed the present-day communities of Mira Loma, Glen Avon, Rubidoux, and
Sunnyslope, and the northern portion of the city of Riverside. Rancho Jurupa was granted to Juan
Bandini who served as the administrator of Mission San Gabriel and all its lands at the time. In
1846 several other land grants were issued including, Rancho La Sierra, on which most of the
city of Norco stands today.

In 1871, the town of Riverside was founded on the eastern edge of the former Rancho Jurupa,
and thus began the history of today’s city of Riverside, which incorporated in 1883. The
community of Corona incorporated shortly thereafter in 1886 in what had been referred to as
South Riverside. Both communities became successful leaders in the thriving citrus industry
spreading throughout southern California. It was not until the early part of the twentieth century
when the city of Norco, coined from “North Corona”, incorporated in 1924. Norco was
unsuitable for citrus cultivation and centered its growth around a county club, a golf course, and
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a 50-acre lake named Norconia. Through the rest of the twentieth century, the city of Riverside
gradually diversified its economic livelihood and transformed itself into the dominant urban
center in the region. In comparison, Corona and Norco retained their rural, small-town
atmosphere. Since the 1970s the cities have transformed into “bedroom communities.”

Previously Identified Cultural Resources in the Project Vicinity
CRM TECH personnel conducted an historical/archaeological resource records search at the
Eastern Information Center (EIC) located at the University of California, Riverside, the State of
California’s official cultural resource records repository for Riverside County; and at the
Archaeological Information Center (AIC) at the San Bernardino County Museum, Redlands,
because the scope of the records search extends into both Riverside and San Bernardino counties.
An historical background research was also conducted by CRM TECH personnel. Among maps
consulted for this study were the U.S. General Land Office’s (GLO) land survey plat maps and
the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS) topographic maps at the University of California,
Riverside  Science  Library  and  the  California  Desert  District  of  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land
Management, located in Moreno Valley.

Previously identified historical/archaeological resources in or near the project area include
properties designated as California Historical Landmarks, Points of Historical Interest, Riverside
County Landmarks, or San Bernardino County Landmarks, as well as those listed in the National
Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historic Resources, or the California
Historic Resource Inventory. Additional sources consulted include the archival records of the
County of Riverside, materials collected at the Model Colony Room at the Ontario City Library,
and various online genealogical databases.

According to records on file at the information centers, the project area had been surveyed for
cultural resources in 1975 and 1983, but no cultural resources had been previously recorded on
or adjacent to the property. The records search did indicate that within a one-mile radius of the
site, at least 60 previous cultural resources studies had be conducted. Six historical/archeological
sites were identified but none of them were found in the immediate vicinity of the project site.
No prehistoric (i.e., Native American) sites were recorded within the scope of the record search.
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Thresholds of Significance

The County of Riverside has not established local CEQA significance thresholds as described in
Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, the County of Riverside’s
“Environmental Checklist” for the subject project (see Appendix A of this document) indicates
that impacts to cultural resources may be considered potentially significant if the project would:

• alter or destroy an archaeological site.
• cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource

pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5.
• alter or destroy an historic site.
• cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource as defined

in California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5.
• directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic

feature.

Related Regulations

The treatment of cultural resources is governed by federal, state, and local laws and guidelines.
There are specific criteria for determining whether prehistoric sites or objects are significant
and/or protected by law. Federal and state significance criteria generally focus on the resource’s
integrity and uniqueness, its relationship to similar resources, and its potential to contribute
important information to scholarly research. Some resources that do not meet federal
significance criteria may be considered significant by state criteria. The laws and regulations
seek to mitigate impacts on significant prehistoric resources.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1 of CEQA deal
with the definition of an historical resource, unique archeological resource, and non-unique
archaeological resource. Section 21083.2 directs the lead agency to determine whether the
project may have a significant effect on unique archaeological resources. If the lead agency
determines that the project may have a significant effect on unique archaeological resources, the
environmental impact report shall address the issue of those resources. Section 21084.1 directs
the lead agency to determine whether the project may have a significant effect on historical
resources, irrespective of the fact that these historical resources may not be listed or determined
to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources, a local register of
historical resources, or they are not deemed significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (g) of Section 5024.1.

Regarding  the  proper  criteria  of  historical  significance,  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  [Section
15064.5(a)(3)] mandate that a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically
significant” if the resource is listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical
Resources Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources; is included
in a local register of historical resources; or meets the criteria for listing on the California
Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code, § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852).
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A resource may be listed in the California Register if it meets any of the following criteria:

• Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of California history and cultural heritage.

• Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

• Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high
artistic values.

• Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

Section 15064.5(b) of the California Code of Regulations states that a substantial adverse change
in the significance of an historical resource means “physical demolition, destruction, relocation,
or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an
historical resource would be materially impaired. The significance of an historical resource is
materially impaired when a project:

(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of
an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion
in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources; or

(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that
account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to section
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical resources
survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code,
unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a
preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant;
or

(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of
an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its
eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined
by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA.

Section 15064.5(c)(4) states that: “If an archaeological resource is neither a unique
archaeological nor an historical resource, the effects of the project on those resources shall not be
considered a significant effect on the environment. It shall be sufficient that both the resource
and the effect on it are noted in the Initial Study or EIR, if one is prepared to address impacts on
other resources, but they need not be considered further in the CEQA process.”

California Senate Bill 297 (1982) addresses the disposition of Native American burials in
archeological sites and protects such remains from disturbance, vandalism, or inadvertent
destruction; establishes procedures to be implemented if Native American skeletal remains are
discovered during construction of a project; and establishes the Native American Heritage
Commission to resolve disputes regarding the disposition of such remains. It has been
incorporated into Section 15064.5(e) of the CEQA Guidelines.
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Health and Safety Code Section 7052 and 7050.5. Section 7052 of the California Health and
Safety Code states that disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony. There are no
known Indian cemetery sites within the project area. Section 7050.5 of the California Health and
Safety Code requires that construction or excavation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered
human remains until the coroner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native
American. If the remains are found to be Native American, the coroner must contact the
California Native American Heritage Commission.

Chapter 5 of the Riverside County General Plan contains policies that are intended to ensure the
preservation of cultural, historical, archaeological, paleontological, geological, and educational
resources in the County. Open Space Policies 19.2, 19.3, 19.4, 19.5, 19.6, 19.7, 19.8, 19.9, and
19.9 are applicable to this project. These policies include: a review process, institution of
mitigation measures, enforcing the Historic Building Code and filing reports documenting the
significance of findings on the site.

Design Considerations

Based on the findings of the CRM TECH reports, the proposed Birtcher Center at Corona Valley
project does not need to be designed to specifically avoid potential project impacts to historic,
archaeological, or paleontological resources within the project site.

Environmental Impacts Before Mitigation

Threshold:  The proposed project would alter or destroy an archaeological site.

No evidence of the presence of an archaeological site was observed during the archaeological
impact assessment conducting in June 2008 by CRM TECH. However, there remains a potential
that archaeological resources may be identified in buried context and impacted during project-
related excavations. Mitigation measures listed below will ensure potential project impacts to
currently unknown archaeological resources are mitigated to a less than significant level.

Threshold:  The proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an archaeological resource pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5.

The field survey conducted by CRM TECH revealed no archaeological resources, sites, features,
or artifacts, prehistoric or historic, located within the project area due to constant ground
disturbance and the presence of the dairy. However, prehistoric resources may be identified in
buried context and impacted during project-related excavations. Mitigation measures listed
below will ensure potential project impacts to currently unknown archaeological resources are
mitigated to a less than significant level.

Threshold:  The proposed project would alter or destroy an historic site.

No evidence of historic materials was observed during the archaeological impact assessment
conducting in June 2008 by CRM TECH. Therefore, potential project impacts to historic
resources are not expected and are considered to be less than significant.
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Threshold: The project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5.

Between June and April, 2008, CRM TECH performed a cultural resources study on the project
site. The research conducted by CRM TECH concluded that no federal or state significant
historical resources are located within the project site. However, subsurface historical deposits
could be present.

At the present time, the eastern portion of the project is occupied by buildings structures, and
other  facilities  associated  with  the  no  longer  operating,  Quest  Dairy  Farm.  All  of  these  are  of
modern or post 1960 origin. The milking barn, the principle building of the dairy farm, is the
only feature known to predate 1967. Neither this building nor any of the other features
demonstrate any special architectural, artistic, or aesthetic qualities. Therefore, no further study
is required.

The proposed project will remove all structures remaining on the site. As discussed, no historical
resources exist within the project area and therefore, the project will cause no substantial adverse
change to any known historical resources. Loss of modern elements will not require mitigation.
Potential impacts to historic resources are considered to be less than significant.

Threshold: The proposed project would directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature.

The Riverside County General Plan’s, Paleontological Sensitivity Map (Figure OS-8) defines
areas that have low to high potential for finding paleontological resources. The low to high rating
is based upon an inventory of geologic formations known to potentially contain paleontological
resources. General Plan Figure OS-8 maps high sensitivity areas as either “High A” or “High B.”
The RCIP General Plan Final Program Environmental Impact Report and Draft Program EIR
(RCIP EIR) describes these high potential areas as, “Sedimentary rock units with high potential
for containing significant non-renewable paleontological resources, are rock units within which
vertebrate or significant invertebrate fossils have been determined to be present or likely to be
present.”

The project site is located within an area mapped as High B (Hb). The RCIP EIR states that this
sensitivity rating is based on the occurrence of fossils at a specific depth below the surface that
are known to contain or have the correct age and depositional conditions to contain significant
paleontological resources. “Hb” indicates that fossils are likely to be encountered at or below 4
feet of depth, and may be impacted during excavation by construction activities.

CRM  TECH  personnel  initiated  records  searches  for  a  paleontological  resource  at  the  San
Bernardino County Museum and the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County,
conducted  a  literature  search,  and  carried  out  a  field  survey  of  the  project  area,  in  accordance
with the guidelines of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. From the field survey, it was
evident that the dairy and other commercial and agricultural operations have altered the
landscape in the project area. As a result, few traces of the native terrain or soils were visible on
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the  property.  Thus,  the  field  survey  could  not  confirm  the  geology  of  the  project  area  as
described in the literature search.
Based on the literature search, CRM TECH concluded that the surface soils within the project
area represent younger Quaternary alluvial fan deposits that have a low potential to contain
significant nonrenewable paleontological resources. However, these younger sediments may rest
above older Pleistocene alluvium that may have a high potential for producing significant fossils.

Grading may penetrate through these younger sediments into Pleistocene sediments. While no
fossil localities have been found in or near the project area, the older sediments have produced
significant fossils  of extinct Ice Age animals in other portions of the Inland Empire.  However,
there have been several recent paleontological finds at very shallow depths in the greater
Norco/Eastvale/Mira Loma area further removed from the project site. Bison, horse, mammoth,
and camel fossils have been recovered at depths ranging from 3.5 to 10 feet at four project areas
within this greater area. Therefore, monitoring of earth-moving activities for paleontological
resources is recommended for any earth-moving operations reaching beyond the depth of three
feet in the project area, along with a program to mitigate any fossil materials that are unearthed.
In the event that construction/development activities uncover paleontological resources, the
below-listed mitigation measures will reduce the potential impact upon paleontological resources
to a less than significant level.

Proposed Mitigation Measures

An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). Mitigation
measures were evaluated for their ability to eliminate or reduce the potential significant adverse
impacts upon cultural resources or to reduce impacts.

MM  Cultural  1: A professionally-qualified archaeologist listed on the County’s Cultural
Resources Consultant List shall be contacted for monitoring and any necessary mitigation
services. A Phase IV Archaeological Monitoring Report shall be submitted to the County
Archaeologists prior to issuance of the first final building permit for the project. Archaeological
monitoring shall be required for potential subsurface cultural deposits. Prior to site grading, a
qualified archaeologist will attend a pre-grading meeting with the construction manager to
outline the procedures to be followed when buried materials of potentially significant historical,
cultural, or archaeological resources have been accidentally discovered during earth-moving
operations and to discuss appropriate means to implement MM Cultural 5, MM Cultural 6, and
MM Cultural 7.

MM  Cultural  2: Prior to site grading, a qualified paleontologist will attend a pre-grading
meeting with the construction manager to outline the procedures to be followed when buried
materials of potentially significant historical, cultural, or archaeological resources have been
accidentally discovered during earth-moving operations and to discuss appropriate means to
implement MM Cultural 5, MM Cultural 6, and MM Cultural 7.

MM Cultural 3: A Native America Monitor will be required at the time of mass grading and
trenching by a member of the Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians.
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MM  Cultural  4: If buried materials of potential historical, cultural, or archaeological
significance are accidentally discovered during any earth-moving operations associated with the
proposed project, all work in that area shall be halted or diverted until a qualified archaeologist
can evaluate the nature and significance of the finds. If the find is determined to be an historical
or unique archaeological resource, as defined in Section 15064.5 of the California Code of
Regulations (State CEQA Guidelines), avoidance or other appropriate measures shall be
implemented.

MM Cultural 5: -Prior to issuance of grading permits, a qualified architectural historian shall be
retained meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards and the
County's requirements, equivalent to Level II of the Historic American Buildings Survey
(HABS), to document and record the existing milking barn on site. The documentation shall
include 35-millimeter archival quality black-and-white photographs of all exterior elevations,
interior views, character-defining features, and context views; a site plan showing the view of
photographs and the building footprint; and available archival material, including historic
photographs, newspaper articles, and architectural drawings. A report shall be prepared that will
incorporate the documentation along with a discussion of the barn's history based upon
established criteria contained in Galvin and Associates (2004)  "The City of Ontario's Historic
Context for the New Model Colony Area",  in particular the section on regional dairies. A copy
of this report will satisfy the written data requirement and shall be submitted to the County
Archaeologist. A copy of the HABS documentation shall also be submitted to the Riverside
Public Library Local History Resource Center in Riverside, California, and the County of
Riverside Planning Department.

MM Cultural 6: In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains
during excavation/construction, all activities in the area of the find, and any nearby area
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains, shall be halted by the developer or its
contractor until the County Coroner has been notified and any required investigation or required
Native American consultation has been completed.

MM Cultural 7: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a qualified paleontologist shall be
retained to develop a Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Treatment Plan (PRMTP) for
approval by the Riverside County Planning Department. Following Riverside County Planning
Department approval of the PRMTP, grading and construction activities may proceed in
compliance with the provisions of the approved PRMTP. The PRMTP shall  be developed in
accordance with the provision of CEQA, County of Riverside regulations, and the proposed
guidelines of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology and should include but no be limited to the
following:

1) The excavation of areas identified as likely to contain paleontological resources should be
monitored by a qualified paleontological monitor. Monitoring should be restricted to the
underlying Pleistocene-age sediments conducive to the preservation of fossils, which might
be present below the surface at unknown depths. The monitor should be prepared to quickly
salvage fossils as they are unearthed to avoid construction delays. The monitor should also
remove samples of sediments that are likely to contain the remains of small fossil
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invertebrates and vertebrates. The monitor must have the power to temporarily halt or divert
grading equipment to allow for removal of abundant or large specimens.

2) Collected samples of sediments should be washed to recover small invertebrate and
vertebrate fossils. Recovered specimens should be prepared so that they can be identified and
permanently preserved.

3) Specimens should be identified, curated, and placed into a repository with permanents.
4) A report of findings, including an itemized inventory of recovered specimens, should be

prepared upon completion of the steps outlined above. The report should include a discussion
of the significance of all recovered specimens. The report and inventory, when submitted to
the appropriate Lead Agency, would signify completion of the program to mitigate impacts
to paleontologic resources.

Summary of Environmental Effects After Mitigation Measures Are
Implemented

The assessment of the project site found that no historical resources exist within the project area
and thus the project, as currently proposed, will cause no substantial adverse change to any
known historical resources. Loss of modern elements will not require mitigation. Potential
impacts to historic resources are considered to be less than significant.

No unique archaeological sites/resources, paleontological resources, or geologic features are
known to exist on the project site nor have fossils been documented on the project site. However,
buried materials of potentially significant archaeological or paleontological resources may be
accidentally discovered during earth-moving operations that could damage or destroy previously
undocumented unique fossils and archaeological materials. However, with implementation of the
above mitigation measures, impacts to unknown, potentially significant archaeological and
paleontological resources will be reduced to a less than significant level.
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Potential impacts related to fault zones, ground-shaking risks, landslides, seiches, mudflows, 
volcanic hazards, slope instability, soil erosion, sediment deposition and wind erosion were all 
found to be less than significant in the NOP prepared for this project (Appendix A). The focus of 
the following discussion is related to the potential impacts from liquefaction, ground subsidence, 
methane generation, and potential ground cracking due to organic-rich soils. 
 
In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation 
of this section of the DEIR: 

 GeoKinetics, Geotechnical & Environmental Engineers, Subsurface Methane Gas 
Investigation for Quincy Property, Corona California, April 19, 2004. (Appendix K) 

 NorCal Engineering, Soils & Geotechnical Consultants, Geotechnical and Engineering 
Investigation for Corona Valley Industrial Development, Northwest corner of Archibald 
Avenue and 65th Street, Eastvale, County of Riverside, California, December 12, 2007. 
(Appendix J) 

 NorCal Engineering, Soils & Geotechnical Consultants, Response to County 
Geotechnical Report Review Sheet, February 22, 2008. (Appendix J) 

 Riverside County Department of Environmental Health, Methane Mitigation Protocol 
(Vacant Lots) – 7/27/01 Final. (Available at the County of Riverside Planning 
Department.) 

 Riverside County Department of Building and Safety, Methane Protocol, November 1, 
2004. (Available at www.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us/building/ 
content/docs/methane_protocol design_guide.pdf on September 19, 2008.) 

 Riverside County, Riverside County General Plan, Adopted October 7, 2003. (Available 
at the County of Riverside Planning Department or at http://www.rctlma.org/genplan on 
August 28, 2008.) 

 U. S. Department of Agriculture. Soil Conservation Service, Soil Survey, Western 
Riverside Area, California, November 1971. (Available at the Riverside County Planning 
Department.) 

 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Soil Survey 
Geographic (SSURGO) database. (Available at www.ncgc.nrcs.usda.gov/ 
products/datasets/ssurgo on August 28, 2008.) 

The site is underlain by young alluvial deposits eroded from the mountains surrounding the basin 
and deposited in the site vicinity. According to the Soil Survey for Western Riverside County, 
there are four identified soil types on site. These soil types are: Grangeville Loamy fine sand, 0 
to 5 percent slopes (GoB); Hilmar Loamy sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes (HhA2); Hilmar loamy 
very fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes (HlA); and Riverwash, 0 to 8 percent slopes (RsC). These 

http://www.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us/building/%20content/docs/methane_protocol
http://www.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us/building/%20content/docs/methane_protocol
http://www.rctlma.org/genplan
http://www.ncgc.nrcs.usda.gov/%20products/datasets/ssurgo
http://www.ncgc.nrcs.usda.gov/%20products/datasets/ssurgo
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soils are of the Grangeville series, which are associated with the Hanford-Tujunga-Greenfield 
associations. These soils are characterized with moderately well-drained to poorly drained soils 
on alluvial fans and flood plains. Typically, these soils have a surface layer of grayish-brown 
loamy fine sand about 17 inches thick. The underlying layers are stratified and range from 
grayish brown to light brownish grey and loamy fine sand to very fine sandy loam. Due to the 
historical dairy operations on the project site, there is a large accumulation of manure and 
organic matter covering these mapped soils.  
 
Boring samples show that fill and natural soils occurred within depths of 50 feet. Soils 
classifying as brown, fine to medium grained, and silty sand were both encountered between a 
range in depth of 1 to 3 feet. Natural alluvial soils classifying as brown, fine to medium grained, 
silty sand to sandy silt was encountered beneath the top soil/fill. 
 

The project site is located on a broad alluvial fan valley known as the Upper Santa Ana River 
Valley. Major geologic features surrounding the valley include the Cucamonga fault and the San 
Gabriel Mountains to the north, the Chino-Central Avenue fault and Puente/Chino Hills to the 
west, and the San Jacinto fault to the east. The Jurupa Mountains are located northeast of the site 
within the valley floor, and the San Bernardino Mountains and the active San Andreas fault are 
located further to the east. 
 
There are no known active or potentially active faults running through or in the vicinity of the 
site.. The proposed project is located outside of any Alquist Priolo Special Studies Zone and the 
potential for damage due to direct fault rupture is considered very unlikely. According to the 
California Geologic Survey- Probalistic Ground Shaking Maps, the project site is located in an 
area of high regional seismicity and has a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.57g which 
may occur from a Magnitude 6.7 earthquake along the San Jacinto Fault, located approximately 
7 miles away and a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.48g along the Chino-Central 
Avenue Fault zone, located approximately 4 miles away. 
 

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, water saturated, granular soils temporarily behave 
similarly to a fluid when subjected to high-intensity ground shaking. Liquefaction occurs when 
three general conditions exist: 1) shallow groundwater, 2) low-density silty or fine sandy soils, 
and 3) high intensity ground motion. According to the Riverside County General Plan’s Figure 
S-3, Generalized Liquefaction, and Figure 10, Eastvale Area Plan Seismic Hazards, of the 
County’s General Plan Eastvale Area Plan, the project site is shown within areas of high and 
very high liquefaction susceptibility with shallow groundwater and susceptible sediments. 
According to the California Basin Water Master Optimum Basin Management Program, 
groundwater contours in excess of 50 feet are located along the base of the Jurupa Mountains. 
The proposed project is located approximately one mile west and an elevation ranging from 60 to 
120 feet above the Santa Ana River. Borings were drilled at depths of 50 feet and no 
groundwater was encountered.  
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The project site is located within an area shown as having sediments susceptible to ground 
subsidence as shown in Figure S-7, Documented Subsidence Areas, of the County’s General 
Plan. However, there is no evidence or documentation of actual ground subsidence at the project 
site. Ground subsidence refers to the sudden shrinking or gradual downward settling and 
compaction of the soil and other surface material with little or no horizontal movement. It may 
be caused by a variety of human and natural activities including groundwater withdrawal and 
ground shaking due to earthquakes. Figure S-7 identifies areas susceptible to subsidence hazards 
based on geologic and hydro-geologic characteristics that are similar to regions of the County in 
which subsidence is documented. Land subsidence and associated fissuring have been 
documented in some areas of Riverside County.  
 

As mentioned above, site observations indicate that areas of the project are covered with manure, 
and organic-rich material. The site has historically been used for dairy and other agricultural 
purposes. In June 2000, several residential tract developers experienced methane accumulation 
on sites of former dairies in the Eastvale area of Western Riverside County. Due to the historical 
presence of dairies on the project site, methane accumulation in the subsurface has been 
identified by the County of Riverside as a potential problem when dairies are removed and 
replaced with residential, commercial, and/or industrial structures. 
 
Subsurface conditions were tested by GeoKenetics, Inc., Geotechnical & Environmental 
Engineers, in their preliminary Subsurface Methane Gas Investigation for Quincy Property 
Corona, California, (included in Appendix K) to determine the presence of methane gas. As 
organic material decomposes it can produce methane gas and elevated levels of organic content. 
Organic material in fill soils can also result in soil subsidence and extensive settlement, and 
ground cracking as that material decomposes. High content of organic matter in soils (e.g., 
manure, organic-rich soils) may also result in the potentially hazardous effect of methane 
generation. Methane generation and accumulation in soil is a result of decomposition of organic 
matter in the absence of oxygen. Methane gas is a non-toxic, tasteless, colorless, and odorless 
gas which, when under pressure, can migrate upward through underground passages such as 
utility conduits, vaults and/or natural fractures in bedrock. Methane gas can accumulate in 
basements, crawl spaces, utility vaults, or any confined space with little ventilation. 
Concentrations greater than 53,000 parts per million (ppm) of methane are combustible and 
potentially explosive. 
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Ground cracking was also experienced in the Eastvale area after sites had been rough graded and 
allowed to set for a period of time. The ground cracks in Eastvale appeared very similar to 
desiccation (shrinkage) cracks often seen on lots constructed with expansive soil. The exact 
nature and cause of the ground cracks in Eastvale, on former dairy sites, is unknown. However, it 
is speculated that the cracking is a result of the interaction of organic material and native soils. 
The cracking is thought to be a result of shrinkage of higher concentrations of organic-rich soils. 
To prevent these events, the County of Riverside typically limits the total organic content of fill 
soils to one percent or less, since this low concentration does not have the potential to develop 
shrinkage-caused ground cracking. It is possible that organic-rich soils contain high moisture 
content and as the soil dries out over time, it shrinks, resulting in surficial cracks. 
 
Thirty-six subsurface gas probes were installed on the project site with gas sampling tips 
typically installed at depths of 5, 10, and 15 feet bgs (see Figure 3.6-2, Methane and Soils 
Sampling Locations). Each sampling tip was embedded within a 12-inch interval of washed 
Monterey #3 sand with Bentonite clay seals above and below each interval. Monitoring of the 
gas probes, preformed on three separate occasions in April, 2004, found that only eight of the 
thirty-six sites had elevated concentrations of methane gas, and all were located within a corral 
area. The highest methane concentration at the site (35,000 ppm) was measured in the 15-foot 
deep gas probe in the southern corral area. Methane was not detected in any of the gas probe 
installations outside of the corral areas. Localized methane, in addition to other gas 
measurements on site, including depleted oxygen levels and elevated carbon dioxide levels, 
indicate that organic material within the soil is being biodegraded under both aerobic and 
anaerobic conditions. 

The County of Riverside has not established local CEQA significance thresholds as described in 
Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, pursuant to the County of Riverside’s 
“Environmental Checklist” for the subject project (see Appendix A of this document) impacts to 
geology and soils would be considered potentially significant if the project would: 
 

 be subject to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 

 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. 

 be subject to geologic hazards, such as seiche, mudflow, volcanic hazard, methane 
generation, and ground cracking due to organic-rich soils.  

 be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property.  
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Site preparation and project construction will be required to comply with the applicable 
provisions of the California Building Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) and 
Riverside County’s building code (Ordinance No. 457). 
 
The 2001 California Building Code, including the Appendix and Standards, adopted by the 
California Building Standards Commission into the California Code of Regulations as Title 24, 
Part 2, based upon the 1997 Edition of the Uniform Building Code adopted by the International 
Conference of Building Officials, was adopted and made a part of Riverside County Ordinance 
No. 457 by reference with several modifications which are set forth in the ordinance. 
 
The current California Building Code (CBC), as adopted by the County of Riverside, provides 
guidelines and parameters which help to reduce effects of ground shaking produced by regional 
seismic events. The project proponent shall perform the seismic design in accordance with the 
most recent edition of the CBC and the requirements of the County of Riverside.  
 
To address the potential for methane-related problems on former dairy sites, the County of 
Riverside adopted a Preliminary Methane Investigation Protocol (dated January 19, 2001) which 
requires a geotechnical assessment of the project site regarding potential problems related to the 
deposition of materials due to current or former use of the site which could produce significant 
methane. This protocol was updated in 2004, however, the 2004 protocol does not include 
commercial/industrial standards. Therefore, the project will comply with the 2001 protocol. 
Additionally, the project site will comply with any County requirements in place regarding 
surficial ground cracking at the time of project grading and development. The County requires 
that the final organic content of the compacted fill be one percent or less. However, the soil can 
have up to three percent of organic content, provided Type V cement1 is used on site.  

The project site will be graded and buildings designed to the recommendations of the 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, as summarized in the Mitigation Measures, herein. The 
project will also be built to meet county Building and Safety Department standards and 
conditions.  
 
 

                                                 
 
1 Type V cement resists chemical attack by soil and water high in sulfates. 
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Environmental Impacts Before Mitigation 
 
Threshold:  Be subject to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 
 
Since this area is identified as having potential for liquefaction, further studies were conducted 
on site, including test boring depths of 50 feet. As stated above, liquefaction occurs when there is 
shallow groundwater, low density silty or fine soils, and high intensity ground motion. Shallow 
groundwater, for the purposes of determining liquefaction potential, is generally considered to be 
groundwater that is shallower than 50 feet below the existing ground surface. Similarly, the 
depth within which the occurrence of liquefaction may impact surface improvements is generally 
identified as the upper 50 feet below the existing ground surface. According to the Geotechnical 
Engineering Investigation (GEI), prepared by NorCal Engineering, historic groundwater records 
from California Department of Water Resources Bulletin No. 104-3 (CDWR) and from the 
Chino Basin Water Master reveals groundwater has fluctuated from about 70 to 90 feet since 
1960. Since at its highest level, the groundwater at the project site is deeper than 50 feet, the 
project site is not considered to be subject to shallow groundwater.  
 
The site is expected to experience ground shaking activity, as described above, that is typical in 
Southern California. It is during severe ground shaking that loose granular soils below the 
groundwater table can liquefy. A review of the GEI log and laboratory tests indicate the potential 
for liquefaction at this site is considered to be low due to the densities of subsurface soils and 
depth of historic groundwater.  
 
Based on the encountered conditions and the depth of groundwater at the project site, seismic-
related ground failure, including liquefaction, is not considered to be a significant design concern 
for this project and potential significant environmental impacts are considered to be less than 
significant.  
 
Threshold:  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. 
 
During a strong seismic event, seismically-induced settlement can occur within loose to 
moderately dense, granular soils (saturated and unsaturated). According to the County’s General 
Plan Figure S-7, the project is located in an area susceptible to ground subsidence. Subsidence 
has been attributed to regional groundwater withdrawal. As stated above, groundwater has 
fluctuated between 70 to 90 feet below ground surface. According to the GEI, seismic-induced 
settlements shall be on the order of less than one inch over 100 feet and should occur uniformly 
across the site.  
 
The report found that development of the project is acceptable from a geotechnical engineering 
standpoint. By following the recommendations and guidelines set forth in the Geotechnical 
Engineering Investigation, the structures will be safe from excessive settlements under the 
anticipated design loadings and conditions. The proposed project shall meet all requirements of 
the County Building Ordinance. Therefore, the proposed project is not 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 ground subsidence, and potential significant environmental impacts are considered to be 
less than significant. 
 
Threshold:  Be subject to geologic hazards, such as seiche, mudflow, volcanic hazard, methane 
generation, and ground cracking due to organic-rich soils.  
 
The USGS topographic maps for the project site area and the geotechnical studies prepared to 
evaluate the specific conditions of the project site (Appendix J) do not depict steep slopes which 
could generate mudflow. Additionally, the USGS topographic maps do not depict large bodies of 
water which could produce earthquake-induced seiche which would affect the proposed project. 
There are no volcanoes near the project site.  
 
Subsurface methane generation is possible in some areas of the project site as previously 
described in the GeoKenetics report which found that eight of the 36 sites monitored for methane 
gas had elevated levels of methane gas measuring at least 1,000 parts per million (ppm) at a 
depth of 15 feet below ground surface (bgs). Eight of the thirty-six monitored sites resulted in 
methane levels higher than 1,000 ppm ranging from 1,001 to 35,000 ppm. All sites where 
methane was detected at these higher levels are located within the various corral areas on site. 
Methane in excess of 1,000 ppm was not detected in any of the other monitored sites outside of 
the corral areas. Gas measurements on site found depressed oxygen levels and elevated carbon 
dioxide levels which are an indicator that organic material within the surficial soils are being 
biodegraded under predominately aerobic (oxygenated) levels. However, since methane 
accumulation is a concern after grading activities and current levels are high, the exact impacts 
on the project site cannot be fully characterized at this time. Pursuant to County of Riverside 
protocol, post-grading sampling and analysis, if conducted, will be conducted no sooner than 30 
days after grading in order to fully understand the impacts of methane accumulation on site. 
Therefore, because the effects of post-grading conditions cannot be characterized in this EIR, the 
impacts of methane generation are considered potentially significant. However, implementation 
of mitigation measures MM Geo 1 through 5 will reduce the potential impact to less than 
significant levels. 
 
Ground cracking is thought to be a result of shrinkage of organic-rich soils since organic matter 
and manure have a tendency to compress and settle over time as a result of decomposition and/or 
desiccation of organic material. It is possible that organic-rich soils contain high moisture 
content and as the soil dries out over time, it shrinks, resulting in surficial cracks.  
 
As an industry standard, organics in compacted fill should not exceed three percent of total 
volume. In order to address potential ground cracking on former dairy sites, the County of 
Riverside has implemented a more conservative limit of a maximum of only one percent 
organics in compacted fill. The soil on site with its current high concentration of manure/organic 
matter is therefore unsuitable fill material. Removing manure and organic-rich soil prior to over-
excavation and recompaction of the on-site alluvial soil will help prevent surface soil cracking. 
Complying with County standards to remove manure and organic-rich soil and implementation 
of recommendations found in the GEI and methane Gas Investigation (MM Geo 6), the site has a 
reduced capacity to experience ground cracking from organic material and impacts are 
considered to be less than significant. 
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Threshold: Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property. 
 
Expansive soils are fine-grained silts and clays which are subject to swelling and contracting. 
The amount of this swelling and contracting is subject to the amount of fine-grained clay 
materials present in the soils and the amount of moisture either introduced or extracted from the 
soils. The Expansive Potential of soils range from very low to very high, as indicated in Table 
3.6-A, Expansion Potential. The change in volume exerts stress on buildings and other loads 
placed on these soils. Soils on site exhibit expansive indices ranging from low to high, as such, 
expansion testing is required by current grading and building codes. Special engineering designs 
are used effectively to alleviate problems caused by expansive soils. These designs include the 
use of reinforcing steel in foundations, post-tensioned foundations or other foundation designs, 
drainage control devices, over-excavation, and backfilling with non-expansive soil. Excessive 
swelling and shrinkage cycles can result in distress to improvements and structures.  
 

Table 3.6-A 
Expansion Potential 

Expansion Index 
Potential 

Expansion 
0 to 20 Very Low 
21 to 50 Low 
51 to 90 Medium 
91 to 130 High 

>130 Very High 
                                          Source: California Building Code, Table 18A-I-B 
 
An Expansion Index Test was completed for the GEI that shows that the expansion index ranges 
from 5 to 18. According to Table 3.6-A, above, this index range falls under a very low potential 
for expansion. However, it is recommended that additional Expansion tests be conducted after 
grading so the location of expansive soils after grading can be determined and appropriate 
foundation design and other measures can be provided, if needed. Because the effects of post 
grading conditions cannot be characterized in this EIR, the impacts of expansive soils are 
considered potentially significant. However, with implementation of additional testing and 
design recommendations in MM Geo 11, impacts from expansive soils are considered to be less 
than significant. 
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An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which 
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). Mitigation 
measures were evaluated for their ability to eliminate or reduce the potential significant adverse 
impacts from methane generation. 
 
Riverside County requirements for methane sampling will be adhered to, and at the time of 
project development, the project will comply with applicable County requirements. The County 
allows for two options for methane mitigation with respect to large warehouse and industrial 
structures. Option 1 includes sampling and monitoring no sooner than 30 days after grading for a 
minimum of four weeks. Mitigation measures will need to be adhered to (particularly in areas of 
future office space or any space using conditioned air) should methane levels exceed 5,000 ppm 
during post-grading sampling, per Riverside County Department of Environmental Health 
Mitigation Protocol. Option 2 allows for no sampling and automatic incorporation of mitigation 
measures. 
 
In order to reduce potential project impacts from methane generation, County of Riverside 
requirements for methane sampling will be adhered to, and at the time of project development, 
the project will comply with applicable County requirements. Current requirements are listed as 
MM Geo 1- 5, below.  
 
The mitigation measures for Option 1 (which requires post grading monitoring) as described in 
the interim methane protocol for large warehouses and industrial structures are as follows:  
 
MM Geo 1: For places where methane is detected above 5,000 ppm within the building footprint 
which will have conditioned air, mitigation shall include installation of a minimum 60-mil high 
density polyethylene (HDPE) membrane barrier (or equivalent), a subslab passive venting 
system, sealing of utility or other penetrations through the membrane, seal of utility conduits 
where they enter the structure, and construction of a utility “dam” at any point where a “dry” 
utility trench approaches the structure. Liquid Boot, applied to a minimum 60 mil dry thickness 
per manufacturers’ recommendations, may be substituted for the HDPE membrane. If a post-
tensioned slab is utilized, a visqueen vapor barrier may be substituted for the membrane, unless 
the maximum methane reading is above 12,500 ppm, in which case the membrane must be used. 
 
MM Geo 2: For places within the building footprint with methane levels above 5,000 ppm, and 
without conditioned air, the mitigation measure shall consist of a visqueen vapor barrier, subslab 
passive venting system, sealing of utility conduits where they enter the structure, and 
construction of a utility “dam” at any point where a “dry” utility trench approaches the structure.  
 
The mitigation measures for Option 2 (no sampling) as described in the 2001 Methane 
Mitigation Protocol for large warehouses and industrial structures are as follows:  
 
MM Geo 3: For areas without conditioned air, the project proponent shall install a visqueen 
vapor barrier, install a subslab passive venting system, seal utility conduits where they enter a 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 3.6 – Geology and Soils 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES   

3.6-12 

structure, and construct a utility “dam” at the point where a “dry” utility trench approaches a 
structure.  
 
MM Geo 4: For areas with conditioned air, the mitigation measure shall require a minimum 60-
mil HDPE membrane barrier, or equivalent.  
 
Regardless of which Option described above is followed by the developer, the following 
mitigation measure shall apply:  
 
MM Geo 5: Any underground utility vaults needed on site shall have air vents installed per the 
utility purveyor's specifications. 
 
As recommended in the Subsurface Methane Gas Investigation, the following shall be 
implemented to further reduce methane gas generation. 
 
MM Geo 6: During grading operations, precautionary measures need to be taken to reduce the 
potential for post-construction methane gas generation. Measures include the following: 
 

1. Careful clearing, grubbing, segregation, and stockpiling or disposal of the near surface, 
organic-rich soils at the site prior to the initiation of mass grading activities. 

2. The identification and segregation/stockpiling or disposal of deeper soils which contain 
elevated levels of organic material. If possible, soils with an organic content of 
approximately 0.4% or higher should be segregated for controlled placement. 

3. Soils with organic contents in excess of 0.4% should not be placed as “deep” fill. Ideally, 
soils with significant levels of organic material should be placed in open areas within 
approximately two feet of the finished ground surface. 

4. Soils with organic contents in excess of 2% should typically not be placed as structural 
fill, even at shallow depths. The project geotechnical engineer should provide more 
specific recommendations in this regard. 

 
Mitigation measures MM Geo 7 through 10 addresses underlying soils and to ensure stability of 
these soils are maintained during construction. 
 
MM Geo 7: Prior to construction, the site will be cleared of vegetation, trash, and debris which 
will be disposed of off-site. Any existing underground structures and utilities that may interfere 
with the proposed construction shall be removed. The resulting cavities or excavations will be 
properly backfilled with compacted fill.  
 
MM Geo 8: According to the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation Report, all fill/disturbed 
soils shall be removed to competent native material, the exposed surface scarified to a depth of 
12 inches, brought to within 2% of optimum moisture content and compacted to a minimum of 
90% of the laboratory standard prior to placement of any additional compacted fill soils, 
foundations, slabs-on-grade and pavement.  
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MM Geo 9: Since some of the subsurface soils were noted to be high in moisture, aeration 
and/or stabilization may be anticipated to proceed with the proposed grading. Deeper 
excavations may require the placement of a gravel blanket and/or an approved geofabric prior to 
placement of compacted fill.  
 
MM Geo 10: Existing subsurface soils within some areas of the project site were noted to have 
manure at the surface. All manure observed at the surface will need to be collected and hauled 
away. Soils within the upper foot may have concentrations of manure about 1% and may be 
utilized as approved fill material provided that the manure is blended with soils until the total 
organic level decreases to levels less than 1% (per County of Riverside Technical Guidelines of 
Geotechnical and Geologic Reports) and shall be placed only in landscaping and pavement areas.  
 
MM Geo 11: As recommended in the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, the following 
measure shall be implemented to address expansive soils: If any expansive soils are encountered, 
special attention should be given to the project design and maintenance. The Expansive Soil 
Guideline attached to the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation (see Appendix J) should be 
reviewed by the engineers, architects, owner, maintenance personnel, and other interested parties 
and considered during the design of the project and future property maintenance. 

Soil stability, methane generation, and expansive soils are issues of concern for the development 
of the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley design considerations require the removal of all soils 
with an organic content in excess of three percent and the overexcavation and recompaction of 
the on-site alluvial soil. By removing the organic-laden soil, especially those containing manure, 
there is less likelihood of organic decomposition and the release of methane gas. The removal of 
the organic matter will also lessen the likelihood of shrinkage and cracking that can occur as 
organic matter dries out. Mitigation measures MM Geo 1–6 require these measures, and impacts 
are reduced to less than significant. 
 
To assure the stability of the underlying soils, the design considerations include overexcavation 
and recompaction of the on-site alluvial soil to a depth of 3 to 5 feet below surface grade. Precise 
grading requirements and soil stability will be determined at the development stage and shall 
comply with any requirements set forth in those project specific geotechnical studies. Therefore, 
all potential significant adverse environmental effects are or can be reduced to below the level of 
significance following implementation of design considerations and implementation of the 
mitigation measures outlined above. 
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Potential impacts related to creating hazards to the public through routine transport, use or 
disposal of hazardous materials, through accidental release of hazardous materials into the 
environment, the interference with emergency response plans, and handling or emitting 
hazardous materials within one quarter mile near an existing or proposed school were all found 
to be less than significant or no impact in the Initial Study/NOP prepared for this project 
(Appendix A). The focus of the following discussion is related to the potential impacts related to 
the project site included on a list of hazardous materials sites complied pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5, and as a result would create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment. 
 
In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation 
of this section of the DEIR: 
 

 County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan, County of 
Riverside, Adopted October 7, 2003. (Available for review at the County of Riverside 
Planning Department or at www.rcip.org) 

 County of Riverside, Eastvale Area Plan, October 2003. (Available at County of 
Riverside Planning Department at www.rcip.org) 

 County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Final Program 
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2002051143), March 2003. 
(Available for review at the Riverside County Planning Department.) 

 SCS Engineers, Phase I Environmental Assessment Quincey Project (APNS 144-010-001, 
006, & 007) Riverside County, California, January 2007. (Appendix F) 

The project site is currently occupied by a dairy farm consisting of four residences, two milking 
barns, three equipment garages, two commodity barns and two hay barns for feed storage. All of 
the residences and dairy operations are on the eastern half of the property, and the western half is 
used for field crops. Two ponds are also located between both eastern and western halves on the 
southern portion of the property.  
 
Vehicle oils and other fluids for vehicle maintenance are stored in the equipment garages. Drums 
of bleach, acid cleaner, and biocides are stored in the milking barns in rooms labeled “hazardous 
materials.” Backup generators with integral diesel tanks are also located in the milking barns. 
Above-ground diesel and gasoline tanks are located near the equipment garages. No evidence of 
releases of hazardous materials was present or observed during a site visit, performed by SCS 
Engineers, in January 2007. Also, no hazardous wastes were generated on the project site.  
 
The project site has been agricultural since at least 1931 and possibly since the mid-19th century. 
There were no structures on the property through at least 1953. At some point between 1953 and 

http://www.rcip.org/
http://www.rcip.org/
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1967, the first dairy operation began on the eastern half of the property. By the mid-1980s, the 
property had achieved its current configuration.  
 
Review of regulatory agency files indicated that the property might have had an underground 
diesel storage tank in the past. There is no available information that indicates where the tank 
may have been, when or whether it was removed, or whether any soils investigations were 
conducted at the time of removal. Also, regulatory database information identified no known or 
suspected contamination sites in the area surrounding the property.  

The Riverside County Planning Department has not established local CEQA significance 
thresholds as described in Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, the 
Riverside County Planning Department’s “Environmental Checklist” for the subject project (see 
Appendix A of this document) indicates that impacts related to Birtcher Center at Corona Valley 
Plan may be considered potentially significant if the proposed project would: 
 

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

A number of federal, state, and local laws have been enacted to regulate the management of 
hazardous materials. Implementation of these laws and management of hazardous materials are 
regulated independently of the CEQA process through programs administered by various 
agencies at the federal, state, and local levels. An overview of the key hazardous materials laws 
and regulations that apply to the proposed project are provided below. 
 
Federal and state regulations govern the renovation and demolition of structures where materials 
containing lead and asbestos are present. These requirements include: Part 61, Subpart M of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (pertaining to asbestos) and lead exposure guidelines provided by 
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  
 

Several federal agencies regulate hazardous materials. These include the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), and the 
Department of Transportation (DOT). Applicable federal regulations are contained primarily in 
Titles 10, 29, 40, and 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). In particular, Tile 49 of the 
CFR governs the manufacture of packaging and transport containers, packing and repacking, 
labeling, and the marking of hazardous material transport. Some of the major federal laws and 
issue areas include the following statutes: 
 
 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) – hazardous waste management 

 Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments Act (HSWA) – hazardous waste management 
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 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) – 
cleanup of contamination 

 Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) – cleanup of contamination 

 Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know (SARA Title III)-business inventories 
and emergency response planning 

The EPA is the primary federal agency responsible for the implementation and enforcement of 
hazardous materials regulations. In most cases, enforcement of environmental laws and 
regulations established at the federal level is delegated to state and local environmental 
regulatory agencies. 

  

Primary state agencies with jurisdiction over hazardous chemical materials management are the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB). Other state agencies involved in hazardous materials management are the 
Department of Industrial Relations (State OSHA implementation), Office of Emergency Services 
(OES-California Accidental Release Prevention implementation), Department of Fish and Game 
(DFG), Air Resources Board (ARB), Caltrans, State Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA-Proposition 65 implementation) and the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board (CIWMB). The enforcement agencies for hazardous materials transportation 
regulations are the California Highway Patrol (CHP) and Caltrans. Hazardous materials and 
waste transporters are responsible for complying with all applicable packaging, labeling, and 
shipping regulation. 

Southern California Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rules and Regulations 
pertaining to asbestos abatement (including rule 1403), Construction Safety Orders 1529 
(pertaining to asbestos) and 1532.1 (pertaining to lead) from Title 8 of the California Code of 
Regulations. 

Hazardous chemical and biohazardous materials management laws in California include the 
following statutes: 

 Hazardous Materials Management Act – business plan reporting 

 Hazardous Waste Control Act – hazardous waste management 

 Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986 (Prop 65) – releases of and 
exposure to carcinogenic chemicals 

 Hazardous Substances Act – cleanup of contamination 

 Hazardous Waste Management Planning and Facility Siting (Tanner Act) 

 Hazardous Materials Storage and Emergency Response 

 California Medical Waste Management Act – medical and biohazardous wastes 
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State regulations and agencies pertaining to hazardous materials management and worker safety 
which are applicable to the project are described below: 

California Environmental Projection Agency 
The California EPA (Cal/EPA) has broad jurisdiction over hazardous materials management in 
the state. Within Cal/EPA, the DTSC has primary regulatory responsibility for hazardous waste 
management and cleanup. Enforcement of regulations has been delegated to local jurisdictions 
that enter into agreements with DTSC for the generation, transport, and disposal of hazardous 
materials under the authority of the Hazardous Waste Control Law. 
 
Along with the DTSC, the RWQCB is responsible for implementing regulations pertaining to 
management of soil and groundwater investigation and cleanup. RWQCB regulations are 
contained in Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). Additional state regulations 
applicable to hazardous materials are contained in Title 22 of the CCR. Title 26 of the CCR is a 
compilation of those sections or titles of the CCR that are applicable to hazardous materials.  
 
Investigation and Cleanup of Contaminated Sites 
The oversight of hazardous materials release sites often involves several different agencies that 
may have overlapping authority and jurisdiction. The DTSC and RWQCB are the two primary 
state agencies responsible for issues pertaining to hazardous materials release sites. Air quality 
issues related to remediation and construction at contaminated sites are also subject to federal 
and state laws and regulations that are administered at the local level.  
 
Investigation and remediation activities that would involve potential disturbance or release of 
hazardous materials must comply with applicable federal, state, and local hazardous materials 
laws and regulations. DTSC has developed standards for the investigation of sites where 
hazardous materials contamination has been identified or could exist based on current or past 
uses. The standards identify approaches to determine if a release of hazardous wastes/substances 
exists at a site and delineates the general extent of contamination; estimates the potential threat to 
public health and/or the environment from the release, and provides an indicator of relative risk; 
determines if an expedited response action is required to reduce an existing or potential threat; 
and completes preliminary project scoping activities to determine data gaps and identifies 
possible remedial action strategies to form the basis for development of a site strategy.  

The proposed project does not contain specific design considerations related to potential risks 
due to hazards and hazardous materials. 
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Threshold: The project would 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 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment preformed on the project site in 
January 2007, an Environmental Data Resources (EDR) report was reviewed in order to identify 
any known or suspected contamination sites or incidents of hazardous waste storage or disposal 
which might have resulted in soil or groundwater contamination within a one-mile radius of the 
property. Among the databases searched included in the report were National Priority List (NPL) 
(federal, tribal, and state-equivalent), proposed and delisted NPL, CORRACTS (RCRA facilities 
subject to corrective actions), hazardous waste sites identified for investigation or remediation 
Compensation and Liability Information System (CERCLIS), State CERCLIS, Voluntary 
Cleanup Priority List (VCP), Brownfields Calsites, Leaking Underground Storage Tank incident 
reports (LUST), sites with engineering controls, former CERCLIS (NFRAP), Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and state hazardous waste generators, Solid Waste 
Landfill Facilities (SWLF), Underground Storage Tanks (USTs), Toxic Pits, Hazardous waste 
manifests (HAZNET), Facility Index System (FINDS), Small Quantity Generators (SQGs), 
Large Quantity Generators (LQGs), USTs, Historical UST Registered Database (HIST UST), 
RCRA violations, and Toxic Chemical Release Inventory (TRIS).  
 
Sites listed on databases such as HAZNET, FINDS, SQGs, LQGs, USTs, HIST USTs, RCRA 
violations, and TRIS facilities are listed because they use or store hazardous materials but do not 
show evidence of any accidental spills or releases of hazardous materials unless they appeared on 
an agency list of contaminated sites. Therefore, sites on these lists do not pose a significant 
hazard to the public or environment.  
 
Within unincorporated Riverside County, the Riverside County Department of Environmental 
Health (RCDEH) generally acts as the lead enforcement agency for hazardous materials and 
underground storage tank compliance. If a tank has leaked and groundwater contamination is 
suspected, the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB) generally 
becomes the lead agency in supervising contamination characterization and cleanup.  
 
Files indicate that the project site might have had an underground diesel storage tank in the past. 
There is no available information on whether it was removed or not, or whether any soil 
investigations were conducted at time of removal. 
 
RCDEH indicated that the project site has an active permit for hazardous materials with an 
agriculture exemption. No other records pertaining to the project site were reported.  
 
The SARWQCB has a file for the project under Homestead Dairy Farms, 6313 Archibald 
Avenue, Corona. The file contains a series of inspection reports from 1985, 1988, 1993, 1995, 
2000, and 2003. No violations were noted in any of these reports, although the 1985 report 
referenced a 1981 inspection report that included a waste discharge violation. The file also 
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contained Annual Reports for Animal Waste Discharge for Corona Dairy Ranch, Vermeer 7 
Goedhart Dairy, and Homestead Dairy Farm from 1981 through 2002.  
 
Based on the database results from local, state and federal records, there were no additional sites 
of potential concern identified on or near the project site. However, in the event that an 
abandoned underground tank or contaminated soil is encountered during site development, MM 
Haz 1 is required to reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. Therefore, impacts 
are considered less than significant with implementation of the mitigation measure.  

An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which 
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). Mitigation 
measures were evaluated for their ability to eliminate or reduce the potential significant adverse 
impacts from hazards-related impacts to below the level of significance.  
 

MM Haz 1: Prior to any excavation or soil removal action on known contaminated sites, 
or if contaminated soil or groundwater (i.e., with a visible sheen or detectable odor) is 
encountered during construction, complete characterization of the soil and/or 
groundwater will be conducted under direction of the Riverside County Department of 
Environmental Health. Appropriate sampling shall be conducted prior to disposal of the 
excavated soil. If the soil is contaminated, it shall be properly disposed of according to 
Land Disposal restrictions. If site remediation involves the removal of contamination, 
then contaminated material will need to be transported off site to a licensed hazardous 
waste disposal facility. Although, this may incrementally decrease the volume available 
at a hazardous waste disposal site or incrementally increase the emission of hazardous 
waste incinerator, these additional impacts are not considered significant.)  
 
MM Hazards 1: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit involving the initial ground 
disturbance and excavation with each Planning Area, a limited environmental study will 
be performed to determine the possible presence of organochlorine pesticides and arsenic 
in the on-site soils in accordance with the California Department of Toxic Substance 
Control (DTSC) “Interim Guidelines for Sampling Agricultural Soils (3rd revision), dated 
August 2008”. Since this site is greater than 50 acres in size, the DTSC will be consulted 
on the sampling pattern and frequency.  If no pollutants of concern are detected, further 
mitigation is not necessary. If the assessment finds soil contamination or concentrations 
of a pesticide or herbicide that meet action levels for hazardous waste pursuant to 
applicable federal, state or local standards, the appropriate response/remedial measures 
will be implemented, as directed by County of Riverside Department of Environmental 
Health, or other applicable oversight agency, until all specified requirements of the 
oversight agencies are satisfied and a no-further-action status is attained. 
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Impacts related to the creation of a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
the upset and accidental conditions involving the release of hazardous materials, including those 
from sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 are reduced to less than 
significant levels with implementation of MM Haz 1. 
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Potential impacts related to alteration of existing drainage patterns that result in substantial 
erosion or siltation, placing housing within a 100-year flood hazard area, or placing structures 
within a 100-year flood zone which would impede or redirect flood flows were all found to be 
less than significant in the Initial Study/NOP prepared for this project (Appendix A). The focus 
of the following discussion is related to the potential impacts from violating any water quality 
standard or waste discharge requirement, depleting groundwater supplies or interfering with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level, creating or contributing runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing storm water drainage systems, or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff, substantially degrading water quality, and the inclusion of new or retrofitted 
storm water Treatment Control Best Management Practices (BMPs), or construction of new 
stormwater drainage facilities, of which construction or the operation could result in significant 
environmental effects. 
 
In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation 
of this section of the DEIR: 
 

 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, Nonpoint Source 
Program Strategy and Implementation Plan, 1998-2013 (PROSIP). (Available at the 
Santa Ana California Regional Water Quality Control Board or on October 8, 2008 at 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/nps/protecting.html) 

 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, Water Quality 
Control Plan Santa Ana River Basin, February 2008 update. (Available on October 8, 
2008 at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb8/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/index.shtml) 

 California Department of Water Resources, Division of Planning and Local Assistance, 
Upper Santa Ana Valley Groundwater Basin, Chino Subbasin, 2006 (Available on 
October 8, 2008 at 
http://www.dpla2.water.ca.gov/publications/groundwater/bulletin118/basins/pdfs_desc/8-
2.01.pdf) 

 Chino Basin Watermaster, Chino Basin Watermaster 30th Annual Report, Fiscal Year 
2006-2007. (Available on October 8, 2008 at 
http://www.cbwm.org/docs/annualrep/30th%20Annual%20Report.pdf) 

 Chino Basin Watermaster, Optimum Basin Management Program, Status Report 2006-1: 
January to June 2006. (Available October 8, 2008 at 
http://www.cbwm.org/docs/engdocs/obmpphas1rep/Text/OBMP_Ph1_Report.pdf) 

 Riverside County, County of Riverside General Plan, Eastvale Area Plan, October 2003. 
(Available at the Riverside County Planning Department or on October 8, 2008 at 
http://www.rctlma.org/genplan/content/ap1/eastvale.html) 

 Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Supplement A to the 
Riverside County Drainage Area Management Plan): New Development Guidelines, 

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/nps/protecting.html
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb8/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/index.shtml
http://www.dpla2.water.ca.gov/publications/groundwater/bulletin118/basins/pdfs_desc/8-2.01.pdf
http://www.dpla2.water.ca.gov/publications/groundwater/bulletin118/basins/pdfs_desc/8-2.01.pdf
http://www.cbwm.org/docs/annualrep/30th%20Annual%20Report.pdf
http://www.cbwm.org/docs/engdocs/obmpphas1rep/Text/OBMP_Ph1_Report.pdf
http://www.rctlma.org/genplan/content/ap1/eastvale.html
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April 1996 (Available on October 8, 2008 at 
http://www.floodcontrol.co.riverside.ca.us/districtsite/downloads/NPDES/Supplement_A.
pdf) 

 Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Riverside County 
Water Quality Management Plan for Urban Runoff, October 2006. (Available on 
October 8, 2008 at http://www.floodcontrol.co.riverside.ca.us/downloads/NPDES/APP-
O-RC-WQMP.pdf) 

 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board, Dairies, and Their Relationship to 
Water Quality Problems in Chino Basin, July 1990. (Available on October 8, 2008 at 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/santaana/water_issues/programs/dairies/docs/chino_dairies.pdf) 

 Albert A. Webb Associates, Water Quality Management Plan prepared for Birtcher 
Development & Investments, August 18, 2008. (Appendix G of this document.) 

 Albert A. Webb Associates, Preliminary Hydrology Report for Birtcher Center at 
Corona Valley, August 20, 2008. (Appendix G) 

The project site is located on approximately 53 acres within the Eastvale Area of Riverside 
County, California. The project site consists of flat farmland, ranging in elevation from 624 feet 
above sea level, to 640 feet above sea level, sloping slightly to the south. The project site has 
been heavily disturbed by activities associated with agriculture. The western and central portions 
of the project site consist of alfalfa fields of the Dairy Quest Farm, which once operated on the 
property. Buildings, structures, and other facilities of the dairy farm are still present in the 
eastern portion of the property, including a dairy barn, animal enclosures, and metal canopies 
used to house the cows and feed. Agriculture is still active on the western portion of the site and 
scattered patches of exotic and native vegetation can be found in and along the edges of the 
property. The location of proposed project site and the site‟s proximity to surface waters in the 
region, are shown in Figure 3.8-1, Santa Ana River Watershed.  
 
The project site is located in the Chino Basin which is part of the larger Santa Ana River 
Watershed, which is under the jurisdiction of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (SARWQCB). Figure 3.8-1, shows the site location and its proximity to various surface 
water bodies. Storm water runoff from the proposed project will enter the Cucamonga Creek 
Channel which terminates at Reach 3 of the Santa Ana River.  
 
The following discussion describes the proximity of the project to nearby water bodies, and 
provides background information on water quality issues related to surface and groundwater in 
the project area, in order to thoroughly evaluate the impacts of the project to local hydrology and 
water quality. 

http://www.floodcontrol.co.riverside.ca.us/districtsite/downloads/NPDES/Supplement_A.pdf
http://www.floodcontrol.co.riverside.ca.us/districtsite/downloads/NPDES/Supplement_A.pdf
http://www.floodcontrol.co.riverside.ca.us/downloads/NPDES/APP-O-RC-WQMP.pdf
http://www.floodcontrol.co.riverside.ca.us/downloads/NPDES/APP-O-RC-WQMP.pdf
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/santaana/water_issues/programs/dairies/docs/chino_dairies.pdf
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The project site is located approximately 2.5 miles west northwest of the Santa Ana River and is 
not traversed by any tributary drainage features. Run-off originated at the site, will drain off-site 
to the Cucamonga Creek, and end up in the Santa Ana River. The Santa Ana River is the major 
surface water body within the Santa Ana Watershed. It conveys water approximately 69 miles 
from its headwaters in the San Bernardino Mountains to the Pacific Ocean through San 
Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange Counties. The river drains between the Chino Hills and the 
Santa Ana Mountains, through the narrow Santa Ana Canyon, southwest of the project site. It 
then emerges from the canyon and flows through the coastal plain to empty into the Pacific 
Ocean, located approximately 40 miles southwest of the proposed project site. 
 
The Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB) has divided the Santa Ana 
River (SAR) geographically into six reaches (see Figure 3.8-1, Santa Ana River Watershed), 
all of which vary in width, disturbance, and reliability of water source. Reach 3 is the portion of 
the Santa Ana River in proximity to the project, which the project ultimately discharges to. 
Reach 3 is that portion of the river that extends upstream from the Prado Bain to the Mission 
Boulevard Bridge in the city of Riverside. From the Riverside Narrows to Prado Basin, the Santa 
Ana River is generally in a natural and unmodified state. Water levels are generally shallow, 
temperatures are warm, and the channel bottom is dominated by shifting sands, creating only 
limited habitat for aquatic organisms. 
 
The project site is located approximately two miles north of the Prado Basin, which encompasses 
a large area of undisturbed, dense riparian wetland, which is the largest wetland in Southern 
California. Upstream from the Prado Dam, there is approximately 465 acres of constructed 
wetlands. The Prado Basin was established to provide water storage and flood control for Orange 
County. Water that is high in nitrates primarily from agricultural land uses in the Chino Basin is 
diverted from the Santa Ana River, treated within the Prado Basin constructed wetlands in order 
to reduce nitrogen levels, and then discharged back into the Santa Ana River. The Prado Basin 
wetland area is rich in both plant and animal life and serves as habitat for rare, threatened, and 
endangered species. 
 
Surface water quality may be impacted by both point source and non-point source (NPS) 
discharges of pollutants. Point source discharges are regulated through National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) permitting. Non-point source pollution is now 
considered to be the leading cause of water quality impairments in the state, as well as the entire 
nation. Non-point source pollution is not as readily quantifiable as pollution that is derived from 
point sources, since it occurs through numerous diffuse sources. Rain water, snowmelt, or 
irrigation water can pick up and transport pollutants as it moves across land or paved surfaces, 
and these pollutants may ultimately be discharged into streams, lakes, oceans, and groundwater. 
Urban areas and agriculture are both considered to substantially contribute to non-point source 
pollution in surface waters. As rainfall or irrigation waters intercept pollutants in the landscape, 
these pollutants may be transported in contaminated runoff and enter streams, lakes, and oceans. 
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Expected pollutants associated with commercial/industrial development include trash and debris, 
and oil and grease. Potential pollutants associated with commercial/industrial development 
include sediment/turbidity, nutrients, organic compounds, oxygen demanding substances, 
pesticides, and metals. Additionally, expected pollutants of concern associate with parking areas 
greater than 5,000 square feet in size include organic compounds (specifically petroleum 
hydrocarbons), trash and debris, oil and grease, and metals. And potential pollutants of concern 
from parking areas of this size include sediment/turbidity, nutrients, oxygen demanding 
substances, and bacteria and viruses.  
 
The Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list identifies the Cucamonga Creek Channel Reach 1 as 
impaired for high coliform count, and the Santa Ana River Reach 3 for pathogens. To address 
these impairment, a total maximum daily load (TMDL), defined as the maximum pollutant load 
that a waterbody can receive and still attain water quality standards, was presented at a public 
workshop held June 24, 2005 and is anticipated to be developed by the Santa Ana Regional 
Water Quality Control Board by the end of 2005. Until the TMDL is established, narrative water 
quality standards that are outlined in the Basin Plan and Table III-7-B apply.  

The proposed project is located within the jurisdiction of the Chino Basin Watermaster 
(“Watermaster”), which consists of about 235 square miles of the upper Santa Ana River 
watershed. Chino Basin is an alluvial valley that is relatively flat from east to west and slopes 
from the north to the south at a one to two percent grade. Valley elevations range from about 
2,000 feet in the foothills to about 500 feet near Prado Dam.  
 
The Chino Basin is one of the largest groundwater basins in southern California with about 
5,000,000 acre-feet of water in the Chino Basin and an unused storage capacity of about 
1,000,000 acre-feet (Figure 3.8-2, Groundwater Management Zones). Cities and other water 
supply entities produce groundwater for all or part of their municipal and industrial supplies and 
about 300 to 400 agricultural users produce groundwater from the Chino Basin. The Chino Basin 
is an integral part of the regional and statewide water supply system. Prior to 1978, the Basin 
was in overdraft.  
 
According to the Watermaster document, Optimum Basin Management Program, groundwater 
level monitoring by various municipal and agricultural water suppliers began as early as the later 
part of the 1920s. The first mass groundwater-level monitoring program for the Chino Basin 
occurred in the spring of 1986. In 1989, the Watermaster initiated a more regular monitoring 
program for the Basin with groundwater-level measurements obtained in 1990, and periodically 
thereafter through 1997. The Watermaster‟s program relies on municipal producers and other 
government agencies supplying their groundwater-level measurements on a cooperative basis. 
Watermaster staff supplements these data with groundwater-level measurements collected by 
staff, primarily south of State Route 60. 
 
The Chino Basin is divided into four separate Management Zones, of which the project site is 
within Zone 2. The groundwater-level time histories indicate a general decline since before the 
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1937 to 1944 wet period, with little or no response to wet years until 1978. The post-1977 
increase is probably due to the combination of the 1978 to 1983 wet period, the reduction in 
overdraft following the implementation of the Chino Basin Judgment, the start of artificial 
replenishment with imported water in the San Sevaine and Etiwanda flood control basins, and 
the increased use of imported surface water. The depth to water in this Zone ranged from about 
200 feet in the late 1920s to about 380 feet in 1974, a decline in groundwater levels of about 180 
feet. 
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The site is located over the Upper Santa Ana Valley Groundwater Basin, Chino Subbasin 
(Groundwater Basin Number: 8-2.01). This basin occupies approximately 240 square miles in 
the Upper Santa Ana River watershed. In 2004, the SARWQCB adopted a Basin Plan 
Amendment for the Santa Ana Region that redefined the Chino Groundwater Subbasin 
boundaries and identified four management zones, including the Prado Basin Management Zone, 
for regulatory purposes (Attachment to Resolution No. R8-2004-001). The amendment was 
approved by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) on September 30, 2004 
(Resolution No. 2004-0060) and by the Office of Administrative Law (OAL). This Basin Plan 
Amendment also revised water quality objectives for nitrogen and total dissolved solids (TDS) 
for each management zone. For current regulatory purposes, the project site is located within the 
Chino II and III Groundwater Management Zones (Figure 3.8-2, Groundwater Management 
Zones). Groundwater in this zone predominantly flows in a southerly direction. Groundwater 
recharge occurs through direct percolation of precipitation, irrigation returns, and subsurface 
inflows. Extraction primarily occurs through groundwater extraction (wells) and subsurface 
discharge into the Santa Ana River.  
 
Over time, groundwater quality in the lower Chino Basin has deteriorated. Groundwater in 
portions of the Chino Basin exceeds Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) drinking water 
standards for nitrates and total dissolved solids (TDS), and exceeds water quality objectives 
listed in the SARWQCB Basin Plan for these constituents. In particular, the Chino Groundwater 
Subbasin south of State Route 60 has elevated concentrations of TDS and nitrates. High nitrate 
concentrations in waters used for drinking can be toxic to human life, and infants are particularly 
at risk and can develop “blue baby syndrome” (SARWQCB Basin Plan, 1995). The drinking 
water standard for nitrate (as NO3) has been set at 45 milligrams per liter (mg/L). High TDS 
(salts) in drinking water has poor taste, and in irrigation water can negatively impact plant 
growth. Irrigation waters should not have a TDS concentration above 700 mg/L. According to 
the SARWQCB Fact Sheet, the application of manure to the Chino Basin has resulted in 
significant groundwater pollution, specifically total dissolved solids (TDS) and nitrates.  
 
Dairy Influence on Groundwater Quality 
 
A major source of the nitrate and TDS groundwater pollution in the Chino Basin is due to the 
historical and present dairy and agricultural land uses.  
 
According to the SARWQCB Fact Sheet, in 1999 the Chino Basin was reported to have the 
highest density of dairy animals in the world, with 279 facilities and 320,000 animals located in a 
50 square mile area. The Staff Report for the 1999 General Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations within the Santa Ana Region estimated that 
approximately 950,000 tons of manure (at 33% moisture), or 4,000,000 cubic yards (at 33% 
moisture), were produced from dairy cows in the Chino Basin in one year (or 19,000 tons of 
manure per sq. mile per year). It was speculated that approximately 85 percent of the increase in 
salts in the Chino Groundwater Basin was from the 19,300 acres of dairy operations. Based on 
this regional information, it can therefore be expected that the former dairy operations on the 
project site also contributed to the regional salt pollution of the Chino Basin groundwater. 
 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley DEIR No. 515  Section 3.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES   

3.8-9 

The SARWQCB‟s 1990 report, “Dairies and Their Relationship to Water Quality Problems in 
Chino Basin,” stated the following reasons for concern over deteriorating groundwater quality:  
 

1. Groundwater within the Chino Basin is used extensively for municipal, industrial, and 
agricultural supply.  

2. Poor quality groundwater may adversely affect the implementation of a Chino Basin 
Groundwater Storage Program proposed by Metropolitan Water District (MWD).  

3. Poor quality groundwater in the Chino Basin adversely affects the quality of water in the 
Santa Ana River, and ultimately, the quality of water supply to Orange County residents.  

 
The SARWQCB currently requires all dairies in the Chino Basin to remove all manure on their 
property within 180 days of being removed from corrals (SARWQCB Order No. 99-11, General 
Waste Discharge Requirements for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations [CAFOs]). Order 
99-11, however, does not prohibit on-site discharge of wash water, rainfall runoff from corrals, 
or drainage from manure stockpiles. Daily discharge of wash water from dairy operations is 
estimated to be about 15 million gallons, and contains about 10 percent of the manure produced 
by dairy cows. 
 
Groundwater Treatment 
 
Currently, approximately 27,000 acre-feet per year of Chino Basin groundwater containing 
elevated concentrations of nitrate and TDS are treated by ion exchange and reverse osmosis to 
remove salts by the Chino I Desalter and the Chino II Desalter, operated by the Chino Basin 
Desalter Authority (CDA). Groundwater treatment yields potable water that is a viable supply 
water source for use in developing communities; consequently groundwater treatment has been 
identified in the Optimum Basin Management Program (OBMP) as an important management 
strategy for the Chino Basin. 
 

The project site contains both onsite and offsite storm drain facilities. The project site is located 
adjacent to the Cucamonga Creek channel a concrete lined flood control channel, a facility 
identified in Riverside County Flood Control & Water Conservation District‟s (RCFC & WCD) 
Eastvale Master Drainage Plan. This proposed onsite storm drain facilities collects and conveys 
the onsite runoff.  The construction of the Eastvale MDP Line F-3 along the north side of the 
project will be required to provide protection from tributary offsite storm runoff.  It is unknown 
if this facility will be located onsite or offsite.  All the tributary offsite runoff and the onsite 
runoff will be discharged into Cucamonga Creek Channel which is owned and maintained by the 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District. 
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The Riverside County Planning Department has not established local CEQA significance 
thresholds as described in Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, the 
Riverside County Planning Department‟s “Environmental Checklist” for the subject project (see 
Appendix A of this document) indicates that impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality 
may be considered potentially significant if the proposed project would: 
 

 violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 

 substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
groundwater table level. 

 create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

 substantially degrade water quality.  

 include new or retrofitted storm water Treatment Control Best Management Practices 
(BMPs), the operation of which could result in significant environmental effects (e.g. 
increased vectors and odors). 

 alter the existing drainage pattern of the site, or substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding. 

 change absorption rate and amount of surface runoff or amount of surface water in any 
water body. 

 requires or results in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects. 

Clean Water Act 
The Clean Water Act (CWA) was designed to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the waters in the United States. The CWA also directs states to establish 
water quality standards for all waters of the United States and to review and update such 
standards on a triennial basis. Other provisions of the CWA related to basin planning include 
Section 208, which authorizes the preparation of waste treatment management plans, and Section 
319, which mandates specific actions for the control of pollution from nonpoint sources. The 
EPA has delegated responsibility for implementation of portions of the CWA to the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
(RWQCBs), including water quality control planning and control programs, such as the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. The NPDES program is a set of 
permits designed to implement the CWA that apply to various activities that generate pollutants 
with potential to impact water quality. 
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Section 303 of the CWA requires states to adopt water quality standards for all surface waters of 
the United States. Section 304(a) requires EPA to publish water quality criteria that accurately 
reflect the later scientific knowledge on the kind and extent of all effects on health and welfare 
that may be expected from the presence of pollutants in water. Where multiple uses exist, water 
quality standards must protect the most sensitive use. Water Quality standards are typically 
numeric, although narrative criteria based upon biomonitoring methods may be employed where 
numerical standards cannot be established or where they are needed to supplement numerical 
standards. Section 303(c)(2)(b) of the CWA requires states to adopt numerical water quality 
standards for toxic pollutants for which EPA has published water quality criteria and which 
reasonably could be expected to interfere with designated uses of a water body.  
 

In November 1990, under Phase I of the urban runoff management strategy, the EPA published 
NPDES permit application requirements for municipal, industrial, and construction storm water 
discharges. The application requirements for municipalities were directed at municipalities 
which own and operate separate storm drain systems serving populations of 100,000 or more, or 
which contribute significant pollutants to waters of the United States, and required which 
agencies to obtain coverage under municipal storm water NPDES permits. 
 
Municipalities were required to develop and implement an urban runoff management program to 
address activities to reduce pollutants in urban runoff and storm water discharges that were 
contributing a substantial pollutant load to their systems. Rather than establishing numeric 
effluent limits, the EPA established narrative effluent limits for urban runoff, including the 
requirements to implement appropriate BMPs. 
 
The Phase I regulations were also directed at certain facilities that discharged storm water 
associated with industrial activity, and construction activities that disturbed five or more acres. 
 

The Phase II Final Rule, published in the Federal Register on December 8, 1999, requires 
NPDES permits coverage for storm water discharges from: 
 

 Certain regulated small municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s); and 
 Construction activity disturbing between one and five acres of land (i.e., small 

construction activities). 
 
In addition to expanding the NPDES Program, the Phase II Final Rule included minor revisions 
for certain industrial facilities. As with Phase I, the Phase II Program requires the development 
and Implementation of storm water management plans to reduce pollutant discharges. 
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Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act authorizes the SWRCB to adopt, review, and 
revise policies for all waters of the state (including both surface and groundwaters) and directs 
the RWQCB to develop regional Basin Plans. Section 13170 of the California Water Code also 
authorizes the SWRCB to adopt water quality control plans on its own initiative. The Water 
Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin (8) is designed to preserve and enhance the 
quality of water resources in the Santa Ana Region for the benefit of present and future 
generations. The purpose of the plan is to designate beneficial uses of the region‟s surface and 
groundwaters, designate water quality objectives for the reasonable protection of those uses, and 
establish an implementation plan to achieve the objectives. 
 
All projects resulting in discharges, whether to land or water, are subject to Section 13263 of the 
California Water Code and are required to obtain approval of Waste Discharge Requirements 
(WDRs) from the RWQCBs. Land and groundwater related WDRs (i.e., non-NPDES WDRs) 
regulate discharges of process and wash-down wastewater and privately or publicly treated 
domestic wastewater. WDRs for discharges to surface waters also serve as NPDES permits.  
 

In California, the SWRCB and its RWQCB‟s administer the NPDES permit program. The 
NPDES permits cover all construction and subsequent drainage improvements that disturb one 
acre or more, industrial activities, and municipal separate storm drain systems. Construction and 
industrial activities are typically regulated under statewide general permits that are issued by the 
SWRCB. The SWRCB also issued a statewide general small MS4 storm water NPDES permits 
for public agencies that fall under that Phase II NPDES regulations. 
 
The NPDES permit system was established in the CWA to regulate both point source discharges 
(a municipal or industrial discharge at a specific location or pipe) and nonpoint source discharges 
(diffuse runoff of water from adjacent land uses) to surface waters of the United States. For point 
source discharges, each NPDES permit contains limits on allowable concentrations and mass 
emission of pollutants contained in the discharge. For nonpoint source discharges, the NPDES 
program establishes a comprehensive storm water quality program to manage urban storm water 
and minimize pollution of the environment to the maximum extent practicable. The NPDES 
program consists of characterizing receiving water quality, identifying harmful constituents, 
targeting potential sources of pollutants, and implementing a comprehensive storm water 
management program. 
 
The reduction of pollutants in urban storm water discharge to the maximum extent practicable 
through the use of structural and nonstructural BMPs is on of the primary objectives of the water 
quality regulations for MS4s. BMPs typically used to manage runoff water quality include 
controlling roadway and parking lot contaminants by installing filters with oil and grease 
absorbents at storm drain inlets, cleaning parking lots on a regular basis, incorporating peak-flow 
reduction and infiltration features (such as grass swales, infiltration trenches, and grass filter 
strips) into landscaping, and implementing education programs. 
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Pursuant to Phase I of the NPDES Permit Program, storm water runoff from industrial facilities 
with certain Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Codes is governed by the SWRCB under 
Water Quality Order 97-03-DWQ/NPEDS Permit #CAS000001. These regulations prohibit 
discharges of polluted storm water unless the discharge is in compliance with the general 
NPDES permit requirements. The nine individual RWQCBs also enforce the General Industrial 
Storm Water Permit within their respective regions. 
 
To receive coverage under the General Industrial Storm Water Permit, the owner or operator of 
an industrial facility must submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to comply with the permit to the 
SWRCB, prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and conduct monitoring 
and reporting. An industrial facility has the option to request an individual, site-specific NPDES 
permit instead of the general permit. RWQCBs however, typically only adopt individual permits 
when the facility has exceptional characteristics or poses a considerable threat to storm water.  
 
Under the Federal Industrial Storm Water Permit, dischargers are required to control and 
eliminate sources of pollutants in storm water through the development and implementation of a 
SWPPP. The SWPPP is to be used as a tool for recognizing and evaluating potential sources of 
pollutants associated with industrial activities that may affect the quality of storm water 
discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges from the facility. The SWPPP is also used 
as a guide to help identify site-specific BMPs, which are to be implemented to reduce or prevent 
pollutants associated with industrial activities in storm water discharges and authorized non-
storm water discharges. 
 

As part of Phase II of the NPDES permit program, the SWRCB adopted a General Permit for the 
Discharge of Storm water from Small MS4s. The main objectives of the Phase II regulations are 
to reduce the amount of pollutants being discharged to the maximum practical extent and protect 
the quality of the receiving waters. In order to meet this requirement, permittees are required to 
prepare a Stormwater Management Program to address the following six minimum control 
measures: 
 

1. Public education and outreach; 
2. Public participation/involvement; 
3. Illicit discharge detection and elimination; 
4. Construction site storm water runoff control for sites greater than one acre; 
5. Post-construction storm water management in new development and redevelopment; and  
6. Pollution prevention/good housekeeping for municipal operations. 

 
These control measures are typically addressed through the development of BMPs. 
 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley DEIR No. 515  Section 3.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES   

3.8-15 

Storm water runoff from construction activity that results in soil disturbances of at least one acre 
of total land area (and projects that meet other specific criteria) is governed by the SWRCB 
under Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ. These regulations prohibit discharges of polluted storm 
water from construction projects that disturb one or more acres of soil unless the discharge is in 
compliance with the general NPDES permit requirements. The nine individual RWQCBs enforce 
the General Construction Storm water Permit for projects within their region.  
 
The Santa Ana RWQCB administers the NPDES permit program regulating storm water from 
construction activities for projects greater than one acre in size. The main compliance 
requirement of the NPDES permits is the development and implementation of a SWPPP. The 
purpose of a SWPPP is to identify potential on-site pollutants, identify, and implement 
appropriate storm water pollution prevention measures to reduce or eliminate discharge of 
pollutants to surface water from storm water and non-storm water discharges. 
 
Storm water BMPs to be implemented during construction and grading, as well as post-
construction BMPs, will be outlined in the SWPPP prepared for each proposed project on the 
property, and will be consistent with Supplement A of the Riverside County Drainage Area 
Management Plan (DAMP), “Selection and Design of Storm water Quality Controls.” Examples 
include: detention basins for capture and containment of sediments, use of silt fencing, sandbags 
or straw bales to control runoff, and identification of emergency procedures in case of hazardous 
materials spills. The project proponent will be required to obtain a construction NPDES permit 
prior to site disturbance.  
 
It is the responsibility of the construction site owner or landowner to obtain coverage under this 
General Permit prior to commencement of construction activities. The obtain coverage, the 
operator or owner must file an NOI with a vicinity map and the appropriate fee with the 
SWRCB. The General Permit outlines the requirements for preparation of a SWPPP. 
 

Santa Ana River Basin Plan 
The Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana Basin (Basin Plan) sets forth water quality 
objectives for constituents that could potentially cause an adverse effect or impact on the 
beneficial uses of water. Specifically, the Basin Plan is designed to accomplish the following: 
 

 Designate beneficial uses for surface and groundwater‟s; 

 Set the narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained or maintained to protect 
the designated beneficial uses and conform to the state‟s anti-degradation policy; 

 Describe implementation programs to protect the beneficial uses of all waters within the 
region; and 

 Describe surveillance and monitoring activities to evaluate the effectiveness of the Basin 
Plan. 
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The Basin Plan incorporates by reference all applicable SWRCB and RWQCB plans and 
policies. 
 
Water Quality Management Plans are required to address the quality of storm water or urban 
runoff that flows from a developed site after construction is completed and the facilities or 
structures are occupied and/or operational. The project-specific Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP) describes the Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will be implemented and 
maintained throughout the life of a project and is used by property owners, facility operators, 
tenants, facility employees, maintenance contractors, etc. to prevent and minimize water 
pollution that can be caused by storm water or urban runoff. Riverside County requires 
development projects to prepare and implement project-specific WQMPs as part of a federal and 
state regulatory program to reduce and eliminate water pollution caused by runoff flowing from 
storm water drainage systems into receiving waters on projects that disturb areas greater than one 
acre. A project-specific WQMP will be required as part of the project application for 
discretionary project approval for each project developed on the property. Final project-specific 
WQMPs must be approved prior to issuance of building and grading permits.  
 
The project-specific WQMP has been developed to further address post-construction Urban 
Runoff from New Development and Significant Redevelopment projects under the jurisdiction of 
the Co-Permittees. The applicable municipal separate storm sewer system National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System permit (MS4 Permit) for the project is Order Number R8-2002-
0011, NPDES No. CAS 618033 adopted by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control 
Board on October 25, 2002 for the Santa Ana River region. 
 
Implementation of the project-specific WQMP will occur through the review and approval by the 
Co-Permittee of a project-specific WQMP prepared by the project applicant. The project-specific 
WQMP will address management of Urban Runoff from a project site, represented by a map or 
permit for which discretionary approval is sought from a Co-Permittee. The primary objective of 
the WQMP, by addressing Site Design, Source Control, and Treatment Control BMPs applied on 
a project-specific and/or sub-regional or regional basis, is to ensure that the land use approval 
and permitting process of each Co-Permittee will minimize the impact of Urban Runoff.  
 
This WQMP will be implemented as follows: 
 

 For New Development and Significant Redevelopment projects submitted to the Co-
Permittees after December 31, 2004 within the Santa Ana River Region shall be required 
to submit a project-specific WQMP prior to the first discretionary project approval or 
permit. A Co-Permittee may require a project-specific WQMP for projects submitted to 
them prior to December 31, 2004. Since some projects will be subject to discretionary 
approval during the planning phase (land use entitlement) and ministerial approval for 
subsequent grading or building permits, project applicants may be required to submit a 
preliminary project-specific WQMP for discretionary project approval (land use 
entitlement). Project applicants shall be required to submit for Co-Permittee review and 
approval, a final project-specific WQMP that is in substantial conformance with the 
preliminary project-specific WQMP prior to the issuance of any building or grading 
permit. 
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The project site will be graded and buildings designed to the recommendations of the 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, as summarized in the Mitigation Measures outlined in 
Section 3.6, Geology and Soils.  
 
No additional specific design measures will be implemented that would avoid or reduce 
potentially significant impacts to surface and groundwater resources.  

Threshold: Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
 
The SARWQCB sets water quality standards for all ground and surface waters within its region. 
Water quality standards are defined under the Clean Water Act to include both the beneficial 
uses of specific water bodies and the levels of water quality that must be met and maintained to 
protect those uses (water quality objectives). Water quality standards for all ground and surface 
waters overseen by the SARWQCB are documented in the Basin Plan (1995). Beneficial uses 
consist of all the various ways that water can be used for the benefit of people and/or wildlife. 
Nineteen beneficial uses are recognized within the Santa Ana Region. Eleven beneficial uses 
have been designated for surface water bodies and groundwater in the vicinity of the project site 
(Table 3.8-A, Beneficial Uses for Surface Water Bodies and Groundwater in Proximity to 
the Proposed Project). All listed water quality objectives governing water quality in inland 
surface waters were evaluated for potential impacts from development of the proposed project; 
however, only those numeric and narrative water quality objectives that are most likely to be 
relevant to the proposed project are listed in Table 3.8-B, Numeric Water Quality Objectives 
for Surface Water Bodies and Table 3.8-C, Numeric Water Quality Objectives for 
Groundwater in Proximity to the Proposed Project, respectively. Water quality standards are 
attained when designated beneficial uses are achieved and water quality objectives are being met. 
The regulatory program of the SARWQCB is designed to minimize and control discharges to 
surface and groundwater within the region, largely through permitting, such that water quality 
standards are effectively attained. 
 
The proposed project will have both a beneficial and potential negative effect on water quality. 
The existing and previous dairy use at the project site has likely resulted in large quantities of 
salts being deposited into the land surface in cattle manure and wash water. These salts could be 
intercepted by percolating rain water and then migrate into the underlying groundwater, 
contributing to already high concentrations of total dissolved solids and nitrates. Development of 
the site will increase the amount of impervious surfaces, thereby reducing the amount of rain 
water that would be subject to infiltration and the amount of salts that would potentially be 
deposited into the groundwater.  
 
While increasing imperviousness may reduce the infiltration of dairy pollutants to groundwater, 
it could also result in negative impacts to surface water quality. Implementation of the proposed 
project will add impervious surfaces to an estimated 85 percent (45 acres) of the approximately 
53 acre site. By increasing the percentage of impervious surfaces on the site, less water will 
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percolate into the ground and more surface runoff will be generated. Paved areas and streets will 
collect dust, soil and other impurities that will then be assimilated into surface runoff during 
rainfall events. Pollutants such as trash and debris, oil and grease, sediment/turbidity, nutrients, 
oxygen demanding substances, organic compounds, pathogens, pesticides, and metals can be 
expected to be present in surface water runoff once project development occurs.  
 
The project proponent is required to obtain coverage under the appropriate NPDES General 
Construction permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities, Order 
No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002 prior to obtaining the grading permit. Best 
Management Practices typically identified in SWPPPs protect downstream areas from sediment 
and other pollutants during site grading and construction include:  
 
 Proper storage, use, and disposal of construction materials. 
 Removal of sediment from surface runoff before it leaves the site by silt fences or other 

similar devices around the site perimeter. 
 Protection of storm drain inlets on site or downstream of the construction site to eliminate 

entry of sediment. 
 Stabilization of cleared or graded slopes. 
 Removal of sediment tracked or otherwise transported onto adjacent roadways through 

periodic street sweeping. 
 Prevention of tracking soil off site through use of a gravel strip or wash facilities at exit areas 

or equivalent measures. 
 Protection or stabilization of stockpiled soils. 
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Table 3.8-A, Beneficial Uses for Surface Water Bodies and  
Groundwater in Proximity to the Proposed Project 

 
Water Body Beneficial Uses 

Cucamonga Creek GWR, REC1, REC2, LWRM, WILD 

Mill Creek (Prado Area) REC1, REC2, WARM, WILD, RARE 

Santa Ana River Reach 3 AGR, GWR, REC1, REC2, WARM, WILD, RARE 

Prado Flood Control Basin 
Wetlands 

REC1, REC2, WARM, WILD, RARE 

Chino II groundwater subbasin MUN, AGR, IND, PROC 

Chino III groundwater subbasin MUN, AGR, IND, PROC 

Definitions 
AGR Waters are used for farming, horticulture or ranching. Uses may include, but are not 

limited to, irrigation, stock watering, and support of vegetation for range grazing. 

GWR Groundwater recharge waters, used for natural or artificial recharge of groundwater 
for purposes that may include future extraction, maintaining water quality, or halting 
saltwater intrusion in freshwater aquifers. 

MUN Waters used for community, military, municipal or individual water supply systems. 
Uses may also include drinking water supply. 

IND Waters for industrial service supply. These uses do not depend primarily upon water 
quality, and may include mining, cooling water supply, hydraulic conveyance, 
gravel washing, fire protection, and oil well repressurization. 

PROC Waters for industrial process supply. Uses are for industrial activities that are 
dependent upon water quality. Uses may include process water supply and all uses 
of water related to product manufacture or food preparation. 

REC1 Water contact recreation waters, used for recreational activities involving body 
contact with water where ingestion of water is reasonably possible. Uses may 
include swimming, wading, water-skiing, skin and scuba diving, surfing, whitewater 
activities, fishing, and use of natural hot springs. 

REC2 Non-contact water recreation waters, used for recreational activities involving 
proximity to water, but not normally involving body contact with water where 
ingestion of water would be reasonably possible. These uses may include picnicking, 
sunbathing, hiking, beachcombing, camping, boating, sightseeing, and aesthetic 
enjoyment in conjunction of the above activities. 

WARM Warm freshwater habitat waters support warm water ecosystems that may include 
preservation and enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish and wildlife, 
including invertebrates. 

WILD Wildlife habitat waters support wildlife habitats that may include the preservation 
and enhancement of vegetation and prey species used by waterfowl and other 
wildlife. 
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RARE Rare, threatened or endangered species waters support habitats necessary for the 
survival and successful maintenance of plant or animal species designated under the 
state or federal law as rare, threatened or endangered. 

Source:  http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb8/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/docs/chapter3.pdf, Table 3-1 
 

Table 3.8-B, Numeric Water Quality Objectives for Surface Water Bodies 
Groundwater in Proximity to the Proposed Project 

 
Water Body Water Quality Objectives (mg/L) 

 
 

TDS 
(Total 

Dissolved 
Solids) 

Hardness 
(as 

CaCO3) 

Na 
(Sodium) 

Cl 
(Chloride) 

TIN 
(Total 

Inorganic 
Nitrogen) 

SO4 
(Sulfate) 

COD 
(Chemical 
Oxygen 

Demand) 
Cucamonga 
Creek * * * * * * * 

Mill Creek 
(Prado Area) * * * * * * * 

Santa Ana 
River Reach 3 700 350 110 140 10 150 30 

Prado Flood 
Control Basin 
Wetlands 

650 * * * * * * 

Source:  http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb8/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/docs/chapter4.pdf, Table 4-1 
 

 
Table 3.8-C, Numeric Water Quality Objectives for Groundwater in 

Proximity to the Proposed Project 
 

Water Body Water Quality Objectives (mg/L) 

 
 

Total 
Dissolved 

Solids 
Hardness Sodium Chloride Nitrate as 

Nitrogen Sulfate 

Chino II 
Groundwater 
Subbasin 

250 * * * 2.9 * 

Chino III 
Groundwater 
Subbasin 

260 * * * 3.5 * 

Source:  http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb8/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/docs/chapter4.pdf, Table 4-1 
 
The project proponent is required to develop and implement a Final project-specific WQMP. The 
RCFC & WCD must review and approve the Final project-specific WQMP and ensure that it 
gets implemented. The Final project specific WQMP is required to contain measures that will 
effectively treat all pollutants of concern and hydrologic conditions of concern, which are 
consistent with the approved WQMP, developed in compliance with their MS4 permit. BMPs 
typically identified in WQMPs to protect downstream areas from pollutants after construction 
include: 

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb8/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/docs/chapter3.pdf
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb8/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/docs/chapter4.pdf
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb8/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/docs/chapter4.pdf
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To achieve the stated goals, a preliminary project specific WQMP has been prepared for the 
proposed project to identify BMPs to be implemented throughout the proposed project site (refer 
to Appendix G, Water Quality Management Plan). The proposed project includes treatment and 
capture of its expected pollutants with proposed treatment control BMPs including enhanced bio-
swales and sand filtration trenches. Based on the Riverside County WQMP Guidelines, bio-
swales have medium to high removal efficiency for the treatment of sediment/turbidity, nutrients, 
oxygen demanding substances, bacteria and viruses, and a high removal efficiency for metals. 
Sand filtration has a medium to high overall efficiency for the treatment of sediment /turbidity, 
organic compounds, trash and debris, oxygen demanding substances, bacteria and viruses 
(pathogens), and oil and grease, and a high removal efficiency for metals.  
 
In order to minimize on-site runoff, and ultimately reduce the overall stormwater flow volumes, 
100 percent of the pervious areas of the project site will be vegetated. Surrounding the project 
site, between the buildings and the property line are vegetation strips to promote infiltration. The 
curbs that segregate the parking from the vegetated areas will have breaks in the curb and drop 
inlets to allow the runoff to directly enter the treatment control BMP. Runoff will ultimately be 
directed in a westerly direction into the proposed storm drain drop-inlet facilities and then 
discharge into the bio-swales and/or sand filtration trenches for treatment. 
 
In order to construct the sand filtration trenches, the existing underlying soils will be excavated 
and replaced with an aggregate material that promotes filtration. In addition, the swales will have 
perforated pipes running through them to allow for drainage into the Master Drainage Plan 
(MDP) stormdrain facilities. Stormwater from the Treatment Control BMPs will discharge into 
Cucamonga Creek Channel to the west of the project via underground stormdrain pipeline; 
Cucamonga Creek is a component of RCFC & WCD Eastvale MDP. However, Cucamonga 
Creek is owned and maintained by San Bernardino County Flood Control District. 
 
The CCC is within the regulatory jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District (SBCFCD), and California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (SARWQCB). Appropriate permit applications will be submitted to the 
appropriate regulating agencies, and the appropriate permits will be obtained prior to any ground 
disturbing activities. Connection to the Cucamonga Creek Channel will require a 404 permit 
from the ACOE, and a 401 Water Quality Certification from the SARWQCB. Through 
implementation of mitigation measure MM Hydro 1, impacts to the Cucamonga Creek Channel 
are anticipated to be less than significant. 
 
Through incorporation of these on-site water quality and flow facilities, the project will comply 
with County water quality requirements, which will help to reduce the discharge of expected 
POC‟s, and reduce the post-development flow rates into receiving waters. Through compliance 
with the NPDES General Construction Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with 
Construction Activities, Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002, and implementation 
of the Riverside County WQMP, impacts to water quality are anticipated to be less than 
significant. 
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Threshold: Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level. 
 
The Chino Basin, in which the proposed project is located, is one of the largest ground water 
basins in southern California, with over 5,000,000 acre-feet of groundwater present. This ground 
water source is important for supplying water for municipal, industrial, and agricultural uses. The 
Chino Basin Watermaster and Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA) have developed a long-
range water management plan for the Chino Basin, the Optimum Basin Management Plan 
(OBMP). This plan includes a comprehensive program that implements specific projects and 
regulatory requirements in order to effectively manage groundwater quantity and quality in the 
Chino Basin. One basic premise of the OBMP is that there is an optimum level for the ground 
water table that translates into a “safe yield.” Safe yield is defined as the amount of ground water 
that can be extracted (e.g., from the Chino Basin) without resulting in undesirable effects. 
Conversely, raising this optimum ground water level could cause negative effects, as well. 
Most groundwater recharge (also referred to as production) occurs in the northern portions of the 
Basin where flows from a number of mountain streams are diverted into recharge basins. To 
meet projected water supply requirements of the Basin, additional recharge basins have been 
proposed. Based on the most recent Watermaster Report, dated for Fiscal Year (FY) 2006-2007 
available through Chino Basin Watermaster, over 800 wells pumped more than 171,000 acre-feet 
of groundwater from the basin. Following the worst drought in recorded history (13 of the 
previous 15 years were below average rainfall), 2005 experienced the heaviest rainfall in the last 
100 years. The heavy rainfall allowed the Watermaster to recharge the groundwater basin using 
recently improved recharge basins, allowing about three times more water to be recharged than 
in past years. Overall recharge was almost tripled from 6,000 acre-feet in previous years to 
nearly 18,000 acre-feet. 
 
The management plan for the lower Chino Basin includes increasing production in order to 
increase streambed percolation of the Santa Ana River into the groundwater basin and reduce 
groundwater outflow from the Basin into the Santa Ana River; thereby increasing the supply of 
groundwater in the Basin. An increase in groundwater outflow to the Santa Ana River would 
cause an increase in river discharge and a degradation of water quality in the river due to the 
outflow of groundwater with elevated levels of nitrates and total dissolved solids (TDS) into the 
river.  
According to the Optimum Basin Management Program, it has been estimated that the safe yield 
of the Basin increases by 0.5 acre-foot per year for every acre-foot of groundwater production 
near the Santa Ana River, due to streambed percolation of the Santa Ana River into the 
groundwater basin. In contrast, safe yield will decrease if a decrease in agricultural groundwater 
production in the Chino Basin is not matched by an increase in municipal groundwater 
production in the same area which would result in groundwater outflow from the groundwater 
basin into the Santa Ana River.  
 
Currently, groundwater production in the vicinity of the proposed project occurs through 
agricultural pumping as well as through pumping by the Chino Desalter Authority. The Chino 
Desalter Authority oversees operations of the Chino I Desalter and the Chino II Desalter, which 
pump and treat water to remove excess salts, thereby creating potable water suitable for human 
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consumption. As agricultural production decreases with conversion to urban land use, desalter 
pumping operations are anticipated to increase in order to ensure groundwater levels do not rise 
and thereby lower streambed percolation of the Santa Ana River. Consequently, urban 
development in the area will further the management objective of maintaining a low groundwater 
table in the Chino II Subbasin, by increasing the amount of impervious land surfaces and thereby 
limiting the amount of water subject to infiltration. Maintaining the low groundwater table in the 
Chino II Subbasin is necessary in order to increase streambed percolation of the Santa Ana River 
into the groundwater basin; thereby maintaining safe yield levels and preventing deterioration of 
the water quality of the Santa Ana River from the outflow of groundwater with high levels of 
nitrates and TDS into the river.  
 
Potable water service will be provided to the site by the Jurupa Community Services District 
(JCSD). JCSD‟s water supply is mainly obtained through groundwater extraction from the Chino 
Basin groundwater aquifer. Withdrawals from the Chino Basin by JCSD are governed by 
adjudication.  
 
Implementation of the proposed project will add impervious surfaces to an estimated 85 percent 
(45 acres) of the approximately 53 acre site. By increasing the percentage of impervious surfaces 
on the site, less water will percolate into the ground, thereby decreasing groundwater recharge 
potential and increasing surface runoff. However, due to the historical use of the project site for 
dairy uses and the presence of a manure “cap” over native soils, percolation of storm water is 
limited. The dairy and agricultural uses have also deposited extensive amounts of nitrogen into 
the soil, thereby increasing the amounts of nitrates percolating into the groundwater. Therefore, 
groundwater recharge on the site is not considered to substantially contribute to regional 
groundwater supplies.  
 
As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, existing subsurface soils within some areas of 
the project site were noted to have manure at the surface. All manure observed at the surface will 
need to be collected and hauled away. Soils within the upper one foot may have concentrations 
of manure about 1% and may be utilized as approved fill material provided that the manure is 
blended with soils until the total organic level decreases to levels less than 1% (per County of 
Riverside Technical Guidelines of Geotechnical and Geologic Reports) and shall be placed only 
in landscaping and pavement areas. By removal and dilution of organic content in the soil, 
release of nitrates and total dissolved solids into the adjacent waterways will be minimized.  
Additionally, the BMP‟s identified in the project-specific WQMP will help to reduce the overall 
amount of stormwater runoff by including vegetated areas, enhanced bio-swales, and the sand 
filtration trench which promote infiltration/percolation. Therefore, through implementation of the 
recommendations of the geotechnical engineer and the project-specific WQMP, impacts to 
groundwater recharge are considered to be less than significant. 
 
Threshold: Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff. 
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The proposed project estimated a maximum of 85 percent impervious surfaces on the project 
site. By increasing the percentage of impervious surfaces on the site, less water will percolate 
into the ground and more surface runoff will be generated.  
 
As indicated in the Hydrology Report prepared for the project, the following facilities are 
proposed in order to mitigate the risk of flooding (associated with storm events with a return 
period up to 100 years) on- and off-site: 
 

 A 48-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) storm drain to convey 60 cubic feet per second 
(cfs) collected from 22.1 acres of onsite facilities including runoff from driveways and 
roofs and landscaped areas. These flows are proposed to discharge into the proposed sand 
filtration trench, then travel via 48-inch RCP directly to the Cucamonga Creek channel. 

 A 36-inch RCP storm drain to convey 42 cfs collected from 15.7 acres of onsite facilities 
including runoff from driveways, roofs, landscaped areas, bioswale treatment facilities, 
and public right of ways. These flows are proposed to discharge directly to the 
Cucamonga Creek channel. 

 18-inch RCP storm drain to convey 8.2 cfs collected from 3.86 acres of onsite facilities 
including buildings, driveways, and landscaped areas. These flows discharge into the 
proposed sand filtration trench. 

 The construction of the Eastvale MDP Line F-3 along the north side of the project may 
also be required to provide protection from tributary offsite storm runoff.  As shown on 
RCFC & WCD‟s Eastvale MDP, Line F-3 is proposed to be a 54-inch storm drain 
designed to convey 71 cfs. 

 
According to the Chino Creek Master Plan, Cucamonga Creek is a concrete lined flood control 
channel and conveys flows released from upstream areas and flows from storm drains 
discharging into the channel. The Cucamonga Creek channel is a MDP facility and was designed 
to accommodate flows from the Eastvale MDP watershed in a 100-year storm event after 
development of the watershed. Storm drain facilities for the tributary offsite runoff and onsite 
runoff will be constructed and connected to the Cucamonga Creek channel. The Cucamonga 
Creek channel was designed to accommodate flows after development of the watershed, 
including the proposed project. Storm water runoff from the proposed project would not exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Potential impacts related to 
existing or planned storm water drainage systems are therefore less than significant.  
 
In order to reduce the discharge of expected pollutants, such as sediment, into receiving waters 
during construction of the proposed development, the project proponent will be required to 
prepare a site-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with the 
State Water Resources Control Board‟s (SWRCB) General Permit for Construction Activities. 
The General Permit requires a development and implementation of a site-specific SWPPP to 
identify an effective combination of erosion control and sediment control BMPs to minimize or 
eliminate the discharge of pollutants into receiving waters. In addition, BMPs for managing 
sources of non-storm water discharges and waste are required to be identified in the SWPPP. 
Examples of construction BMPs include silt fencing, gravel bag berms, fiber rolls, and street 
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sweeping. In addition, the SWPPP is required to identify non-structural post-construction BMPs. 
Examples of non-structural, post-construction BMPs include catch basin stenciling, and tenant 
education. 
 
In order to reduce the discharge of expected pollutants, such as oil, grease and trash, into 
receiving waters following development, individual project proponents will be required to be in 
compliance with the latest version of the County‟s requirements for new development and 
redevelopment, including development and implementation of a project-specific WQMP. The 
project-specific WQMP will identify BMPs to ensure that water quality of receiving waters is not 
degraded following development. New projects submitted to the Riverside County (a co-
permittee listed in the Riverside County WQMP) are required to submit a project-specific 
WQMP prior to the first discretionary project approval or permit. Project applicants may submit 
a preliminary project-specific WQMP for discretionary project approval (land use permit); 
however, a final version would be submitted for review and approval prior to the issuance of any 
grading or building permits. The project will include commercial/industrial development, streets, 
and parking lots. By complying with the County‟s WQMP requirements and the NPDES permit 
requirements the proposed project is not anticipated to provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff. Potential impacts related to storm water runoff are therefore less than 
significant. 
 

Threshold: Substantially degrade water quality. 
 
Various pollutants potentially generated from construction and use of commercial/industrial 
developments can adversely affect water quality impacts in a variety of ways. The most common 
pollutant categories generated from the commercial/industrial development sites are listed below. 
 
Sediments – Sediments are soils or other surficial materials eroded and then transported or 
deposited by the action of wind, water, ice, or gravity. Sediments can increase turbidity, clog fish 
gills, reduce spawning habitat, lower young aquatic organisms survival rates, smother bottom 
dwelling organisms, and suppress aquatic vegetation growth. 
 
Trash and Debris – Trash (such as paper, plastic, polystyrene packing foam, and aluminum 
materials) and biodegradable organic matter (such as leaves, grass cuttings, and food waste) are 
general waste products on the landscape. The presence of trash and debris may have a significant 
impact on the recreational value of a water body and aquatic habitat. Excess organic matter can 
create a high biochemical oxygen demand in a stream and thereby lower its water quality. In 
addition, in areas where stagnant water exists, the presence of excess organic matter can promote 
septic conditions resulting in the growth of undesirable organisms and the release of odorous and 
hazardous compounds such as hydrogen sulfide. 
 
Oxygen-Demanding Substances – This category includes biodegradable organic material as well 
as chemicals that react with dissolved oxygen in water to form other compounds. Proteins, 
carbohydrates, and fats are examples of biodegradable organic compounds. Compounds such as 
ammonia and hydrogen sulfide are examples of oxygen-demanding compounds. The oxygen 
demand of a substance can lead to depletion of dissolved oxygen in a water body and possibly 
the development of septic conditions. 
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Oil and Grease – Oil and grease are characterized as high-molecular weight organic compounds. 
Primary sources of oil and grease are petroleum hydrocarbon products, motor products from 
leaking vehicles, esters, oils, fats, waxes, and high molecular-weight fatty acids. Introduction of 
these pollutants to the water bodies are very possible due to the wide uses and applications of 
some of these products in municipal, residential, commercial, industrial, and construction areas. 
Elevated oil and grease content can decrease the aesthetic value of the water body, as well as the 
water quality. 
 
Nutrients – Nutrients are inorganic substances, such as nitrogen and phosphorus. They 
commonly exist in the form of mineral salts that are either dissolved or suspended in water. 
Primary sources of nutrients in urban runoff are fertilizers and eroded soils. Excessive discharge 
of nutrients to water bodies and streams can cause excessive aquatic algae and plant growth. 
Such excessive production, referred to as cultural eutrophication, may lead to excessive decay of 
organic matter in the water body, loss of oxygen in the water, release of toxins in sediment, and 
the eventual death of aquatic organisms. 
 
Pathogens – Pathogens (bacteria and viruses) are ubiquitous microorganisms that thrive under 
certain environmental conditions. Their proliferation is typically caused by the transport of 
animal or human fecal wastes from the watershed. Water, containing excessive bacteria and 
viruses can alter the aquatic habitat and create a harmful environment for humans and aquatic 
life. Also, the decomposition of excess organic waste causes increased growth of undesirable 
organisms in the water. 
 
Metals – The primary source of metal pollution in urban runoff is typically commercially 
available metals and metal products. Metals of concern include cadmium, chromium, copper, 
lead, mercury, and zinc. Lead and chromium have been used as corrosion inhibitors in primer 
coatings and cooling tower systems. Metals are also raw material components in non-metal 
products such as fuels, adhesives, paints, and other coatings. At low concentrations naturally 
occurring in soil, metals may not be toxic. However, at higher concentrations, certain metals can 
be toxic to aquatic life. Humans can be impacted from contaminated groundwater resources, and 
bioaccumulation of metals in fish and shellfish. Environmental concerns, regarding the potential 
for release of metals to the environment, have already led to restricted metal usage in certain 
applications. 
 
Organic Compounds – Organic compounds are carbon-based. Commercially available or 
naturally occurring organic compounds are found in pesticides, solvents, and hydrocarbons. 
Organic compounds can, at certain concentrations, indirectly or directly constitute a hazard to 
life or health. When rinsing off objects, toxic levels of solvents and cleaning compounds can be 
discharged to the MS4. Dirt, grease, and grime retained in the cleaning fluid or rinse water may 
also adsorb levels of organic compounds that are harmful or hazardous to aquatic life. 
 

Project construction would have the potential to result in substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff which could have short-term impacts on surface water quality through activities 
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such as demolition, clearing and grading, stockpiling of soils and materials, concrete pouring, 
painting, and asphalt surfacing. Construction of projects associated with Birtcher Center at 
Corona Valley would involve various types of equipment such as dozers, scrapers, backhoes, 
other earthmoving equipment, dump trucks, cranes, trucks, concrete mixers, and generators. 
Stockpiled soils and other construction materials for use during later construction phases would 
be stored outdoors during construction. Pollutants associated with these construction activities 
that could result in water quality impacts include soils, debris, other materials generated during 
demolition and clearing, fuels and other fluids associated with the equipment used for 
construction, paints, other hazardous materials, concrete slurries, and asphalt materials. 
 
These pollutants could impact water quality if they are washed off site by storm water or non-
storm water, or are blown or tracked off site to areas susceptible to wash off by storm water or 
non-storm water. Sediment is the most common pollutant associated with construction sites 
because of the associated earth moving activities and areas of exposed soil. Sediment that is 
washed off site can result in turbid waters which can impact aquatic species. In addition, when 
sediment is deposited in receiving water it can smother species, alter the substrate and habitat, 
and alter the drainage course. Hydrocarbons, such as fuels, asphalt materials, and oils, and 
hazardous materials such as paints and concrete slurries, which are discharged from the site, 
could impact aquatic plants and animals downstream. Debris and trash discharged from the site 
could be deposited in receiving waters and could impact wildlife as well as aesthetics. 
Landscaping, when installed, could also result in water quality impacts due to the use of 
fertilizers. If fertilizers are discharged, they could adversely affect aquatic plants and animals 
downstream in receiving waters through a reduction in oxygen levels and an increased 
eutrophication. Eutrophication is the process of over-enrichment of nutrients in a water body 
fostering an increase in biotic life that results in a significant loss of dissolved oxygen. 
 
The General Construction Storm Water Permit requires the development and implementation of 
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP must contain a site map which 
shows the construction site perimeter, existing and proposed buildings, lots, roadways, storm 
water collection and discharge points, general topography both before and after construction, and 
drainage patterns across the project. The SWPPP must list BMPs the discharger will use to 
protect storm water runoff and the placement of those BMPs. Construction BMPs typically 
includes, and are not limited to: 
 

Proper storage, use, and disposal of construction materials including: removal of 
sediment from surface runoff before it leaves the site by silt fencing or other similar 
devices around the site perimeter with particular attention to protecting water bodies 
listed on the 303(d) list for sediment; protection of all storm drain inlets on site or 
downstream of the construction site to eliminate entry of sediment, stabilization of 
cleared or graded slopes; diversion of runoff from uphill areas around disturbed areas of 
the site; prevention of tracking soil off site through use of a gravel strip or wash facilities 
at exit areas; protection or stabilization of stockpiled soils; and continual inspection and 
maintenance of all specified BMPs through the duration of construction. Additionally, the 
SWPPP shall contain a visual monitoring program. 
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Following construction, the development of individual project areas with structures, concrete, 
asphalt, and landscaping would reduce the potential for erosion on the site and sediment 
discharges. Also, equipment and hazardous materials associated with construction would be 
removed from the site, which would reduce the potential for pollutants to be discharged from the 
site. However, use and operation of the project would generate pollutants that could impact water 
quality. Table 4.8-D, Anticipated and Potential Pollutants Generated by Land Use Types, 
provides a summary of the different pollutants anticipated by different types of development that 
could be generated from the project site. These pollutants could be washed from developed sites 
and into the storm drain or adjacent drainages.  
 
As indicated in the Hydrology Report prepared for the project, the Cucamonga Creek channel is 
designed to convey capable of conveying the 100-year increased runoff from the Cucamonga 
Creek watershed, including this project. subject development. The project proposes a water 
quality sand filtration trench on the northwest side of the site to be implemented as a means of 
retaining pollutants present in site runoff.  as well as enhanced bio-swales at various locations, 
which will treat the „first flush‟ flows.  As shown in Figure 3.8-3., the project also proposes six 
enhanced bio-swales at dispersed locations across the site which will treat flows from the 
remainder of the site.  
 
The Onsite runoff will be conveyed to an underground storm drain pipeline system. at various 
locations. One storm drain line, which will be located in the street (Figure 3.8-3), conveys treated 
runoff from enhanced bioswale BMP features to the street right of way where street runoff is 
added to the flow and these flows are conveyed directly to the ultimate site discharge location 
into the Cucamonga Creek Channel. The storm drain system will convey treated water from 
enhanced bioswales and public street runoff to the Cucamonga Creek storm drain, while 
remaining untreated flows will all be conveyed to the proposed sand filtration trench; the filtered 
flows from the sand filtration trench will be conveyed to the Cucamonga Creek channel. All the 
onsite runoff will be discharged into the Cucamonga Creek channel only after being treated for 
water quality. Public street runoff will not receive treatment. be conveyed to the Cucamonga 
Creek channel but will not be diverted into the project site and treated through the project-
specific WQMP. Public streets fall under the jurisdiction of the County of Riverside and are a 
part of the County‟s MS4 permit. 
 
Potential impacts that could result from different pollutant categories discharged to receiving 
waters were discussed above. The Santa Ana River is listed as impaired for pathogens. The 
addition of pollutants for which the Santa Ana River is impaired for would have a greater 
likelihood of resulting in impacts. 
 
As discussed above, in order to reduce the discharge of expected pollutants into receiving waters 
following development, the project proponent will be required to be in compliance with the latest 
version of the County‟s WQMP requirements for new development and redevelopment. By 
complying with NPDES permit requirements and implementation of the project-specific WQMP, 
impacts to water quality standards will be less than significant. 
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Table 3.8-D, Anticipated and Potential Pollutants  
Generated by Land Use Types 

 
General Pollutant Categories 

Type of 
Development 
(Land Use) 

Sediment/ 
Turbidity Nutrients Organic 

Compounds 

Trash 
& 

Debris 

Oxygen 
Demanding 
Substances 

Bacteria 
& 

Viruses 

Oil 
& 

Grease 
Pesticides Metals 

Commercial/ 
Industrial 
Development 

P(1) 
 
 

P(1) 
 

P(4) 
 

E P(1) P(2) E P(1) P 

Automotive 
Repair 
Shops 

N 
 

N E(3,4) E N N E N P 

Parking 
Lots 

P(1) 
 

P(1) E(3) E P(1) P(5) E P(1) E 

Streets, 
Highways & 
Freeways 

E 
 

P(1) E(3) E P(1) P(5) E P(1) E 

E = Expected P = Potential N = Not expected 
 (1) A potential pollutant if landscaping or open area exists on the project site. 
(2) A potential pollutant if land use involves animal waste. 
(3) Specifically, petroleum hydrocarbons. 
(4) Specifically, solvents. 
(5) Bacterial indicators are routinely detected in pavement runoff. 
 
Threshold: Include new or retrofitted storm water Treatment Control Best Management 
Practices (BMPs), the operation of which could result in significant environmental effects (e.g., 
increased vectors and odors). 
 
“Vector” means any animal capable of transmitting the causative agent of human disease or 
capable of producing human discomfort or injury, including, but not limited to, mosquitoes, flies, 
mites, ticks, other arthropods, and rodents and other vertebrates.  
 
Mosquitoes are the most abundant vectors associated with aquatic habitats, and are found in 
waters that stay stagnant for over 72 hours. Mosquitoes lay eggs in both fresh and polluted water, 
and seek still waters such as those found in small puddles, ditches, and ponds. Even a small 
amount of standing water will provide sufficient habitat for mosquito eggs. These eggs usually 
hatch within about 5 days after they are laid and adults can emerge in as little as 10 days. The 
following potential measures to control vectors and odors associated with stagnant water when 
designing and maintaining BMPs may include:  
 

 Minimize the use of BMP technologies that maintain permanent sources of standing 
water (multi-chambered treatment trains, continuous deflective separators, and wet 
basins) as these may support populations of mosquitoes. Standing water is a concern with 
odors as bacteria and mold grow in this environment. 

 Utilize BMPs designed to drain rapidly (biofiltration swales and strips, sand media filters, 
infiltration basins and trenches, drain inlet inserts, extended detention basins and the 
oil/water separator) as they provide less suitable habitats for vectors.  
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 Mosquitoes can be found in sumps, catch basins, spreader troughs, loose riprap, and 
effluent pipes with small diameter (easily clogged) orifices. These methods should be 
monitored frequently or avoided.  

 Use the hydraulic grade line of the site to select a treatment BMP that allows water to 
flow by gravity through the structure. Pumps are not recommended because they are 
subject to failure and often require that sumps hold water which in turn may attract adult 
mosquitoes.  

 Design distribution piping and containment basins with adequate slopes to drain fully and 
prevent standing water. The design slopes should take in to consideration buildup of 
sediment between maintenance periods. Compaction during grading may also be needed 
to avoid slumping and settling, which can create depressions that will hold water.  

 

 Drainage facility inspection and maintenance should be inspected annually at the end of 
summer or in early fall and remove sediment/debris build-up. 

 Inspection for standing water, slope stability, sediment accumulation, trash and debris, 
and the presence of burrows should occur semi-annually, and after extreme storm events. 

 Inspection of any vector control systems, including mesh screen should occur quarterly. 

 If a storm water separator is used, the separator should be cleaned out, using a vacuum 
truck, absorbent pads, and/or trash netting as needed. 

 Any vegetation growth should be trimmed as needed to maintain maximum BMP 
efficiency. 

 Accumulated sediment occurring in trenches or swales should be removed, if any occurs, 
every 10 years, when sediment exceeds 10% of basin volume, or when drawdown 
exceeds 72 hrs. 

 
Best Management Practices are designed to provide a detention time of 6 to 72 hours. A 
minimum drainage time of 6 hours is provided to ensure satisfactory pollutant removal in the 
BMPs. Although some BMPs are designed to provide temporary storage of storm water, the 
BMPs are designed to drain prior to the next storm event. The depths of the BMPs are adjusted 
so that maximum drain time (based on soil permeability at the site) is 72 hours for the total 
design volume, thereby eliminating potential sources of vectors and odors.  
 
Through implementation of regulatory WQMP requirements, the proposed project will not 
include new or retrofitted storm water Treatment Control Best Management Practices (BMPs), 
the operation of which could result in significant environmental effects (e.g., increased vectors 
and odors). Potential impacts are less than significant. 
 
Threshold: Alter the existing drainage pattern of the site, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manor that would result in flooding. 
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The project site consists of flat farmland, ranging in elevation from 624 feet above sea level, to 
640 feet above sea level, sloping slightly to the south. The project site has been heavily disturbed 
by activities associated with agriculture. The western and central portions of the project site 
consist of alfalfa fields of the Dairy Quest Farm, which once operated on the property. Buildings, 
structures, and other facilities of the dairy farm are still present in the eastern portion of the 
property, including a dairy barn, animal enclosures, and metal canopies used to house the cows 
and feed. Agriculture is still active on the western portion of the site and scattered patches of 
exotic and native vegetation can be found in and along the edges of the property.  
 
The project site topography is relatively flat, sloping gently from north to south. The existing 
condition drainage pattern of the site is generally north to south, following the topography of the 
project site. On-site stormwater flows sheet flow across the site south toward 65th Street.  
 
Implementation of the project will result in an approximately 85 percent increase of impervious 
surfaces within the project site. Impervious surfaces, including paved areas such as parking lots, 
roadways, and building rooftops decrease the area in which stormwater runoff can infiltrate, 
potentially resulting in decreased absorption and increased runoff. As indicated in the 
Preliminary Regional Water Quality Management Plan, the proposed project has been designed 
to maximize the infiltration of the on-site-generated runoff by incorporating landscaped buffers 
along the periphery of the buildings and parking lots which will promote infiltration of 
stormwater runoff. The majority of the landscaping will be utilized to promote infiltration. 
 

The on-site surface runoff will be collected within the on-site stormdrain facilities mentioned 
above, and will be conveyed to the Cucamonga Creek channel. The project related storm drain 
facilities will tie into the Cucamonga Creek channel located along the western boundary of the 
project site. The on-site facilities have been designed to accommodate 100-year storm runoff 
from the project site. Cucamonga Creek channel is also designed to accommodate 100-year 
storm flows.  
 
The estimated amount of water leaving the site was determined by applying a factor of 1.8 cubic 
feet per second (cfs) per acre to the project site (53.77 acres) which results in flows of 
approximately 96 cfs in the existing condition. Project implementation will alter the existing 
condition to allow surface runoff within the project site boundary to drain into an underground 
storm drain system that is designed to accommodate projected surface flows within the project 
site. Flows during a 100-year storm event from the site after development are estimated to be 
approximately 101 cfs.  The proposed storm drain system will convey surface runoff into the 
Cucamonga Creek Channel to the west; ultimately all runoff will reach Cucamonga Creek 
Channel and the Prado Basin. Cucamonga Creek Channel Reach 1 is a concrete-lined flood 
control facility in its entirety, and was designed to accommodate the 100-year storm event at full 
buildout (urban development) of the watershed. Therefore, the projected flows from the project 
site (approximately 5 cfs change from existing) which will ultimately be discharged into the 
Channel would not be sufficient to result in substantial unanticipated erosion or siltation to 
Cucamonga Creek. 
 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley DEIR No. 515  Section 3.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES   

3.8-32 

Below the confluence of Cucamonga and Mill Creeks, however, the channel is natural and 
unimproved so increased flows could cause off-site erosion. At the Cucamonga Creek and Mill 
Creek confluence below Hellman Avenue, flows for the 100-year storm event are approximately 
32,000 cfs. Cumulative increases in flows within Cucamonga Creek channel due to upstream 
urban development may cause erosion of the bed and bank of the unimproved Mill Creek. It is 
anticipated that the Mill Creek reach will be within the inundation zone (566 ft elevation) created 
by raising the level of Prado Dam (ACOE Water Control Manual: Prado Dam & Reservoir, 
Santa Ana River, California, Sept. 1994). Storm flows discharging from Cucamonga Creek at 
full inundation would have negligible erosion and siltation impacts to Mill Creek or the Prado 
Basin. Cumulative increases in storm flows discharging from Cucamonga Creek Channel when 
the water level within the Basin is nearer to operational levels (490 ft. elevation) may cause 
adverse impacts to Mill Creek due to erosion of the stream bed and bank. Implementation of the 
proposed project, however, would have negligible individual impacts, since the Q100 would 
increase by only 5 cfs and this is only about 0.02% of the total flows at the Mill 
Creek/Cucamonga Creek confluence. 
 
Therefore, after implementation of the proposed storm drain plan and WQMP the proposed 
project will not result in peak flows exiting the site that would result in flooding on or off site. 
Impacts are considered to be less than significant. 
 
Threshold: Change absorption rate and amount of surface runoff or amount of surface water in 
any water body. 
 
Implementation of the project will result in an approximately 85 percent increase of impervious 
surfaces within the project site. Impervious surfaces, including paved areas such as parking lots, 
roadways, and building rooftops decrease the area in which stormwater runoff can infiltrate, 
potentially resulting in decreased absorption and increased runoff. As indicated in the 
Preliminary Regional Water Quality Management Plan, the proposed project has been designed 
to maximize the infiltration of the on-site-generated runoff by incorporating landscaped buffers 
along the periphery of the buildings and parking lots that will promote infiltration of stormwater 
runoff. The majority of the landscaping will be utilized to promote infiltration.  
 
As indicated in the Hydrology Report prepared for the project, the Cucamonga Creek channel is 
capable of conveying the 100-year increased runoff from the subject development. The project 
proposes a water quality sand filtration trench on the northwest side of the site, as well as 
enhanced bio-swales at various locations, which will treat the „first flush‟ flows. The onsite 
runoff will be conveyed to an underground storm drain pipeline at various locations. The storm 
drain system will convey treated water from enhanced bioswales and public street runoff to the 
Cucamonga Creek storm drain, while remaining untreated flows will all be conveyed to the 
proposed sand filtration trench; the filtered flows from the sand filtration trench will be conveyed 
to the Cucamonga Creek channel. All the onsite runoff will be discharged into the Cucamonga 
Creek channel, only after being treated for the water quality. Public street runoff will be 
conveyed to the Cucamonga Creek channel but will not be diverted into the project site and 
treated through the project-specific WQMP. Public streets fall under the jurisdiction of the 
County of Riverside and are a part of the County‟s MS4 permit. 
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Therefore, through implementation of the project-specific WQMP and landscape design 
considerations, the project will achieve infiltration rates to the maximum extent practicable. 
Therefore, impacts to absorption rates or the rate and amount of surface runoff are considered 
less than significant. 
 
Threshold: Requires or results in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects. 
 
The increase of impervious surfaces could result in negative impacts to surface water quality. By 
increasing the percentage of impervious surface on the site, less water will percolate into the 
ground and more surface runoff will be generated. As indicated in the Preliminary Hydrology 
Reports prepared for the project, the proposed project is located within the approved RCFC & 
WCD Eastvale Master Drainage Plan (MDP) area. Runoff from the site is tributary to the 
Cucamonga Creek storm drain, which is owned and maintained by San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District.  
 
As indicated in the Hydrology Report prepared for the project, the Cucamonga Creek channel is 
capable of conveying the 100-year increased runoff from the subject development. The project 
proposes a water quality sand filtration trench on the northwest side of the site, as well as 
enhanced bio-swales at various locations, which will treat the „first flush‟ flows. The onsite 
runoff will be conveyed to an underground storm drain pipeline at various locations. The storm 
drain system will convey treated water from enhanced bioswales and public street runoff to the 
Cucamonga Creek storm drain, while remaining untreated flows will all be conveyed to the 
proposed sand filtration trench; the filtered flows from the sand filtration trench will be conveyed 
to the Cucamonga Creek channel. All the onsite runoff will be discharged into the Cucamonga 
Creek channel, only after being treated for the water quality. Public street runoff will be 
conveyed to the Cucamonga Creek channel but will not be diverted into the project site and 
treated through the project-specific WQMP. Public streets fall under the jurisdiction of the 
County of Riverside and are a part of the County‟s MS4 permit. 
 
According to the Hydrology Report prepared for the project, no significant offsite flows are 
tributary to the project site. The agricultural facilities to the north of the project site shed water 
southwesterly to existing sumps. If the sumps fill, sheetflow will tend to travel directly westward 
along the property line due to existing berms. As an added level of protection, the berms along 
the north site will be enhanced by the addition of wall the height of which is to be determined 
during final site design. 
 
Construction of these on-site water quality and flow facilities is considered part of the project 
and will not result in significant impacts to the surrounding environment. The project will 
comply with County water quality requirements, which will help to reduce the discharge of 
expected POC‟s, and reduce the post-development flow rates into receiving waters. Through 
compliance with the NPDES General Construction Permit for Storm Water Discharges 
Associated with Construction Activities, Order No. 99-08-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002, and 
implementation of the Riverside County WQMP, impacts to stormwater drainage systems are 
anticipated to be less than significant. 
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Proposed Mitigation Measures 
 
An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which 
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). With 
incorporation of the below mitigation measure and  No mitigation measures related to Hydrology 
and Water Quality have been identified, as implementation of the project-specific WQMP and 
NPDES permit requirements will eliminate or reduce the potential significant adverse impacts 
related to increased flows and water quality, are  below the level of significance.  
 
MM Hydro 1 Prior to any ground disturbing activities that would result in the deposit of fill 
materials in the Cucamonga Creek Channel, a 404 permit for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
a 401 Water Quality Certification from the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
shall be obtained and the project shall comply with the conditions of these permits, and 
implement any additional measures identified by these regulating agencies.  

Summary of Environmental Effects After Mitigation Measures Are 
Implemented 

After implementation of mitigation measure MM Hydro 1, NPDES permit requirements, and the 
project-specific WQMP, all potential impacts are reduced to a level that is less than significant.  
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Potential impacts related to: consistency with the land use designations and policies of the 
Comprehensive General Plan, the potential to disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an 
established community, and affects to land uses within a city‟s sphere of influence were all found 
to be less than significant in the NOP prepared for this project (Appendix A). The focus of the 
following discussion is related to the potential impacts related to consistency and compatibility 
with: existing and planned surrounding land uses, existing surrounding zoning, the site‟s existing 
and proposed zoning, and the potential to result in a substantial alteration of the present or 
planned land use of an area. 
 
In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation 
of this section of the DEIR: 
 

 County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan, County of 
Riverside, Adopted October 7, 2003. (Available for review at the County of Riverside 
Planning Department or at www.rcip.org) 

 County of Riverside, Eastvale Area Plan, October 2003. (Available at County of 
Riverside Planning Department at www.rcip.org) 

 County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Final Program 
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2002051143), March 2003. 
(Available for review at the Riverside County Planning Department.) 

 County of Riverside, Geographic Information System Database, (Available for review at 
the County of Riverside Planning Department or at http://www3.tlma.co.riverside. 
ca.us/pa/rclis/index.html on September 23, 2008.) 

The Birtcher Center at Corona Valley (project) site is located in the unincorporated community 
of Eastvale north of 65th Street, west of Archibald Avenue and east of the Cucamonga Creek. 
The project site consists of approximately 53 acres of agricultural land. The project area has been 
heavily disturbed by activities associated with agriculture. The western and central portions of 
the project site consist of alfalfa fields of the Dairy Quest Farm, which once operated on the 
property. Buildings, structures, and other facilities of the dairy farm are still present in the 
eastern portion of the property, including a dairy barn, animal enclosures, and metal canopies 
used to house the cows and feed. Agriculture is still active on the western portion of the site and 
scattered patches of exotic and native vegetation can be found in and along the edges of the 
property.  
 
Surrounding land uses are active agriculture uses including dairies and related cattle feed pens to 
the north, south, and east, and a nursery to the west of Cucamonga Creek channel. Beyond the 
immediate surrounding agricultural uses to the north, east, and west are crop fields and 
residential subdivisions are located to the south and southeast.  

http://www.rcip.org/
http://www.rcip.org/
http://www3.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us/pa/rclis/index.html
http://www3.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us/pa/rclis/index.html
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The project site is located within the Eastvale Area Plan of the Riverside County General Plan 
with a land use designation of “Light Industrial” (LI). The current zoning on the project site is A-
2-10 (Heavy Agriculture with a 10-acre minimum lot size). The project site‟s current and historic 
use as a dairy farm includes a dairy barn, animal enclosures, and metal canopies used to house 
the cows and feed (see Figure 3.9-1, Existing and Surrounding Land Uses).  
 
The Eastvale Area Plan‟s Land Use Designations for all of the land immediately surrounding the 
project site is “Light Industrial” (LI), except the land directly east across Archibald Avenue 
which is designated “Commercial Retail” and “Open Space Recreation.” Just beyond that, the 
land to the south, southeast, and southwest of the project site is designated “Medium Density 
Residential” (MDR). To the west and north, in San Bernardino County, is the city of Chino 
which designates the lands to the west as “Light Industrial” (LI) and “Airport Related” (AR) and 
land to the north of the project site is “Agricultural” (AG). Directly north, in the city of Ontario, 
the General Plan land use designation is “Industrial/Business Park.” The current use of the 
surrounding properties includes vacant land, dairies, and other agricultural land. South and 
southwest of the project site are two residential subdivisions.  

The Birtcher Center at Corona Valley Plan includes a Change of Zone to permit development of 
light industrial uses. The proposed Birtcher Center at Corona Valley Plan includes approximately 
53 acres of light industrial uses. As proposed, the entire 53-acre project site will be developed 
with 14 industrial park buildings with a total square footage of 760,000 square feet. Therefore, 
the make up of the “project” includes zoning changes (Change of Zone), the processing of a site 
development plan (Plot Plan), and land division (Parcel Map) to create project-specific parcels. 
Below is a description of each of the project land use applications: 
 

Change of Zone No. 7611 proposes to change the project site‟s zoning classification from 
Heavy Agriculture –10-acre minimum (A-2-10) to Industrial Park (I-P).  
 
Plot Plan 23219 proposes to develop fourteen (14) industrial buildings on a 53.37-gross 
(52.77 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.33 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor 
area ratio) consisting of: 490,211 square feet of inside storage, 214,026 square feet of 
manufacturing area, 54,063 square feet of office space, 282,257 square feet of landscaping 
area (12%), and 1,245 parking spaces. The total building square footage proposed is 758,300 
square feet as follows: Buildings 1 and 2 propose 106,561 square feet with 10 loading docks 
in Parcel one (1); Buildings 3 and 4 propose 99,604 square feet with 12 loading docks in 
Parcel two (2); Building 5 proposes 60,540 square feet with 7 loading docks in Parcel three 
(3); Building 6 proposes 40,490 square feet with 4 loading docks in Parcel four (4); Building 
7 proposes 14,560 square feet with 1 loading dock in Parcel five (5); Building 8 proposes 
47,002 square feet in Parcel six (6); Building 9 proposes 23,800 square feet in Parcel six (6); 
Building 10 proposes 75,768 square feet with 8 loading docks in Parcel seven (7); Building 
11 proposes 58,713 square feet with 6 loading docks in Parcel eight (8); Building 12 
proposes 75,015 square feet with 8 loading docks in Parcel nine (9); Building 13 proposes 
67,247 square feet with 6 loading docks in Parcel ten (10); and Building 14 proposes 89,000 
square feet with 12 loading docks in Parcel eleven (11). 
 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 3.9 – Land Use and Planning 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES  

 3.9-3 

Tentative Parcel Map No. 35868 is a schedule „E‟ subdivision of 53.37 gross acres into 12 
industrial parcels; Parcel one (1) – 5.69 gross acres, Parcel two (2) – 4.99 gross acres, Parcel 
three (3) – 3.04 gross acres, Parcel four (4) – 2.07 gross acres, Parcel five (5) – 1.24 gross 
acres, Parcel six (6) – 6.53 gross acres, Parcel seven (7) – 4.77 gross acres, Parcel eight (8) – 
3.57 gross acres, Parcel nine (9) – 4.35 gross acres, Parcel ten (10) – 3.94 gross acres, Parcel 
eleven (11) – 6.34 gross acres, Parcel twelve (12) – 1.62 gross acres; as well as related streets 
and infrastructure: Lot A – 3.79 gross acres and Lot B – 0.83 gross acres.  
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The Riverside County Planning Department has not established local CEQA significance 
thresholds as described in Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, the 
Riverside County Planning Department‟s “Environmental Checklist” for the subject project (see 
Appendix A of this document) indicates that impacts related to Birtcher Center at Corona Valley 
Plan may be considered potentially significant if the proposed project would: 
 

 result in a substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of an area. 
 be inconsistent with the site‟s zoning or proposed zoning. 
 be incompatible with existing surrounding zoning. 
 be incompatible with existing and planned surrounding land uses. 

 
“Compatible" land uses create less than significant environmental impacts on each other. 
"Incompatible" land uses create environmentally significant impacts between the land uses. 
Potential land use compatibility issues include such potential impacts as unsuitable noise levels, 
unsafe traffic conditions, offensive views, odors, and air, water quality degradation, and jobs to 
housing balance. Such compatibility issues can become very subjective. What is a nuisance or 
concern about a neighboring use for one business owner or individual may not be a problem for 
the next. 
 
Each of these compatibility issues is identified and discussed as objectively as possible in the 
following sections of this document: Agricultural Resources (Section 3.1), Airports (Section 
3.2), Air Quality (Section 3.3), Biological Resources (Section 3.4), Hydrology and Water Quality 
(Section 3.8), Noise (Section 3.10), and Transportation and Traffic (Section 3.12). If impacts for 
each of these topics are determined to be less than significant, then land uses are considered 
compatible and potential land use compatibility impacts below a level of significance. 

The proposed project is required to comply with the applicable provisions of Riverside County‟s 
Land Use Ordinance (zoning), the Riverside County General Plan land use designations and 
policies, the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), and the 
Community and Environmental Transportation Plan (CETAP). Consistency with these 
documents is discussed below. 
 

On October 7, 2003, the County of Riverside approved the General Plan component of the 
Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP). The General Plan includes the development of land 
use policies and land use maps to guide the future development of the County of Riverside. The 
project site is located within the Eastvale Area Plan of the RCIP General Plan. The project site 
has a land use designation of “Light Industrial” (LI). Since the proposed designation will allow 
land uses that are similar in nature and intensity as the existing “Light Industrial” designation, it 
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can be determined that the proposed project is generally consistent with the project site‟s existing 
general plan land use designation. 
 

As part of the RCIP, the CETAP will identify improvements for highways and transit systems. 
An important goal of the CETAP is to complete environmental documentation to allow for the 
preservation of right-of-way for regional transportation facilities.  
 
Through early CETAP planning studies, four major transportation corridors have been identified 
for more detailed analysis, including Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore, Banning/Beaumont to 
Temecula, Riverside County to Orange County, and Moreno Valley to San Bernardino County. 
The project site is not located within or near any one of these four major transportation corridors. 
Therefore, development of the proposed project will not interfere with the development of the 
CETAP. 
 

Riverside County approved the MSHCP on June 17, 2003 in conjunction with the update of the 
Riverside County General Plan. The MSHCP establishes “Criteria Area” boundaries for 
conservation that correspond to the Riverside County General Plan. These boundaries were 
established to facilitate the process by which properties are evaluated for inclusion in the 
MSHCP Conservation Area.  
 
Pursuant to the provisions of the MSHCP, all discretionary development projects within the 
Criteria Area are to be reviewed for compliance with the “Property Owner Initiated Habitat 
Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy” (HANS) process or equivalent process. The 
HANS process “ensures that an early determination will be made of what properties are needed 
for the MSHCP Conservation Area, that the owners of property is needed for the MSHCP 
Conservation Area are compensated, and that owners of land not needed for the MSHCP 
Conservation Area shall receive Take Authorization of Covered Species Adequately Conserved 
through the Permits issues to the County and Cities pursuant to the MSHCP.” The project site is 
not within an identified Criteria Cell and will, therefore, not be required to follow the HANS 
process. 
 
In accordance with the MSHCP, proposed projects outside of the criteria area are to be reviewed 
for consistency with other provisions of the MSHCP. For a full discussion on this issue and 
mitigation, see Section 3.4, Biological Resources of this DEIR. 
 
Based upon the above analysis of consistency with the MSHCP and the results of the focused 
biological surveys which evaluated the project site for potential biological impacts, and 
implementation of mitigation measures set forth in the biological resources section (Section 3.4) 
of this DEIR for potential impacts to the burrowing owl, it is concluded that the proposed project 
will not conflict with the provisions of the adopted MSHCP or other regulation covering 
biological resources. 
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Development of the project site is regulated by the County of Riverside zoning ordinance (Land 
Use Ordinance No. 348). This ordinance contains the regulatory framework that specifies 
allowable uses for real property and development intensities; the technical standards such as site 
layout, building setbacks, heights, lot coverage, parking, etc.; aesthetics related to physical 
appearance, landscaping, and lighting; a program that implements policies of the General Plan; 
and the procedural standards for amending or establishing new zoning regulations. 
 
One such procedure permits a Change of Zone to a zoning designation consistent with the 
General Plan Land Use. Assessment of appropriate zoning designation under a particular land 
use can be found in the “RCIP General Plan Land Use Designations – Zoning Consistency 
Guidelines.” This project proposes a change in zoning designations. 

No specific design measures would be implemented that would avoid or reduce significant 
impacts to agricultural lands or operations. The project‟s development standards and design 
guidelines require the incorporation of architectural and landscaping design criteria. The design 
of roadways and limited points of access will promote motorist and pedestrian safety. Likewise, 
required compliance with Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations will promote energy 
efficiency. 

Threshold: Result in a substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of an area.  
 
The project site and the property to the north, south and east have an underlying Riverside 
County General Plan designation of “Light Industrial” (LI). According to the General Plan‟s 
Eastvale Area Plan, the Land Use Designation for the project property is Light Industrial, yet the 
current use of the site is agricultural. The project‟s change in land use may be seen as a 
substantial alteration of the present agricultural land use of the area. However, the Riverside 
County General Plan‟s land use designation for the project site and surrounding properties shows 
that the planned land use of the project area does not consist of agricultural uses. The project site 
is designated for light industrial uses. 
 
According to the Eastvale Area Plan, the project site comprises approximately 11 percent of the 
Area Plan‟s Light Industrial acreage. The project is consistent with the existing “Light 
Industrial” land use designation set forth in the Riverside County General Plan and with the 
surrounding land uses; the project will be compatible with existing and planned surrounding land 
uses. Based on the proposed land use changes and its assessment, the proposed project is an 
alteration from the present land use but is not a change from the proposed land uses currently 
designated by the applicable general plan. Therefore, the project would not result in a substantial 
alteration of the present or planned land use of an area, and impacts are considered less than 
significant.  
 
Threshold: Be inconsistent with the site’s existing or proposed zoning.  
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The project would be inconsistent with the site‟s existing zoning, which under the County‟s 
current Ordinance No. 348 is zoned A-2-10 (Heavy Agriculture with a 10-acre minimum lot 
size). However, the General Plan‟s Land Use Map designation for the project site is “Light 
Industrial.” Consistency zoning requirements would designate the zoning on the project site to be 
consistent with the Light Industrial (LI) designation.  
 
The project proposal includes a Change of Zone across the entire 53 acres to change the project 
site‟s zoning from A-2-10 to Industrial Park (IP). The development standards are consistent with 
those found in the County‟s current zoning ordinance. With the approval of the Change of Zone 
No. 7611 the project will have less than significant impacts without any further need for 
mitigation, regulatory compliance, or design considerations. 
 
Threshold: Be compatible with existing surrounding zoning. 
 
All properties to the north, south and west of project site are zoned A-2-10 (Heavy Agriculture 
with a 10-acre minimum lot size), and east to the project site is zoned C-1/C-P (General 
Commercial) and M-SC (Manufacturing-Service Commercial)(See Figure 3.9-2, Zoning). The 
city of Ontario is north of the project site. West and southwest of the project site, in the city of 
Chino, the zoning includes “Neighborhood Commercial” and “Medium Density Residential” 
designated properties south of Kimball Avenue. North of Kimball Avenue and west the zoning is 
“Light Industrial” and “Airport Related,” while the zoning to the north is “Agricultural”. Further 
north in the city of Ontario the zoning is “Specific Plan (Ag Preserve).” The City of Ontario has 
divided the “Specific Plan (Ag Preserve)” into subareas and requires that area-based specific 
plans be prepared that designate land uses consistent with the City‟s General Plan prior to 
acceptance of development proposals within the subareas. The subareas north of the project site 
will ultimately permit light industrial and business park uses listed in the City‟s General Plan. 
The areas immediately south of the project site and for approximately one mile beyond the east 
and west boundaries of the site are currently developed or under development consistent with 
their respective zoning designations. Since a large portion of the surrounding zoning is similar to 
the project‟s proposed zoning designations the project can be considered compatible with the 
exiting surrounding zoning and less than significant impacts from incompatible zoning are 
expected. 
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Threshold: Be compatible with existing and planned surrounding land uses. 
 
Surrounding land uses are active agriculture uses including dairies and related cattle feed pens to 
the north, south, and east, and a nursery to the west. Beyond the immediate surrounding 
agricultural uses to the north, east, and west are crop fields and residential subdivisions are 
located to the south and southeast.  
 
The project proposes Light Industrial land uses. The project site and the properties to the north, 
south, and east have an underlying Riverside County General Plan designation of “Light 
Industrial” and the property to the west is designated “Water.” The City of Chino land use 
designations for the properties, beyond the projects immediate surrounding to the north and west, 
are “Neighborhood Commercial,” “Medium Density Residential (10 du/ac),” “Light Industrial,” 
and “Airport Related” to the west, while the land use to the north is “Agricultural” (see Figure 
3.9-3, General Plan Land Use). A little further north, in the city of Ontario the land use 
designation is “Industrial/Business Park” in the area known as the New Model Colony.  
 
The project‟s change in land use may be seen as a substantial alteration of the present existing 
agricultural land use of the area but since the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley is consistent with 
the planned “Light Industrial” land use designation set forth in the Riverside County General 
Plan and the proposed land uses are consistent with the surrounding land uses in the cities of 
Chino and Ontario, the project will be compatible with planned surrounding land uses and less 
than significant impacts are anticipated. 

An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which 
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). Mitigation 
measures can be developed that would mitigate the land use changes to less than significant 
levels. The potential impacts and mitigation measures related to land use compatibility are 
located in related topics within this EIR. 
 
The Land Use and Planning issues related to the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley have been 
determined to be less than significant. Therefore, no Land Use and Planning mitigation is 
necessary. Mitigation measures related to other compatibility issues arising from the proposed 
land use changes and potential project impacts are identified in the following sections of this 
document: Airports (Section 3.2), Air Quality (Section 3.3), Biological Resources (Section 3.4), 
Noise (Section 3.10) and Transportation and Traffic (Section 3.12).  
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With implementation of the mitigation measures set forth in the Airports (Section 3.2) Air 
Quality (Section 3.3), Biological Resources (Section 3.4), Noise (Section 3.10) and 
Transportation and Traffic (Section 3.12) sections of this DEIR, all potential impacts of the 
project related to general plan and zoning consistency, and land use and planning will be reduced 
to a less than significant level. 
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Potential impacts related to railroad and other noise impacts were found to be less than 
significant in the NOP prepared for this project (Appendix A). The following discussion 
addresses potential impacts due to airport noise, traffic-generated noise and project construction. 
 
In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation 
of this section of the DEIR: 
 

 Albert A. Webb Associates, Acoustical Impact Analysis, Birtcher Center at Corona 
Valley, September 2008. (Appendix H) 

 Coffman Associates, Inc., Airport Master Plan for Chino Airport, December 2003. 
(Available  at www.co.san-bernardino.ca.us/Airports on September 24, 2008.) 

 County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, August 14, 2002. (Available for review at the Riverside 
County Planning Department.) 

 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 
2006. (Available at www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf 
on September 24, 2008.) 

Noise is defined as unwanted or objectionable sound. The effect of noise on people can include 
general annoyance, interference with speech communication, sleep disturbance and, in the 
extreme, hearing impairment. The unit of measurement used to describe a noise level is the 
decibel (dB). The human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies within the sound 
spectrum. Therefore, the “A-weighted” noise scale, which weights the frequencies to which 
humans are sensitive, is used for measurements. Noise levels using A-weighted measurements 
are written dB(A) or dBA. Decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale which quantifies sound 
intensity in a manner similar to the Richter scale used for earthquake magnitudes. Thus, a 
doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as doubling a traffic volume, would increase the 
noise level by 3 dBA; a halving of the energy would result in a 3 dBA decrease. It is widely 
accepted that the average healthy ear can barely perceive noise level changes of 3 dBA (RCIP 
General Plan Draft Program EIR, page 4.13-97). Figure 3.10-1, Typical Decibel Level of 
Common Sounds, shows the relationship of various noise levels to common noise events. 
 
Sensitive receptors are areas where humans are participating in activities that may be subject to 
the stress of significant interference from noise. Land uses associated with sensitive receptors 
often include residential dwellings, mobile homes, hotels, motels, hospitals, nursing homes, 
education facilities, and libraries. Other receptors include office and industrial buildings, which 
are not considered as sensitive as single-family homes, but are still protected by County of 
Riverside land use compatibility standards.  

http://www.co.san-bernardino.ca.us/Airports
http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf
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Average noise levels over a period of minutes or hours are usually expressed as dB Leq or the 
equivalent noise level for that period of time. For example, Leq(3) would represent a three hour 
average. When no period is specified, a one-hour average is assumed. Noise standards for land 
use compatibility are stated in terms of the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) and the 
Day-Night Average Noise Level (Ldn). CNEL is a 24-hour weighted average measure of 
community noise. The computation of CNEL adds 5 dBA to the average hourly noise levels 
between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m. (evening hours), and 10 dBA to the average hourly noise levels 
between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. (nighttime hours). This weighting accounts for the increased human 
sensitivity to noise in the evening and nighttime hours. Ldn is a very similar 24-hour weighted 
average which weights only the nighttime hours and not the evening hours. CNEL is normally 
about 1 dB higher than Ldn for typical traffic and other community noise levels. 
 
Noise exposure standards have been developed by the State of California and recommended for 
inclusion into the Noise Element of local general plans. Riverside County has adopted a 
modified version of the state guidelines in its Noise Element. Figure 3.10-2, Land Use 
Compatibility for Community Noise Exposure, shows the matrix of noise exposures 
considered acceptable for various land uses. For the proposed project, 50 dBA Ldn/CNEL is the 
appropriate standard to use for onsite stationary noise as it is projected onto an adjacent land use 
at the property line. The appropriate standard for exterior habitable areas within the project is 70 
dbA CNEL/Ldn and 50 dbA CNEL/Ldn for interior habitable areas. The project’s applicable 
noise standards are summarized in Table 3.10-A, Applicable Noise Standards. 

 
Table 3.10-A 

Applicable Noise Standards 
 

Noise Origins 
Noise-Receiver 

Location 
Noise-Receiving 

Land Use Time of Day Noise Standard1 

Offsite-generated noise 
projected onto the Project 

Project exterior 
habitable areas Light Industrial Any 70 dBA CNEL/Ldn 

Project interior 
habitable rooms Light Industrial Any 50 dBA CNEL/Ldn 

Onsite-generated noise 
projected offsite 

Any portion 
of any other 

occupied property 
Light Industrial Any 50 dBA CNEL/Ldn 

1 CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level; Ldn = day-night average noise level. 

   Source:  Acoustical Impact Analysis for Birtcher Center at Corona Valley. Table 1; Pg. 12 
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Figure 3.10-1, Typical Decibel Level of Common Sounds 
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Figure 3.10-2,  
Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Exposure 

 
Source: RCIP Noise Element 
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Existing noise levels throughout the vicinity of the proposed project are derived from vehicular 
sources on the surrounding arterial roads. Elevated noise levels are confined to a narrow corridor 
along these roads. Project-related trips will be concentrated near the project site and then become 
progressively diluted as traffic spreads out throughout the region. Projects within Riverside 
County are required to comply with County standards for roadway traffic noise analysis and 
mitigation. These standards are based on the design capacity for a given type of roadway. As 
described in the traffic study completed for the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley (see G) the 
existing noise levels on roadways within the project vicinity are shown in Table 3.10-B, 
Existing Noise Conditions. Currently, nine of the eighteen roadway segments analyzed exceed 
the basic 65 dBA CNEL land use compatibility daytime threshold set by Riverside County for 
daytime noise levels.  
 

Table 3.10-B 
Existing Noise Conditions 

Road Segments Existing 
ADT dB CNEL 

N/S ROADWAYS     
Archibald Avenue     

s/o Chandler Street 11800 68.4 
s/o Schleisman Road 19400 70.6 
s/o 65th Street 17300 70.1 
s/o Limonite Avenue 17800 70.2 
n/o Limonite Avenue 21200 71.0 

Etiwanda Avenue     
n/o Limonite Avenue 8100 66.8 

Hamner Avenue     
n/o Limonite Avenue 16600 69.9 
s/o Limonite Avenue 16200 69.8 

E/W ROADWAYS     
Limonite Avenue     

w/o Harison Avenue 10600 68.0 
w/o Sumner Avenue 6900 66.1 
w/o Cleveland Avenue 12900 68.8 
w/o Hamner Avenue 19200 70.5 
w/o I-15 Freeway 21500 71.0 
e/o I-15 Freeway 22700 71.3 
e/o Wineville Avenue 20000 70.7 
e/o Etiwanda Avenue 21700 71.1 

Schleisman Road     
w/o Hellman Avenue 11500 68.3 
w/o Archibald Avenue 10500 67.9 
e/o Archibald Avenue - - - - 

                              Source:  Acoustical Impact Analysis for Birtcher Center at Corona Valley. Table 6. 
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The Chino Municipal Airport is located approximately 1.25 miles west of the project site, at the 
closest point. According to the Chino Municipal Airport Future CNEL Contours data (Figure 
4.13.27 of the Riverside County General Plan Noise Element), and the Year 2005 CNEL Noise 
Contours data (Figure II-5 of the Chino Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan), the project is 
not located within a published noise contour. The 65 dBA CNEL noise contour, at its closest 
point, is approximately 350 feet north from the closest point of the project site. The 65 dBA 
CNEL contour is the lowest reported noise contour that is published for this airport. (See Figure 
3.10-3, Chino Airport Noise Contours (2005) and Figure 3.10-4, Chino Airport Long- Term 
Noise Contours.) 
 
The Ontario International Airport is located approximately 5.5 miles to the north of the project 
site and the Corona Municipal Airport is located approximately 5.0 miles south of the project 
site. The project is well outside of the published noise contours for both of these airports. 
 

In contrast to the airborne noise described above, ground-borne vibration is not a common 
environmental problem. It is unusual for vibration from sources such as buses and trucks to be 
perceptible, even in locations close to major roads. Some common sources of ground-borne 
vibration are trains, buses on rough roads, and construction activities such as blasting, pile-
driving, and operating heavy earth-moving equipment. 
 
Vibration is an oscillatory motion which can be described in terms of the displacement, velocity, 
or acceleration. Displacement is the easiest descriptor to understand. For a vibrating floor, the 
displacement is simply the distance that a point on the floor moves away from its static position. 
The velocity represents the instantaneous speed of the floor movement and acceleration is the 
rate of change of the speed. 
 
Although displacement is easier to understand than velocity or acceleration, it is rarely used for 
describing ground-borne vibration. Most transducers used for measuring ground-borne vibration 
use either velocity or acceleration. Furthermore, the response of humans, buildings, and 
equipment to vibration is more accurately described using velocity or acceleration. The effects of 
ground-borne vibration include “feelable” movement of the building floors, rattling of windows, 
shaking of items on shelves or hanging on walls, and rumbling sounds. The rumble is the noise 
radiated from the motion of the room surfaces. In essence, the room surfaces act like a giant 
loudspeaker causing what is called ground-borne noise. In extreme cases, the vibration can cause 
damage to buildings.  
 
There are several different methods used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) 
is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most 
frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings and is typically measured in inches per 
second. The root mean square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to describe the affect of 
vibration on the human body. The RMS amplitude is defined as the squared amplitude of the 
signal. The PPV and RMS velocity are normally described in inches per second in the United 
States and meters per second in the rest of the world. Although it is not universally accepted, 
decibel notation (Vdb) is in common use for vibration. 
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Typically, ground-borne vibration generated by man-made activities attenuates rapidly with 
distance from the source of vibration. Man-made vibration issues are therefore, usually confined 
to short distances (i.e., 500 feet or less) from the source. Sensitive receptors for vibration include 
structures (especially older masonry structures); people (especially residents, the elderly, and the 
sick) and vibration sensitive equipment. Typical vibration levels are shown in Figure 3.10-5, 
Typical Levels of Ground-Borne Vibration. 
 
Ground-borne vibration is almost never annoying to people who are outdoors. Although the 
motion of the ground may be perceived, without the effects associated with the shaking of a 
building, the motion does not provoke the same adverse human reaction. In addition, the rumble 
noise that usually accompanies the building vibration is perceptible only inside buildings. 
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Figure 3.10-5 
Typical Levels of Ground-Borne Vibration 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
 (May 2006) Page 7-5 
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Riverside County has not established local CEQA significance thresholds as described in Section 
15064.7 of the CEQA Guidelines. However, the County of Riverside’s “Environmental 
Checklist” for the subject project (see Appendix A of this document) indicates that impacts to 
noise may be considered potentially significant if the project would: 
 

 for a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

 would the project be impacted by highway noise. 
 result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 

above levels existing without the project. 
 result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels above levels 

existing without the project. 
 expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 

general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. 
 expose persons to or generate excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise 

levels. 

Project construction would occur in compliance with Riverside County Ordinance 457, Section 
1.G.1, which states, “Whenever a construction site is within one-quarter mile of an occupied 
residence or residences, no construction activities shall be undertaken between the hours of 6 
p.m. and 6 a.m. during the months of June through September and between the hours of 6 p.m. 
and 7 a.m. during the months of October through May. Exceptions to these standards shall be 
allowed only with the written consent of the Riverside County Building Official.” The proposed 
project is required to comply with this Ordinance, since there are residences located immediately 
east and south of the project site.  
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Threshold:  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 
 
The 1991 Chino Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan discusses airport noise related to the 
Chino Airport vicinity and states that the standard for acceptable level of aircraft noise for office, 
business/commercial, and professional land-uses in the vicinity of airports is 70 CNEL. The 
standard for the acceptable level of aircraft noise for industrial, manufacturing utilities, and 
agriculture in the vicinity of airports is 75 CNEL. Commercial office building, research and 
development, and professional offices uses are considered compatible with interior noise levels 
of 45 CNEL.  
 
The Chino Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan identified noise contours for affecting land 
uses in proximity to the airport. As shown on Figure 3.10-4, Chino Airport Noise Contours 
(2005), the 65 dBA CNEL noise contour, at its closet point is approximately 350 feet north from 
the closet point of the project site. The project also falls outside of the long-term noise exposure 
contours contained in the Airport Master Plan for Chino Airport (see Figure 3.10-5, Chino 
Airport – Long Term Noise Contours). Therefore, the Chino Airport should not create 
significant noise impacts to the project site. 
 
Although the project site falls outside of the CNEL noise contours for Chino Airport, the project 
site is located beneath identified flight tracks for airplanes using the airfield at Chino Airport. 
(See Figure 3.10-6, Chino Airport Flight Tracts.) This means that there is a potential for 
single-event noise levels to affect future land uses in Birtcher Center at Corona Valley. However, 
the commercial/retail, light industrial, and business park land uses within the proposed project 
are not considered to be sensitive receivers and therefore, the impacts from these single-event 
noise levels are considered to be below the level of significance. 
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Threshold:  Would the project be impacted by highway noise. 
 
The project site is bounded on only one of its four sides by a roadway; the other three sides of the 
project are bounded by: agricultural land uses adjacent to the north; agricultural land uses to the 
south (separated by a SCE easement); and a nursery to the west (separated by the Cucamonga 
Creek). The one roadway that is adjacent to the project site is Archibald Avenue. 
 
Projects within Riverside County are required to comply with County standards for roadway 
traffic noise analysis and mitigation. These standards are based upon the design capacity for a 
given type of roadway. Figure C-3, Link/Volume Capacity/Level of Service for Riverside 
County Roadways of the Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element provides average 
daily traffic (ADT) roadway volumes at Levels of Service (LOS) C, D and E for the various 
roadway types located within Riverside County. According to the General Plan (see Table 3.10-
C, Average Daily Traffic), Archibald Avenue is currently performing at a LOS C. At LOS C, 
traffic moves the most freely and creates the greatest amount of noise; therefore, traffic volumes 
for each roadway are calculated using the LOS C volumes for the specific class of roadway, 
traveling at a speed of 40 mph. 
  

Table 3.10-C 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT)¹ 

 

Roadway Roadway 
Classification 

Right-of-
Way 

Number of 
Lanes LOS ADT 

Archibald Avenue Urban Arterial 152 feet 6 C 43,100 
1  Source: Figure C-3, Link/Volume Capacity/Level of Service for Riverside County Roadways of the Riverside 

County General Plan Circulation Element  
 
Based on the Acoustical Impact Analysis prepared for this project, the estimated worst-case 
interior noise level is calculated at 62.7 dBA CNEL and 74.7 dBA CNEL for exterior of Building 
8 in Planning Area ____, located adjacent to Archibald Avenue. All other buildings are not 
affected by highway noise due to their location. According to the Riverside County General Plan 
Noise Element, interior noise level standards must not exceed 50 dBA and 70 dBA for exterior 
areas. Therefore, both interior and exterior noise standards for the proposed project at Building 8 
in Planning Area ____ are exceeded by noise from Archibald Avenue. By implementing MM 
Noise 1 and 2, which includes a final acoustical impact analysis and operation under a “windows 
closed” conditions for buildings adjacent to Archibald Avenue, is required to reduce potentially 
significant impacts. Therefore, potential noise impacts from highway/ roads on the project are 
considered to be less than significant with mitigation. 
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Threshold: Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project. 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) does not define what an increase in 
ambient noise levels is “substantial”. However, as described above, the human ear can detect 
noise level increases of 3 dBA, while changes of less than 3 dBA are not readily discernable in 
an outdoor environment. Because most people can readily hear a change of 5 dBA in an external 
environment, the Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Final Program 
Environmental Impact Report and Draft Program EIR (“RCIP EIR”), which was certified by the 
Board of Supervisors on October 7, 2003, utilized a threshold of 5 dBA as criterion for 
substantial change. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) defines a noise 
increase as substantial when the predicted noise levels with a project would exceed existing noise 
levels by 12 dBA. Noise analysis methodology is accurate only to the nearest whole decibel and 
most people only notice a change in the noise environment when the difference in noise levels 
are at least 3 dB CNEL. Therefore, a clearly perceptible increase (+5 dB) in noise exposure of 
sensitive receptors would be considered significant. 
 
The proposed project will contribute noise to the existing environment through the addition of 
traffic on local streets. The additional traffic noise generation was evaluated in the project-
specific noise study (G) which relied on traffic data from the project-specific Traffic Study 
(Appendix H). The Birtcher Center at Corona Valley will consist of light industrial, 
commercial/retail and business park land uses. 
 
Table 3.10-B, Existing Noise Conditions, summarizes off-site noise levels along roadway 
segments in the project vicinity under existing conditions, without the project. Table 3.10-D, 
Noise Levels Under Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Conditions, summarizes 
off-site noise levels calculated along road segments in the project vicinity for existing conditions, 
existing conditions plus the proposed project, which includes traffic generated by the project and 
other known projects in the vicinity when built out in accordance with the Riverside County 
General Plan designations. 
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Table 3.10-D 
Noise Levels Under 

Existing Plus Ambient Growth  
Plus Project Conditions 

 

Road Segment 

Existing Plus Ambient Growth 
Plus Project 

Exist+Amb 
Exist+ 
Amb+ 
Project 

dB CNEL 

Project-
Specific 
Increase 

ADT dB 
CNEL 

N/S ROADWAYS         

Archibald Avenue         
s/o Chandler Street 12300 68.6 68.8 0.2 
s/o Schleisman Road 20100 70.7 70.8 0.1 
s/o 65th Street 18000 70.3 70.6 0.3 
s/o Limonite Avenue 18500 70.4 70.7 0.3 
n/o Limonite Avenue 22100 71.1 71.2 0.1 

Etiwanda Avenue         
n/o Limonite Avenue 8400 66.9 67.2 0.3 

Hamner Avenue         
n/o Limonite Avenue 17300 70.1 70.2 0.1 
s/o Limonite Avenue 16900 70.0 70.1 0.1 

E/W ROADWAYS         

Limonite Avenue         
w/o Harrison Avenue 11000 68.1 69.6 1.5 
w/o Sumner Avenue 7200 66.3 68.3 2.0 
w/o Cleveland Avenue 13400 69.0 70.2 1.2 
w/o Hamner Avenue 19900 70.7 71.6 0.9 
w/o I-15 Freeway 22400 71.2 71.9 0.7 
e/o I-15 Freeway 23600 71.4 71.6 0.2 
e/o Wineville Avenue 20800 70.9 71.1 0.2 
e/o Etiwanda Avenue 22500 71.2 71.3 0.1 

Schleisman Road         
w/o Hellman Avenue 12100 68.5 68.7 0.2 
w/o Archibald Avenue 11000 68.1 68.3 0.2 
e/o Archibald Avenue - - - - 50.7 50.7 

 
As shown in, Table 3.10-D, Noise Levels Under Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project 
Conditions, one of the 19 analyzed roadway segments in this scenario will experience a CNEL 
increase greater than 5.0 dBA that is attributable to project-specific traffic, Schleisman Road east 
of Archibald Avenue. In this case, the dramatic increase of 50.7 dBA is attributable to the fact 
that the Traffic Study reported no existing counts for this roadway segment. Therefore, for this 
roadway segment under this scenario, all of the traffic is project-specific. 
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The noise level generated by the existing traffic plus projected generated traffic is within the 
allowable threshold for the General Plan light industrial land use, adjacent to the site, which can 
be up to 75 dBA. To the north, south, west of the proposed project site, land uses are classified as 
Light Industrial. To the east, land uses are designated as Commercial Retail, Open Space and 
Light Industrial. Currently, there are existing agricultural land uses (a dairy) to the north and 
south, which have accompanying residences adjacent to the proposed project. As the residence is 
considered a sensitive land use, the exterior noise standard for sensitive land uses is 65 dBA. The 
road segments adjacent to both the existing sensitive land uses include Archibald Avenue south 
of Limonite Avenue and 65th Street west of Archibald Avenue. These segments were calculated 
to be 70.1 and 70.2 dBA, without the addition of the project, which currently exceed General 
Plan noise standards. With the addition of the project, these road segments will increase to levels 
of 71.7 and 71.6 dBA. However, the project-related noise increase is not greater than 5 dBA, and 
therefore, will not substantially increase noise levels in the project vicinity. 
 
Future noise generated from on-site operational activities cannot be established at this time since 
specific uses have not been determined. Once specific uses have been established and building 
permits are being applied for, Riverside County will require a Final Noise Study to be performed 
in which on-site operational noise can be analyzed and mitigation measures determined, if and 
where necessary. Therefore, the project-specific noise impacts to both short-term and cumulative 
noise conditions are considered less than significant. 
 
Threshold: Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels above 
levels existing without the project. 
 
Construction noise represents temporary rather than permanent changes in ambient noise levels. 
Construction noise levels will vary from hour-to-hour and day-to-day, depending upon the 
equipment in use and the operations being performed, but will no longer occur once construction 
of proposed project is completed. The actual construction noise level and the impact to sensitive 
receptors will depend upon several factors: 1) the distance between construction activity and the 
sensitive receptors, 2) the types of equipment used, and 3) the hours of construction operations, 
among others. 
 
Construction noise levels will vary by type of equipment, as indicated in Figure 3.10-7, Typical 
Construction Equipment Noise Levels, and size of the active construction zone. Assuming that 
construction was to occur for 8 hours a day, an average CNEL for stationary construction 
equipment is calculated at 84 dBA at 50 feet. Using soft site parameters (a loss of 6 dBA per 
doubling of distance from the source), the 65 dBA CNEL contour would fall at a distance of 
about 446 feet; the 70 dBA CNEL contour would fall at a distance of approximately 250 feet 
from the source. Therefore, to minimize noise impacts from project construction upon 
neighboring properties, stationary noise-generating construction equipment should be placed a 
minimum of 446 feet from the property line of the closest existing sensitive receptor (residences 
to the north and south). If any of the adjacent properties are developed according to their land use 
designations (light industrial) prior to project construction, stationary equipment may be placed 
more than 250 feet from the respective property line. 
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Figure 3.10-7 
Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels 
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To reduce construction noise levels to a level below significance, the project developer will be 
required to implement mitigation measures MM Noise 3 and MM Noise 4 listed below, 
including compliance with Riverside County Ordinance 457 Section 1.G.1. This ordinance 
provision limits the days and hours of construction activity, as described above, in order to avoid 
disturbances during the hours when persons are most sensitive to noise including recognized 
sleep hours for residences. Construction-related noise can be further reduced by assuring that 
construction staging areas are not located close to sensitive receptors. Therefore, impacts 
associated with temporary noise from construction activities are considered less than 
significant, with the incorporation of mitigation measures listed below. 
 
Threshold:  Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. 
 
Noise impacts fall into two broad categories with respect to all types of projects and County of 
Riverside standards: noise impacts from the project and noise impacts to the project. The first 
category is the noise created by the project or traffic associated with the project. The second 
category of noise impacts is noise created offsite that may cause unacceptable levels of noise 
within buildings or outdoor areas within the project site. The offsite sources of noise that have 
the potential to generate the noise impact to project site are traffic-generated noise from traffic 
on Archibald Avenue which is  classified as an urban arterial. All other streets within the 
proposed project are classified as internal roadways, smaller than collectors, which do not result 
in significant noise impacts to sensitive receptors, based on Riverside County’s methodology for 
estimating noise impacts. 
 

At this location, noise impacts to the project site could originate from air traffic related to nearby 
airports and vehicles traveling on nearby roadways. While noise sourced from the airports 
described above has the potential to be audible from the project site, CNEL impacts equal to or 
greater than 65 dBA are not anticipated within the project site from air traffic. Therefore, these 
impacts were not included in the analysis, and are not discussed further in this report.  
 
Noise Impacts from Nearby Roadways 
The project site is bounded on only one of its four sides by a roadway; the other three sides of the 
project are bounded by: agricultural land uses adjacent to the north; agricultural land uses to the 
south (separated by a SCE easement); and a nursery to the west (separated by the Cucamonga 
Creek). The one roadway that is adjacent to the project site is Archibald Avenue. 
 
The project proposes an industrial development with no planned exterior habitable spaces. 
Therefore, vehicular noise impacts with regards to exterior spaces within the project were not 
analyzed in the acoustical impact analysis and will not be mentioned further in this EIR. 
 
The Acoustical Impact Analysis utilized a version of the Federal Highway Administration 
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) to model traffic noise impacts to the 
project. Site-specific information is entered, such as roadway traffic volume, roadway active 
width, source-to-receiver distances, travel speed, noise source and receiver heights, and the 
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percentages of automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks that the traffic is made up of 
throughout the day, amongst other variables. Table 3.10-B shows that existing noise levels 
within the project vicinity currently exceed the exterior standard of 70 dBA along 9 of the 18 
road segments analyzed. Table 3.10-D, shows that with the addition of the project-related traffic, 
the noise level impacts to the project are still exceeding the 70 dBA threshold. 
 

Unmitigated interior noise levels are based upon the noise level of the noise impact at a building 
facade, reduced by the attenuation properties of the building’s construction materials. Because 
architectural plans are not available for the project at this time, typical assumptions have been 
applied. The typical unmitigated interior condition in an analysis like this is referred to as a 
“windows open” condition. This condition simulates the attenuation properties of a room with a 
window open one foot. While this project is not likely to have windows that open, this method is 
a good baseline to use as an unmitigated scenario. The “windows open” condition assumes a 
reduction of 12 dBA will be achieved via the attenuation properties of the building’s construction 
materials. 
 
Based upon the above criteria, Table 3.10-E, Unmitigated Interior Noise Levels provides the 
anticipated, worst-case interior noise level. Building 8 (or those buildings planned adjacent to 
Archibald Avenue in a revised site plan) is the only building that will have a direct noise impact 
from Archibald Avenue. Riverside County will require additional noise analysis in the form of a 
Final Acoustical Study once building permits are applied for. The analysis will be based upon 
precise grading plans and architectural plans that will allow detailed modeling which will 
provide more accurate results. Based on this Acoustical Impact Analysis, the interior noise 
standard of 50 dBA CNEL will be exceeded under unmitigated conditions, mitigated measures 
MM Noise 1 and 2 are required to reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. 
 

Table 3.10-E 
Unmitigated Interior Noise Levels 

 

Noise Source 
Impacted 
Buildings 

Calculated Unmitigated 
Noise Level  

Facade 
(dBA CNEL) 

Interior 
(dBA CNEL) 

Archibald Avenue Building 8 74.7 62.7 

 

Currently, the surrounding area is primarily developed with dairies and their associated 
residences; the bordering existing land uses are active agriculture uses including dairies and 
related cattle feed pens to the north, south, and east, and a nursery to the west. The land use to 
the north is adjacent to the project site. The land use to the east is separated from the project site 
by Archibald Avenue which has a varying right-of-way width of 144 to 161 feet. The land use to 
the south is separated from the project site by a 255-foot wide SCE easement that parallels the 
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project site’s entire southern border. The land use to the west is separated from the project site by 
the Cucamonga Creek which has a right-of-way of approximately 180 feet. 
 
The following General Plan land use designations surround the project site: 
 
North of the project site: Light Industrial (adjacent) 
East of the project site: Light Industrial (opposite side of Archibald Avenue) 
South of the project site: Light Industrial (opposite the SCE easement) 
West of the project site: Light Industrial (opposite the Cucamonga Creek) 
 

The project proposes a development consisting of light industrial, commercial retail, and 
business park land uses; specific occupancies have not been established. On-site noise from 
industrial operations could possibly derive from loading or unloading, and from on-site truck 
movements. Materials handling at cross-dock facilities occur within warehouses where truck 
trailers block any noise propagation through open bay doors. If truck loading/unloading occurs at 
night and in close proximity to residential uses, such as that to the south of the site, the low 
frequency thumps can be intrusive and sleep-disturbing if adjacent residences have open 
bedroom windows. Since the County noise policy is a 10-minute average, single-event 
loading/unloading noise would not likely cause the nocturnal (45 dBA Ldn/CNEL) threshold to 
be exceeded. However, the nuisance factor from nocturnal dock operations would be sufficient 
for the impact to be considered significant, unless mitigated. Daytime operational noise is not 
considered a source of significant impact if topography or a barrier shields the visibility of the 
loading activity from any ground-floor observers.  
 
The distance between the closest proposed loading docks and existing residence to the south is 
approximately 325 feet. This distance with the proposed orientation of the buildings should offer 
some attenuation. However, a 6-foot high barrier is proposed along a portion of the southern site 
perimeter where future operations may cause adverse noise impacts to the existing residences. 
This barrier will serve to reduce noise impacts specific to loading/unloading activities which 
would be sufficient for daytime operations only. The minimum recommended barrier height is 
8 feet if nocturnal operations are proposed within the zone of potential impact, as indicated in 
Table 3.10-F, Zone of Potential Nocturnal Noise Impact. Mitigation measures MM Noise 3, 
4, and 5 are required to reduce impacts to adjacent residences. Mitigation includes a solid barrier 
that completely blocks the line-of-sight between the source and receiver and orientation and 
distance of noise source from sensitive receptors. By providing a wall between the adjacent 
residential development and the proposed project, noise impacts to adjacent residential land uses 
will be reduced to acceptable levels. Therefore, impacts from the project will not expose people 
to noise levels that exceed County noise standards; impacts are considered less than significant 
with mitigation.  
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Table 3.10-F 
Zone of Potential Nocturnal Noise Impact 

 

Activity 
No Mitigation 

(feet) 
With Mitigation 

(feet) 

Loading dock only 300 100 

Loading dock and truck/trailer 
movements 

600 200 

 

Noise impacts from the construction of the proposed project to nearby land uses were addressed 
under the previous threshold regarding “temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels 
above levels existing without the project” and found to be less than significant with the 
incorporation of mitigation measures. 
 
Threshold: Expose persons to or generate excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne 
noise levels. 
 
Construction activity can result in varying degrees of ground vibration, depending on the 
equipment and methods employed. Operation of construction equipment causes ground 
vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in strength with distance. Buildings 
founded on the soil in the vicinity of the construction site respond to these vibrations, with 
varying results ranging from no perceptible effects at the lowest levels, low rumbling sounds and 
perceptible vibrations at moderate levels, and slight damage at the highest levels. Ground 
vibrations from construction activities do not often reach the levels that can damage structures, 
but they can achieve the audible and feelable ranges in buildings very close to the site. 
 
Ground-borne vibration related to human annoyance is generally related to root mean square 
(RMS) velocity levels expressed in decibel notation (VdB). However, a major concern with 
regard to construction vibration is building damage. Consequently, construction vibration is 
generally assessed in terms of peak particle velocity (PPV). The relationship of PPV to RMS 
velocity is expressed in terms of the “crest factor,” defined as the ratio of the PPV amplitude to 
the RMS amplitude. Peak particle velocity is typically a factor of 1.7 to 6 times greater than 
RMS vibration velocity. 
 
Various types of construction equipment have been measured under a wide variety of 
construction activities with an average of source levels reported in terms of velocity as shown in 
Table 3.10-D, Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment. In this table, a crest 
factor of 4 (representing a PPV to RMS difference of 12 VdB) has been used to calculate the 
approximate RMS vibration velocity levels from the PPV values. Although the table gives one 
level for each piece of equipment, it should be noted that there is a considerable variation in 
reported ground vibration levels from construction activities. The data provide a reasonable 
estimate for a wide range of soil conditions. 
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Table 3.10-G 
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

 

Equipment PPV at 25 ft 
(inches/second) 

RMS at 25 ft 
(Vdb)* 

Large bulldozer 0.089 87 
Caisson drilling 0.089 87 
Loaded trucks 0.076 86 
Jackhammer 0.035 79 
Small bulldozer 0.003 58 

*RMS velocity in decibels (VdB) re 1 micro-inch/second 
Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 

 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published guidance relative to vibration impacts. 
According to the FTA, buildings can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.5 PPV 
without experiencing structural damage. Additionally, the FTA has determined that humans can 
experience vibration levels up to 80 Vdb (RMS) before being adversely affected by vibration. 
 
Sensitive receptors that may be affected by construction-related vibration associated with the 
proposed project include new residences located to the south of the project boundary. As shown 
above in Table 3.10-G, Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment, use of heavy 
construction equipment (e.g., a large bulldozer) generates vibration levels of 0.089 PPV or 87 
RMS at a distance of 25 feet. Vibration levels would not exceed the annoyance threshold of 80 
Vdb. The nearest sensitive receptor, which is a residence located within the existing agricultural 
area adjacent to the site, is located 255 feet south of the project boundary. Vibration levels at this 
receptor would not exceed the potential building damage threshold of 0.5 PPV. 
 
Construction activity associated with the project would be required to comply with Riverside 
County Ordinance 457, Section 1.G.1, which requires that, whenever a construction site is within 
one-quarter mile of an occupied residence or residences, no construction activities shall be 
undertaken between the hours of 6 p.m. and 6 a.m. during the months of June through September 
and between the hours of 6 p.m. and 7 a.m. during the months of October through May. 
Compliance with mitigation measure MM Noise 4 would minimize potential impacts due to 
construction-related vibration. Therefore, potential impacts upon persons or structures due to 
construction-related vibration will be considered less than significant with implementation of 
mitigation measure MM Noise 4. 
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An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which 
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). Mitigation 
measures were evaluated for their ability to eliminate or reduce the potential significant adverse 
impacts related to noise to below the level of significance.  
 
MM Noise 1:  Once precise grading and architectural plans are made available, a final acoustical 
impact analysis shall be performed for Building 8 as indicated on the project’s site plan dated 
August 27, 2008 (or those buildings planned adjacent or closest to Archibald Avenue in a revised 
site plan) in order to obtain building permits. The final acoustical impact analysis will be utilized 
to confirm the preliminary acoustical impact analysis’ findings, and to determine building- 
and/or unit-specific interior noise levels and potential mitigation measures needed for Building 8 
(or those buildings planned adjacent or closest to Archibald Avenue in a revised site plan). 

MM Noise 2: Building 8 (or those buildings planned adjacent or closest to Archibald Avenue in 
a revised site plan) shall be required to operate under “windows closed” conditions which 
necessitates a form of mechanical fresh-air ventilation or air conditioning. For acoustical 
purposes, the fresh air inlet duct should be of sound attenuating construction and consist of a 
minimum of 10 feet of straight or curved duct, or six feet of straight or curved duct plus one 
sharp 90 degree bend. 

MM Noise 3:  To minimize noise impacts from project construction upon neighboring 
properties, stationary noise-generating construction equipment shall be placed a minimum of 446 
feet from the property line of the closest existing sensitive receptor (residences to the north and 
south), when and where feasible. If any of the adjacent properties are developed according to 
their General Plan land use designations (light industrial) prior to project construction, 
equipment shall be placed up to 250 feet or more from the respective property line. 

MM Noise 4:  Adhere to Riverside County Ordinance No. 457 which states, “whenever a 
construction site is within one-quarter (1/4) of a mile of an occupied residence or residences, no 
construction activities shall be undertaken between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. during 
the months of June through September and between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. during 
the months of October through May. Exceptions to these standards shall be allowed only with the 
written consent of the building official.”  

Noise impacts associated with on-site operational activities cannot be determined with certainty 
at this stage of development since specific uses are not yet established. MM Noise 1 requires 
additional analysis in the form of a Final Acoustical Impact Analysis once building permits are 
applied for. That analysis will be used to confirm the findings of this preliminary analysis and to 
determine accurate mitigation measures necessary to reduce noise impacts sourced from the 
future uses. Those mitigation measures could include requirements such as noise control barriers, 
upgraded construction materials/design, and/or constrained hours of operation. 
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Summary of Environmental Effects After Mitigation Measures Are 
Implemented 
 
The project area is within light industrial and agriculture land uses, the noise threshold for these 
land uses are between 75 dBA and 80 dBA. However, as stated in the Acoustical Impact 
Analysis, the exterior noise standard for industrial land uses is 70 dBA. Therefore, noise impacts 
to the project from adjacent Archibald Avenue are anticipated to exceed established thresholds. 
Implementation of mitigation measures MM Noise 1 through 4 will reduce noise impacts to less 
than significant levels. 
 
Potential significant effects related to project construction noise will be mitigated to a level 
below significance with implementation of the above mitigation measures. The maximum noise 
level increase in the project vicinity is 0.9 dB for both existing plus project conditions and for 
existing plus project and cumulative conditions, which are less than the threshold (increase of 
greater than 5 dB due to project-related traffic). Therefore, the project will not result in 
significant project-related and cumulative noise impacts. 
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Potential impacts related to schools, libraries, and health services were all found to be less than 
significant in the Initial Study/NOP prepared for this project (Appendix A). The focus of the 
following discussion is related to the potential impacts associated with Fire and Sheriff Services.  
 
In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation 
of this section of the DEIR: 

 Letter from the Riverside County Fire Department, dated October 3, 2008. (Appendix A) 

 Letter from the Riverside County Sheriff Jurupa Valley Station, dated August 29, 2008. 
(Appendix A) 

 County of Riverside, Ordinance No. 787 – Fire Protection Ordinance. (Available at 
www.clerkoftheboard.co.riverside.ca.us/ords.htm on September 5, 2008.) 

 County of Riverside, Ordinance No. 659.7 Establishing Developer Impact Fees. 
(Available at www.clerkoftheboard.co.riverside.ca.us/ords.htm on September 5, 2008.) 

 County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan, Adopted 
October 7, 2003. (Available at the County of Riverside Planning Department and at 
www.rcip.org on September 5, 2008.) 

 County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Final Program 
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2002051143), March 2003. 
(Available for review at the Riverside County Planning Department.) 

 Riverside County Fire Department. (Available at 
http://www.rvcfire.org/opencms/index.html on September 5, 2008.) 

 The City of Norco Fire Department. (Available at 
http://www.norco.ca.us/depts/fire/city_of_norco_fire_department.asp on September 5, 
2008.) 

 The Chino Valley Independent Fire District. (Available at: 
http://chinovalleyfire.org/Facilities.68.0.html on September 5, 2008.) 

 The City of Ontario Fire Department. (Available at 
http://www.ci.ontario.ca.us/index.cfm/8128 on September 5, 2008.) 

http://www.clerkoftheboard.co.riverside.ca.us/ords.htm
http://www.clerkoftheboard.co.riverside.ca.us/ords.htm
http://www.rcip.org/
http://www.rvcfire.org/opencms/index.html
http://www.norco.ca.us/depts/fire/city_of_norco_fire_department.asp
http://chinovalleyfire.org/Facilities.68.0.html
http://www.ci.ontario.ca.us/index.cfm/8128


County of Riverside   
The Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 3.11 – Public Services 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES   

3.11-2 

The project site is within the jurisdiction of the Riverside County Fire Department. The 
Riverside County Fire Department works in cooperation with the California Department of 
Forestry (CDF) CAL FIRE to provide fire services in the county. Mutual aid agreements exist 
between Riverside County and adjacent cities and counties, but response from stations in 
neighboring cities and/or counties would only be provided if the Riverside County stations were 
out of resources and called for additional support. 
 
Upon receipt of a call for mutual aid through the County’s Emergency Command Center (ECC), 
the County’s mutual aid coordinator will determine whether a city or the County will provide a 
response. The ECC is a combined county, state, and local agency dispatch center. Riverside 
County fire stations have a minimum standard of three career firefighters (typically, a captain 
and a firefighter two firefighters) on duty at all times. Volunteer firefighters typically augment 
the career firefighters on the first-roll engine. Additional volunteer firefighters may respond on a 
rescue squad or a second-roll fire engine, which is exclusively staffed by volunteer firefighters.  
 
The project site’s underlying General Plan land use designations are primarily “Light Industrial.” 
This land use designation is within the Community Development Foundation Component which 
identifies areas appropriate for urban or suburban development. The project site is considered to 
be located within an urban area due to its general plan designation and the existing urban 
development just south of the project site. The Riverside County Fire Department has established 
a standard response time of 7 minutes for urban areas and 20 minutes for rural areas. (Urban 
areas are those located within 3 miles of a County fire station and rural areas are those located 
within 5 miles of a County fire station.) Since the Riverside County Fire Department does not 
have jurisdictional control of the fire stations located outside of the Riverside County Fire 
Department’s responsibility area, it considers only the stations under its control, when evaluating 
its ability to respond to service calls generated by the proposed project. The three nearest 
Riverside County Fire Department stations that would respond to an accident at the project site 
include Station #27, Eastvale, Station #16, Pedley, and Station #17, Glen Avon. The equipment 
and staffing of each of these stations is described below:  
 

 Riverside County Station #27 – 6709 Cedar Creek, Corona, CA 92880. One County 
engine – This station is located approximately 1.3 miles southwest of the project site. 
Staffed with a minimum of three fire fighters twenty-four hours a day, this station has one 
Type I fire engine. The staff is supplemented by volunteer fire fighters. The actual 
number of volunteers depends on several factors and typically changes during the year. 

 Riverside County Station #16 – Pedley Station located at 9270 Limonite Avenue, 
Pedley, CA 92509. The Pedley station is located approximately 6.3 miles from the 
project site and houses one Type 1 fire engine. Current response staffing consists of three 
personnel twenty-four hours a day. The staff is supplemented by volunteer fire fighters. 

 



County of Riverside   
The Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 3.11 – Public Services 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES   

3.11-3 

 Riverside County Station #17 – Glen Avon Station located at 10400 San Sevaine 
Way, Mira Loma, CA 91752. The Glen Avon station is located approximately 9 miles 
from the project site and houses one Type 1 fire engine and one 100’ aerial ladder Truck 
Company. Current staffing consists of seven personnel twenty-four hours a day. Current 
response staffing consists of three personnel twenty-four hours a day. The staff is 
supplemented by volunteer fire fighters. 

 
Based on the adopted Riverside County Fire Protection Master Plan, the Category 1 – Heavy 
Urban  specifies that a full alarm assignment be operating on the fire ground within fifteen ten 
minutes and the fire station to be located within 3 1 ½ miles. The primary station serving this 
area would be within the 3 1 ½ mile objective. From the above listed fire stations, the first unit 
should arrive within 2-3 minutes after dispatch, the second within 9-10 minutes and the third 
between 11-12 minutes. These times are approximate and meet the Heavy Urban Land Use 
protection goals. 
 
All the above mentioned RCO Fire Stations are staffed full-time, twenty-four hours/seven days a 
week, with a minimum three person crew, operating a “Type-1” structural fire fighting apparatus 
providing Paramedic service. Station 27 (Eastvale) is currently providing Paramedic service 
operating a “Type 1” structural fire fighting apparatus. 
 
Other fire stations within ten miles of the project site include (Figure 3.11-1, Existing Fire 
Station Locations): 

 City of Norco Station #21 – Corydon Avenue Fire Station located at 3367 Corydon 
Avenue, Norco, CA 92860 – The Corydon Avenue Fire Station, located approximately 
6.2 miles southeast of the project site, houses one 1,500 gallon per minute (gpm.) first-
line pumper (equipped with Hurst rescue tool) and one 1,500 gpm. reserve pumper. Three 
fire captains, three fire engineers, and six firefighter/paramedics. 

 City of Norco Station #22 – Sixth Street Station located at 3902 Hillside Avenue, 
Norco, CA 92860 – This station, located approximately 5.9 miles southeast of the project 
site, houses one 1,500 gpm. first-line pumper (equipped with Hurst rescue tool), one 
1,500 gpm. reserve pumper, one Medium Rescue unit with a Large Animal Rescue trailer 
and a utility vehicle. The animal rescue trailer also contains two ATVs with off-road 
capabilities. Three Battalion Chiefs, three Fire Captains, three Fire Engineers and six 
Firefighter/Paramedics are assigned here equally among three 48-hour fire/rescue shifts. 

 
 City of Chino Station #63 located at 7550 Kimball Avenue, Chino, CA 91710 – 

Station 63 is located approximately 3.2 miles away on the grounds of the Chino Airport, 
this facility houses a paramedic engine company staffed with four personnel. 

 
 City of Chino Hills Station #62 located at 5551 Butterfield Ranch Road in the City 

of Chino Hills, CA 91709 – Station 62 is located approximately 7.6 miles westerly of the 
project site. This facility houses a Paramedic Engine Company staffed with four 
personnel. 
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 City of Ontario Fire Station #6 – Located at 2931 East Philadelphia, Ontario, CA 
91761 – Ontario Station #6, located approximately 4.6 miles north of the project site, 
houses one medic engine and is staffed daily with one Captain, one engineer, and two 
paramedics. 

 
 City of Ontario Fire Station #3 – Located at 1408 E. Francis Street, Ontario, CA 

91761 – Ontario Station #3, located approximately 6.4 miles northwesterly of the project 
site, houses one medic engine and is staffed daily with one Captain, one engineer, and 
two paramedics.) 

 

The Riverside County Sheriff’s Department currently serves the project site from the Jurupa 
Valley Sheriff Station, located at 7477 Mission Boulevard in Glen Avon (approximately 7 miles 
west/southwest of the project site). (See Figure 3.11-2, Existing Sheriff Facilities.) The 
Department also has a mutual aid agreement with all surrounding cities which allows the County 
to call on the services of nearby police departments to serve the County, if necessary. This 
station currently provides law enforcement services for approximately 155 square miles in the 
unincorporated areas of Riverside County, including the communities of Eastvale, Mira Loma, 
Pedley, Glen Avon, Rubidoux, Highgrove, El Cerrito, and Home Gardens. The Jurupa Valley 
Station is commanded by one captain and currently employs 157 deputy sheriffs, 12 corporals, 
16 investigators, 17 sergeants, and 7 lieutenants.  
 
Response time is the period of time between when a call is received by a patrol officer and the 
time of arrival at the incident site. The response time varies depending upon the nature of the 
call. An incident that is in progress would receive a higher priority than one that is reported after 
the fact. According to Department letter, during the 12-month period from July 1, 2005 to June 
30, 2006, the Jurupa Valley Sheriff Station’s average response time to Priority 3 calls (non-life 
threatening) was 15.78 minutes, response time to Priority 2 calls was 11.43 minutes, and the 
average response time to Priority 1 calls (emergency) was 6.06 minutes.  
 
The Riverside County Sheriff Department has a desirable staffing level of 1.2 deputies per 1,000 
residents. However, currently the Department’s staffing level for the Jurupa Valley Sheriff 
Station is significantly below that ratio.  



Sources: County of Riverside, 2008;
     Thomas Guide, 2008
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Sources: County of Riverside, 2008;
     Thomas Guide, 2008
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Figure 3.11-2
Existing Sheriff Facilities
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Thresholds of Significance 

The Riverside County Planning Department has not established local CEQA significance 
thresholds as described in Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, the 
Riverside County Planning Department’s “Environmental Checklist” for the subject project (see 
Appendix A of this document) indicates that impacts related to fire services would be considered 
potentially significant if the proposed project would: 
 
 result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 

physically altered governmental facilities, 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.  

The Wildfire Susceptibility map in the RCIP General Plan indicates that the site is within a 
susceptible wildfire area designated as “low.” Fire policies and regulations governing the 
unincorporated areas of Riverside County which apply to the proposed project include: Riverside 
County Ordinance No. 787, the Riverside County Master Fire Protection Plan, the Uniform Fire 
Code, and the Uniform Building Code. 
 

a) Riverside County Ordinance No. 787, adopting the California Fire Code, and California 
Building Standards Code, outlines fire protection standards for the safety, heath, and 
welfare of the citizens of the County.  

 
b) The Riverside County Master Fire Protection Plan outlines the fire protections 

performance standards for both rural and urban areas, and establishes guidelines for 
firefighting facility and personnel minimum requirements.  

 
Riverside County currently requires new development to pay mitigation fees to help offset the 
cost of providing new fire facilities. Pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No. 659.7, 
development impact fees for fire facilities are $2,035 per acre for industrial property. The project 
developer will be required to pay this development impact fee, which is based upon the proposed 
size of the project (53.37 acres light industrial) and will total approximately $108,607.The 
project developer will be required to pay these mitigation fees or such Ordinance No. 659 fees in 
effect at the time of construction. 
 

Riverside County Ordinance No. 659.7 establishes a developer impact fee to mitigate the cost of 
public facilities needed to serve new development. A portion of the fees set forth in Ordinance 
No. 659.7 are designated for public facilities. The public facilities fee component established in 
the project area is $2,112 per acre for industrial property. The project developer will be required 
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to pay this development impact fee, which is based upon the proposed size of the project (53.37 
acres light industrial) and will total approximately $112,714. The Sheriff Department receives a 
portion of these development impact fees. These monies are collected and distributed in order to 
offset the impact of developing new facilities to support sheriff services. Payment of these 
mitigation fees by this project is considered its fair share and adequate contribution toward 
mitigation for impacts upon sheriff services. 

Pursuant to County of Riverside policies and standard conditions of approval, the proposed 
project will be designed with fire hydrants, fire-resistant exterior building materials, adequate 
street lighting, and fencing. Additionally, water service in the area, serving commercial and 
industrial development, will require a minimum set fire flow 2,500-3,000 gallons per minute at 
20 pounds per square inch (psi) residual pressure and all buildings will have automatic fire 
systems installed. These measures will address fire and public safety issues by reducing the 
potential for reducing the potential for fires on the project site and by providing adequate water 
accessibility and supply to fight any fires that may occur. All water mains and fire hydrants 
providing required fire flows shall be constructed in accordance with the appropriate sections of 
Riverside County Ordinance No. 460 and/or No. 787.3, subject to review and approval by the 
Riverside County Fire Department. 

 
Based on the adopted Riverside County Fire Protection Master Plan, one new fire station and/or 
engine company is recommended for every 2,000 new dwelling units and/or 3.5 million square 
feet of commercial/industrial occupancy. Given the project’s proposed development plan, up to 
one fire station may be needed to meet anticipated service demands. The Fire Department 
reserves the right to negotiate developer agreements associated with the development of land 
and/or construction of fire facilities to meet service demands through the regional integrated fire 
protection response system. 
 
Pursuant to County of Riverside policies and standard conditions of approval, the proposed 
project will be designed with adequate street lighting and fencing. These measures will address 
public safety issues by limiting access to non-public areas of the project site and by providing 
greater nighttime visibility for law enforcement patrols. Additionally, the County development 
review process and building permit plan check processes include review by the County Sheriff 
Department to ensure incorporation of defensible space concepts in site design and construction. 

Threshold: Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, 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.  
 
The level of service for fire services is expressed in terms of response time, rather than through 
the use of service ratios or other performance objectives. An impact to fire protection is 
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considered to be significant if a project will result in an increase in fire response time in excess 
of seven minutes for urban areas. Fire services will primarily be provided by Riverside County 
Fire Department, Eastvale Fire Station #27 located approximately 1.3 driving miles east of the 
project site at 6709 Cedar Creek, Corona. Two additional Riverside County Fire Department 
stations would provide secondary response to the project site: Fire Station #16 located 
approximately 6.3 miles east of the project site at 9270 Limonite Avenue, and Fire Station #17 
located approximately 9 miles northeast of the project site at 10400 San Sevaine Way in Glen 
Avon. The current response staffing for the proposed project would be a minimum initial 
response of ten fire personnel for structural fires. As described above, the response times from 
Station #27 is expected to be within 2-3 minutes (within the 7 minute standard) and therefore, a 
new or physically altered governmental facility is not required to maintain acceptable response 
times or other performance objectives for fire services; and the proposed project’s impact upon 
fire protection, as it relates to fire response time, is less than significant. 
 
Riverside County Station #27 is a temporary and modular station, which was assembled to serve 
the Eastvale Specific Plan (SP 300) and which encompasses 687 acres of the Eastvale 
community. The Riverside County Fire Department is planning to construct a permanent 
Eastvale fire station, although a location for the permanent fire station has not yet been 
determined. This permanent fire station would also provide service to the project site. Since the 
precise location of the fire station has not been determined, an evaluation of the potential 
environmental impacts related to fire station construction would be too speculative at this time 
and therefore, the potential physical and environmental impacts of the new fire station cannot be 
evaluated as part of this document. Nevertheless, the potential impacts resulting from the 
construction of this fire station will be determined through a separate environmental review 
pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act once a site has been 
chosen.  
 
Therefore, the project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities and will not create 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. Therefore, project impacts upon fire services 
will be less than significant. 
 
Threshold: Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, 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 level of service for sheriff services is expressed in terms of service ratios, rather than 
through the use of response times or other performance objectives. Sheriff services will be 
provided by the Riverside County Sheriff Department. Construction of the proposed project may 
result in the need for law enforcement services. The Sheriff Department's desirable level of 
service is 1.2 sworn officers per 1,000 residents and the RCIP General Plan EIR identifies a goal 
of meeting and maintaining a level of 1.5 sworn officers per 1,000 residents. The RCIP General 
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Plan EIR evaluated the potential impact of development upon sheriff services only in terms of 
the number of sworn officers required to serve the build-out population in Riverside County. 
Although the current level of service is less than 1.2 sworn officers, additional personnel is not 
required to serve the proposed project because the proposed project is not a residential project, it 
will not directly result in an impact upon the above-described population based service levels. 
Pursuant to Riverside County Sheriff Department service standards, the proposed project will not 
result in the need for additional sworn officers. Absent the need for additional sworn officers, the 
proposed project will not create a need for new or physically altered governmental facilities. 
Therefore, the proposed project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts. 
 
The County development review process and building permit plan check processes include 
review by the County Sheriff’s Department to ensure incorporation of defensible space concepts 
in site design and construction. Additionally, development fees required by Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 659.7 may be used at the County’s discretion to provide additional facilities for 
the Sheriff’s Department. The project proponent will be conditioned to pay developer impact 
fees pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No. 659.7. A portion of these developer impact 
fees are designated for the provision of public facilities.  
 
Pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No. 659.7, development impact fees for public facilities 
are $2,112 per acre of industrial uses. The project proponent will be required to pay this 
development impact fee, which is based upon the amended size of the project. 
 
The proposed project will not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities and will not create 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. 

An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which 
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). 
Implementation of the proposed project will not result in any significant impacts to fire and 
sheriff services. As a result, no mitigation measures are required. However, payment of 
development mitigation fees to offset any potential fire and sheriff service-related impacts will 
be required through compliance with adopted regulatory requirements (Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 659.7). 
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Pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No. 659.7, the project developer will be required to pay 
its fair share of development impact fees for public facilities. The proposed project will not result 
in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities and will not create 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 and 
sheriff services. 
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Potential impacts related to an inadequate parking capacity, change in air traffic patterns, 
alteration in waterborne, rail or air traffic, an increase in hazardous design features, the need of 
new roads, effects on circulation from project construction, or inadequate emergency access were 
all found to be less than significant in the Initial Study/NOP prepared for this project (Appendix 
A). The focus of the following discussion is related to the potential impacts associated with 
project-generated traffic, exceedance in the level of service of roads, the effect on or need for 
new or altered road maintenance, and conflicts with policies supporting alternative 
transportation.  
 
In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation 
of this section of the DEIR: 
 

 Riverside County, County of Riverside General Plan, Eastvale, October 2003. (Available 
at the County of Riverside.) 

 Urban Crossroads, Birtcher at Corona Valley (PM35865), Traffic Impact Analysis, 
Riverside County, August 6 2008. (Appendix H) 

 Riverside Transit Agency, Internet Site. (Available at www.riversidetransit.com on 
September 9, 2008.) 

This discussion describes existing and future traffic circulation, parking patterns, and evaluates 
the impact of the proposed project on these conditions summarized from the traffic impact study 
for the project, which was prepared by Urban Crossroads (see Appendix H).  
 
The objectives of the traffic study were to: 
 

(1) Document the existing 2008 traffic conditions in the vicinity of the project site; 
(2) Evaluate the existing plus ambient plus project conditions; 
(3) Evaluate the existing plus ambient conditions, plus the proposed project, and cumulative 

conditions; and 
(4) Determine on-site and off-site improvements needed to achieve County of Riverside level 

of service requirements. 
 
The traffic study analyzed project impacts on roadways within the project vicinity by assessing 
the effect that traffic has on intersections within the study area. This section of the DEIR will 
also focus on the impacts to intersections within the proposed project vicinity since average 
vehicle delay at intersections is most commonly used by average drivers to gauge traffic impacts. 
 
The traffic analysis uses the LOS system of categorization to evaluate the project area roadway 
intersections. Traffic engineers use this LOS system of categorization to describe how well an 

http://www.riversidetransit.com/
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intersection or roadway is functioning. The LOS measures average vehicle delay at intersections. 
The LOS approach uses a ranking system, similar to education, with Level „A‟ being best and 
Level „F‟ being worst. Table 3.12-A, Level of Service (LOS) Standards, describes LOS levels 
in terms the average driver can understand. 
 
The Riverside County Transportation Department requires that the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HMC) be used to analyze the LOS. The HMC evaluates the LOS of intersections based upon the 
control delay per vehicle. The methodology used to evaluate the intersection LOS differs based 
on whether the intersection is signalized or unsignalized. LOS at signalized and unsignalized 
intersections, have been evaluated using 2000 HCM methodologies with TRAFFIX Version 7.9.  
 
The LOS for signalized intersections, according to the 2000 HCM, is based upon the weighted 
average control delay of all vehicles in seconds per vehicle. The LOS for all-way stop 
intersections is based upon the weighted average control delay in seconds per vehicle. For two-
way stop controlled intersections, the delay is computed for each controlled movement and the 
LOS is based on the highest control delay. Table 3.12-A, shows the criteria used to determine 
the level of service at intersections.  
 

Table 3.12-A, Level of Service (LOS) Standards 
 

 
Level 

of 
Service 
(LOS) 

Signalized 
Intersections: 
Stopped Delay 

(seconds/vehicle) 

Unsignalized 
Intersections: 
Stopped Delay 

(seconds/vehicle) 

 
 

Qualitative LOS Description 
 
A 

 
< 10 

 
< 10 

Free flow: Low volumes; high speeds; speed not restricted by other vehicles; all 
signal cycles clear with no vehicles waiting through more than one signal cycle. 

 
B 

 
> 10 and < 20 

 
> 10 and < 15 

Stable flow: Operating speeds beginning to be affected by other traffic; between 
1% and 10% of the signal cycles have one or more vehicles waiting through more 
than one signal cycle during peak traffic periods. 

 
C 

 
> 20 and < 35 

 
> 15 and < 25 

Stable Flow, Increased Density: Operating speeds and maneuverability closely 
controlled by other traffic; between 11% and 30% of the signal cycles have one or 
more vehicles waiting through more than one signal cycle during peak traffic 
periods; recommended ideal design standards. 

 
D 

 
> 35 and < 55 

 
> 25 and < 35 

Stable Flow, High Density: Tolerable operating speeds; 31% to 70% of the signal 
cycles have one or more vehicles waiting through more than one signal cycle 
during peak traffic periods; often used as design standards in urban areas. 

 
E 

 
>55 and < 80 

 
> 35 and < 50 

Flow at or Near Capacity: maximum traffic volume an intersection can 
accommodate; restricted speeds; 71% to 100% of the signal cycles have one or 
more vehicles waiting through more than one signal cycle during peak traffic 
periods. 

 
F 

 
> 80 

 
> 50 

Forced or Breakdown Flow: Long queues of traffic; unstable flow; stoppages of 
long duration; traffic volume and traffic speed can drop to zero; traffic volume 
will be less than the volume occurring at LOS „E‟ due to decreased speeds. 

Source: “Highway Capacity Manual,” Highway Research Board Special Report 209, National Research Council, Washington D.C., 2000. 

The project is a proposed industrial development, consisting of fourteen industrial buildings 
totaling approximately 760,000 square feet on approximately 53 acres, in Riverside County, 
along Archibald Avenue, and east of the Cucamonga Creek. The study area is located within the 
Riverside County Eastvale Area Plan. The location of the proposed project site and the existing 
roadway system are shown in Figure 3.12-1, Existing Roadway System. 
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 The following roadways currently provide service to the area: 
 

 Hellman Avenue. Hellman Avenue is the boundary between San Bernardino and 
Riverside Counties. In Riverside County, Hellman Avenue is classified as a secondary 
highway. In Riverside County secondary highways have an 88-foot right-of-way with a 
curb-to-curb width of 54 feet. This includes four, 12-foot travel lanes and 8 feet between 
the curb and inside lane. A 6-foot sidewalk and 6-foot landscape strip are also included. 

 
 Archibald Avenue. Archibald Avenue is a north-south road. It is currently developed as 

a two-lane undivided road; this road is designated by the Riverside County General 
Plan‟s Circulation Element as an Urban Arterial Highway (six-lane divided road) with an 
ultimate 152-foot right-of-way. 

 
 Schleisman Road (becomes Pine Avenue in the city of Chino). Schleisman Road is an 

east-west road. Currently developed as a two-lane undivided road, this road is designated 
by the Riverside County General Plan‟s Circulation Element as an Urban Arterial 
Highway (six-lane divided road) with an ultimate 152-foot right-of-way. Pine Avenue has 
an interchange with SR-71 about 4 miles west of the project site. 

 
 Limonite Avenue. Limonite Avenue is an east-west roadway currently located 

approximately ½ mile east of the project site. Limonite Avenue varies in width from a 
two-lane undivided road east of its current terminus at Archibald Avenue to a six-lane 
divided road at I-15. This roadway is designated by the Riverside County General Plan‟s 
Circulation Element, which shows Limonite Avenue extending to Hellman Avenue, as an 
Urban Arterial Highway (six-lane divided road) with an ultimate 152-foot right-of-way. 

 
 Interstate 15. Interstate 15 (I-15) is located east of the project site. Currently access to 

the I-15 is via Limonite Avenue. I-15 carries approximately 90,000 vehicles per day in 
the vicinity of the proposed project.  
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The ease with which intersections within the study area handle traffic largely controls the 
operation of the roadway system as a whole. Therefore, analysis of traffic at study area 
intersections was used to evaluate the traffic impacts of the project. Based on the Traffic Study, 
fifteen intersections within the study area were evaluated to determine their existing and future 
LOS. These intersections are: 
 
 1. Hellman Avenue/Schleisman Road 
 2. Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 3. Archibald Avenue/Project Driveway #1 (proposed) 
 4. Archibald Avenue/Project Driveway #2 (proposed) 
 5. Archibald Avenue/65th Street 
 6. Archibald Avenue/Schleisman Road 
 7. Archibald Avenue/Chandler Street 
 8. Harrison Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 9. Sumner Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 10. Cleveland Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 11. Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 12. I-15 SB Ramps/Limonite Avenue 
 13. I-15 NB Ramps/Limonite Avenue 
 14. Wineville Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 15. Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 
The project site currently has field crops and other buildings associated with farming activities. 
Current land uses surrounding the project site include active agricultural land uses, and existing 
residential development southeast of the project site. The existing site and adjacent land uses do 
not generate significant traffic, and the traffic generation currently experienced within the 
surrounding area is shown in Figure 3.12-2, Existing AM Peak Hour Average Daily Traffic 
and Figure 3.12-3, Existing PM Peak Hour Average Daily Traffic. 
 
The Riverside County General Plan has established, as a countywide target, a minimum LOS C 
on all county-maintained roads and conventional state highways. Exceptions allow LOS D on 
roadways in Community Development areas at intersections of any combination of Secondary 
Highways, Major Highways, Arterials, Urban Arterials, Expressways, conventional state 
highways or freeway ramp intersections and LOS E in designated community centers to the 
extent that it supports transit-oriented development and walkable communities. 
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Figure 3.12-2
Existing AM Peak Hour Daily Traffic
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Figure 3.12-4
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Figure 3.12-5
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The existing LOS calculations are based upon actual AM and PM peak hour traffic counts that 
were compiled as part of the Traffic Study. As shown in Table 3.12-B, Existing Level of 
Service for Study Intersections (2008), existing LOS within the study area vary from LOS A to 
LOS F. The following three intersections currently operate at levels that do not meet the above-
described LOS targets: 
 

 Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue 

 
Table 3.12-B, Existing Level of Service for Study Intersections (2008) 

 

Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 
Status 

LOS 
Criteria* 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

Delay 
(Sec) LOS Delay 

(Sec) LOS 

1. Hellman Avenue/Schleisman Road TS C 20.6 C 27.7 C 
2. Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 38.6 D 42.9 D 
3. Archibald Avenue/Project Driveway #1 PROPOSED - DOES NOT EXIST 
4. Archibald Avenue/Project Driveway #2 PROPOSED - DOES NOT EXIST 
5. Archibald Avenue/65th Street TS C 28.4 C 26.6 C 
6. Archibald Avenue/Schleisman Road TS E 17.5 B 18.0 B 
7. Archibald Avenue/Chandler Street TS C 28.3 C 22.6 C 
8. Harrison Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 34.1 C 33.1 C 
9. Sumner Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 34.4 C 34.7 C 
10. Cleveland Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 16.6 B 19.9 B 
11. Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 36.1 D 38.1 D 
12. I-15 SB Ramps/Limonite Avenue TS D 20.5 C 23.4 C 
13. I-15 NB Ramps/Limonite Avenue TS D 29.2 C 26.9 C 
14. Wineville Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS E 26.0 C 28.1 C 
15. Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 23.7 C 56.4 E 

TS – Traffic Signal 
* Based on Riverside County target 
 

The Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element accommodates non-motorized modes of 
transportation through the provision of wide city streets and shoulders along the designated street 
and highway system. The County‟s non-motorized transportation systems connect community 
centers, residential neighborhoods, recreational amenities, employment centers, shopping areas, 
and activity areas. To satisfy the need for mobility within the activity centers and throughout the 
county, alternatives to the automobile and public transit have been developed. 
 
Part of the study area is currently served by the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) bus routes 21, 
29, and 38. Fixed bus route service is provided along following roadways within the study area: 
Limonite Avenue, Sumner Avenue, Hamner Avenue, and Etiwanda Avenue.  
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The County of Riverside contains bicycle, pedestrian, and multi-purpose trails that traverse 
urban, rural, and natural areas. These trails accommodate hikers, bicyclists, equestrian users, and 
others as an integral part of the County's circulation system. These multi-use trails serve both as 
a means of connecting the unique communities and activity centers throughout the County and as 
an effective alternate mode of transportation. In addition to transportation, the trail system also 
serves as a community amenity by providing recreation and leisure opportunities as well as an 
identifiable separation between communities. According to the County‟s General Plan, the 
closest recreational trail is a designated regional trail along the north and west boundary of the 
project site, east of Cucamonga Creek. 

Riverside County has not established local CEQA significance thresholds as described in Section 
15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, the Riverside County‟s “Environmental 
Checklist” indicates that impacts to transportation and traffic may be considered potentially 
significant if the project would: 
 

 exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways. 

 cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system. 

 cause an effect upon circulation during the project‟s construction.  

 conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. 

The Riverside County General Plan established, as a countywide target, a minimum LOS C on 
all county-maintained roads and conventional state highways. Exceptions allow LOS D on 
roadways in Community Development areas at intersections of any combination of Secondary 
Highways, Major Highways, Arterials, Urban Arterials, Expressways, conventional state 
highways or freeway ramp intersections and LOS E in designated community centers to the 
extent that it supports transit-oriented development and walkable communities.  
 
To ensure that area-wide traffic conditions do not worsen as development occurs; the County of 
Riverside has established “fair share” mitigation fees, which include the Transportation Uniform 
Mitigation Fee (TUMF), Development Impact Fees (DIF) and the Road and Bridge Benefit 
District (RBBD) fee. The project will participate in the cost of off-site improvements through 
payment of the following “fair share” mitigation fees: 
 
 Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), current at time of construction. 
 Riverside County Traffic Signal Systems Fee Program. 
 Mira Loma Road and Bridge Benefit District (RBBD), zone D. 
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These fees shall be collected and utilized as needed by Riverside County to construct the 
improvements necessary to maintain the required level of service. 
 
The Riverside County General Plan establishes Circulation Land Use Standards for proposed 
projects. Project development will meet and comply with all applicable County Circulation Land 
Use Standards by incorporating the mitigation measures addressed later in this EIR. These 
standards address: Road Rights-of-Way and Dedication; Roadway Design; Alignment; Access; 
Intersections; On-Site Road Improvements; Off-Site Road Improvements; Arterial Highways; 
Collector Streets; Commercial and Industrial Development; Circulation Hazards; Flooding; Dust 
and Blowsand; Congestion Relief/Level of Service; Parking; Pedestrian Facilities and Bikeway. 
 
Riverside County Ordinance 659.7 establishes development impact fees. A component of 
Ordinance No. 659.7 is collected for the purpose of paying for transportation improvements, 
including roads, bridges, major improvements, and signals. Pursuant to Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 659.7, development impact fees for roads, bridges, and major transportation 
improvements are $433 per acre for industrial property; and the development impact fees for 
signals are $4,878 per acre for industrial property. The project proponent will be required to pay 
these mitigation fees or such Ordinance No. 659 fees in effect at the time of construction. 
 
Pursuant to Riverside County Transportation Department‟s, “Improvement Plan Check Policies 
and Guidelines” dated September 2005, a construction traffic control plan for street 
improvements may be required if one or more of the following situations occurs: 
 

 The complexity of the street improvements jeopardizes safety for the construction 
workers and the traveling public. 

 The roadway geometrics pose confusion for the traveling public. 
The length of time the traveling public will be exposed to the temporary construction 

exceeds one month. 

 If required by County or other affected agency for any reasons. 

The internal driveways and parking areas associated with each individual plot plan will be 
designed to meet or exceed Riverside County standards for construction and design safety, 
including adequate turning radii for emergency vehicles. 
 
The following on-site improvements are proposed as part of the project, and include: 
 

 Installation of a stop sign at the eastbound approach of Project Driveway # 2 at Archibald 
Avenue.  

 Installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of Archibald Avenue and Project 
Driveway #1.  

 Construction of Archibald Avenue from the northerly project boundary to the southerly 
project boundary at its ultimate half section width as an Urban Arterial (152-foot right-of-
way). 
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 Construction at the intersection of Archibald Avenue and Project Driveway #2 to provide 

the following geometrics: 
Northbound: Two through lanes 
Southbound: Two through lanes, one right turn lane (100‟ min. storage length with 
appropriate transition taper) 
Eastbound: Stop sign, right turn lane 
Westbound: None 
 

 Construction at the intersection of Archibald Avenue and Project Driveway #1 to provide 
the following geometrics: 
Northbound: Two through lanes, one left turn lane, one right turn lane 
Southbound: Two left turn lanes, one through lane, one shared right turn-through lane 
Eastbound: Two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 
Westbound: One left turn lane, one right turn lane 

Threshold:  Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established 
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways. 
 
Traffic projections for the proposed project take into consideration several factors. Trip 
generation represents the amount of traffic traveling to and from the proposed project. Trip 
distribution considers the directional orientation of traffic associated with the project. Modal split 
takes into account the traffic-reducing potential of public transit or other forms of transportation.  
 

Trip generation represents the amount of traffic traveling to and from the proposed project. Trip 
generation rates are based upon a publication titled, "Trip Generation" by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE), Seventh Edition. Table 3.12-C, Trip Generation Rates, shows 
the peak hour trip generation rates used on the proposed project. The peak hour rates are based 
on the average peak hour generation rate multiplied by the directional distribution provided in 
ITE‟s trip generation publication. 
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Table 3.12-C, Trip Generation Rates 
 

LAND USE ITE 
Code 

Unit of 
Measurement 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily Total In Out Total In Out 
Light Industrial 110 TSF 0.92 0.81 0.11 0.98 0.12 0.86 6.97 
Single-Family 
Detached  210 DU 0.75 0.19 0.56 1.01 0.64 0.37 9.57 

Townhomes 230 DU 0.44 0.07 0.37 0.52 0.35 0.17 5.86 
Retail 820 TSF 1.03 0.63 0.40 3.75 1.80 1.95 42.94 
Warehouse 150 TSF 0.45 0.37 0.08 0.47 0.12 0.35 4.96 
Rec. Center 495 TSF 1.62 0.99 0.63 1.64 0.48 1.16 22.88 
Research Devp. 760 TSF 1.24 1.03 0.21 1.08 0.16 0.92 8.11 
Car Wash 948 TSF - - - 14.12 7.06 7.06 - 
Mini Warehouse 151 TSF 0.15 0.09 0.06 0.26 0.13 0.13 2.50 
Trip generation rates derived from regression equation in Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003. 
TSF = Thousand Square Feet 
 
As shown in Table 3.12-D, Project Trip Generation, the proposed project is estimated to 
generate approximately 6,037 new daily trip-ends, including 788 new trip-ends during the AM 
Peak hour and 840 new trip-ends during the PM Peak hour. Total trips is calculated using 
Passenger Car Equivalent Factors (PCEs). The following assumptions are used in the Passenger 
Car Equivalent Factors: a 2-axle truck equals 1.5 passenger cars, a 3-axle truck equals 2.0 
passenger cars, and a 4+ axle truck equals 3.0 passenger cars.  
 

Table 3.12-D, Project Trip Generation  
 

LAND USE QTY AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily Total In Out Total In Out 
Light Industrial  773.300 TSF  
- Passenger Cars 92% 654 576 78 698 86 612 4,959 
- Heavy Trucks (in PCEs) 8% 134 117 17 142 17 125 1,078 
Total Trips (PCEs) 788 693 95 840 103 737 6,037 
TSF = Thousand Square Feet 
 

Trip distribution represents the directional orientation of traffic to and from the project site. Trip 
distribution is influenced by the geographical location of the site, type of land use in the study 
area, such as shopping centers and recreational sites, and proximity to the regional freeway 
system. The directional orientation of traffic for the proposed project was determined based upon 
the existing roadway system, existing traffic patterns, and proximity of local urban centers.  
 
The passenger car and trip distribution patterns for the proposed project, as approved by the 
County of Riverside, are shown on Figure 3.12-4, Trip Distribution. The proposed project will 
have one full access driveway (Project Driveway 1) on Archibald Avenue at the northeast corner 
of the project site and a right-in/right-out only access driveway (Project Driveway 2) on 
Archibald Avenue at the southeast corner of the project site.  
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The traffic-reducing potential of public transit has not been considered in this study. Therefore, 
the traffic projections provided in this report are considered conservative since public transit 
could reduce traffic volumes in the project area. 
 

In order to evaluate traffic conditions for the project analysis year, area-wide growth on the 
existing roadways must be projected. The majority of the anticipated growth within the study 
area is already accounted for with non-site traffic. Per discussion with Riverside County 
Transportation Department staff, the traffic study utilized a 2 percent per year growth rate. 
Ambient growth reflects the traffic growth associated with those development projects not 
included in the cumulative projects list and also general growth in traffic due to changes in 
neighboring communities which cannot be accurately modeled. It is based upon historic traffic 
growth broken down into a per year average. This ambient growth rate has been incorporated 
into the traffic analysis to increase the baseline existing traffic levels (2008) which reflect traffic 
levels at the time that the Notice of Preparation was issued, to estimate 2010 background 
conditions.  
 

Traffic from other projects within the study area is expected to have an impact on levels of 
service. The approved projects within the project vicinity are listed on Table 3.12-E, Other 
Projects within the Proposed Project Vicinity. These projects are included in the traffic study 
pursuant to discussions with Riverside County Transportation Department staff.  
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Table 3.12-E, Other Projects within the Proposed Project Vicinity 

 

Project Land Use Qty 

Total 
AM 
Peak 
Hour 

Total 
PM Peak 

Hour 
Daily 

TR34420 SFDR 116 DU 87 117 1,110 
TR35094 Townhomes 115 DU 68 81 908 
TR35095 Townhomes 100 DU 44 52 586 
TR35594 Townhomes 170 DU 75 88 996 
TR32821 SFDR 147 DU 110 148 1,407 
TR32909 SFDR 140 DU 105 141 1,340 
TR35400 Townhomes 228 DU 100 119 1,336 
TR30785 SFDR 41 DU 31 41 392 
TR30931 SFDR 419 DU 314 423 4,010 
TR30971 SFDR 138 DU 104 139 1,321 
 Townhomes 388 DU 171 202 2,274 
TR31252 SFDR 206 DU 155 208 1,971 
TR31309 SFDR 394 DU 296 398 3,771 
TR31492 SFDR 187 DU 140 189 1,790 
TR31726 SFDR 188 DU 141 190 1,799 
TR31826 SFDR 349 DE 262 352 3,340 
TR32125 SFDR 35 DU 26 35 335 
TR32491 SFDR 153 DU 115 155 1,464 
TR32797 SFDR 119 DU 89 120 1,136 
TR34014 SFDR 115 DU 86 116 1,101 
CUP03482 Retail 76 TSF 78 285 3,263 
PP21987 Recreation Center 23 TSF 37 38 526 

PP2227 
Retail 137 TSF 141 514 5,883 
Research Development 27 TSF 33 29 219 
Light Industrial 15.5 TSF 14 15 108 

 Car Wash 4 TSF - 56 - 
 Mini Warehouse 100 TSF 15 26 250 
TOTAL TRIPS 2,837 4,277 42,639 
DU = Dwelling Unit, TSF = Thousand Square Feet 

 

 
Table 3.12-F, Level of Service, Without Off-Site Improvements, show the levels of service at 
study area intersections under existing conditions plus ambient growth with the proposed project, 
with the implementation of design considerations but without any off-site area-wide 
improvements. Off-site improvements (Mitigation Measures MM Trans 4-17) represent those 
roadway and intersection improvements that have been identified as necessary to address the 
impact that cumulative traffic volumes has on the level of service at intersections that are not 
adjacent to the proposed project. As shown in the aforementioned tables, all intersections will 
operate primarily between LOS A to LOS F with the existing geometrics and controls in place.  
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Table 3.12-F, Level of Service, Without Off-Site Improvements 
 

Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 
Status 

LOS 
Criteria* 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Delay 
(Secs.) LOS Delay 

(Secs.) LOS 

1. Hellman Avenue/Schleisman Road TS C 21.4 C 31.3 C 
2. Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 49.0 D > 100 F 
3. Archibald Avenue/Project Driveway #1 TS C 14.5 B 25.1 C 
4. Archibald Avenue/Project Driveway #2 CSS C 11.0 B 12.5 B 
5. Archibald Avenue/65th Street TS C 26.9 C 26.5 C 
6. Archibald Avenue/Schleisman Road TS E 26.2 C 26.4 C 
7. Archibald Avenue/Chandler Street TS C 29.4 C 23.7 C 
8. Harrison Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 41.1 D 34.2 C 
9. Sumner Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 33.3 C 33.7 C 
10. Cleveland Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 26.7 C 28.3 C 
11. Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 36.1 D 39.2 D 
12. I-15 SB Ramps/Limonite Avenue TS D 31.9 C 42.8 D 
13. I-15 NB Ramps/Limonite Avenue TS D 42.5 D 39.3 D 
14. Wineville Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS E 26.2 C 26.8 C 
15. Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS E 23.1 C 70.7 E 
TS= Traffic Signal 
* Based on Riverside County target 
 

Table 3.12-F, Level of Service, Without Off-Site Improvements, shows that without 
mitigation, the following intersections are expected to operate at an unacceptable level of 
service: 

 Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Harrison Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue 

 
 Table 3.12-G, Level of Service plus Cumulative Conditions,  

Without Off-Site Improvements 
 

Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 
Status 

LOS 
Criteria* 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

Delay 
(Sec) LOS Delay 

(Sec) LOS 

1. Hellman Avenue/Schleisman Road TS C 23.8 C > 100 F 
2. Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C > 100 F > 100 F 
3. Archibald Avenue/Project Driveway #1 TS C 14.5 B 25.1 C 
4. Archibald Avenue/Project Driveway #2 CSS C 11.0 B 12.5 B 
5. Archibald Avenue/65th Street TS C 32.1 C 29.1 C 
6. Archibald Avenue/Schleisman Road TS E 32.4 C 34.1 C 
7. Archibald Avenue/Chandler Street TS C 34.0 C 27.4 C 
8. Harrison Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 46.9 D 37.4 D 
9. Sumner Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 34.5 C 36.7 D 
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Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 
Status 

LOS 
Criteria* 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

Delay 
(Sec) LOS Delay 

(Sec) LOS 

10. Cleveland Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 30.8 C 92.6 F 
11. Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 50.5 D 61.2 E 
12. I-15 SB Ramps/Limonite Avenue TS D > 100 F > 100 F 
13. I-15 NB Ramps/Limonite Avenue TS D > 100 F > 100 F 
14. Wineville Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS E 26.7 C 30.2 C 
15. Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS E 25.2 C > 100 F 

TS= Traffic Signal 
* Based on Riverside County target 
 
Table 3.12-G, Level of Service plus Cumulative Conditions, Without Off-Site 
Improvements, provides the projected levels of service at the study intersections under 
cumulative plus ambient growth plus project conditions without off-site improvements. These 
levels of service vary from LOS A to F. The levels of service are based upon the existing 
geometrics for the study intersections, with implementation of design considerations. Without 
mitigation, the following nine intersections are expected to operate at an unacceptable level of 
service: 
 

 Hellman Avenue/Schleisman Road 
 Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Harrison Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Sumner Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Cleveland Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 I-15 Southbound Ramps/Limonite Avenue 
 I-15 Northbound Ramps/Limonite Avenue 
 Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue 

 

As shown above, project implementation will individually and cumulatively result in 
unacceptable levels of service at area-wide intersections. The following tables show the levels of 
service that will be achieved through implementation of the below-listed mitigation measures 
(MM Trans 1-13). 
 

Table 3.12-H, Level of Service, With Off-Site Improvements 
 

Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 
Status 

LOS 
Criteria* 

AM Peak 
Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay 
(Sec) LOS Delay 

(Sec) LOS 

1. Hellman Avenue/Schleisman Road TS C 21.4 C 31.3 C 
2. Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 29.7 C 24.7 C 
3. Archibald Avenue/Project Driveway #1 TS C 14.5 B 25.1 C 
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Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 
Status 

LOS 
Criteria* 

AM Peak 
Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay 
(Sec) LOS Delay 

(Sec) LOS 

4. Archibald Avenue/Project Driveway #2 CSS C 11.0 B 12.5 B 
5. Archibald Avenue/65th Street TS C 26.9 C 26.5 C 
6. Archibald Avenue/Schleisman Road TS E 26.2 C 26.4 C 
7. Archibald Avenue/Chandler Street TS C 29.4 C 23.7 C 
8. Harrison Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 32.9 C 32.0 C 
9. Sumner Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 33.3 C 33.7 C 
10. Cleveland Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 26.7 C 28.3 C 
11. Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 30.7 C 32.3 C 
12. I-15 SB Ramps/Limonite Avenue TS D 31.9 C 42.8 D 
13. I-15 NB Ramps/Limonite Avenue TS D 42.5 D 39.3 D 
14. Wineville Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS E 26.2 C 26.8 C 
15. Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 21.0 C 32.7 C 

* Based on Riverside County target 
 
Table 3.12-H, Level of Service, With Off-Site Improvements, provides the projected levels of 
service at the study intersections under existing plus ambient growth plus project conditions with 
off-site improvements, below-listed mitigation measures. With the recommended off-site 
improvements, the study area intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS C/D or better.  
 

Table 3.12-I, Level of Service plus Cumulative Conditions,  
With Off-Site Improvements 

 

Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 
Status 

LOS 
Criteria* 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak 
Hour 

Delay 
(Sec) LOS Delay 

(Sec) LOS 

1. Hellman Avenue/Schleisman Road TS C 21.0 C 18.8 B 
2. Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 24.7 C 34.7 C 
3. Archibald Avenue/Project Driveway #1 TS C 30.7 C 32.4 C 
4. Archibald Avenue/Project Driveway #2 CSS C 11.4 B 14.5 B 
5. Archibald Avenue/65th Street TS C 32.1 C 29.1 C 
6. Archibald Avenue/Schleisman Road TS E 32.4 C 34.1 C 
7. Archibald Avenue/Chandler Street TS C 34.0 C 27.4 C 
8. Harrison Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 35.0 C 33.8 C 
9. Sumner Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 30.8 C 34.0 C 
10. Cleveland Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 28.4 C 31.2 C 
11. Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 38.4 D 42.5 D 
12. I-15 SB Ramps/Limonite Avenue TS D 17.9 B 20.0 B 
13. I-15 NB Ramps/Limonite Avenue TS D 41.2 D 41.2 D 
14. Wineville Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS E 26.7 C 30.2 C 
15. Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue TS C 30.2 C 34.5 C 

* Based on Riverside County target 
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Table 3.12-I, Level of Service plus Cumulative Conditions, With Off-Site Improvements, 
provides the projected levels of service at the study intersections under cumulative plus ambient 
growth plus project conditions with off-site improvements. With the recommended off-site 
improvements, the study area intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS C/D or better.  
 
The above analysis shows that the project will contribute to the exceedance of acceptable levels 
of service when analyzed with and without other area projects. With implementation of design 
considerations and mitigation measures, MM Trans 1 through 18, in the form of signals and 
roadway improvements, listed below, will be required to reduce these potentially significant 
impacts to below the level of significance, and therefore impacts are considered less than 
significant with mitigation measures listed below.  
 
Threshold: Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number 
of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections.) 
 
As discussed above, the Riverside County General Plan established, as a countywide target, a 
minimum LOS C on all county-maintained roads and conventional state highways. Exceptions 
allow LOS D on roadways in Community Development areas at intersections of any combination 
of Secondary Highways, Major Highways, Arterials, Urban Arterials, Expressways, conventional 
state highways, or freeway ramp intersections and LOS E in designated community centers to the 
extent that it supports transit-oriented development and walkable communities.  
 
As shown above in Table 3.12-B, Existing Level of Service for Study Intersections (2008), 
existing levels of service within the study area vary from LOS A to LOS F. The following three 
intersections currently operate at levels that do not meet the above-described LOS targets: 
 

 Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue 

 
Table 3.12-D, Project Trip Generation, above, shows that the proposed project is estimated to 
generate the equivalent of approximately 6,037 new daily passenger car trip-ends, including 788 
new trip-ends during the AM Peak hour and 840 new trip-ends during the PM Peak hour. As can 
be seen from the above table, all of the studied intersections will have a longer delay due to the 
inclusion of generated traffic, absent the incorporation of mitigation measures. After construction 
of the project, absent implementation of mitigation measures the following four intersections are 
expected to operate at an unacceptable level of service: 
 

 Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Harrison Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue 

 
Following implementation of area-wide off-site improvements (per below-listed mitigation 
measures), delays at these intersections will be substantially reduced and all of the intersections 
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within the study area will operate at LOS D or better. At the project Buildout Year (2010) 
intersections within the study area will operate at LOS D or better following implementation of 
area-wide off-site improvements.  
 
The cumulative effects of the project can be reduced by the payment of fees (e.g., TUMF, DIF) 
where each development pays its “fair share” of the traffic impacts that are indirectly caused 
thereby. These fees may be used by the County to upgrade intersections and roadway segments. 
These fees will be collected and utilized as needed by Riverside County to construct the 
improvements necessary to maintain the required level of service. 
 
As discussed above, the project will contribute to the overall exceedance of the applicable level 
of service standards. However, three of the fifteen studied intersections will exceed the LOS 
standards even without the construction of the project, due to other project development within 
the project vicinity and ambient growth. Although the project‟s developer will pay fees to 
mitigate its “fair share” of the cumulative impacts, the actual construction of the required off-site 
improvements cannot be determined with certainty. It is anticipated that as cumulative 
development within vicinity of the project proceeds, each development will pay for and construct 
general plan level road improvements on roads adjacent to the development sites and will pay 
“fair share” fees (such as TUMF fees) for use by local jurisdictions to construct road 
improvements necessary to address the cumulative impact of area-wide development. However, 
the timing of road improvements needed to improve level of service on a regional basis will be 
determined by the County of Riverside based upon need and the availability of funding. Thus, it 
is possible that the required improvements will not be constructed in time to mitigate the 
project‟s cumulative impacts to below the level of significance. Therefore, after mitigation, the 
project‟s cumulative impacts will remain significant. 
 
Threshold: Cause and effect upon circulation during the project’s construction.  
 

Implementation of the project would result in the construction of an estimated 773,300 square 
feet of light industrial uses. 
 
It is estimated that overall no fill materials would be imported or soils exported from the on-site 
construction, which will minimize the number of trips made by trucks hauling material. Project 
construction would generate worker-related vehicle trips and heavy-truck trips from the delivery 
of construction materials. These trips are an expected result of project construction and would be 
temporary in nature. As discussed in the Air Study, Appendix C, the proposed light industrial 
uses would be constructed in two phases. The phasing will allow for the staggered delivery of 
construction materials throughout project construction, and is not likely to cause a significant 
increase in traffic because it will spread out the number of heavy-truck trips occurring on local 
roadways at any one period of time. Therefore, project construction is not anticipated to result in 
a significant impact upon circulation during the project‟s construction.  
 
Additionally, pursuant to the Riverside County Transportation Department‟s, “Improvement 
Plan Check Policies and Guidelines” dated March 2008, a construction traffic control plan for 
street improvements may be required if one or more of the following situations occurs: 
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 The complexity of the street improvements jeopardizes safety for the construction 
workers and the traveling public. 

 The roadway geometrics pose confusion for the traveling public. 

 The length of time the traveling public will be exposed to the temporary construction 
exceeds one month. 

 If required by County or other affected agency, for any reason. 
 
Compliance the County Transportation Department‟s requirements for the preparation and 
implementation of construction control plans for street improvements will reduce potential 
impacts related to street improvements related to the proposed project to less than significant 
levels. 
 
Therefore, due to the project‟s phasing project construction and implementation of construction 
control plans, the proposed project‟s impacts upon circulation during project construction will be 
less than significant. 
 
Threshold: Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks). 
 
Currently, bus service to the project site is provided by Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) bus 
routes 21, 29, and 38. The project is anticipated to generate a demand for extended bus service. 
The Riverside County General Plan‟s Eastvale Area Plan also sets forth a plan to implement 
public transit, to facilitate (among other things) an alternate mode of transportation with linkage 
between activity centers throughout the County. EAP 10.1 requires working with the Riverside 
Transit Agency to provide for convenient bus access to supplement vehicular modes of travel, 
especially in Community Center locations and in the other activity centers (including 
employment centers). Since bus service is provided to the project site, the project is in 
compliance with the Riverside County General Plan.  
 
Additionally, bike racks will also be required (MM Trans 1) to promote alternative modes of 
transportation. The County of Riverside also provides park and ride facilities within the county 
to promote carpooling. Impacts related to adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative forms of transportation are considered less than significant with implementation of 
the below-listed mitigation measure. 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 

An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which 
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). Mitigation 
measures were evaluated for their ability to eliminate the potential significant adverse impacts 
upon traffic or to reduce impacts to below the level of significance.  
 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 3.12 – Transportation and Traffic 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES   

3.12-26 

On-Site Mitigation Measures 
 
MM Trans 1:  Bike racks shall be installed in all parking lots in compliance with County of 
Riverside standards. 

MM Trans 2:  On-site traffic signaling and striping should be implemented in conjunction with 
detailed construction plans for the project site.  

MM Trans 3:  Sight distance at each project access driveway should be reviewed with respect to 
Caltrans and County of Riverside sight distance standards at the time of preparation of final 
grading, landscape, and street improvements.  

 
The following Transportation and Traffic mitigation measures MM Trans 4 through MM 
Trans 7 are related to project specific impacts which will be paid for the developer, except 
where said improvements have previously been constructed. Mitigation measures MM 
Trans 8 through MM Trans 17 are related to cumulative impacts and will be paid through 
various fees. 
 
MM Trans 4:  Modify the intersection of Archibald Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide 
the following geometrics: 

Northbound: One through lanes, and a right-turn lane (with overlap) 
Southbound: Two left turn lanes, and one through lane 
Eastbound: None 
Westbound: Two left-turn lanes, and one right-turn lane (with overlap) 

 
MM Trans 5:  Modify the intersection of Harrison Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 
following  geometric: 

Northbound: Left turn lane, right turn lane, and through lane 
Southbound: Left turn lane, right turn lane, and through lane 
Eastbound: Two through lanes, left turn lane, and shared through-right turn lane 
Westbound: Two through lanes, left turn lane, and right turn lane 
 

MM Trans 6:  Modify the intersection of Hamner Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 
following  geometric: 

Northbound: Three through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 
Southbound: Three through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane (with overlap) 
Eastbound: Three through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 
Westbound: Two through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 

 
MM Trans 7:  Modify the intersection of Etiwanda Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 
following  geometrics: 

Northbound: One through lane, one left turn lane, one right turn lane 
Southbound: One through lane, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane  
Eastbound: One through lanes, one shared through- left turn lane, one right turn lane 
Westbound: One shared through-right lane, one shared through-left lane 
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MM Trans 8:  Modify the intersection of Archibald Avenue and Project Driveway #1 to provide 
the following geometrics: 

Northbound: Two through lanes, one right-turn lane, one left turn lane 
Southbound: Two left turn lanes, one through lane, one shared through-right lane 
Eastbound: Two left lanes, one right turn lane 
Westbound: One left turn lane, one right turn lane (with overlap) 

 
MM Trans 9:  Modify the intersection of Archibald Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide 
the following geometrics: 

Northbound: Two through lanes, and a right-turn lane (with overlap) 
Southbound: Two left turn lanes, and two through lanes 
Eastbound: None 
Westbound: Two left-turn lanes, and right-turn lane (with overlap) 

 
MM Trans 10:  Modify the intersection of Harrison Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide 
the following  geometric: 

Northbound: Left turn lane, right turn lane, and through lane 
Southbound: Left turn lane, right turn lane, and through lane 
Eastbound: Two through lanes, left turn lane, and shared through-right turn lane. 
Westbound: Two through lanes, left turn lane, and right turn lane. 
 

MM Trans 11:  Modify the intersection of Hamner Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 
following  geometric: 

Northbound: Three through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane (with overlap) 
Southbound: Three through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane (with overlap) 
Eastbound: Three through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane (with overlap) 
Westbound: Two through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 

 
MM Trans 12:  Modify the intersection of Etiwanda Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide 
the following  geometrics: 

Northbound: One through lane, one left turn lane, one right turn lane 
Southbound: Two through lanes, one left turn lane, one right turn lane (free-right turn)  
Eastbound: One through lanes, one shared through-left turn lane, one right turn lane 
Westbound: One shared through-left turn lane, one shared through-right turn lane 

 
MM Trans 13:  Modify the intersection of Hellman Avenue and Schleisman Road to provide 
the following l geometrics: 

Northbound: One shared left turn- through lane, one right turn lane 
Southbound: One shared left turn-through lane, one right turn lane 
Eastbound: One shared left turn-through lane, one right turn lane 
Westbound: One shared left turn-through lane, one right turn lane 

 
MM Trans 14:  Modify the intersection of Sumner Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide the 
following  geometric: 

Northbound: Two through lanes, one left turn lane, one right turn lane (with overlap) 
Southbound: One through lane, one left turn lane, one shared right turn- through lane 
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Eastbound: Two through lanes, two left turn lanes, one shared right turn-through lane 
Westbound: Two through lanes, two left turn lanes, one right turn lane 

 
MM Trans 15:  Modify the intersection of Cleveland Avenue and Limonite Avenue to provide 
the following geometrics: 

Northbound: One left turn lane, one shared right turn-through lane 
Southbound: One shared left-right- and through lane 
Eastbound: One through lane, one left turn lane, one shared right turn-through lane 
Westbound: One through lane, one left turn lane, one shared right turn-through lane 

 
MM Trans 16:  Modify the intersection of I-15 Southbound Ramps and Limonite Avenue to 
provide the following geometrics: 

Northbound: None. 
Southbound: Two left turn lanes, one right turn lane (free-right turn lane) 
Eastbound: Two through lanes, one right turn lane 
Westbound: Two through lanes, two left turn lanes 
 

MM Trans 17:  Modify the intersection of I-15 Northbound Ramps and Limonite Avenue to 
provide the following geometrics: 

Northbound: One left turn lane, one shared left turn-right turn lane, one right turn lane 
Southbound: None. 
Eastbound: Two through lanes, two left turn lanes 
Westbound: Two through lanes, one right turn lane 
 

MM Trans 18:  In addition to the requirements of mitigation measures MM Trans 1 through 
MM Trans 17, the project will participate in the cost of off-site improvements through payment 
of the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF). 
 
These fees shall be collected by the County at the time of issuance of building permits and 
utilized as needed by Riverside County to construct off-site area-wide improvements necessary 
to maintain the required level of service in the project area. 
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Summary of Environmental Effects After Mitigation Measures Are 
Implemented 

When the design considerations and mitigation measures MM Trans 1 through MM Trans 18 
above are incorporated, all of the study intersections are projected to operate at levels of service 
D or better by project buildout (2010) and with cumulative conditions, as shown on Table 3.12-
I, Level of Service Plus Cumulative Conditions, With Off-Site Improvements, above; thus, 
meeting the County‟s threshold. 
 
However, although the project‟s developer will pay fees to mitigate its “fair share” of the 
cumulative impacts, the actual construction of the required off-site improvements cannot be 
determined with certainty. Thus, it is possible that the required improvements will not be 
constructed in time to mitigate the project‟s cumulative impacts to below the level of 
significance. Therefore, after mitigation, the project‟s cumulative impacts will remain 
significant. A statement of overriding considerations will be required prior to project approval. 
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Potential impacts related to water, sewer services, and solid waste were found to be potentially 
significant in the Initial Study/NOP prepared for this project (Appendix A). Potential impacts 
related to compliance with federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste 
and construction of new or expansion of existing facilities including electricity, natural gas, 
communication systems, street lighting, maintenance of public facilities, other governmental 
services, or conflict with an adopted energy conservation plan, were all found to be less than 
significant or no impact in the Initial Study/NOP. The focus of the following discussion is related 
to the potential impacts from the proposed project upon water, sewer services, and solid waste 
and the mitigation measures that will be incorporated (if necessary) to reduce impacts to below 
the level of significance. 
 
In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation 
of this section of the DEIR: 
 

 Jurupa Community Service District, Urban Water Management Plan 2005. (Available for 
review at Jurupa Community Service District.) 

 Jurupa Community Service District, Summary Water Master Plan, October 2005. 
(Available for review at Jurupa Community Service District.) 

 Jurupa Community Service District, Will Serve Letter, dated January 17, 2008.  

 Riverside County, County of Riverside General Plan, Eastvale Area Plan, October 2003. 
(Available at the County of Riverside.) 

 Letter from Riverside County Waste Management Department dated September 22, 2008. 

 Water and Wastewater Municipal Service Review Report, Western Riverside County and 
Coachella Valley, Prepared for Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission by 
Dudek and Associates, Inc. February 2005. (Available at www.lafco.org on November 
26, 2007.) 

 Jurupa Community Service District, Water Supply Assessment  

 Personal communication with Sung Key Ma, Planner IV, Riverside County Waste 
Management Department, August 22, 2008. 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Municipal and Industrial Solid Waste Division, 
Office of Solid Waste Report No. EPA 530-R-98-010, Characterization of Building-
Related Construction and Demolition Debris in the United States, by Franklin 
Associates, June 1998. (Available at www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/sqg/c&d-rpt.pdf 
on August 21, 2008.) 

 California Integrated Waste Management Board, Facility/ Site Summary Details (Lamb 
Canyon, El Sobrante, and Badlands Landfills), Solid Waste Information System (SWIS). 
(Available at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/ on February 5, 2007.) 

http://www.lafco.org/
http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/sqg/c&d-rpt.pdf
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/
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 California Integrated Waste Management Board, Jurisdictional Profile for Riverside 
County (Unincorporated), (Available at 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Juris/JurProfile1.asp?RG=U&JURID=410&JUR=Riv
erside%2DUnincorporated on August 25, 2008.) 

 California Integrated Waste Management Board, Estimated Solid Waste Generation 
Rates for Commercial Establishments, February 1, 2007. (Available at 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/ on August 25, 2008.) 

 California Integrated Waste Management Board, Construction and Demolition Materials. 
(Available on August 25, 2008 at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ConDemo/Materials/default.htm) 

 California Integrated Waste Management Board, C&D Recycling Plans and Policies: A 
Model for Local Government Recycling and Waste Reduction, Publication #310-01-014, 
January 2002. (Available at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Publications/LocalAsst/31001014.pdf on 
August 25, 2008.) 

 California Integrated Waste Management Board, Statewide Waste Characterization 
Study, December 2004. (Available at 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteStudies.htm#2004 on August 21, 2008.)   

The Birtcher Center at Corona Valley is located within the Eastvale Area Plan of the Riverside 
County General Plan designation of Light Industrial (LI).  The project is located within the 
boundaries of Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD). In October of 1986, JCSD 
approached the Riverside County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) regarding a 
proposal to annex approximately 7,200 acres to JCSD’s service area. The annexation of the area 
which is commonly referred to as the "Eastvale Area" was approved by LAFCO in August of 
1987. The area that was annexed is bounded on the south by the Santa Ana River, north by the 
Riverside/San Bernardino County boundary, east by Hamner Avenue, and west by Hellman 
Avenue. JCSD serves an area of 48 square miles and has approximately 22,000 water 
connections. 
 
Prior to the annexation of the Eastvale Area, JCSD's boundary encompassed approximately 
18,000 acres. The annexation of the Eastvale Area resulted in a significant (40 percent) increase 
in JCSD service area. Currently, the Eastvale Area is the fastest developing area in JCSD’s 
service area. 
 
JCSD’s primary source for potable water comes from local groundwater, executing their water 
rights assured to them through the Chino Basin adjudication of 1978. Groundwater from the 
Chino Basin is removed via sixteen wells located throughout JCSD’s service area. JCSD’s 
groundwater production in 2005 was about 18,137 acre-feet-year (AFY) from wells owned by 
JCSD.  
 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Juris/JurProfile1.asp?RG=U&JURID=410&JUR=Riverside%2DUnincorporated
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Juris/JurProfile1.asp?RG=U&JURID=410&JUR=Riverside%2DUnincorporated
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ConDemo/Materials/default.htm
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Publications/LocalAsst/31001014.pdf
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According to the Optimum Basin Management Plan, the safe yield of the Chino Basin is 
approximately 140,000 acre-feet per year. Chino Basin groundwater is adjudicated, and any 
water extraction exceeding safe yield is paid for and replenished. In addition to groundwater 
production, JCSD also obtains water through transfers from Rubidoux Community Services 
District and purchases from the Chino Basin Desalter Authority and Western Municipal Water 
District. According to the JCSD Urban Water Management Plan 2005 (UWMP), water supply 
during normal years is projected to exceed demand through 2020. Future additional supply may 
be made available, if necessary, by increasing groundwater production, purchasing State Water 
Project water from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), obtaining an 
option to purchase water from Western Municipal Water District (WMWD) through the 
proposed Riverside-Corona Feeder project, or by purchasing water from the proposed Expanded 
Arlington Desalter. Encouraging water conservation measures such as the use of water-efficient 
toilets, washing machines, and landscape irrigation systems may reduce demand. 
 
There is an existing 12-inch diameter water line located in Archibald Avenue and 65th Street.  As 
part of the project, the existing 12-inch water line will be extended from Archibald Avenue to the 
project site.  Twelve-inch water lines will be constructed on site to serve the project and connect 
to the existing 12-inch water line, as shown on Figure 3.13-1, Conceptual Water Plan. 
 

The project site is located within the boundaries of JCSD for sewer service. JCSD provides 
sewer service to approximately 26,000 acres within its service area boundary. Wastewater 
generated by the proposed project will be treated at the Western Riverside County Regional 
Wastewater Authority (WRCRWA) Regional Wastewater Reclamation Plant located south of 
River Road and west of Archibald Avenue, just north of the City of Corona. The WRCRWA 
plant is a tertiary facility capable of reclaiming water for reuse or discharge into the Santa Ana 
River. This plant is part of Western Municipal Water District and serves the City of Norco, 
JCSD, and Home Gardens Sanitary District. 
 
JCSD will provide sewer service to the project site. As part of the project, a 12-inch sewer line 
will be constructed in all proposed streets within the project site.  These 12-inch sewer lines will 
connect to an existing 12-inch diameter sewer line located in Archibald Avenue (approximately 
200 ft. south of the site).  (See Figure 3.13-2, Conceptual Sewer Plan.) 
 
Solid Waste 
 
The current franchise waste hauler for the project site is Waste Management, Inc. Although the 
project site is located near the Robert A. Nelson Materials Recovery Facility/Transfer Station in 
Rubidoux, the franchise hauler has the freedom to take the project’s waste to any permitted waste 
facility in Riverside County (i.e., transfer station or landfill). Transfer stations can process waste 
prior to disposal at landfills. The project site is located in western Riverside County which is 
primarily served by three landfills that are all Class III1 municipal solid waste landfills. 
 

                                                 
1 Landfills that are permitted to accept only nonhazardous solid waste. 
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The project site is located approximately 15 miles north of the El Sobrante Landfill, a Riverside 
County regional municipal solid waste landfill. The El Sobrante Landfill is located east of 
Interstate 15 and Temescal Canyon Road to the south of the city of Corona and Cajalco Road at 
10910 Dawson Canyon Road. The landfill is owned by USA Waste and operated by Waste 
Management Inc., a subsidiary of USA Waste, and encompasses 1,322 acres, of which 645 acres 
are permitted for landfilling. The El Sobrante Landfill is currently permitted to receive 10,000 
tons of refuse per day (tpd), of which 4,000 tpd is reserved for refuse generated within Riverside 
County. The landfill has a total capacity of approximately 109 million tons or 184.93 million 
cubic yards, of which approximately 52.3 million tons are reserved for in-county waste. As of 
July 1, 2008, the landfill had a remaining in-county disposal capacity of approximately 41.0 
million tons. During the first six months of 2008, the El Sobrante Landfill accepted a total of 
approximately 1.079 million tons of waste, of which approximately 0.451 million tons were 
generated within Riverside County. The 2008 daily average for in-county waste was 2,927 tons. 
The landfill is expected to reach capacity in approximately 2031.  
 
The project site is located approximately 22 miles west of the Badlands Landfill, located 
northeast of the city of Moreno Valley at 31125 Ironwood Avenue and accessed from State 
Route 60 at Theodore Avenue. The Badlands Landfill is owned and operated by Riverside 
County. The existing landfill encompasses 1,168.3 acres, of which 150 acres are permitted for 
refuse disposal and another 96 acres are designated for existing and planned ancillary facilities 
and activities. The landfill is currently permitted to receive 4,000 tons of solid waste per day and 
had an estimated total capacity of approximately 15.237 million tons, as of June 30, 2007. The 
landfill had a total remaining disposal capacity of approximately 7.773 million tons, as July 1, 
2008. The Badlands Landfill is projected to reach capacity, at the earliest time, in 2014. During 
the first six months of 2008, the Badlands Landfill accepted a daily average volume of 1,687 
tons. Further landfill expansion potential exists at the Badlands Landfill site. 
 
A third landfill that may receive project waste is Lamb Canyon Landfill. The Lamb Canyon 
Landfill is located between the city of Beaumont and the city of San Jacinto at 16411 Lamb 
Canyon Road (State Route 79), south of Interstate 10 and north of State Route 74. The landfill is 
approximately 35 miles east from the proposed project site. The landfill is owned and operated 
by Riverside County. The landfill property consists of approximately 1,189 acres, of which 353.4 
acres encompass the current landfill permit area. Of the 353.4-acre landfill permit area, 
approximately 144.6 acres are permitted for waste disposal. The landfill is currently permitted to 
receive 3,000 tons of refuse per day and had an estimated total disposal capacity of 
approximately 15.461 million tons, as of June 30, 2007. As of July 1, 2008, the landfill had a 
total remaining capacity of approximately 9.845 million tons. The remaining disposal capacity is 
estimated to last until 2020. During the first six months of 2008, the Lamb Canyon Landfill 
accepted a daily average volume of 2,052 tons. Landfill expansion potential exists at the Lamb 
Canyon Landfill site. 
 
The Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station and Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) is located in the 
Agua Mansa Industrial Park in western Riverside County. Agua Mansa MRF, LLC, an operating 
company of Burrtec Waste Industries, Inc. is the owner and operator of the facility. The land is 
owned by the Riverside County Waste Management Department. The facility accepts municipal 
solid waste, source-separated recyclables, green waste, and construction/demolition debris 
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generated by the city of Riverside, Rubidoux Community Services District, and the 
unincorporated areas of northwestern Riverside County. Materials designated for MRF 
processing are received in source-separated commingled recyclable loads or selected mixed 
commercial waste loads. Residual waste from the facility is transferred to either the Badlands 
Sanitary Landfill or the El Sobrante Landfill. The daily tonnage capacity of the Robert A. Nelson 
Transfer Station is 4,000 tons per day. 

The Riverside County Planning Department has not established local CEQA significance 
thresholds as described in Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, the 
Riverside County Planning Department’s “Environmental Checklist” for the subject project (see 
Appendix A of this document) indicates that impacts related to water, sewer and solid waste may 
be considered potentially significant if the proposed project would: 
 

 Require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant environmental 
effects; 

 Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed; 

 Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, including 
septic systems, or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause 
significant environmental effects; 

 Result in the 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. 

 
Solid Waste 
 

 Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs. 
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Senate Bill 610 
The proposed project is required to comply with Senate Bill 610. In October of 2001, Senate 
Bills (SB) 610 and SB 221 were signed into California state law with an effective date of January 
1, 2002. SB 610 amended existing legal requirements for confirmation of water supply 
sufficiency as a condition of approval for development projects. The confirmation of water 
supply sufficiency is achieved through an analysis of the water purveyor's existing and future 
water sources and existing and projected water demand in relation to a "project" as defined by 
SB 610, resulting in the production of a project-specific Water Supply Assessment (WSA). The 
WSA also requires additional analysis if any portion of the water purveyor's water supplies 
include groundwater. 
 
The requirements of SB 610 are triggered for projects going through the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process. During the CEQA process, the City or County 
processing the project is required to request a WSA from the identified water purveyor for any 
"project," as defined by SB 610. SB 610 allows the water purveyor 90 days from the date that it 
is requested, to prepare the project-specific WSA.  
 
SB 610 defines a "project" as:  
 

 a residential subdivision of 500 dwelling units or more;  

 a shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or 
having more than 500,000 square feet (sq. ft.) of floor space;  

 a commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 
250,000 sq. ft. of floor space;  

 a hotel or motel having more than 500 rooms;  

 an industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant or industrial park planned to house more 
than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 
sq. ft. of floor space; or 

 a mixed use project including one or more of the aforementioned projects or any other 
project demanding an amount of water equivalent to or greater than the amount of water 
required by a 500 dwelling unit project.  

 
The project proposes approximately 760,000 square feet of industrial uses on approximately 53 
acres. Therefore, meets the second “project” definition criteria described above. Consequently, 
the proposed project is required to have a WSA prepared by JCSD and a water supply 
verification issued by JCSD is also required. A request to JCSD was made on behalf of the 
proposed project at the time the Notice of Preparation was circulated (August 27, 2008). 
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In accordance with SB 610, JCSD prepared and adopted a WSA for the project, dated March 23, 
2009 (the project WSA). The project WSA is incorporated herein by reference and included as 
Appendix G. In preparing a WSA, if the projected water demand associated with the proposed 
project was accounted for in the most recently adopted urban water management plan, the public 
water system may incorporate information from that plan into the WSA. In this case, the 
projected water demand associated with the proposed project was accounted for in JCSD’s 2005 
UWMP. Thus, relevant information from the 2005 UWMP was incorporated into the project 
WSA. As discussed in greater detail below, the project WSA concludes that the total water 
supplies available to EMWD over the next 20-year period are sufficient to serve the projected 
water demand of the proposed project, in addition to existing and planned future uses, in 
accordance with the standards set forth by SB 610. 
 
Jurupa Community Services District Best Management Practices 
JCSD is a member of the California Urban Water Conservation Council. In response to the 
Urban Management Planning Act, JCSD has addressed 14 Best Management Practices to 
conserve water and implement water recycling programs. The Best Management Practices 
include: 

 BMP 1: Water Survey Programs for single family residential and multi-family residential 
customers. 

 BMP 2: Residential plumbing retrofit. 

 BMP 3: System water audits, leak detection and repair. 

 BMP 4: Metering with commodity rates for all new connections and retrofit of existing 
connections. 

 BMP 5: Large landscape conservation programs and incentives. 

 BMP 6: High-efficiency washing machine rebate programs. 

 BMP 7: Public information programs. 

 BMP 8: School education programs. 

 BMP 9: Conservation programs for Commercial, Industrial and Institutional Accounts. 

 BMP 10: Wholesale agency assistance programs. 

 BMP 11: Conservation pricing. 

 BMP 12: Conservation coordinator. 

 BMP 13: Water waste prohibition. 

 BMP 14: Residential ULFT replacement programs. 
 

There are no specific regulations related to the proposed sewer facilities that are related to the 
potential project impacts.  
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The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) redefined solid waste 
management in terms of both objectives and planning responsibilities for local jurisdictions and 
the state. The act was adopted in an effort to reduce the volume and toxicity of solid waste that is 
landfilled and incinerated by requiring local governments to prepare and implement plans to 
improve the management of solid waste and disposal facilities. AB 939 required each of the 
cities and unincorporated portions of the counties to divert a minimum of 25 percent of the solid 
waste landfilled by 1995 and 50 percent by the year 2000. To attain goals for reductions in 
disposal, AB 939 established a planning hierarchy utilizing new integrated solid waste 
management practices. These practices include source reduction, recycling and composting, and 
environmentally safe landfill disposal and transformation. 
Other state statutes pertaining to solid waste include compliance with the California Solid Waste 
Reuse and Recycling Act of 1991 (AB 1327), which requires adequate areas for collecting and 
loading recyclable materials within the project site.  
 
In an effort to reduce the amount of landfilled solid waste, the Riverside County Waste 
Management Department administers recycling programs available to county residents that are 
normally advertised through mass media, such as newspapers, radio, television, and billboards.  
 
On September 23, 1998, the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) 
approved the Riverside County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP). This document 
was prepared in compliance with the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939, et 
seq.). Pertaining specifically to the project site, the CIWMP requires that all new industrial 
development provide adequate onsite storage areas for waste generated by the land use. 
 
Pursuant to Riverside County Waste Management Department requirements, the applicant is 
required to submit a Recyclables Collection and Loading Area plot plan to the Riverside County 
Waste Management Department for each implementing development. The plans are required to 
conform to the Waste Management Department's, Design Guidelines for Recyclables Collection 
and Loading Areas. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant is required to construct the 
recyclables collection and loading area in compliance with the Recyclables Collection and 
Loading Area plot plan, as approved and stamped by the Riverside County Waste Management 
Department, and verified by the Riverside County Building and Safety Department through site 
inspection.  

Design Considerations 

Water & Sewer 
All water and sewer lines will be designed per JCSD and County of Riverside standards. And per 
JCSD standards. The location of facilities shall conform to JCSD and County of Riverside 
standards, such as water and sewer lines shall be placed underground and inspected. 
 
Water and wastewater facilities shall be installed in accordance with the requirements and 
specifications of the Riverside County Health Department.  
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Water use efficiency measures incorporated into the project development include water saving 
devices and systems, and drought tolerant project landscaping.  The project will implement 
JCSD Best Management Practices to reduce water use, as described above. The developer shall 
comply with the planting, irrigation, implementation, and model home requirements set forth by 
Ordinance No. 859, Water-Efficient Landscape Requirements.  
 
The design of all water facilities shall provide fire protection to the satisfaction of the Riverside 
County Fire Department. 
 
 

The project will make every effort and to take every means to recycle, reuse, and/or reduce the 
amount of construction and demolition materials generated by development of the project that 
would otherwise be taken to a landfill. 
 
The project site design will include enclosed areas for dumpsters that will be provided for the 
collection of solid waste materials. The design of the on-site waste collection facilities will allow 
for efficient and safe waste collection of the project waste stream and will comply with Riverside 
County Waste Management Department requirements for recyclables collection and loading 
areas. 
 

Threshold:  Require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant environmental effects. 
JCSD provides water treatment services to the project site and the surrounding area. Figure 3.13-
1, Conceptual Water Plan, shows the location of the proposed water lines required to serve the 
project. The water lines will be 12 inches in diameter pipes constructed within the future interior 
street rights-of-way. These water lines will connect to existing 12-inch water lines located in 
Archibald Avenue, near 65th Street. 
 
The proposed project is located in an area that is undergoing conversion from agricultural land 
use to urban uses. As a result, JCSD took this fact into consideration when planning for future 
water supplies. JCSD estimates having a 39,750 acre-feet-per-year (AFY) demand for water in 
year 2020 (or when full area build out occurs) (UWMP, Table 7), taking into consideration this 
project and other development as their service area transitions from agricultural to urban uses.  
 
The Roger D. Teagarden Ion Exchange Plant, which removes nitrates from groundwater, has a 
current treatment capacity of 12.7 MGD. The ion exchange facility is not representative of a new 
water source; rather, it is treating an existing water supply prior to use. All JCSD wells also have 
on-site treatment facilities with sufficient existing capacities to treat all groundwater extracted 
from those wells. 
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JCSD indicates that there is existing capacity within JCSD’s water system to provide potable 
water to the project site. Therefore, the project will not require the construction of new water 
treatment facilities or the expansion of existing facilities the construction of which would cause 
significant environmental effects. Therefore, the proposed project will result in less than 
significant environmental effects related to new or expanded water treatment facilities. 
 
Threshold: Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed.  
 
JCSD is not affected significantly by dry weather conditions. As stated above, JCSD receives its 
water from groundwater wells that it operates and has standby wells that it can operate during hot 
dry weather. Also, there are two desalters, each with expansion capacity to provide additional 
water, if necessary. JCSD will also initiate a Water Shortage Contingency Plan when multiple 
dry years occur. 

Table 3.13-A 
JCSD Projected Water Supply (AFY) 

 
Source 2010 2015 2020 2025 

Purchase from Chino Basin Desalter I 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 
Purchase from Chino Basin Desalter II 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 
Transfer from Rubidoux 500 500 500 500 
JCSD produced groundwater 19,029 22,029 24,029 26,029 
Imported 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 
Exchanges In 0 0 0 0 
Recycled Water 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 5,000 10,000 

TOTAL 26,229 35,729 42,729 49,729 
Source: JCSD UWMP 2005 (pg.8, table 3) 

 
Table 3.13-B 

JCSD Projected Water Demand (AFY) 
 

Water Use Sectors 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 
Single-Family Residential 12,989 16,885 20,400 23,200 23,600 
Multi-Family Residential 2,850 3,278 3,600 3,750 3,850 
Commercial 2,410 2,772 3,000 3,000 3,200 
Industrial 2,300 2,645 2,900 3,000 3,050 
Institutional & Governmental 455 525 600 800 850 
Landscape 2,400 2,700 2,900 3,000 2,900 
Sales to Other Agencies 0 1,200 1,500 1,500 1,500 
Hydrant Meters 800 350 150 100 76 
Groundwater Recharge 
(recycled water) 0 0 0 0 0 

Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Unaccounted for System Loss 850 1,100 1,300 1,400 1,550 
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TOTAL 22,654 31,445 36,350 39,750 40,576 
Source: JCSD UWMP 2005 (pg.14, table 5) 
 
As stated above, the primary source of JCSD’s water supply is from groundwater production. 
Groundwater comes from the Chino Basin, the largest groundwater basin in the Upper Santa Ana 
Watershed. It currently contains approximately 5,000,000 acre-feet of water storage, with an 
additional unused storage capacity of approximately 1,000,000 acre-feet. A total of 180,000 AFY 
is pumped from the Chino Basin for municipal, industrial, and agricultural purposes (CDA 
UWMP, pg.3-1). The safe yield of the Basin is approximately 140,000 AFY. Production over the 
safe yield from the groundwater basin must be replaced with replenishment water. Local sources 
such as recycled and storm water are used to recharge the Basin. In addition to local sources, 
Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA) purchases imported water to replenish the Basin.  
 
The Chino Desalter Authority (CDA) is charged with design, construction, operation, and 
delivery of treated water from the existing Chino I and Chino II Desalters. The CDA consists of 
member agencies that include the cities of Chino, Chino Hills, Ontario, and Norco, as well as 
Inland Empire Utilities Agency, Jurupa Community Services District, and Santa Ana River 
Water Company. The desalter process utilizes groundwater from impaired portions of the Chino 
Basin, as the treatment process reduces the excess nitrates and total dissolved solids (TDS), so 
the treated water may be used for potable purposes. As a member of the CDA, JCSD is currently 
entitled to 2,700 AFY from the Chino I Desalter and 5,500 AFY from the Chino II Desalter. The 
total amount of water contracted to be purchased by JCSD from the Chino I and II Desalters is 
8,200 AFY. 
 
JCSD is also pursuing the development of additional water supplies. Some future improvements 
to JCSD water supplies include: 
 

 Dry Year Yield State Water Project water from The Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California 

 Water from Western Municipal Water District’s proposed Riverside-Corona Feeder. 

 Water from the Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority's existing Arlington Desalter. 
 
Several factors affect the reliability of JCSD’s water supply. These factors include changes in 
water supply, water quality issues, and long and short term climatic changes. Currently, there are 
no significant supply constraints due to water quality. The IEUA along with the CDA and Chino 
Basin Watermaster have implemented programs (such as the Optimum Basin Management Plan) 
and facilities (such as the Chino Desalter I and II) to treat water. However, should reduced 
deliveries be required, JCSD has prepared a Water Shortage Contingency Plan to address any 
water shortages within its service area. Rationing Stages were developed as part of a three stage-
rationing plan when a declared water shortage or any of the above-mentioned factors occur. The 
rationing plan includes voluntary and mandatory rationing, depending on the causes, severity, 
and anticipated duration of the water supply shortage. In a Stage I shortage, customers may 
voluntarily reduce either interior or outdoor water uses to the reduction goal of 15%. Stage II and 
Stage III are mandatory rationing programs. JCSD has established an allotment for interior water 
only of 80 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) in a Stage II and Stage III shortage. The water 
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shortage response is designed to provide a minimum of 50% of normal supply during a severe or 
extended water shortage. 
 
Global climate changes are another factor that could have potential impacts to water supply 
availability and reliability for the project. Long-term climatic changes resulting from increases in 
air temperature, generally discussed in more detail in Section 3.3, Air Quality, may lead to 
changes in the timing, amount, and form of precipitation – (rain or snow), and changes in runoff 
timing and volume. To address these concerns, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued 
Executive Order S-3-05 on June 1, 2005 which established greenhouse gas emissions targets for 
California and requires biennial reports on potential climate change effects on several areas, 
including water resources. The Governor also established a Climate Action Team (CAT) to guide 
the reporting efforts. The CAT selected four climate change scenarios that reflect two 
greenhouse gas emissions scenarios represented by two Global Climate Models (GCMs). The 
CAT requested that these four climate change scenarios be used whenever possible in the climate 
change reporting efforts. 
 

Threshold:  Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, 
including septic systems, or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would 
cause significant environmental effects. 
JCSD will provide sewer service to the project site. As part of the proposed project, 12-inch 
sewer lines will be constructed in all proposed streets within the project site. Figure 3.13-2 
shows the location of the proposed sewer network.  
 
JCSD uses a standard generation rate of 2,000 gallons of wastewater per day per acre for 
industrial and commercial development. Using this rate, the proposed projects expected 
wastewater generation will be 106,740 gallons per day (0.11 million gallons per day). The sewer 
flow generated by the subject project will be treated and disposed of through the WRCRWA 
Regional Wastewater Reclamation Plant, located south of River Road and west of Archibald 
Avenue. This facility has a capacity of 8 million gallons per day (mgd), with the ability to 
expand to 32 mgd. 
 
With a current wastewater treatment volume of approximately 5.5 mgd, there is existing capacity 
at the wastewater treatment facility for treatment of an additional 2.5 mgd of wastewater. This 
shows that the wastewater treatment plant has sufficient existing capacity to handle 106,740 
gallons per day of wastewater that would be generated by the project and that no new or 
expanded facilities are required. Therefore, the proposed project will not require or result in the 
construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, including septic systems, or the expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant environmental effects and 
potential impacts will be less than significant.  
 
Threshold: Result in the 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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JCSD uses a standard generation rate of 2,000 gallons of wastewater per day per acre for 
industrial development. Using this rate, the proposed projects expected wastewater generation 
will be 106,740 gallons per day (0.11 mgd). These flows will need to be considered in projecting 
JCSD’s future needs for purchased wastewater treatment capacity from the WRCRWA Regional 
Wastewater Reclamation Plant that will treat wastewater from the project site. Currently, this 
facility has a capacity of 8 million gallons per day (mgd), and is receiving approximately 5.5 
mgd; thus it currently has sufficient capacity to accommodate the project. Therefore, JCSD has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments and impacts to existing treatment capacity are considered less than significant. 

 

Threshold: Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs. 
 

Statewide, construction and demolition (C&D) debris constituted approximately 22 percent of 
solid waste disposed in California in 2004. In Riverside County, C&D waste alone constitutes 
approximately 8.8 percent of the countywide waste stream by weight. Table 3.13-C, Estimated 
Construction-Related Solid Waste Generation and Contribution shows the amounts of 
construction-related waste anticipated to be generated by the project during construction and its 
potential impact upon the annual disposal capacity of landfills likely to serve the proposed 
project.  
 
Given the limited contribution of construction-related solid waste anticipated to be generated by 
the proposed project (approximately 0.054 percent of the combined annual landfill capacity of 
the Badlands Landfill, the El Sobrante Landfill and the Lamb Canyon Landfill, as shown in 
Table 3.13-C), development of the project site will not cause or substantially contribute to the 
exceedance of the permitted capacity of the designated landfills. Additionally, should the project-
generated construction-related solid waste be processed at the Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station 
before being landfilled, the project’s construction-related solid waste would only constitute 
approximately 0.10 percent of the annual capacity of the transfer station. This construction-
related waste would not cause or substantially contribute to the exceedance of the transfer 
stations capacity. The project will also be required to participate in the source reduction 
programs required by the County, the solid waste stream generated by the project during 
construction will be reduced over time. Therefore, the proposed project will not be served by 
landfills with insufficient capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs and 
potential impacts to existing landfills would be less than significant. 
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Table 3.13-C 
Estimated Construction-Related  

Solid Waste Generation and Contribution 
 

Proposed Project Total Square 
Footage Generation Factor1 

Proposed Project 
Total 
(tons) 

758,300 square feet 3.89 lbs per sq.ft. 1,475 

Disposal Facility Disposal Capacity2 (tons 
per year) 

Proposed Project 
Percent of Yearly 

Intake3 

Badlands Landfill 1,460,000 0.10 

El Sobrante Landfill 3,650,000 0.04 
Lamb Canyon Landfill 1,095,000 0.13 
TOTAL LANDFILL 
CAPACITY 6,205,000 0.02 

Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station 1,460,000 0.10 
1 Generation rate from “Characterization of Building-Related Construction and Demolition Debris in the United 

States” prepared for U.S. Environmental Protection Agency by Franklin Associates, June 1998; as referenced by 
CIWMB. This rate includes all materials discarded, whether or not they are later recycled or disposed of in a 
landfill. 

2 Daily disposal capacity multiplied by 365 days per year. 
 

Table 3.13-D, Anticipated Solid Waste Generation and Contribution, shows the amounts of 
waste anticipated to be generated by the project following construction. Recycling of paper 
products generated during operation of the project can greatly reduce the amount of waste 
directed into landfills and its potential impact upon the annual disposal capacity of landfills 
likely to serve the proposed project.  
 
It is estimated that the proposed project will generate approximately 1,964 tons of solid waste per 
year that would require disposal within landfills. Given the limited contribution of solid waste 
anticipated to be generated by the proposed project (approximately 0.03 percent of combined the 
annual landfill capacity of the Badlands Landfill, the El Sobrante Landfill and the Lamb Canyon 
Landfill, as shown in Table 3.13-D), development of the project site will not cause or 
substantially contribute to the exceedance of the permitted capacity of the designated landfills. 
All three of the landfills discussed above have adequate capacity to receive the full amount of 
solid waste generated by the project. Additionally, should the project-generated construction-
related solid waste be processed at the Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station before being landfilled, 
the project’s construction-related solid waste would only constitute approximately 0.13 percent 
of the annual capacity of the transfer station. This construction-related waste would not cause or 
substantially contribute to the exceedance of the transfer stations capacity. Also, considering the 
project's participation in the source reduction programs offered by the County, the operational 
solid waste stream generated by the project may be reduced over time. Therefore, the proposed 
project will not be served by landfills with insufficient capacity to accommodate the project’s 
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solid waste disposal needs and potential impacts to existing landfills will be less than 
significant. 
 

Table 3.13-D 
 Anticipated Solid Waste Generation and Contribution 

 
Proposed Project Total Square 

Footage Generation Factor1 Proposed Project Total 
(tons/ year) 

Industrial/business park 
 758,300 sq. ft. 1.42 lb/100 sq. ft/day 1,964 

   
Disposal Facility  Disposal Capacity2 (tons 

per year) 
Proposed Project Percent of 

Yearly Intake3 
Badlands Landfill 1,460,000 0.13 
El Sobrante Landfill 3,650,000 0.05 
Lamb Canyon Landfill 1,095,000 0.18 
TOTAL LANDFILL 
CAPACITY 6,205,000 0.03 

Robert A. Nelson Transfer 
Station 1,460,000 0.13 

1  Waste disposal rates from California Integrated Waste Management Board samples from Santa Barbara County Public 
Works Department found at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/  

2 Daily permitted throughput (tons/day) x 365. 
3  (Proposed Project Total / Disposal Facility Capacity) x 100 

 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 

An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which 
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). Mitigation 
measures were evaluated for their ability to eliminate or reduce the potential significant adverse 
impacts related to water, sewer and solid waste services to below the level of significance.  

No significant impacts to water and sewer services are expected to occur.  JCSD has sufficient 
water supply and wastewater capacity to serve the project.  Less than significant impacts at the 
project-specific level related to solid waste disposal are expected to occur and no mitigation is 
required. Therefore, the proposed project will not be served by a landfill with insufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs.  
 
 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/
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California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15125(d), requires an Environmental Impact 
Report to discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general and 
regional plans. The purpose of this section is to discuss the proposed project’s consistency with 
the regional and local growth forecasts and the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) Policies and the SCAG Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and provides an analysis of the project’s impacts on the population, 
housing, and job projections for the region, as projections by SCAG. Additionally, a discussion 
of the project’s impacts upon the growth forecasts and its compliance with SCAG’s regional 
policies are discussed below.  
 
A discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with the Riverside County General Plan is 
contained in Section 3.9 (Land Use/Planning) of this EIR. Consistency with the Western 
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) is contained in the 
Section 3.9 (Land Use/Planning) and Section 3.4 (Biological Resources) of this EIR. The Air 
Quality Section of this EIR (Section 3.3) discusses consistency with the applicable Air Quality 
Management Plan.  
 
In addition to other reference documents, the following references were used in the preparation 
of this section of the DEIR: 
 

 County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan, Adopted 
October 7, 2003. (Available for review at the County of Riverside Planning Department 
or at www.rcip.org on October 1, 2008.) 

 County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, August 14, 2002. (Available at the County of Riverside 
Planning Department.) 

 County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Final Program 
Environmental Impact Report, March 2003. (Available at the County of Riverside 
Planning Department.) 

 County of Riverside, County of Riverside General Plan, Eastvale Area Plan, October 
2003. (Available at the County of Riverside Planning Department.) 

 County of Riverside, Riverside County General Plan EIR Appendix E, Buildout 
Assumptions & Methodology, March 2003. (Available at the County of Riverside 
Planning Department.) 

 Southern California Association of Governments, 2008 RTP Growth Forecasts. 
(Available at Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and at 
http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/index.htm on October 1, 2008.) 

 Southern California Association of Governments, The New Economy and Jobs/Housing 
Balance in Southern California, April 2001. (Available for review at (SCAG) or at 
www.scag.ca.gov/Housing/balance.html on October 1, 2008.) 

http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/index.htm
http://www.scag.ca.gov/Housing/balance.html
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The SCAG 2008 RTP Growth Forecast projects a Year 2035 population of 2,550,865 persons 
within the Western Riverside County Subregion. The Subregion area comprises the cities of 
Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, 
Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula, as well as unincorporated 
Riverside County. Table 4.0-A, SCAG Western Riverside County Subregion Forecasts, 
reflects SCAG’s population forecasts for the entire Western Riverside County Subregion. 
 

Table 4.0-A, SCAG Western Riverside County Subregion Forecasts 
 

 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 
Population  1,918,962 2,096,544 2,262,992 2,414,258 2,550,867 
Households 609,219 671,933 727,622 780,743 828,547 
Employment 691,260 797,626 901,163 1,005,923 1,098,233 

 
These forecasts have been broken down to separate growth within the cities from that in the 
unincorporated areas. Table 4.0-B, SCAG Unincorporated Western Riverside County 
Forecasts, depicts SCAG population forecasts for this region, which includes the proposed 
project site. 
 

Table 4.0-B, SCAG Unincorporated Western Riverside County Forecasts 
 
  2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 
Population 592,744 664,725 728,423 783,621 845,475 
Households 187,853 214,737 234,324 252,975 273,407 
Employment 155,519 189,732 223,967 258,430 288,745 
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SCAG’s April 2001 report titled, The New Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance in Southern 
California, states that “a balance between jobs and housing in a metropolitan region can be 
defined as a provision of an adequate supply of housing to house workers employed in a defined 
area (i.e., community or subregion). Alternately, a jobs/housing balance can be defined as an 
adequate provision of employment in a defined area that generates enough local workers to fill 
the housing supply.” The SCAG region as a whole is, by definition, balanced. The SCAG region 
as a whole is projected to have 1.37 jobs per housing unit in 2030 under SCAG’s 2008 RTP.  

Riverside County has not established local CEQA significance thresholds as described in Section 
15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that 
impacts related to land use and planning issues may be considered potentially significant if the 
proposed project would: 
 

 conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect. 

SCAG has adopted policies as part of its Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, Regional 
Transportation Plan, and Compass Growth Vision many of which are applicable to this project. 
A comparative analysis of the project’s consistency with these policies is discussed below. The 
information and data in this section was obtained from the SCAG 2008 RTP Growth Forecast 
and SCAG's report titled, The New Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance in Southern California 
(2001). 

The proposed project provides light industrial development which would bring additional job 
opportunities to the area. Since, the proposed project is located within a housing-rich area; it will 
provide additional employment opportunities for residents within the same local region, thereby 
contributing to an overall jobs/housing balance. Therefore, the proposed project provides an 
opportunity to better meet the expectations of the regional growth forecasts and regional 
jobs/housing balance projections. 
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Threshold:  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. 
 
As described above, the proposed project’s consistency with the Riverside County General Plan, 
the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), and the 
applicable Air Quality Management Plan are discussed in Section 3.0 of this EIR. The purpose of 
this section is to discuss the proposed project’s consistency with the regional and local growth 
forecasts and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional 
Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) Policies and the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP). 
 
The proposed project intends to establish 53 acres of light industrial development, which could 
potentially bring an additional 858 to 1,129 jobs/employees to the area. SCAG's, The New 
Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance in Southern California, further defines jobs/housing 
balance for this region as an area extending about 14 miles around an employment center with a 
ratio between jobs and household on the order of 1.0–1.29 jobs per household. The proposed 
project is located within a housing-rich area. The proposed project will provide employment 
opportunities for residents within the same local region, thereby contributing to an overall 
jobs/housing balance. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with regional growth 
forecasts and regional jobs/housing balance projections. 

If implemented, the proposed project has the potential to construct between 883,423 and 
1,162,399 square feet of light industrial uses as designated by of the proposed land uses. This 
range is based upon the probable development intensity according to the development intensities 
found in the RCIP General Plan EIR, Appendix E, Buildout Assumptions & Methodology. Due to 
the potential development intensity of light industrial uses, the number of jobs that the project 
will create is expressed as a range rather that a precise number. A breakdown of the development 
potential by proposed land use is set forth in Table 4.0-C, Development Intensity and 
Employee Projections. Appendix E of the RCIP General Plan EIR identifies employment 
generation factors of 1 employee per 1,030 square feet of light industrial floor space. This project 
can be projected to generate approximately 858 to 1,129 employees. 
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Table 4.0-C, Development Intensity and Employee Projections 
 

Development Type 

A
cr

ea
ge

 

Floor Area 
Ratio* 

Building Square 
Footages Employees per Development Ratios 

Pr
ob

ab
le

 

M
ax

 

Probable Maximum 
Employee
/ Sq. Ft. 
factor** 

Probable Maximum 

Light Industrial 53.37 
 

0.38  883,423  
 1,030 sf 

 858  

 0.50   1,162,399   1129 

Total 53.37  883,423  1,162,399    1129 
* Floor Area Ratio is the gross building area of all floors divided by the lot area. 
** Data from Riverside County General Plan EIR Appendix E.  

 
The creation of 858 to 1,129 new employees (i.e., jobs) comprises 0.09 to 0.11 percent of the 
forecasted employment for the Subregion in 2030 and 0.08 to 0.10 percent in 2035. For the 
unincorporated areas of the western Riverside County, the project will constitute 0.33 to 0.44 
percent of the forecasted employment in 2030 and 0.30 to 0.39 percent in 2035. 
 
The jobs/housing ratio for western Riverside County is projected to be 1.14 in 2015, 1.19 in 
2020, 1.24 in 2025, 1.29 in 2030, and 1.33 in 2035. Therefore, western Riverside County is 
projected to be a housing/jobs balanced area. However, the jobs/housing ratio for the 
unincorporated portion of the western Riverside County subarea is projected to be 0.83 in 2015, 
0.88 in 2020, 0.96 in 2025, 1.02 in 2030, and 1.06 in 2035. This indicates that the unincorporated 
portion of western Riverside County is projected to be a jobs-poor area. Overall, SCAG's, The 
New Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance in Southern California, projects the Eastvale area, 
within which the proposed project is located, will be housing-rich in 2025, while the areas 
immediately south and east (Riverside, Corona, and Norco) will be jobs-rich and the areas 
immediately north and west (Ontario, Chino, and San Bernardino County) will be very jobs-rich.  
 
According to the Riverside County General Plan, new employees from commercial and 
industrial development, and new population from residential development, represent direct forms 
of growth. These direct forms of growth have a secondary effect of expanding the size of local 
markets and inducing additional economic activity in the areas.  
 
Since the proposed project is located within a housing-rich area, it provides the opportunity to 
create additional jobs that will help to balance the ratio between jobs and households. The project 
will provide employment and service opportunities for residents within the same local region, 
thereby contributing to an overall jobs/housing balance, and in effect, lessening the expanding 
market by limiting the need for residents to leave the areas for these opportunities. Therefore, the 
proposed project is consistent with regional growth forecasts and regional jobs/housing balance 
projections. 
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Regional Plans affecting the proposed project are the SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and 
Guide (RCPG) Policies and the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The project's 
consistency with these policies is discussed in Table 4.0-D, Consistency with Regional Plans. 
 

Table 4.0-D, Consistency with Regional Plans 
 

REGIONAL PLAN POLICY PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL PLAN POLICY 

RCPG Growth Management Chapter (GMC) 

Policy 3.01 – The population, housing, and 
jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG’s 
Regional Council and that reflect local plans 
and policies, shall be used by SCAG in all 
phases of implementation and review. 

The proposed project site is designated as Community 
Development: Light Industrial by the Riverside County 
General Plan's Eastvale Area Plan. SCAG's population, 
housing, and jobs forecasts reflect local plans and policies, and 
therefore, SCAG’s next revision of its population, housing and 
jobs forecasts is expected to reflect the land use designations of 
the adopted General Plan. Uses within the proposed project are 
expected to create approximately 717 additional jobs. These 
additional jobs support the achievement of the jobs forecast, as 
adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council. 

GMC Policy 3.03 – The timing, financing, and 
location of public facilities, utility systems, and 
transportation systems shall be used by SCAG 
to implement the region's growth policies. 

The timing of other public facilities, utility systems, and 
transportation systems within the area is determined by the 
public agencies providing those services. The proposed project 
is required to construct or pay “fair share” fees to finance the 
construction of infrastructure and public facilities needed to 
serve the project. Nevertheless, GMC Policy 3.03 places a 
requirement upon SCAG to implement the region’s growth 
policies and for this reason, GMC Policy 3.03 is not considered 
to be applicable to individual development projects such as the 
proposed project. 

GMC Policy 3.05 – Encourage patterns of 
urban development and land use, which reduce 
costs on infrastructure construction and makes 
better use of existing facilities. 

The proposed project is within an area that has been planned 
for light industrial land uses since the adoption of the Riverside 
County General Plan. Roads, water, sewer and storm drain 
infrastructure are being constructed within the area to serve the 
rapidly developing area. These infrastructure elements will be 
extended into the project site as a condition of its development. 
Therefore, the project is considered to be consistent with GMC 
Policy 3.05. 

GMC Policy 3.09 – Support local jurisdictions’ 
efforts to minimize the cost of infrastructure 
and public service delivery, and efforts to seek 
new sources of funding for development and the 
provision of services. 

The proposed project site is or will be served by existing and 
proposed roads, water and sewer lines and other infrastructure. 
Extensions of these facilities will be constructed by the project 
proponent or paid for through the “fair share” fees paid by the 
proposed project and other development within the surrounding 
area. Therefore, the project is considered to be consistent with 
this policy. 

GMC Policy 3.10 – Support local jurisdictions’ 
actions to minimize red tape and expedite the 
permitting process to maintain economic 
viability and competitiveness. 

The proposed project is a development proposal intended to 
implement the Riverside County General Plan’s land use 
designation. Implementing development proposals will be 
subject to the Riverside County development review process in 
effect at the time of application submittal. The Riverside 
County Planning Department is in the process of modifying its 
development review process in order to facilitate permit 
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process. However, completion of the proposed project will 
have no effect upon current or future implementation of the 
County's permitting process for private development projects. 
For this reason, GMC Policy 3.10 is considered to be not 
applicable to the proposed project. 

GMC Policy 3.12 – Encourage existing or 
proposed local jurisdictions’ programs aimed 
at designing land uses which encourage the use 
of transit and thus reduce the need for roadway 
expansion, reduce the number of auto trips and 
vehicle miles traveled, and create opportunities 
for residents to walk and bike. 

Currently, bus service to the project site is provided by 
Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) bus routes 21, 29, and 38. 
EAP 10.1 requires working with the Riverside Transit Agency 
to provide for convenient bus access to supplement vehicular 
modes of travel, especially in Community Center locations and 
in the other activity centers (including employment centers). 
Since bus service is provided to the project site, the project is in 
compliance with the Riverside County General Plan. Bike 
racks will also be required (MM Trans 1) to promote 
alternative modes of transportation. Therefore, the project is 
considered to be consistent with this policy. 

GMC Policy 3.14 – Support local plans to 
increase density of future development located 
at strategic points along the regional commuter 
rail, transit systems, and activity centers. 
 

The proposed project site is not located at a strategic point 
along a regional commuter rail transit system. Metrolink 
provides service and a station south of the project site in the 
city of Riverside at 4066 Vine Street, east of I-91. Therefore, 
the project is considered to be consistent with this policy. 

GMC Policy 3.18 – Encourage planned 
development in locations least likely to cause 
environmental impact. 

The proposed project site is designated as “Light Industrial” by 
the Riverside County General Plan's Eastvale Area Plan. The 
potential environmental impacts of development pursuant to 
the General Plan were evaluated through preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report. The General Plan determined 
the suitability of property within Riverside County for 
designated development intensities. Therefore, this project 
should be considered consistent with the project site’s General 
Plan land use designation and considered to be consistent with 
GMC Policy 3.18. 

GMC Policy 3.20 – Support the protection of 
vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater 
recharge areas, woodlands, production lands, 
and land containing unique and endangered 
plants and animals. 

Section 3.4 (Biological Resources) of this EIR discusses 
potential impacts upon biological resources. This section 
discusses potential impacts to endangered plants and animals 
and the potential for impacts to wetlands. All potential impacts 
to biological resources can be mitigated to below the level of 
significance. Potential impacts to groundwater are addressed in 
Section 3.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of this EIR, and it 
has been determined that the project will have less than 
significant impacts upon groundwater recharge areas.  
Therefore, The proposed project is consistent with GMC Policy 
3.20. 

GMC Policy 3.21 – Encourage the 
implementation of measures aimed at the 
preservation and protection of recorded and 
unrecorded cultural resources and 
archaeological sites. 

Potential impacts to cultural resources and archaeological sites 
are addressed in detail in Section 3.5 of this EIR. The project 
site was surveyed for cultural resources. Following 
implementation of the mitigation measures set forth in Section 
3.5, potential impacts to any known cultural resources and any 
unknown cultural resources accidentally discovered during 
grading will be reduced to below the level of significance. 
Through implementation of the mitigation measures, The 
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proposed project will be consistent with GMC Policy 3.21. 

GMC Policy 3.22 – Discourage development, 
or encourage the use of special design 
requirements, in areas of steep slopes, high 
fire, flood, and seismic hazards. 

The proposed project site is not located within an area that is 
subject to high fire, flood, or seismic hazards. The site is 
characterized by topography with no significant or unique 
surface features. Therefore, The proposed project is consistent 
with GMC Policy 3.22. 

GMC Policy 3.23 – Encourage mitigation 
measures that reduce noise in certain locations, 
measures aimed at preservation of biological 
and ecological resources, measures that would 
reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize 
earthquake damage, and to develop emergency 
response and recovery plans. 

The proposed project site will contain an urban arterial 
highway and major roadway that will create noise impacts but 
there are limited biological and ecological resources within the 
project site. Potential project-related impacts to potential noise 
impacts are addressed in detail in Section 3.10 of this EIR. 
Biological and ecological resources are discussed in Section 
3.4 (Biological Resources) of this EIR. All feasible mitigation 
measures related to these issues are set forth in those sections 
and will be implemented during development of The proposed 
project. Therefore, The proposed project is consistent with 
GMC Policy 3.23. 

GMC Policy 3.27 – Support local jurisdictions 
and other service providers in their efforts to 
develop sustainable communities and provide, 
equally to all members of society, accessible 
and effective services such as: public 
education, housing, health care, social 
services, recreational facilities, law 
enforcement, and fire protection. 

Community services such as public education, health care, 
social services, law enforcement, and fire protection are 
provided by local agencies and beyond the scope of The 
proposed project, although “fair share” fees for these services 
will be paid by the project pursuant to County requirements. 
The project will not generate a need for recreational facilities 
and therefore, does not include park sites. The proposed project 
is considered to be consistent with GMC Policy 3.27. 

RTP Policy 4.01 – Transportation investments 
shall be based on SCAG's adopted Regional 
Performance Indicators. 
 
Mobility – Transportation systems should meet 
the public need for improved access, and for 
safe, comfortable, convenient, faster, and 
economical movements of people and goods. 
 
Accessibility – Transportation systems should 
ensure the ease with which opportunities are 
reached. Transportation and land use measures 
should be employed to ensure minimal time and 
cost. 
 
Environment – Transportation systems should 
sustain development and preservation the 
existing system and the environment. 
 
Reliability – Transportation systems should 
have reasonable and dependable levels of 
service by mode. 
 
Safety – Transportation systems should provide 
minimal accident, death, and injury. 
 

The proposed project is not a transportation improvement 
project and will not establish a new transportation system nor 
create significant changes to the existing transportation system. 
 
The proposed project will support the Mobility and 
Accessibility objectives by: improving and widening all 
roadways bordering the site to the ultimate half-section widths. 
 
 
Project-related impacts upon traffic and transportation are 
discussed in Section 3.12 of this EIR. The mitigation measures, 
set forth in that section require specified improvements to the 
local transportation network, in order to reduce potential 
impacts to below the level of significance. 
 
The proposed project has the potential to increase the LOS 
levels at some intersections. However, the project proponent is 
contributing to a fair share fund to improve the already adverse 
conditions at several area intersections. 
 
Project development will result in on and off-site road 
improvements that will benefit persons, of all social and 
economic groups, who utilize these roads. Road improvements 
meet established design requirements for public safety. 
 
The proposed project is consistent with RTP Policy 4.01 
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Equity/Environmental Justice – The benefits of 
transportation investments should be equitably 
distributed among the ethnic, age, and income 
groups. 
 
Cost-Effectiveness – Maximize return on 
transportation investment (all trips). Air 
Quality, Mobility, Accessibility, and Safety. 

RTP Policy 4.02 – Transportation investments 
shall mitigate environmental impacts to an 
acceptable level. 

Project-related impacts upon traffic and transportation are 
discussed in Section 3.12 of this EIR. The mitigation measures 
set forth in that section require specified improvements to the 
local transportation network to address the project’s direct 
impacts. 
 
To ensure that area-wide traffic conditions do not worsen as 
development occurs; the County of Riverside has identified 
required area-wide roadway improvements and established 
“fair share” mitigation fees, which include the Transportation 
Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), Development Impact Fees 
(DIF) and the Road and Bridge Benefit District (RBBD) fee, to 
finance these improvements. The project will participate in the 
cost of off-site improvements through payment of these “fair 
share” mitigation fees. Therefore, the proposed project is 
considered to be consistent with this policy. 

RTP Policy 4.04 – Transportation Control 
Measures shall be a priority. 

Project-related impacts upon traffic and transportation are 
discussed in Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR. The mitigation 
measures set forth in that section require the proposed project 
developer to contribute its fair share to required transportation 
control measures. Therefore, the project is considered 
consistent with this policy. 

RTP Policy 4.16 – Maintaining and operating 
the existing transportation system will be a 
priority over expanding capacity. 

The proposed project is not a transportation improvement 
project and will not establish a new transportation system nor 
create significant changes to the existing transportation system. 
 
Project-related impacts upon traffic and transportation are 
discussed in Section 3.12 of this DEIR. The mitigation 
measures, set forth in that section, require specified 
improvements to the local transportation network in order to 
reduce potential impacts to below the level of significance. 
 
Therefore, the proposed project is considered to be consistent 
with RTP Policy 4.16. 

GMC Air Quality Chapter Action 5.07 –
Determine specific programs and associated 
actions needed (e.g., indirect source rules, 
enhanced use of telecommunication, provision 
of community-based shuttle services, provision 
of demand management based programs, or 
vehicle-miles-traveled/emission fees) so that 
options to command and control regulations 
can be assessed.  

The establishment of new programs and associated actions to 
create options to SCAG’s command and control regulations is 
the responsibility of SCAG and beyond the scope of this 
project. For this reason, GMC Air Quality Chapter Action 5.07 
is not considered to be applicable to the proposed project. 
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GMC Air Quality Chapter Action 5.11 – 
Through the environmental document review 
process, ensure that plans at all levels of 
government (regional, air basin, county, 
Subregional, and local) consider air quality, 
land use, transportation, and economic 
relationships to ensure consistency and 
minimize conflicts. 

Potential impacts to land use and planning issues are discussed 
in Section 3.10 of this DEIR. This DEIR considers potential 
project-related impacts to air quality (Section 3.3), and 
transportation (Section 3.12), as well as other potentially 
significant impacts. It is prepared and processed pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act, known as CEQA, 
(California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000 et seq.), the 
State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, 
Sections 15000 et seq.), and Riverside County’s local 
guidelines for implementing CEQA. The environmental 
document review process set forth in these regulations have 
been complied with and will ensure the opportunity for review 
and comment by all appropriate levels of government. The 
proposed project and its related EIR are consistent with GMC 
Air Quality Chapter Action 5.11. 

GMC Water Quality Chapter 

Recommendation and Policy 11.07 –
Encourage water reclamation throughout the 
region where it is cost-effective, feasible, and 
appropriate to reduce reliance on imported 
water and wastewater discharges. Current 
administrative impediments to increased use of 
wastewater should be addressed. 

The proposed project is not typically considered a large 
generator of wastewater. Water treatment and service will be 
provided by the Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD). 
This project would not affect or obstruct any JCSD goals and 
policies regarding reclaimed water. Pursuant to the provisions 
of Article XIXf of Riverside County Ordinance No. 348, 
irrigation systems shall be capable of utilizing non-potable 
water, if approved facilities are made available by the water 
purveyor. Therefore, The proposed project is consistent with 
this policy. 

Growth Visioning – The following “Regional 
Growth Principals” are proposed to provide a 
framework for local and regional decision 
making that improves the quality of life for all 
SCAG residents: 
 
Principal 1:  Improve mobility for all residents. 

 Encourage transportation investments 
and land use decisions that are mutually 
supportive. 

 Locate new housing near existing jobs 
and new jobs near existing housing. 

 Encourage transit-oriented development. 
 Promote a variety of transit choices. 

 
Principal 2: Foster livability in all 
communities. 

 Promote infill development and 
redevelopment to revitalize existing 
communities. 

 Promote developments which provide a 
mix of uses. 

 Promote “people scaled” walking 
communities. 

 Support the preservation of stable, 
single-family neighborhoods. 

The proposed project is developing in an infill area of western 
Riverside County and is relatively consistent with the project 
site’s “Light Industrial” land use designations as established in 
the County General Plan's Eastvale Area Plan. The proposed 
project will create additional jobs. 
 
The project is located near/adjacent to existing and planned 
residential developments.  The project is anticipated to create 
approximately 858 to 1,129 new jobs.  Therefore, providing 
housing near jobs.   The proposed project will also incorporate 
an integrated sidewalk system that provides pedestrian access 
throughout the project to the surrounding area in order to 
reduce reliance on the automobile to reach these destinations. 
The Riverside County Transit Agency (RTA) currently 
provides bus service to the project site that could be utilized by 
employees and by customers to the development to reduce their 
reliance on the automobile. 
 
The proposed project is within an area that has been planned 
for business park and light industrial land uses since the 
adoption of the Riverside County General Plan. Roads, water, 
sewer, and storm drain infrastructure are being constructed 
within the area to serve the rapidly developing area. These 
infrastructure elements will be extended into the project site as 
a condition of its development. The concentrated development 
within this region will utilize resources more efficiently thereby 
creating less pollution.  
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Principal 3: Enable prosperity for all people 

  Provide, in each community, a variety of 
housing types to meet the housing needs 
of all income levels. 

 Support educational opportunities that 
promote balanced growth. 

 Ensure environmental justice regardless 
of race, ethnicity, or income class. 

 Support local and state fiscal policies 
that encourage balanced growth. 

 Encourage civic engagement. 
 
Principal 4: Promote sustainability for future 
generations. 

 Preserve rural, agricultural, 
recreational, and environmentally 
sensitive areas. 

 Focus development in urban centers and 
existing cities. 

 Development strategies to accommodate 
growth that uses resources efficiently, 
eliminate pollution, and significantly 
reduce waste. 

 Utilize “green” development techniques. 

 
The project will comply with all federal, state, and local 
requirements for the reduction of waste and conservation of 
water resources. 
 
For these reasons, The proposed project is considered to be 
consistent with these “Growth Visioning” principles. 

An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which 
could minimize significant adverse impacts (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). The 
proposed project is consistent with the regional and local growth forecasts and the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 
(RCPG) Policies and the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Therefore, it is determined 
that the proposed project’s potential impacts related to consistency with regional plans are below 
the level of significance. No mitigation is required. 

All potential direct impacts of the project related to consistency with regional plans will be less 
than significant. Mitigation measures are not required to reduce potential impacts from the 
proposed project to a level that is less than significant.  
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The CEQA Guidelines set forth several general content requirements for EIRs. Those applicable 
to this project include cumulative impacts (Section 15130), growth inducing impacts (Section 
15126(d)), and unavoidable adverse impacts (Section 15126(b)). The following addresses each 
of these general requirements. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an EIR examine the cumulative 
impacts associated with a project, in addition to project-specific impacts. The discussion of 
cumulative impacts must reflect the severity of the impacts and the likelihood of their 
occurrence; however, the discussion need not be as detailed as the discussion of environmental 
impacts attributable to the project alone (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)). 
 
As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR, “shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when 
the project‟s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable (Section 15130(a)). “Cumulatively 
considerable” means that “the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects as defined in Section 15130” (Section 15065(c)). Section 
15355 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “cumulative impacts” occur from “…the change in the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other 
closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over 
a period of time.” 
 
A cumulative impact is not considered significant if the impact can be mitigated to below the 
level of significance through mitigation, including providing improvements and/or contributing 
funds through fee-payment programs. The EIR must examine “reasonable options for mitigating 
or avoiding any significant cumulative effects of a proposed project” (CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15130(a)(3) and 15130(b)(5)). 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) requires that a discussion of cumulative impacts be based 
on either a list of past, present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative 
impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency; or a summary 
of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior 
environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated 
regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.  
 
This EIR utilizes the “summary of projections” approach in the cumulative analysis. Section 
15130(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “Previously approved land use documents such as 
general plans, specific plans, and local coastal plans may be used in cumulative impact analysis. 
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A pertinent discussion of cumulative impacts contained in one or more previously certified EIRs 
may be incorporated by reference pursuant to the provisions for tiering and program EIRs. No 
further cumulative impact analysis is required when a project is consistent with a general, 
specific, master or comparable programmatic plan where the lead agency determines that the 
regional or area-wide cumulative impacts of the proposed project have been adequately 
addressed, as defined in section 15152(f), in a certified EIR for that plan.” Additionally, if a 
cumulative impact was adequately addressed in a prior EIR for a community plan, zoning action, 
or general plan, and the project is consistent with that plan or action, then an EIR for such a 
project should not further analyze that cumulative impact. (Section 15130(e) of the CEQA 
Guidelines.) 
 
The cumulative impact analysis is based on information contained in the Riverside County 
Integrated Project General Plan Final Program Environmental Impact Report and Draft Program 
EIR (SCH No. 20022051143) certified by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors on October 
7, 2003. These documents are utilized because the geographic area addressed in the two 
documents encompasses not only the project site, but all portions of Riverside County 
surrounding the project site that could be potentially impacted by the proposed project‟s 
contribution to cumulative impacts. Both of these documents are hereby incorporated by 
reference. The two documents are available for review at the locations cited for these documents 
in Section 6.0. (References) of this EIR and are summarized in the following discussion. 

This cumulative analysis setting discussion describes the range of environmental impacts 
covered by the Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Final Program Environmental 
Impact Report and Draft Program EIR. Because these documents describe potential project-
related and cumulative impacts at build-out, background information is included below that 
describes both the existing condition and the build-out condition of this geographic area, as 
analyzed by these documents. This information facilitates a full understanding of the scope of 
change envisioned within the cumulative impact area of which the project is a part and upon 
which the below analysis of cumulative impacts is based. 

On October 7, 2003, the County of Riverside approved the General Plan component of the 
Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP). The General Plan describes anticipated future 
growth over the long-term and includes the development of land use policies and land use maps 
to guide the future development of Riverside County. The Birtcher Center at Corona Valley 
project site is located within the Riverside County General Plan‟s Eastvale Area Plan. The 
adopted land use plan for the Eastvale Area Plan shows the anticipated future growth in those 
portions of Riverside County within proximity to the project site and within which the project 
site is located. 
 
The Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Final Program Environmental Impact 
Report and Draft Program EIR (“RCIP EIR”) certified by the Riverside County Board of 
Supervisors on October 7, 2003 evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with a 
theoretical build-out of all unincorporated areas which is expected to occur in 2037 or possibly 
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later. The projections developed and analyzed in this EIR estimated potential population, 
dwelling units, and employment for unincorporated areas of the County. The General Plan‟s land 
uses served as the basis for these projections. The Riverside County General Plan reflects the 
past, present and probable future development for that area within which The Birtcher Center at 
Corona Valley Project is located and described and evaluated the conditions contributing to area-
wide and regional cumulative impacts.  
 
The Riverside County Board of Supervisors found that, despite adoption of all feasible 
mitigation measures, implementation of the Riverside County General Plan would result in 
significant unavoidable impacts to air quality, loss of prime farmland, conversion of open space 
to urban uses (aesthetic/visual effects), water supply, biological resources, and transportation. 
Three cumulative impacts (loss of Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important agricultural lands, air 
quality, and biological resources) were also found to be significant and unavoidable. The Board 
of Supervisors adopted the Riverside County General Plan because “in its view, the economic, 
social, and other benefits that the project will produce will render the significant effects 
acceptable” and issued a Statement of Overriding Considerations. (Resolution No. 2003-488) 
 
Table 5.0-C, Distribution of Existing Land Use:  Cities and Unincorporated Areas, shows a 
summary of existing (1998) land uses as described in the Riverside County General Plan Draft 
Program EIR and shows the land use acreage projections at build-out pursuant to the general 
plan‟s land use plans. The projections of population, number of dwelling units, number of 
workers, square footage of employment uses and the number of jobs that were used in the 
environmental analysis of the Riverside County General Plan (contained in the RCIP EIR) are set 
forth in Table 5.0-D, Projections at Build-Out by the Riverside County General Plan Area 
Plan. These tables show that, at build-out of the Eastvale Area Plan, there will be a total of 
56,901 persons, 18,904 dwelling units, 25,526 workers, 20,662,224 square feet of employment 
uses and 34,439 jobs within this community plan area. That percentage of the population, 
housing and employment, projected to exist at build-out of the Eastvale Area Plan and the 
Riverside County General Plan as a whole, that will be generated by the proposed project are 
shown in Table 5.0-A, Project-Specific/Riverside County General Plan Population, 
Housing, and Employment Comparison. 
 
Additionally, known projects within the vicinity of the proposed project (including those within 
the city of Chino and the city of Ontario) which may not have been incorporated into the RCIP 
EIR analysis, as shown on Table 5.0-E, Other Projects within the Proposed Project Vicinity, 
were incorporated into the cumulative impact analysis for Air Quality, Transportation and 
Traffic, and Noise impacts. 
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Table 5.0-A, Project-Specific/Riverside County General Plan Population, 

Housing, and Employment Comparison 
 

 The Birtcher 
Center at Corona 

Valley Based 
upon Project’s 

Land Use 

Eastvale Area Plan 
Riverside County  

General Plan 

 Totals 

Percentage 
Attributable 
to Proposed 

Project Totals 

Percentage 
Attributable 
to Proposed 

Project 
Population1 0 56,901 0.0% 1,671,848 0.0% 
Dwelling Units2 0 18,904 0.0% 557,849 0.0% 
Workers3 0 25,526 0.0% 749,840 0.0% 
Square Footage4 758,300 20,662,224 3.6% 490,009,352 0.15% 
Jobs5 858 34,439 2.5% 750,812 0.11% 
Notes: Following assumptions are described in Section 3.4 of the RCIP Draft Program EIR. 
 1 Assumes 3.01 persons per dwelling unit. 
 2 Assumes 17 du/ac for Very High Density Residential, 11 du/ac for High Density Residential, 6.5 du/ac for Medium High 

Density Residential, and 3.5 du/ac for Medium Density Residential land use designations. 
 3 Based upon a Riverside County employment participation rate of 44.86 percent. 
 4 Based upon floor-to-area ratio of 0.23 for Commercial Retail, 0.38 for Light Industrial, 0.40 for Heavy Industrial, and 0.30 for 

Business Park land use designations. 
 5 Assumes generation factors of 1 employee per 500 square feet of commercial/retail building space, 1 employee per 600 square 

feet of business park floor space, and 1 employee per 1,030 square feet of light industrial floor space (from Appendix E of the 
Riverside County General Plan EIR). 

 
As shown on the Eastvale Area Land Use Plan, the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley site has 
underlying general plan designations of “Light Industrial.” Table 5.0-B, General Plan – Project 
Site’s Permitted Uses, shows the approximate acreage and floor area ratio (FAR) of this land 
use designation within the boundaries of Birtcher Center at Corona Valley. As shown in this 
table, the project site‟s “Light Industrial” general plan designation permits a range of 955,053 to 
2,292,127 square feet of industrial building space on approximately 117 gross acres. 
 
The proposed project‟s light industrial uses would permit a range of 581,199–1,394,878 square 
feet of building space on approximately 48.77 net acres, with 4.6 acres for new roads and 
easements (see Table 5.0-B). The square footage for light industrial uses is below the low end 
permitted with the current land use designation with a range between 955,053–2,292,127 square 
feet of the estimated building square footages as analyzed in the RCIP EIR. However, the current 
land use designation would allow slightly greater total building square footage than proposed in 
the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley project. Since the proposed project falls within the range of 
the allowable development set forth in the general plan, it can be determined that the proposed 
project is generally consistent with the project site‟s general plan land use designation. 
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Table 5.0-B, General Plan – Project Site’s Permitted Uses 

 

Land Use Designation Approximate 
Acreage FAR* Range of Allowable 

Building Square Footages 
Current Land Use    
Light Industrial** 87.7 0.25 – 0.60 955,053 – 2,292,127 
Roads 29.2   
 Total  116.9  955,053 – 2,292,127 

 
Proposed Land Uses    
Light Industrial 48.77 0.25 – 0.60 581,199 – 1,394,878 
Roads 4.6   
 Total 53.37  581,199 – 1,394,878 
* Floor Area Ratio is the gross building area of all floors divided by the lot area.  
** Data from Riverside County General Plan EIR Appendix E.  

 
The California Environmental Quality Act states that “If a project is consistent with the general 
plan of a local agency and an environmental impact report was certified with respect to that 
general plan, the application of this division to the approval of that development project shall be 
limited to the effects on the environment which are peculiar to the parcel or to the project and 
which were not addressed as significant effects in the prior environmental impact report, or 
which substantial new information shows will be more significant than described in the prior 
environmental impact report.” (Section 21083.3(b) of the California Public Resources Code) 

Using the same generation factors described in Section 3.4 of the RCIP EIR, for developing the 
population, number of dwelling units, number of workers, square footage of employment uses 
and the number of jobs that were used in the environmental analysis of the Riverside County 
General Plan (as described in the Notes to Table 5.0-A, Project-Specific/Riverside County 
General Plan Population, Housing, and Employment Comparison), the project site‟s general 
plan designation contributed 858 jobs to the totals used in the environmental analysis of the 
Riverside County General Plan contained in the RCIP EIR. Although the RCIP EIR analyzed the 
potential impact of this level of development for the project site, the Birtcher Center at Corona 
Valley Plan will generate between .11% (858) and .15% (1129) of the analyzed jobs. Therefore, 
it can be concluded that the RCIP EIR exceeded the range of environmental impacts covered by 
the proposed project and that the RCIP EIR covers a geographic area that included the project 
site. 
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Table 5.0-C, Distribution of Existing Land Use:  
Cities and Unincorporated Areas 

 
 
 Countywide (acres) 

Unincorporated 
(acres) 

Within Cities 
(acres) 

Residential    
Medium density residential 42,989 38,171 4,817 

Single Family Detached 104,295 32,525 71,770 
Attached Dwelling Units 26,925 4,335 22,589 

High Density 67 7 60 
Mobile Homes 10,092 4,995 5,096 

Total Residential 184,371 80,035 104,335 
    

Commercial    
Retail/Office 13,530 1,798 11,731 

Tourist/Commercial 2,144 621 1,523 
Recreation    

Total Commercial 15,674 2,420 13,254 
    

Industrial    
Light Industrial/ 

Business Park 
7,496 1,578 5,918 

Heavy Industrial 457 346 110 
Mineral Extraction 11,760 10,416 1,344 

Warehouse 4,945 2,875 2,070 
Total Industrial 24,660 15,216 9,443 

    
Recreation/Open Space    

Natural 7,132 5,981 1,151 
Natural (Reserve) 54,386 51,489 2,896 

Natural (USFS) 775,987 773,834 2,151 
Recreation 26,967 9,489 17,477 

Agriculture 339,261 266,926 72,335 
Water 59,537 54,904 4,633 

Total Recreation/ 
Open Space 

1,263,273 1,162,626 100,645 

    
Public Facilities    

Utilities 54,502 32,117 22,385 
Other Public Facilities 5,579 3,139 2,440 

Schools 7,828 1,707 6,118 
Total Public Facilities 67,908 36,963 30,944 

    
Vacant 3,071,672 2,869,430 202,242 
Other 311 214 96 

TOTAL 4,627,871 4,166,908 460,962 
Source: Table 4.2.A of RCIP Draft Program EIR 
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Table 5.0-D, Projections at Build-Out by  

Riverside County General Plan Area Plan 
 

Area Plan Population 
Dwelling 

Units Workers1 
Square 

Footage2 Jobs 
  Western County 
Eastvale 56,901 18,904 25,526 20,662,224 34,439 
Elsinore 86,175 28,629 38,658 28,010,287 43,919 
Harvest Valley-Winchester 137,459 45,667 61,664 31,028,354 45,218 
Highgrove 9,803 3,257 4,398 5,498,797 6,898 
Jurupa 98,158 32,611 44,034 95,696,789 110,989 
Lake Mathews-Woodcrest 73,432 24,396 32,941 3,363,485 6,622 
Lakeview-Nuevo 80,312 26,682 36,028 14,040,194 18,020 
Mead Valley 42,765 14,208 19,184 16,859,643 25,649 
The Pass 60,299 20,033 27,050 7,785,392 12,586 
Reche Canyon-Badlands 6,985 2,320 3,133 1,342,149 1,815 
REMAP 115,147 38,770 51,655 8,865,800 17,754 
San Jacinto Valley 76,192 25,313 34,180 1,797,503 4,484 
Southwest 152,021 50,505 68,197 27,962,645 54,808 
Sun City-Menifee 194,526 64,627 87,264 44,970,425 95,889 
Temescal Valley 56,208 18,674 25,215 18,036,528 22,819 
Western County Subtotal 1,246,383 414,596 559,127 325,920,215 501,909 
 
  Eastern County 
Desert Center 16,240 5,468 7,285 1,193,435 2,638 
Eastern Coachella Valley 84,381 28,411 37,853 68,073,085 87,087 
Palo Verde 41,508 13,976 18,620 16,505,842 25,818 
Western Coachella Valley 186,304 62,729 83,576 78,316,775 94,773 
Eastern County Subtotal 328,433 110,584 147,334 164,089,137 210,316 
      
Countywide Total 1,574,814 525,179 706,461 490,009,352 712,224 
 
  Other 
Countywide Total      
March Inland Port 334 111 -- -- 38,588 
Remaining Unincorporated 96,699 32,559  43,379 -- -- 
      
Countywide Total with Other 1,671,848 557,849 749,840 490,009,352 750,812 

Source: Table 4.1.A of RCIP Draft Program EIR 
Notes:  1 Based on a Riverside County employment participation rate of 44.86 percent 
  2 Includes all projected development within the Commercial Retail, Commercial Tourist, Commercial 

Office, Light Industrial, Heavy Industrial, Business Park, and Community Center land use designations. 
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Table 5.0-E, Other Projects within the Proposed Project Vicinity 
 

Project Land Use Qty Unit¹ 
AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

Daily 

Riverside County 
1. PP19946 Shopping Center 105.8 TSF 161 650 7,044 
  Pass-by 25%  (146) (1,585) 
   Sub-Total   145 439 4,755 

2. PP22277 Shopping Center,Mixed 283.2 TSF 185 760 8,222 
  Pass-by 25%  (191) (2,056) 
   Sub-Total   185 569 6,166 

3. PP18768 Senior Adult Housing - Attached 135 DU 10 14 470 
4. PP18477* Shopping Center 40.8 TSF 91 346 3,792 
  Pass-by 25%  (87) (948) 
   Sub-Total   91 259 2,844 

5. CUP03405* Shopping Center 285 TSF 294 1,249 13,415 
  Pass-by 25%  (313) (3,354) 
   Sub-Total   294 936 10,061 

6. CUP03407 Shopping Center 101.3 TSF 158 631 6,848 
  Pass-by 25%  (158) (1,712) 
   Sub-Total   158 473 5,136 

7. CUP03482 Shopping Center 75.8 TSF 133 521 5,672 
  Pass-by 25%  (131) (1,418) 
   Sub-Total   133 390 4,254 

8. TR28946* Single Family Detached 112 DU 84 113 1,072 
9. TR29334* Single Family Detached 150 DU 113 152 1,436 
10. TR29677* Single Family Detached 129 DU 97 131 1,235 
11. TR29997 Single Family Detached 122 DU 91 123 1,168 
12. TR30466 Single Family Detached 244 DU 183 246 2,335 
13. TR30480 Single Family Detached 315 DU 236 319 3,015 
14. TR30575* Single Family Detached 100 DU 75 101 957 
15. TR30576* Single Family Detached 87 DU 66 88 833 
16. TR30762* Single Family Detached 156 DU 117 158 1,493 
17. TR30896 Single Family Detached 73 DU 55 74 699 
18. TR30931 Single Family Detached 419 DU 315 423 4,010 
19. TR30933 Single Family Detached 65 DU 48 66 622 
20. TR30971 Single Family Detached 138 DU 103 139 1,321 
 Residential Condo/Townhouse 388 DU 171 202 2,274 
   Sub-Total   274 341 3,595 

21. TR31063 Single Family Detached 48 DU 36 49 459 
22. TR31220 Single Family Detached 39 DU 29 39 373 
23. TR31252 Single Family Detached 206 DU 154 208 1,971 
24. TR31309 Single Family Detached 334 DU 250 338 3,196 
25. TR31386 Single Family Detached 136 DU 102 137 1,302 
26. TR31476 Single Family Detached 153 DU 115 155 1,464 
27. TR31492 Single Family Detached 175 DU 131 177 1,675 
28. TR31496 Single Family Detached 310 DU 233 313 2,967 
29. TR31580 Single Family Detached 132 DU 99 133 1,263 
30. TR31606 Residential Condo/Townhouse 322 DU 142 168 1,887 
31. TR31622 Single Family Detached 95 DU 71 96 909 
32. TR31725 Single Family Detached 124 DU 93 125 1,187 
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Project Land Use Qty Unit¹ 
AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

Daily 

33. TR31726 Single Family Detached 189 DU 142 191 1,809 
34. TR31734 Single Family Detached 89 DU 67 90 852 
35. TR31803 Single Family Detached 183 DU 137 185 1,751 
36. TR31826 Single Family Detached 347 DU 260 350 3,321 
37. TR31931 Single Family Detached 47 DU 35 47 450 
38. TR32491 Single Family Detached 174 DU 130 175 1,665 
39. TR32797 Single Family Detached 117 DU 88 118 1,120 
40. TR32821 Single Family Detached 236 DU 177 238 2,259 
41. TR32909 Single Family Detached 140 DU 105 142 1,340 
42. ST691 Residential Condo/Townhouse 218 DU 96 113 1,277 
City of Ontario 
43 
Countryside 
SP 

Single Family Detached 546 DU 410 551 5,225 

44. Edenglen 
SP Single Family Detached 185 DU 139 186 1,770 

 Residential Condo/Townhouse 205 DU 90 107 1,201 
 Business Park 10.7 Acres 202 180 1,603 
 Shopping Center 145.2 TSF 196 800 8,654 
  Pass-by 25%  (200) (2,164) 
   Sub-Total   627 1,073 11,064 

45. Parkside 
SP Single Family Detached 398 DU 299 402 3,809 

 Residential Condo/Townhouse 939 DU 413 489 5,503 
 Shopping Center 108.9 TSF 164 662 7,178 
  Pass-by 25%  (166) (1,795) 
   Sub-Total   876 1,387 14,695 

46. Grand Park 
SP Single Family Detached 259 DU 194 262 2,479 

 Residential Condo/Townhouse 486 DU 214 253 2,848 
 Elementary School 433 Student 182 121 559 
 High School 1,667 Student 600 416 2,617 
 Shopping Center 2.5 TSF 17 55 617 
  Pass-by 25%  (14) (154) 
   Sub-Total   1,207 1,093 8,966 

47. Esperanza 
SP Single Family Detached 609 DU 457 615 5,481 

 Residential 
Condominium/Townhouse 331 DU 145 172 1,940 

 Elementary School 433 Student 182 121 559 
   Sub-Total   784 908 7,980 

48. Armstrong 
Ranch SP 

Single Family Detached 1,077 DU 808 1,087 10,307 
Elementary School 433 Student 182 121 559 

 Shopping Center 72.6 TSF 129 507 5,515 
  Pass-by 25%  (127) (1,379) 
   Sub-Total   1,119 1,588 15,002 

49. West 
Haven SP Single Family Detached 502 DU 376 507 4,804 

 Elementary School 433 Student 182 121 559 
 Shopping Center 72.6 TSF 129 507 5,515 
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Project Land Use Qty Unit¹ 
AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

Daily 

  Pass-by 25%  (127) (1,379) 
   Sub-Total   687 1,008 9,499 

50. Subarea 18 
SP Single Family Detached 1,628 DU 1,221 1,644 15,580 

 Residential 
Condominium/Townhouse 155 DU 68 80 908 

 Elementary School 433 Student 182 121 559 
 Junior High School 600 Student 318 186 972 
 Shopping Center 142.3 TSF 193 790 8,541 
  Pass-by 25%  (198) (2,135) 
 Shopping Center 72.6 TSF 129 507 5,515 
  Pass-by 25%  (127) (1,379) 
   Sub-Total   2,111 3,003 28,561 

51. Subarea 29 
SP Single Family Detached 1,527 DU 1,145 1,542 14,613 

 Elementary School 433 Students 182 121 559 
 Shopping Center 72.6 TSF 129 507 5,515 
  Pass-by 25%  (127) (1,379) 
   Sub-Total   1,456 2,043 19,308 

52. Rich-
Haven SP Single Family Detached 1,406 DU 1,054 1,420 13,455 

 Residential 
Condominium/Townhouse 1,033 DU 454 538 6,053 

 Shopping Center 141.4 TSF 192 787 8,507 
  Pass-by 25%  (197) (2,127) 
   Sub-Total   1,700 2,548 25,888 

City of Chino (The Preserve at Chino)** 
53. PA 1 Single Family Detached 77 DU 58 77 737 
54. TR17626 Single Family Detached 64 DU 48 65 612 
55. PA 4 Residential Condo/Townhouse 93 DU 41 49 545 
56. PA 5 Residential Condo/Townhouse 74 DU 32 39 434 
57. PA 6 Residential Condo/Townhouse 162 DU 71 85 949 
58. PA 7 Apartments 250 DU 128 155 1,680 
59. Senior 
Apts Apartments 250 DU 128 155 1,680 

60. TR17610 Single Family Detached 48 DU 36 49 459 
61. TR17611 Single Family Detached 21 DU 16 21 201 
62. TR17612 Single Family Detached 42 DU 32 43 402 
63. TR17613 Single Family Detached 51 DU 39 52 488 
64. TR17635 Single Family Detached 67 DU 51 68 641 
65. Green 
Court Single Family Detached 60 DU 45 60 574 

66. TR17572 Residential Condo/Townhouse 98 DU 43 51 574 
67. TR16519 Single Family Detached 84 DU 63 85 804 
68. TR16520 Single Family Detached 51 DU 39 52 488 
69. TR16521 Single Family Detached 69 DU 52 70 660 
70. TR16522 Single Family Detached 48 DU 36 49 459 
71. TR16523 Single Family Detached 61 DU 46 62 584 
72. TR17514 Residential Condo/Townhouse 118 DU 52 61 691 
73. TR17515 Residential Condo/Townhouse 104 DU 45 54 609 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 5.0 – Mandatory CEQA Topics 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES  

5.0-11 

Project Land Use Qty Unit¹ 
AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

Daily 

74. TR17357 Single Family Detached 58 DU 43 58 555 
75. LOT 11 Residential Condo/Townhouse 184 DU 81 95 1,078 
76. LOT 14 Residential Condo/Townhouse 163 DU 71 85 955 
77. LOT 15 Residential Condo/Townhouse 109 DU 48 57 639 
78. TR17616 Residential Condo/Townhouse 162 DU 71 85 949 
79. TR17390 Single Family Detached 126 DU 95 128 1,206 
80. TR17266 Single Family Detached 64 DU 48 65 612 
81. TR17148 Single Family Detached 81 DU 60 82 775 

82. LOT 3 Residential 
Condominium/Townhouse 140 DU 62 73 820 

83. TR17149 Single Family Detached 60 DU 45 60 574 
84. LOT 9 Single Family Detached 74 DU 55 74 708 
85. PA 29 Single Family Detached 75 DU 56 76 718 
86. PA 30 Single Family Detached 61 DU 46 62 584 
87. PA 31 Single Family Detached 84 DU 63 85 804 
88. TR17058 Single Family Detached 85 DU 64 85 813 
89. TR17150 Single Family Detached 55 DU 41 55 526 
90. Shopping 
Center 

Shopping Center 32.7 TSF 80 300 3,284 
 Pass-by 25%  (75) (821) 

   Sub-Total   80 225 2,463 

City of Chino 
91. Watson 
Center Chino 
S. Bldg 1 

Warehousing (PCE) 273.1 TSF 55 49 1,279 

92. Watson 
Center Chino 
S. Bldg 2 

Warehousing (PCE) 301.1 TSF 57 52 1,410 

93. Watson 
Center Chino 
N. Bldg 4 

Warehousing (PCE) 423 TSF 66 63 1,981 

94. Chino S. 
Industrial Park 
Bldg. G 

Warehousing (PCE) 447.4 TSF 68 66 1,995 

95. TTM16797 Single Family Detached 180 DU 135 182 1,723 
96. TR16953 Single Family Detached 288 DU 127 150 1,688 
 Residential Condo/Townhouse 100 DU 75 101 957 
  Sub-Total   202 251 2,645 

97. College 
Park Apartments 368 DU 8 10 102 

 Community College 15,00
0 Students 2,100 2,550 23,100 

 Elementary School 55 Employees 55 0 132 
 Park 9.3 Acres 8 17 186 
 Regional Park 119.2 Acres 95 191 2,384 
 Single Family Detached 1,931 DU 1,451 1,946 18,480 
 Supermarket 50 TSF 114 403 3,903 
 Shopping Center 70 TSF 90 347 3,794 
   Sub-Total   3,921 5,464 52,081 

98. Pinnacle 
Homes Single Family Detached 65 DU 48 65 620 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 5.0 – Mandatory CEQA Topics 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES  

5.0-12 

Project Land Use Qty Unit¹ 
AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

Daily 

99. Shopping 
Center (150 
TSF) 

Shopping Center 150 TSF 205 821 8,850 

 Pass-by   (279) (885) 

   Sub-Total   205 542 7,965 

100. Future 
Townhomes Residential Condo/Townhouse 93 DU 41 50 545 

101. Shopping 
Center (165 
TSF) 

Shopping Center 165 TSF 211 873 9,404 

 Pass-by   (297) (940) 

   Sub-Total   211 576 8,464 

102. General 
Office General Office Building 75 TSF 149 164 1,064 

TOTAL     23,727 34,580 347,663 
¹ DU = Dwelling Unit, TSF = Thousand Square Feet 
* = Partially Occupied 

 

Full build-out of the proposed project will result in the conversion of the existing agricultural 
uses to non-agricultural uses. Such conversion of farmlands is occurring throughout the Chino 
Basin, of which Eastvale and the adjacent Jurupa, are a part. In 1986, the area of unincorporated 
Riverside and San Bernardino counties south of Highway 60 and generally north of the Santa 
Ana River, was primarily composed of dairy and agricultural fields. Today within Riverside 
County, about 90 percent of the Eastvale area has already converted or is planned for urban uses. 
All properties within Riverside County, adjacent to the project site are currently developed, in 
the process of being developed, or designated for non-agricultural uses. The properties within 
San Bernardino County, adjacent to the project site are either within permanent agricultural 
preserve or are within specific plan developments. 
 
With the adoption of 5,400 acres of The Preserve Specific Plan in the city of Chino and the 
8,200-acre New Model Colony by the city of Ontario, located west and north of the project site, 
the majority of the Chino Basin is now planned for urban uses. Within the Riverside County 
portion of the Chino Basin, all agricultural lands west of Hamner/Milliken Avenue within 
Riverside County are developed or planned for non-agricultural uses, in the Eastvale Specific 
Plan (SP 300) area, as well as areas surrounding the SP 300. Agricultural lands east of 
Hamner/Milliken Avenue are also designated in the Riverside County General Plan and the I-15 
Corridor Specific Plan (SP 266) for non-agricultural land uses. Additionally, the proposed 
Riverside County General Plan designates almost all of the Eastvale area for urban uses, with 
little to no retention of agricultural resources. Implementation of the Riverside County General 
Plan will result in 100 percent conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses over time.  
The RCIP EIR evaluated the potential environmental impacts upon agriculture resulting from 
build-out of the Riverside County General Plan. The RCIP EIR stated that the amount of 
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unincorporated land actively utilized for agricultural uses totaled 266,926 acres of which 132,183 
acres were designated “prime” farmland, 42,096 acres as “statewide important” farmland, and 
37,726 acres as “unique” farmland. The Riverside County General Plan designates 
approximately 204,842 acres for agricultural use at build-out. In the Eastvale Area Plan and the 
Jurupa Area Plan, a total of only 122 acres are designated for agricultural use. Assuming all 
agriculturally-designated land will be inactive agricultural use at General Plan build-out, there 
will be a loss of approximately 62,084 acres of agricultural land countywide. The RCIP EIR 
determined that this loss of prime agricultural lands will be a significant unavoidable impact and 
that it would contribute to a cumulative adverse impact.  
 
The Riverside County Board of Supervisors found that "there are no feasible mitigation measures 
or alternatives that the Board could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level. This impact, therefore, remains significant and immitigable. To the extent 
that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-significant) 
level, the Board finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations 
identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the project despite 
unavoidable residual impacts." (Page 2 of the "Findings of Fact for Riverside General Plan 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures" table located in the CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations adopted by the Board of Supervisors on October 7, 2003.) 
 
Within the New Model Colony, located in nearby Ontario, build-out would result in the 
conversion of most of the approximately 3,000 acres of prime agricultural land within its 
boundaries to non-agricultural use. Build-out of the New Model Colony would convert most of 
the existing dairies on prime agricultural soils to non-agricultural use and would eliminate the 
possibility of cultivating crops on these prime agricultural lands in the future. The productivity of 
other types of agriculture such as cultivated crops, grazing and poultry on prime and non-prime 
agricultural land would also be lost. The New Model Colony General Plan Amendment 
concluded that these impacts upon agriculture would be significant, and that it would also have 
significant cumulative impacts to prime agricultural land and result in reduced agricultural 
productivity. 
 
The Preserve Specific Plan in the city of Chino, at full build-out, would result in the conversion 
of approximately 56 percent or 1,265 acres of prime farmland to non-agricultural uses. There is 
approximately 107 acres of permanent agricultural preserve lands, which were previously 
managed by the Southern California Agricultural Land Foundation and is now managed by San 
Bernardino County. This agricultural preserve is located on the northern boundary of the project 
site and will remain in Agriculture in perpetuity. The only other land designated for agricultural 
use in The Preserve Specific Plan is located in the southeastern portion of that planning area.  
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Please see Section 3.1 (Agricultural Resources) for a discussion on project-level mitigation 
measures and explanations as to why none are feasible for this project.  
 
Riverside County does not have an established fee or other mechanism to offset the loss of 
farmland county-wide. The process of establishing such a fee structure or other process for this 
purpose would be time consuming and would be an economic burden of time to this one project. 
Therefore, project-related and cumulative impacts to agricultural resources resulting from the 
implementation of this project are still considered significant. Adoption of a Statement of 
Overriding Consideration would be required prior to project approval. 

The proposed project will contribute incrementally to a significant cumulative loss of farmland 
within the Chino Basin. Through the Riverside County General Plan analysis process, the 
County of Riverside has determined that the loss of agricultural uses in the County is 
unavoidable and immitigable. To achieve the objectives of the project and bring in needed jobs, 
which are consistent with planned land uses and the general urbanization of this portion of the 
County, the cumulative loss of farmland cannot be avoided. A Statement of Overriding 
Considerations will be required prior to project approval.  

The air quality impacts of the Riverside County General Plan were addressed in the RCIP EIR. 
Air pollutant emissions associated with General Plan build-out would occur over the short-term 
from individual construction activities, such as fugitive dust from site preparation and grading 
and emissions from equipment exhaust. Long-term local CO emissions at intersections in the 
County would be affected by project traffic. Future sources and types of air pollutants generated 
at build-out of the General Plan will be similar to those presently produced although the amounts 
generated will be greater. The vast majority of long-term pollutants at build-out of the General 
Plan will be from vehicular traffic, with the rest generated from stationary sources such as power 
plants and industrial facilities. Although implementation of the Riverside County General Plan‟s 
policies will mitigate air quality impacts, even after implementation of all feasible mitigation 
measures, the RCIP EIR concludes that air quality impacts caused by construction and long-term 
stationary and mobile emissions remain significant. Air quality impacts on sensitive receptors, 
however, would be mitigated to below the level of significance through implementation of the 
General Plan‟s policies. 
 
The RCIP EIR states that any proposed General Plan that would individually have a significant 
air quality impact would also be considered to have a significant cumulative impact. Because the 
Riverside County General Plan would contribute to the regional air pollutant emissions during 
construction periods and at build-out, the general plan will have significant and unavoidable 
cumulative air quality impacts. 
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The project site is located within a non-attainment region of the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). 
Essentially, this means that any new contribution of emissions into the Basin would be 
considered significant and adverse. The Eastvale Area is heavily influenced by the air quality 
impacts associated with State Route 60 and Interstate 15 traffic. It has also been well 
documented by the SCAQMD that the air quality impacts seen in Western Riverside County are 
most attributable to the large population center in Los Angeles and Orange Counties. The 
meteorological patterns of Southern California lend to the “blowing-in” effect of air pollution 
from the more populated and industrial counties to the west of the project site area.  
 
Implementation of the proposed project and the related area projects would increase air pollution 
emissions in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). Developments proposed in the project area 
would potentially impact air quality through new vehicle trips and associated mobile source 
emission generated by project residents, commercial, and industrial traffic and site visitors. Any 
single project does not in itself create emissions in sufficient quantity to threaten air quality 
standards. Rather, the emissions from this project would be added to the emissions of similar 
projects throughout Southern California. While the individual impact of any single project may 
be incrementally small, the cumulative impact of all such small sources ultimately adds to the 
SCAB‟s inability to meet clean air standards.  
 
Locally, the project‟s traffic would be added to surrounding roadways and may potentially create 
micro-scale impacts to sensitive receptors adjacent to traveled roadways. Continued local and 
regional growth not only contributes vehicle emissions, but often creates a slowing of all other 
cars to less pollution efficient speeds as roadways reach their capacity. In addition to 
automobiles as the primary source of growth-related air emissions, a number of small secondary 
sources may contribute pollutants to the regional burden. Such sources include temporary 
construction activity emissions, off-site or non-basin emission from power plants supplying 
electricity, natural gas combustion, or the use of gas-powered landscape utility equipment. The 
imprecise or poorly defined nature of many of these miscellaneous sources makes it difficult to 
accurately inventory them, but their incremental addition to the basin pollution burden make it 
that much more difficult for Southern California to achieve completely clean air in the near 
future. Air quality impacts of project implementation, when considered in concert with other 
existing, approved and planned and not yet built projects, would therefore, result in an 
incremental contribution to the degradation of air quality in the SCAB.  
 
The applicable air quality plan for western Riverside County is the Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) for the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) which sets forth a comprehensive program that 
will lead the SCAB into compliance with all federal and state air quality standards. The AQMP 
control measures and related emission reduction estimates are based upon emissions projections 
for a future development scenario derived from land use, population, and employment 
characteristics defined in consultation with local governments and the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG). Accordingly, conformance with the AQMP for 
development projects is determined by demonstrating compliance with local land use plans 
and/or population projections or evaluation of assumed emissions.  
 
The existing 2003 AQMP was developed based on SCAG population projections for the region. 
The population projections made by SCAG are based on existing and planned land uses as set 
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forth in the various general plans of local governmental jurisdictions within the region. The 
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley site is designated by the Riverside County General Plan‟s 
Eastvale Area Plan for “Light Industrial” uses. Land uses allowed in the this designation include 
repair and other service facilities as well as other supporting retail uses with building intensity 
ranges from 0.25 to 0.6 FAR. The light industrial uses within the project are similar in scope and 
intensity as those permitted within the “Light Industrial” designation. Since the project will be 
developed with land uses that are in accordance with the approved general plan land use 
designation, the project is also considered to be in compliance with the AQMP. Therefore, 
impacts are considered to be less than significant. 
 
As discussed in the Air Quality section of this EIR (Section 3.3), short-term emissions associated 
with construction of the project, will result in an exceedance for NOX during one or more years. 
Short-term construction impacts are considered significant. The long-term operation of the 
project will exceed the daily regional thresholds set by SCAQMD for emissions of VOC, NOX, 
and CO (all criteria air pollutants, except SO2, PM-10, and PM 2.5) in both summer and winter. 
In addition, the project will not contribute to an exceedance of either the CAAQS or NAAQS for 
CO emissions and will not form any CO hot spots in the project area. Long-term operational 
impacts are considered significant. 
 
Based on the LST analysis of the proposed project, the short-term construction of the project will 
not result in localized air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the project vicinity for NOX or 
CO, but will exceed the LST for PM-10 and PM-2.5. Short-term construction impacts are 
considered significant. The long-term operation will not result in any exceedance of the LST for 
NOX, CO, PM-10, or PM-2.5 at the nearest sensitive receptor. Long-term operational impacts are 
considered less than significant. 
 
Although the project‟s annual CO2 emissions are small on a global scale, they will exceed the 
SCAQMD recommended screening level of 6,500 MtCO2/year. To lessen the impacts related to 
global climate change and greenhouse gas production, the project will be designed to increase 
the buildings‟ overall performance as detailed previously under Design Considerations, above. In 
a global context, the projects operational CO2 emissions represent approximately 0.00005 
percent (13,385 Mt/ 26.4 Gt) of the Earth‟s CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion per year 
(IPCC). 
 
To aid in assessing the impact of the project‟s cumulative contribution to climate change, the 
project was evaluated utilizing the Tiers of the Draft AQMD Staff CEQA Greenhouse Gas 
Significance Threshold (SCAQMD 2008b). Through LEED certification the project is making an 
effort to reduce its carbon footprint. However, at this point in time, the only measure that can be 
quantified is the building energy performance 24.5% beyond Title 24. Because it cannot be 
determined with certainty that the project will not result in a cumulatively considerable 
incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate change, even 
after implementation of MM Air 7, the cumulative impacts of the proposed project on global 
climate change are considered potentially cumulatively considerable and unavoidable.  
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Mitigation measures addressing construction have been incorporated into the project to reduce 
project-level impacts. However, notwithstanding the implementation of these mitigation 
measures, cumulative impacts to air quality could occur.  

The project will contribute incrementally to an existing air quality problem. The cumulative air 
impacts cannot be avoided and adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations will be 
required prior to project approval. 

The RCIP EIR discusses airports as part of its land use/agricultural resources discussion. It states 
that under the General Plan economic development and population growth will continue to 
increase, requiring the construction of additional places of business and housing. This 
development may be located in land adjacent to airports. Such encroaching development may 
result in conflicts between new development and the goals and policies outlined in local Airport 
Land Use Plans. The General Plan includes policies that reduce or minimize the effects of future 
development on adjacent airport land use plans. The RCIP EIR concludes that because the 
General Plan mandates compliance with applicable requirements outlined in various airport land 
use plans, potential impacts resulting from development adjacent to or within airport land use 
plan areas would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
 
The Chino Airport is located approximately 6,600 feet west of the Birtcher Center at Corona 
Valley. The Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (RCALUC) is currently in the 
process of adopting new land use compatibility plans for airports within and affecting Riverside 
County. On February 28, 2006, San Bernardino County adopted a new master plan for the Chino 
Airport (2003 Chino Airport Master Plan). That plan recognizes that more intense development 
of the project site would be consistent with existing and future operations at the Chino Airport. 
As part of this process, the RCALUC approved a new land use compatibility plan for the Chino 
Airport on September 11, 2008. Under the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Chino 
Airport, the majority of the project site falls within Compatibility Zone C and the southern 
portion of the project site falls within Compatibility Zone D, as shown on Figure 3.2-1 
Compatibility Factors Map- Chino Airport, in the Airports Section 3.2 of the EIR. 
 
The land use plan for the project indicates the majority of the project area, closest to Chino 
Airport and falling within the Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan’s Compatibility Zone 
C will be designated as primarily for light industrial uses. The southern portion of the project 
area falls under the compatibility plan‟s Compatibility Zone D and is also designated as light 
industrial. Compatibility Zone D allows for a higher concentration of people per acre than does 
Compatibility Zone C. None of the previously-mentioned „prohibited uses,‟ are proposed by this 
project. Therefore, the land-use plan for the project is consistent with the compatibility criteria of 
Compatibly Zones C and D. 
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The Airport Master Plan for Chino Airport and 2008 Compatibility Plan identified noise 
contours for affecting land uses in proximity to the airport. As shown and explained in the Noise 
Section 3.10 on Figure 3.10-3, Existing Chino Airport Noise Contours (2005), the project site 
does not fall within any noise contours for noise in excess of 60 CNEL. However, the project site 
falls outside of the long-term noise exposure contours contained in the Airport Master Plan for 
Chino Airport and the 2008 Compatibility Plan (see Figure 3.10-4, Chino Airport – Long-
Term Noise Contours). Therefore, with a maximum exposure from the airport of less than 60 
dBA CNEL, the proposed project can be considered to be “Normally Compatible” with existing 
and future airport noise levels and the Chino Airport should not create significant noise impacts 
to the project site. 
 
Although the majority of the project site falls outside of the CNEL noise contours for Chino 
Airport, the project site is located beneath identified flight tracks for airplanes using the airfield 
at Chino Airport. This means that there is a potential for single-event noise levels to affect future 
land uses in The Birtcher Center at Corona Valley. However, the light industrial, and business 
park land uses within the proposed project are not considered to be sensitive receivers and 
therefore, the impacts from these single-event noise levels are considered to be below the level of 
significance. 
 
Notwithstanding the proposed project‟s compatibility with Chino Airport, the project‟s 
incorporation of the use restrictions and the project‟s compliance with federal, state, and county 
regulations and guidelines, outdoor lighting has the potential to adversely affect pilots utilizing 
Chino Airport at night. 
 
Due to the project‟s compatibility with Chino Airport, it has no individual or cumulative airport 
impacts. 

A mitigation measure addressing outdoor lighting has been incorporated into the project to 
reduce project-level impacts to below the level of significance. There are no cumulative airport 
impacts and therefore, no additional mitigation is required. 

The proposed project will have no significant cumulative impacts related to airport impacts. 

A total of 51 species that are listed, proposed, or candidates for listing under the California 
and/or Federal Endangered Species Act, are known to occur in Riverside County. Every type of 
habitat that contains one or more of these species will be impacted to some degree by build-out 
of the Riverside County General Plan. Thus build-out of the General Plan will result in the direct 
mortality of individuals of listed, proposed or candidate species or the loss of habitat occupied by 
such species. Additionally, recovery of these species may also be inhibited to some degree 
through implementation of the Riverside County General Plan. The RCIP EIR concluded that 
these impacts are considered significant at the General Plan level. 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 5.0 – Mandatory CEQA Topics 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES  

5.0-19 

Implementation of Riverside County General Plan policies and RCIP EIR mitigation measures 
will reduce impacts to oak trees to below a level of significant, but although these policies and 
mitigation measures will reduce other impacts to biological resources, these impacts will remain 
significant. The RCIP EIR also found that “in the absence of an approved MSHCP for both the 
Coachella Valley and western Riverside County,” implementation of the Riverside County 
General Plan will result in cumulative significant unavoidable adverse effects on biological 
resources by causing direct loss of sensitive natural communities, the fragmentation of sensitive 
habitats, and the fragmentation of habitat thereby constricting, inhibiting or eliminating wildlife 
movement. On June 17, 2003, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors adopted the Western 
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) as a comprehensive, 
multi-jurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) focusing on conservation of species and 
associated habitats in Western Riverside County. The MSHCP will serve as a HCP pursuant to 
Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, as well as a 
Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the NCCP Act of 2001. The MSHCP 
will result in an MSHCP Conservation Area in excess of 500,000 acres and focuses on 
Conservation of 146 species. 
 
On June 22, 2004, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approved the Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit 
and a Natural Community Conservation Planning permit was issued by the California 
Department of Fish and Game. These permits provide take authorization for those species listed 
as threatened or endangered and identified in the permits as “Covered Species Adequately 
Conserved.” Take of habitat for bird species is also permitted. The County of Riverside is a 
participating entity and permittee of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan. 
 
The following biological surveys (Appendix D) were completed for the proposed project by 
Brian F. Smith and Associates, General Biological Resources Assessment, October 1, 2008 and 
Thomas Leslie Corporation, Focused 2008 Breeding Season Burrowing Owl Survey Results, 
March 19, 2008.  
  
No sensitive plant species were observed on the project site during the surveys. No natural or 
native habitat exists on site; therefore, no habitat exists for any sensitive plant species. This 
project site is not located within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area. No narrow 
endemic plant species were observed on the project site during the surveys and no natural or 
native habitat exists on site; therefore, no habitat exists on site for any narrow endemic species. 
No sensitive vegetation communities were observed on the project site during the biological 
survey. 
 
Seven sensitive species identified in the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) as 
potentially occurring in the vicinity of the project site and include:  Santa Ana sucker 
(Catostomus santaanae), western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), 
Stephens‟ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax 
traillii extimus), coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), Delhi sands 
flower-loving fly, and least Bell‟s vireo. However, suitable habitat for these species is not 
located on site and it is unlikely that these species would occur. No sensitive plant species were 
found to have the potential to occur on site nor were any sensitive plant species observed on site. 
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Build-out of the project site will not result in an immediate significant adverse impact to these 
species. However, in the longer term, development of the project site in conjunction with other 
development in the area will result in cumulative losses of potential foraging and nesting habitat 
for these species and will have to be considered as cumulatively significant impacts unless 
mitigated to below the level of significance. 
The habitat assessment found that although a small portion of the site that is an open area 
supports burrowing owl habitat, no burrowing owls or sign were observed during the focused 
burrowing owl surveys. The burrowing owl is considered to have a little potential of occurrence 
on the project site; nevertheless, pursuant to burrowing owl Objective 6 in Section B of the 
MSHCP Reference Document a 30-day pre-construction survey for burrowing owl is required 
where suitable habitat is present. If burrowing owls are present, they shall be relocated by 
passive or active relocation as agreed to by the Riverside County Environmental Programs 
Department. 
 
The nature of burrowing owl distribution in the region is fairly dynamic throughout the year due 
to the migratory nature of part of the population and the need for juvenile burrowing owls to 
disperse from their natal territories. Also evident is the absence of occupied burrows used for 
nesting and the high likelihood that the site is not critical to a core breeding population of this 
species. Therefore, loss of habitat from the site is considered to represent an incremental 
reduction of foraging area for off site and/or dispersing burrowing owls only. Although adverse, 
this loss is not expected to reduce population numbers in the region. Therefore, significant 
adverse impacts are not expected. 
 
Due to the migratory nature of the burrowing owl, there is the possibility that burrowing owls 
could occupy the site prior to commencement of project grading and construction. If burrowing 
owls do not occupy the site the project is not expected to result in a significant impact to the 
species. However, if burrowing owls are present at the site, preparation of the site, such as 
grading and construction, could result in the loss of individual owls, eggs, or young. Any loss of 
owls or active nests during project implementation is considered significant pursuant to the 
CEQA and Fish and Game Code. If left unmitigated, the proposed project will result in 
significant impacts to the burrowing owl. 
 
Although avian species that were directly observed on site are not necessarily protected by state 
or federal/state endangered species acts, many are protected under the federal Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code which prohibits take, procession, or 
destruction of birds, their nests or eggs (in particular raptor species). If it is found that any of 
these species has subsequently established an active nest on the project site and that the nest 
would be lost as a result of site-preparation, it may be in conflict with these regulations. In order 
to avoid violation of the MBTA or the California Fish and Game Code, general guidelines 
suggest that project-related disturbances at active nesting territories be reduced or eliminated 
during the nesting cycle (generally February 1 to August 31). Should eggs or fledglings be 
discovered on site, the nest cannot be disturbed (pursuant to CDFG guidelines) until the young 
have hatched and fledged (matured to a state that they can leave the nest on their own). 
Compliance with the below-listed mitigation measures will reduce these potential impacts to 
below the level of significance. 
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Mitigation measures have been incorporated which will reduce project-related impacts to the 
burrowing owl and other species found on the project site prior to construction to less than 
significant levels. To address the impacts associated with the cumulative loss of habitat for 
special status birds by the loss of foraging habitat, The Birtcher Center at Corona Valley shall 
comply with the mandatory requirement for payment of Riverside County MSHCP mitigation 
fees as set forth under Ordinance No. 810.2. Payment of these fees will mitigate for the 
cumulative loss of habitat associated with the species listed above and additional species 
identified in the MSHCP.  

After incorporation of mitigation measures, potential adverse impacts associated with special-
status species and the cumulative impacts associated with the loss of foraging habitat will be 
reduced a less than significant level. 

Riverside County contains known historical, archaeological, and prehistoric resources and 
therefore, has the potential to have as yet undiscovered cultural resources. Build-out under the 
Riverside County General Plan has the potential to adversely affect these resources. The RCIP 
EIR determined that implementation of the Riverside County General Plan will cumulatively 
contribute significantly to the loss of these resources. However, the RCIP EIR concluded that 
implementation of the Riverside County General Plan‟s policies and RCIP EIR mitigation 
measures contained in the RCIP EIR would reduce the potential impacts on cultural and 
paleontological resources to below the level of significance. 
 
Between April and June 2008, CRM TECH performed a cultural resources study and a 
paleontological resources assessment on the project site. The research conducted by CRM TECH 
concluded that no federal or state significant historical resources are located within the project 
site. 
 
Through the various avenues of research, CRM Tech did not encounter any historical resources, 
as defined by CEQA, within or adjacent to the project area. All existing buildings, structures, and 
other features associated with the dairy farm are modern in origin, and none of them 
demonstrates any extraordinary architectural or aesthetic merits. No archaeological sites or other 
potential historical resources were found during the study. Based on the research results 
summarized above, CRM TECH concludes that no historical resources exist within the project 
area. 
 
The Riverside County General Plan‟s, Paleontological Sensitivity Map (Figure OS-8) identifies 
the project site as being located within an area mapped as having a potential for paleontological 
resources. CRM TECH concluded that the project‟s potential impact on paleontological 
resources is high in areas containing older Pleistocene sediments on the surface, expected in the 
western half of the project area, and low in areas containing sediments of Recent Alluvium, 
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which are found in the eastern half of the project areas. While no fossil localities have been 
found in or near the project area, the older sediments have produced significant fossils of extinct 
Ice Age animals in other portions of the Inland Empire. Additionally, there have been several 
recent paleontological finds at very shallow depths in the greater Norco/Eastvale/Mira Loma area 
further removed from the project site. Bison, horse, mammoth, and camel fossils have been 
recovered at depths ranging from 3.5 to 10 feet at four project areas within this greater area. 
Therefore paleontological resources may be identified in buried context and impacted during 
project-related grading. This potential impact can be mitigated to less than significant levels 
through implementation of mitigation measures. 

Mitigation measures, as set forth in Section 3.5 of this document, have been incorporated which 
will reduce project-related impacts due to accidentally discovered historical, archaeological, 
and/or paleontological resources to less than significant levels. 

After incorporation of mitigation measures, potential adverse impacts associated with cumulative 
impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Riverside County is subject to a number of potential geologic hazards that have the potential to 
impact future build-out of the Riverside County General Plan. These hazards, including fault 
rupture hazards, ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides and rockfalls, seismically-induced 
settlement, subsidence and collapsible soils, and soil erosion and loss of topsoil were addressed 
in the RCIP EIR. Cumulatively, however, build-out of the Riverside County General Plan will 
contribute significantly to the increased exposure of people and property to seismic, slope, soil 
instability and wind hazards. It was determined that these impacts will be reduced to below the 
level of significance through implementation of General Plan policies, RCIP EIR mitigation 
measures and existing regulatory requirements. 
 
Potential impacts related to fault zones, ground-shaking risks, landslides, seiches, mudflows, 
volcanic hazards, slope instability, soil erosion, sediment deposition and wind erosion were all 
found to be less than significant in the NOP prepared for this project (Appendix A) and potential 
impacts due to liquefaction, ground subsidence, methane generation, and potential ground 
cracking due to organic-rich soils were found to be potentially significant. Although the project 
will result in the construction of light industrial uses, the potential geologic hazards that would 
affect these structures have been addressed in the RCIP EIR and through a site-specific 
mitigation measures. Since these project-related impacts are below the level of significance, 
there will be no cumulative impact beyond that addressed in the RCIP EIR. 
 
Soil stability, methane generation, and expansive soils are issues of concern for the development 
of the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley design considerations require the removal of all soils 
with an organic content in excess of three percent and the overexcavation and recompaction of 
the on-site alluvial soil. By removing the organic-laden soil, especially those containing manure, 
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there is less likelihood of organic decomposition and the release of methane gas. The removal of 
the organic matter will also lessen the likelihood of shrinkage and cracking that can occur as 
organic matter dries out. 
 
To assure the stability of the underlying soils, the design considerations include overexcavation 
and recompaction of the on-site alluvial soil to a depth of 3 to 5 feet below surface grade. Precise 
grading requirements and soil stability will be determined at the development stage and shall 
comply with any requirements set forth in those project specific geotechnical studies. Therefore, 
all potential significant adverse environmental effects can be mitigated to less than significant 
levels through implementation of mitigation measures and these project-specific impacts will not 
contribute to a cumulatively significant impact. 

Mitigation measures have been incorporated which will reduce project-related impacts due to 
geology and soils to less than significant levels. 

After incorporation of mitigation measures, potential adverse impacts associated with cumulative 
impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level. 

According to the Riverside County General Plan, portions of the Eastvale area may be subjected 
to hazards such as flooding, dam inundation, seismic occurrences, and liquefaction. These 
hazards are depicted on the hazards maps of the RCIP EIR, Figure 8 through Figure 12. These 
hazards are located throughout the Eastvale planning area at varying degrees of risk and danger. 
Some hazards must be avoided entirely while the potential impacts of others can be mitigated by 
special building techniques.  
  
Based on the database results from local, state and federal records, there were no hazardous 
materials sites of potential concern identified on or near the project site. However, in the event 
that an abandoned underground tank or contaminated soil is encountered during site 
development, a mitigation measure is required to reduce potential impacts to less than significant 
levels. Therefore, project-related impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels and 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation measures have been incorporated which will reduce project-related impacts due to 
hazardous materials sites to less than significant levels. 

After incorporation of a mitigation measure, potential adverse impacts associated with 
cumulative impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level. 
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Riverside County includes areas that are subject to flood hazards and dam inundation hazards. 
The RCIP EIR evaluated the potential hydrology/water quality impacts related to build-out of the 
Riverside County General Plan. Build-out within presently vacant unincorporated areas of 
Riverside County will result in an increase in residential and non-residential structures and 
associated facilities (e.g., roads), increasing the amount of area in impermeable surfaces, thereby 
limiting the amount of ground infiltration during storm events. This will result in increased 
volume and rate of storm runoff. The increase in residential development under the Riverside 
County General Plan has the potential to cause housing to encroach into 100-year flood zones 
and into dam inundation areas. Development in Riverside County also has the potential to 
increase the risk of erosion and sedimentation and/or siltation of surface water. Future growth 
pursuant to the Riverside County General Plan will substantially contribute to a significant 
cumulative impact on stormwater runoff, which can induce flooding, however it will not 
contribute to a cumulative impact relating to dam inundation. However, implementation of 
existing regulatory requirements, General Plan policies, and RCIP EIR mitigation measures will 
reduce these impacts to below the level of significance. 
 
Through compliance with the General Construction NPDES permit and implementation of a 
project-specific WQMP, water quality standards and waste discharge requirements will not be 
violated by the proposed project and therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. 
 
From a cumulative standpoint, further development within the Chino Basin area would increase 
impervious surfaces and consequently increase storm water runoff. These increases in storm 
water runoff could result in the generation of additional pollution if the surface runoff is 
untreated. Future development projects in Riverside County are subject to NPDES Phase I and II 
regulations, which require that non-point source BMPs be employed to contain or treat pollutants 
from exiting the site and entering the storm drain system, local surface waters, and groundwater 
resources. 
 
Through implementation of NPDES permit requirements, it is anticipated that pollution 
contribution resulting from the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley project would not contribute to 
impacts within the watershed and therefore, would not be cumulatively considerable. 
 
Therefore, through implementation of the project-specific WQMP and landscape design 
considerations, the project will achieve infiltration rates to the maximum extent practicable. The 
proposed project will not require the construction or expansion of existing or planned storm drain 
systems and will not include new or retrofitted storm water Treatment Control Best Management 
Practices (BMPs), the operation of which could result in significant environmental effects (e.g., 
increased vectors and odors). Therefore, impacts to increased storm water runoff are considered 
less than significant and would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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Mitigation measures were found to be not required as implementation of the NPDES permit 
requirements, a project-specific WQMP will eliminate or reduce the potential significant adverse 
impacts related to increased flows and water quality. 

Through implementation of NPDES permit requirements and a project-specific WQMP, it is 
anticipated that pollution storm water runoff contribution resulting from the Birtcher Center at 
Corona Valley project would not contribute to impacts within the watershed and therefore, would 
not be cumulatively considerable. 

The project site is located within the Eastvale Area Plan of the Riverside County General Plan 
with a land use designation of “Light Industrial” (LI). The current zoning on the project site is A-
2-10 (Heavy Agriculture with a 10-acre minimum lot size). The project site‟s current and historic 
use as a dairy farm includes a dairy barn, animal enclosures, and metal canopies used to house 
the cows and feed.  
 
The Eastvale Area Plan‟s Land Use Designations for all of the land immediately surrounding the 
project site is “Light Industrial” (LI), except the land directly east across Archibald Avenue 
which is designated “Commercial Retail” and “Open Space Recreation.” Just beyond that, the 
land to the south, southeast, and southwest of the project site is designated “Medium Density 
Residential” (MDR). To the west and north, in San Bernardino County, is the city of Chino 
which designates the lands to the west as “Light Industrial” (LI) and “Airport Related” (AR) and 
land to the north of the project site is “Agricultural” (AG). Directly north, in the city of Ontario, 
the General Plan land use designation is “Industrial/Business Park.” The current use of the 
surrounding properties includes vacant land, dairies, and other agricultural land. South and 
southwest of the project site are two residential subdivisions.  

The Birtcher Center at Corona Valley Plan includes a Change of Zone to permit development of 
light industrial uses. The proposed Birtcher Center at Corona Valley Plan includes approximately 
53 acres of light industrial uses. As proposed, the entire 53-acre project site will be developed 
with 14 industrial park buildings with a total square footage of 760,000 square feet. Therefore, 
the make up of the “project” includes zoning changes (Change of Zone), the processing of a site 
development plan (Plot Plan), and land division (Parcel Map) to create project-specific parcels. 
Below is a description of each of the project land use applications: 
 

Change of Zone No. 7611 proposes to change the project site‟s zoning classification from 
Heavy Agriculture –10-acre minimum (A-2-10) to Industrial Park (I-P).  
 
Plot Plan 23219 proposes to develop fourteen (14) industrial buildings on a 53.37-gross 
(52.77 net) acre site with a floor area ratio of 0.33 (Light Industrial requires a 0.25-0.60 floor 
area ratio) consisting of: 490,211 square feet of inside storage, 214,026 square feet of 
manufacturing area, 54,063 square feet of office space, 282,257 square feet of landscaping 
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area (12%), and 1,245 parking spaces. The total building square footage proposed is 758,300 
square feet as follows: Buildings 1 and 2 propose 106,561 square feet with 10 loading docks 
in Parcel one (1); Buildings 3 and 4 propose 99,604 square feet with 12 loading docks in 
Parcel two (2); Building 5 proposes 60,540 square feet with 7 loading docks in Parcel three 
(3); Building 6 proposes 40,490 square feet with 4 loading docks in Parcel four (4); Building 
7 proposes 14,560 square feet with 1 loading dock in Parcel five (5); Building 8 proposes 
47,002 square feet in Parcel six (6); Building 9 proposes 23,800 square feet in Parcel six (6); 
Building 10 proposes 75,768 square feet with 8 loading docks in Parcel seven (7); Building 
11 proposes 58,713 square feet with 6 loading docks in Parcel eight (8); Building 12 
proposes 75,015 square feet with 8 loading docks in Parcel nine (9); Building 13 proposes 
67,247 square feet with 6 loading docks in Parcel ten (10); and Building 14 proposes 89,000 
square feet with 12 loading docks in Parcel eleven (11). 
 
Tentative Parcel Map No. 35868 is a schedule „E‟ subdivision of 53.37 gross acres into 12 
industrial parcels; Parcel one (1) – 5.69 gross acres, Parcel two (2) – 4.99 gross acres, Parcel 
three (3) – 3.04 gross acres, Parcel four (4) – 2.07 gross acres, Parcel five (5) – 1.24 gross 
acres, Parcel six (6) – 6.53 gross acres, Parcel seven (7) – 4.77 gross acres, Parcel eight (8) – 
3.57 gross acres, Parcel nine (9) – 4.35 gross acres, Parcel ten (10) – 3.94 gross acres, Parcel 
eleven (11) – 6.34 gross acres, Parcel twelve (12) – 1.62 gross acres; as well as related streets 
and infrastructure: Lot A – 3.79 gross acres and Lot B – 0.83 gross acres. 

 
The proposed project is required to comply with the applicable provisions of Riverside County‟s 
Land Use Ordinance (zoning), the Riverside County General Plan land use designations and 
policies, the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), and the 
Community and Environmental Transportation Plan (CETAP). Therefore, implementation of the 
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley, would not be cumulatively considerable. 

The potential impacts and mitigation measures related to land use compatibility are located in 
related topics within this EIR. 
 
The Land Use and Planning issues related to the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley have been 
determined to be less than significant. Therefore, no Land Use and Planning mitigation is 
necessary. Mitigation measures related to other compatibility issues arising from the proposed 
land use changes and potential project impacts are identified in the following sections of this 
document: Airports (Section 3.2), Air Quality (Section 3.3), Biological Resources (Section 3.4), 
Noise (Section 3.10) and Transportation and Traffic (Section 3.12). 

With implementation of the mitigation measures set forth in the Airports (Section 3.2) Air 
Quality (Section 3.3), Biological Resources (Section 3.4), Noise (Section 3.10), and 
Transportation and Traffic (Section 3.12) sections of this DEIR, all potential impacts of the 
project related to general plan and zoning consistency, and land use and planning will be reduced 
to a less than significant level. 
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Short-term noise impacts would be associated with excavation, grading and erecting buildings 
during construction of individual projects allowed through the implementation of the proposed 
General Plan. Construction-related short-term noise would be higher than existing ambient noise 
levels in the project area, but would no longer occur once construction of the project is 
completed. The RCIP EIR also determined that implementation of the Riverside County General 
Plan would result in potential project-related long-term vehicular noise that would affect 
sensitive land uses along roads. New development, particularly residential uses along and 
adjacent to major transit corridors, could be exposed to excessive traffic-related and railroad 
noise levels. General Plan build-out could also expose sensitive receptors to stationary noise 
sources such as industrial and/or commercial uses. The RCIP EIR concluded that after 
implementation of General Plan policies and RCIP EIR-identified mitigation measures that these 
potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. The RCIP EIR also 
determined that implementation of the Riverside County General Plan would not result in 
significant cumulative noise levels that would not be mitigated with the implementation of 
General Plan policies and RCIP EIR mitigation measures and thus, would not substantially 
contribute to cumulative noise impacts 
 
Construction of the proposed project, when considered in concert with related projects in the 
area, would result in short-term noise impacts that would accompany construction. Since projects 
would not occur simultaneously, construction noise impacts would be short term, incremental 
and can be mitigated to below a level of significance with controls on construction time periods 
and equipment use. Thus such impacts would not be regarded as cumulatively significant.  
 
Impacts associated with vehicles coming to and leaving the proposed project include increases in 
noise levels along roadways in the project vicinity. This would affect land uses along specific 
streets and could be adverse for sensitive land uses. However, the County requires that noise 
impacts and mitigation be analyzed at full capacity of the roadways. Thus, individual projects 
would provide noise control beyond existing noise levels in anticipation for future development. 
As such, individual project mitigation would serve to reduce project related noise impacts to less 
than significant levels.  
 
However, the maximum noise level increase in the project vicinity is 0.9 dB for both existing 
plus project conditions and for existing plus project and cumulative conditions, which are less 
than the threshold (increase of greater than 5 dB due to project-related traffic). Therefore, the 
project will not result in significant project-related and cumulative noise impacts. 

Potential significant effects related to project construction noise and traffic noise effects to the 
project will be mitigated to a level below significance with implementation of mitigation 
measures.  
 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 5.0 – Mandatory CEQA Topics 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES  

5.0-28 

After incorporation of mitigation measures, potential adverse impacts associated with cumulative 
impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Potential impacts upon public facilities and services related to build-out of the Riverside County 
General Plan were evaluated in the RCIP EIR. These potential impacts included those that 
related to fire protection. The RCIP EIR determined that build-out of unincorporated areas of 
Riverside County will create a substantial increase in population and residential and non-
residential structures. As a result, a need for additional on-duty firefighters and support facilities 
will be required. General Plan build-out will substantially contribute to significant cumulative 
impacts to fire protection. Implementation of the General Plan‟s policies and RCIP EIR 
mitigation measures would reduce these potential impacts to below the level of significance. 
 
The Riverside County standard for the establishment of a new fire station is the development of 
2,000 dwelling units or 3.5 million square feet of commercial or industrial uses. Due to its size (a 
maximum of 758,300 square feet) the proposed project will not substantially contribute to the 
need for a new fire station. By increasing the demand for fire services, the proposed project will 
contribute to the cumulative impact of area development on these services; however, through 
payment of established developer mitigation fees established to address cumulative impacts 
(Ordinance No. 659.7), these impacts will be less than significant. 

Potential impacts upon public facilities and services related to build-out of the Riverside County 
General Plan were evaluated in the RCIP EIR. These potential impacts included those that 
related to sheriff services. The RCIP EIR determined that build-out of unincorporated areas of 
Riverside County will create a substantial increase in population and residential and non-
residential structures. As a result, a need for additional on-duty sheriff personnel and support 
facilities will be required. General Plan build-out will substantially contribute to significant 
cumulative impacts to sheriff protection. Implementation of the General Plan‟s policies and 
RCIP EIR mitigation measures would reduce these potential impacts to below the level of 
significance.  
 
The Sheriff Department's desirable level of service is 1.2 sworn officers per 1,000 residents and 
the RCIP General Plan EIR identifies a goal of meeting and maintaining a level of 1.5 sworn 
officers per 1,000 residents. The RCIP General Plan EIR evaluated the potential impact of 
development upon sheriff services only in terms of the number of sworn officers required to 
serve the build-out population in Riverside County. Because the proposed project is not a 
residential project, it will not directly result in an impact upon the above-described population 
based service levels. The County development review process and building permit plan check 
processes include review by the County Sheriff Department to ensure incorporation of defensible 
space concepts in site design and construction. Additionally, through payment of established 
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developer mitigation fees established to address cumulative impacts (Ordinance No. 659.7), 
these impacts will be less than significant. 

Required payment of developer impact fees pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No. 659.7 
will reduce cumulative impacts to fire and sheriff services to below the level of significance. 

After incorporation of mitigation measures, the project will reduce its impacts on fire and sheriff 
services to below the level of significance and the project‟s impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

The RCIP EIR found that build-out of the Riverside County General Plan has the potential to 
degrade roadway and freeway performance below applicable performance standards. However, 
implementation of General Plan policies and RCIP EIR mitigation measures would reduce a 
majority of the potential impacts on the County‟s arterial transportation and circulation system to 
less than significant. For some locations, the County‟s Level of Service (LOS) threshold of LOS 
D will not be met and the impact from implementation of the General Plan is considered to be 
significant. The Level of Service at some freeway locations cannot be mitigated to below the 
level of significance and therefore, will remain significant. Cumulative impacts will also remain 
significant at some locations. 
 
The increase in residential and commercial development resulting from future projects within the 
County and construction of the related projects would increase the number of vehicle trips to, 
through, and from the surrounding area. Future traffic volumes and levels of services are 
discussed in Section 4.12 (Transportation and Traffic) of this document.  
 
Vehicle trips from the project and related projects would create or add to traffic congestion on 
Archibald Avenue, Hamner Avenue, Etiwanda Avenue, and selected roadway segments and 
intersections. Some vehicle trips would be confined to the area (short trips), while others would 
travel outside the project area to surrounding counties, cities, and urban centers and affect the 
regional transportation system. Adverse impacts to the circulation network would occur if 
roadway improvements and trip reduction measures and programs are not implemented. In 
accordance with Riverside County regulations, each development would be required to pay its 
fair share for needed roadway improvements. Payment of the County‟s traffic impact fees would 
allow the County to fund signalization, roadway widening, and other transportation programs 
and improvements necessary to maintain acceptable levels of service at local intersections.  
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Existing levels of service (LOS) on roadways within the study area vary from LOS A to LOS F. 
The following three intersections currently operate at levels that do not meet the above-described 
LOS targets: 
 

 Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue 

 
The proposed project, after accounting for pass-by traffic and internal traffic, is estimated to 
generate approximately 6,037 new daily trip-ends, including 788 new trip-ends during the AM 
Peak hour and 840 new trip-ends during the PM Peak hour. All of the studied intersections will 
have a longer delay due to the inclusion of generated traffic, absent the incorporation of 
mitigation measures. After construction of the project, absent implementation of mitigation 
measures the following four intersections are expected to operate at an unacceptable level of 
service: 
 

 Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Harrison Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Hamner Avenue/Limonite Avenue 
 Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite Avenue 

 
Following implementation of area-wide offsite improvements as required by identified 
mitigation measures, delays at area-wide intersections will be substantially reduced and all of the 
intersections within the study area will operate at LOS D or better at an interim year and 
following project completion. At the Buildout Year (2037) intersections within the study area 
will operate at LOS D or better following implementation of area-wide offsite improvements.  
 
The cumulative effects of the project can be reduced by the payment of fees (e.g., TUMF, DIF) 
where each development pays its “fair share” of the traffic impacts that are indirectly caused 
thereby. These fees may be used by the County to upgrade intersections and roadway segments. 
These fees will be collected and utilized as needed by Riverside County to construct the 
improvements necessary to maintain the required level of service. 
 
As discussed in the Transportation and Traffic Section of the EIR (Section 3.12), the project will 
contribute to the overall exceedance of the applicable level of service standards. However, three 
of the fifteen studied intersections will exceed the LOS standards even without the construction 
of the project, due to other project development within the project vicinity and ambient growth. 
Although the project‟s developer will pay fees to mitigate its “fair share” of the cumulative 
impacts, the actual construction of the required off-site improvements cannot be determined with 
certainty. It is anticipated that as cumulative development within vicinity of the project proceeds, 
each development will pay for and construct general plan level road improvements on roads 
adjacent to the development sites and will pay “fair share” fees (such as TUMF fees) for use by 
local jurisdictions to construct road improvements necessary to address the cumulative impact of 
area-wide development. However, the timing of road improvements needed to improve level of 
service on a regional basis will be determined by the County of Riverside based upon need and 
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the availability of funding. Thus, it is possible that the required improvements will not be 
constructed in time to mitigate the project‟s cumulative impacts to below the level of 
significance. Therefore, after mitigation, the project‟s cumulative impacts will remain 
significant. 

Mitigation measures have been incorporated which will bring project-related traffic impacts to 
less than significant levels. Increases in traffic brought about by new development can be 
mitigated with payment of fair share fees and county-wide and project-level roadway 
improvements.  

The cumulative effects of the project can be reduced by the payment of fees (e.g., TUMF, DIF) 
where each development pays its “fair share” for the traffic impacts that are caused by that 
project‟s contribution to cumulative traffic levels. It is anticipated that as cumulative 
development within vicinity of the project proceeds, each development will pay for and construct 
general plan level road improvements on roads adjacent to the development sites and will pay 
“fair share” fees (such as TUMF fees) for use by local jurisdictions to construct road 
improvements necessary to address the cumulative impact of area-wide development. However, 
the actual construction of the required off-site improvements cannot be determined with 
certainty. The timing of road improvements needed to improve level of service on a regional 
basis will be determined by the County of Riverside, and the cities of Chino and Ontario based 
upon need and the availability of funding. Thus, it is possible that the required improvements 
will not be constructed in time to mitigate the project‟s cumulative impacts to below the level of 
significance. Additionally, required improvements to the Additionally, required improvements to 
the Archibald Avenue/Limonite Avenue, Harrison Avenue/Limonite Avenue, Etiwanda 
Avenue/Limonite Avenue, Hellman Avenue/Schleisman Road, Sumner Avenue/Limonite 
Avenue and Cleveland Avenue/Limonite Avenue intersections are beyond the existing roadway 
classification identified in the applicable general plan; and may not be viable due to right-of-way 
restrictions in the County of Riverside and the city of Ontario. Therefore, after mitigation, the 
project‟s cumulative traffic impacts will remain significant. Adoption of a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations will be required prior to project approval. 

In 1997, households in Riverside County produced over 105 million gallons per day of 
wastewater. At General Plan buildout (2037), daily wastewater amounts would increase to over 
128 million gallons per day. Implementation of General Plan policies and existing Riverside 
County regulations will result in a less than significant impact on wastewater systems, but would 
still substantially contribute to a significant cumulative impact on existing wastewater facilities. 
The General Plan‟s impact upon water supply will be significantly impacted by General Plan 
build-out. The RCIP EIR determined that adherence to General Plan policies and RCIP EIR 
mitigation measures will reduce the potential impact to water supply, but that the potential 
impacts remain significant and unavoidable. 
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JCSD will provide sewer service to the project site. As part of the proposed project, 12-inch 
sewer lines will be constructed in all proposed streets within the project site.  JCSD uses a 
standard generation rate of 2,000 gallons of wastewater per day per acre for industrial and 
commercial development. Using this rate, the proposed projects expected wastewater generation 
will be 106,740 gallons per day (0.11 million gallons per day). The sewer flow generated by the 
subject project will be treated and disposed of through the WRCRWA Regional Wastewater 
Reclamation Plant, located south of River Road and west of Archibald Avenue. This facility has 
a capacity of 8 million gallons per day (mgd), with the ability to expand to 32 mgd. 
 
With a current wastewater treatment volume of approximately 5.5 mgd, there is existing capacity 
at the wastewater treatment facility for treatment of an additional 2.5 mgd of wastewater. This 
shows that the wastewater treatment plant has sufficient existing capacity to handle 106,740 
gallons per day of wastewater that would be generated by the project and that no new or 
expanded facilities are required. Therefore, the proposed project will not require or result in the 
construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, including septic systems, or the expansion of 
existing facilities. 

Build-out of the General Plan is anticipated to generate over 6.6 million tons of solid waste per 
year. The increase from current solid waste generation amounts is considered in the RCIP EIR to 
be substantial, however, implementation of General Plan policies and RCIP EIR mitigation 
measures will reduce the potential impact to below the level of significance.  
 
It is estimated that the proposed project will generate approximately 1,964 tons of solid waste per 
year that would require disposal within landfills. Given the limited contribution of solid waste 
anticipated to be generated by the proposed project (approximately 0.03 percent of combined the 
annual landfill capacity of the Badlands Landfill, the El Sobrante Landfill and the Lamb Canyon 
Landfill), development of the project site will not cause or substantially contribute to the 
exceedance of the permitted capacity of the designated landfills. All three of the landfills 
discussed above have adequate capacity to receive the full amount of solid waste generated by 
the project. Additionally, should the project-generated construction-related solid waste be 
processed at the Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station before being landfilled, the project‟s 
construction-related solid waste would only constitute approximately 0.13 percent of the annual 
capacity of the transfer station. This construction-related waste would not cause or substantially 
contribute to the exceedance of the transfer stations capacity. Also, considering the project's 
participation in the source reduction programs offered by the County, the operational solid waste 
stream generated by the project, may be reduced over time. 

No mitigation measures are required to address cumulative Utility and Service Systems impacts. 
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The proposed project will have no significant cumulative impacts related to Utility and Service 
Systems. 

This topic is intended to address any impacts that cannot be mitigated to below a level of 
significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2). Significant impacts which cannot be avoided 
or eliminated if the project is implemented have been discussed in detail throughout Section 3 of 
this document. A summary of the areas in which impacts could not be reduced to a level below 
significance is briefly presented below.  

Impacts to agricultural resources are considered significant if the project will result in loss of 
designated Farmland (Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance). Construction of the proposed project, or either of the alternatives other than the No 
Project alternative, will result in a loss of designated Farmland. There is no feasible mitigation 
for such loss. Impacts associated with the loss of designated Farmlands from project 
development remain unavoidable and adverse and are unmitigable. 

Impacts to air quality are considered significant if a project will violate an air quality standard, 
contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation or result in a cumulatively 
considerable increase in a criteria pollutant under non-attainment. Short-term emissions for NOX, 
will exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds during construction. The project will also exceed the 
Localized Significance Thresholds for PM-10 and PM-2.5  The proposed mitigation measures 
will not reduce the significance of LSTs and impacts related to PM-10 and PM-2.5 will still be 
considered significant.  
 
Long-term operational emissions will still exceed the regional thresholds for ROG, NOX, CO, 
PM-10, and PM-2.5 in both the summer and winter. 
 
The project-specific evaluation of project-generated emissions in relation to the CEQA 
thresholds of significance presented above, demonstrates that even with incorporation of the 
proposed mitigation measures, project-related impacts to air quality will be significant and 
unavoidable during project construction and operation of the project. 
 
When considering the cumulative effects on air quality in the region, it is the long-term 
operational emissions that are of the most concern. Vehicular emissions from project-generated 
traffic are the main contributor to criteria pollutant emissions. Since the portion of the South 
Coast Air Basin within which the project is located is designated as a non-attainment area for 
ozone, PM-10, and PM-2.5 under state standards, and as a non-attainment area for ozone, carbon 
monoxide, PM-10, and PM-2.5 under federal standards, and the operational emissions from this 
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project will exceed the SCAQMD daily thresholds, the project‟s cumulative effects on air quality 
are considered significant and unavoidable. 
 
Although the project‟s annual CO2 emissions are small on a global scale, they will exceed the 
SCAQMD recommended screening level of 6,500 MtCO2/year. To lessen the impacts related to 
global climate change and greenhouse gas production, the project will be designed to increase 
the buildings‟ overall performance. Through LEED certification the project is making an effort 
to reduce its carbon footprint. However, at this point in time, the only measure that can be 
quantified is the building energy performance 24.5% beyond Title 24. Because it cannot be 
determined with certainty that the project will not result in a cumulatively considerable 
incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate change, even 
after implementation of MM Air 7, the cumulative impacts of the proposed project on global 
climate change are considered potentially cumulatively considerable and unavoidable. 

The Riverside County General Plan has established, as a countywide target, a minimum LOS C 
on all county-maintained roads and conventional state highways. Exceptions allow LOS D on 
roadways in Community Development areas at intersections of any combination of Secondary 
Highways, Major Highways, Arterials, Urban Arterials, Expressways, conventional state 
highways or freeway ramp intersections and LOS E in designated community centers to the 
extent that it supports transit-oriented development and walkable communities. 
 
For the surrounding cities to the project boundary, the City of Riverside has established as a 
citywide target, a LOS D on all city streets; the City of Chino has established, as a citywide 
target, a minimum LOS D of all city-maintained roads; and the City of Ontario has established, 
as a citywide target, a minimum LOS D on all city-maintained roads. 
 
Following implementation of area-wide offsite improvements as required by identified 
mitigation measures, delays at area-wide intersections will be substantially reduced and all of the 
intersections within the study area will operate at LOS D or better at an interim year and 
following project completion. At the Buildout Year (2037) intersections within the study area 
will operate at LOS D or better following implementation of area-wide offsite improvements. 
 
Although the project‟s developer will pay fees to mitigate its “fair share” of the cumulative 
impacts, the actual construction of the required off-site improvements cannot be determined with 
certainty. It is anticipated that as cumulative development within vicinity of the project proceeds, 
each development will pay for and construct general plan level road improvements on roads 
adjacent to the development sites and will pay “fair share” fees (such as TUMF fees) for use by 
local jurisdictions to construct road improvements necessary to address the cumulative impact of 
area-wide development. However, the timing of road improvements needed to improve level of 
service on a regional basis will be determined by the County of Riverside, and the cities of Chino 
and Ontario based upon need and the availability of funding. Thus, it is possible that the required 
improvements will not be constructed in time to mitigate the project‟s cumulative impacts to 
below the level of significance. Additionally, required improvements to the Archibald 
Avenue/Limonite Avenue, Harrison Avenue/Limonite Avenue, Etiwanda Avenue/Limonite 
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Avenue, Hellman Avenue/Schleisman Road, Sumner Avenue/Limonite Avenue and Cleveland 
Avenue/Limonite Avenue intersections are beyond the existing roadway classification identified 
in the applicable general plan; and may not be viable due to right-of-way restrictions in County 
of Riverside and City of Ontario. Therefore, after mitigation, the project‟s cumulative impacts 
will remain significant. 

According to CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.2 [d]), a project may foster economic or 
population growth, or additional housing, either indirectly or directly, in a geographical area if it 
meets any one of the following criteria below: 
 

 A project would remove obstacles to population growth. 
 Increases in the population may tax existing community service facilities, causing 

significant environmental effects. 
 A project would encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the 

environment. 
 
Urbanization of the project site could potentially influence continued development within 
adjacent properties by providing or extending roadways, extending water and sewer service, 
utility and energy services to the immediate area. This could eliminate potential constraints for 
future development in this area.  
 
If access to the area were limited, improvement of roadways into the area might encourage 
development of nearby vacant land. However, access to the project site is currently available 
from area roadways. Besides internal streets, other new paved access roads will be constructed to 
serve the project vicinity. Development within vicinity of the project site would be able to obtain 
required access from the existing road network. Since the existing road network currently 
provides access to vacant land near the project site, it would support the development within 
vicinity of the project site, with or without the proposed project. 
 
Potable water will be provided to the proposed project development by the Jurupa Community 
Services District (JCSD). JCSD‟s water supply is mainly obtained through groundwater 
extraction from the Chino Basin groundwater aquifer. Withdrawals from the Chino Basin by 
JCSD are governed by adjudication. (See Section 3.13 Utility and Service Systems for a more 
detailed discussion on groundwater extraction). No new or expanded entitlements are expected 
as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project will not increase the number 
of parcels where water service is currently available. Wastewater treatment service for the 
project is also provided by the Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD). No new or expanded 
sewage treatment entitlements are required as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, the 
proposed project will not increase the number of parcels where water service is currently 
available. 
 
As discussed in the Consistency with Regional Plans section of this EIR (Section 4.0), the 
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley project can be projected to generate between 858 to 1,129 jobs.  
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The creation of 858 to 1,129 new jobs comprises 0.09 to 0.11 percent of the forecasted 
employment for the Subregion in 2030 and 0.08 to 0.10 percent in 2035. For the unincorporated 
areas of the Western Riverside County, the project will constitute 0.33 to 0.44 percent of the 
forecasted employment in 2030 and 0.30 to 0.39 percent in 2035. 
 
The jobs/housing ratio for Western Riverside County is projected to be 1.14 in 2015, 1.19 in 
2020, 1.1.24 in 2025, and 1.29 in 2030 and 1.33 in 2035. Therefore, Western Riverside County is 
projected to be a housing/jobs balanced area. However, the jobs/housing ratio for the 
unincorporated portion of the Western Riverside County subarea is projected to be 0.83 in 2015, 
0.88 in 2020, 0.96 in 2025, 1.02 in 2030 and 1.06 in 2035. This indicates that the unincorporated 
portion of Western Riverside County is projected to be a jobs-poor area. Overall, SCAG's, The 
New Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance in Southern California, projects the Eastvale area, 
within which the proposed project is located, will be housing-rich in 2025, while the areas 
immediately south and east (Riverside, Corona, and Norco) will be jobs-rich and the areas 
immediately north and west (Ontario, Chino, and San Bernardino County) will be very jobs-rich. 
According to the RCIP, the most populated unincorporated area of the County is the Eastvale 
Area Plan, with approximately 22 percent of the population and 30 percent of the employment.  
 
According to the Riverside County General Plan, new jobs from commercial and industrial 
development, and new population from residential development represent direct forms of 
growth. These direct forms of growth have a secondary effect of expanding the size of local 
markets and inducing additional economic activity in the areas.  

If the proposed Birtcher Center at Corona Valley project is approved and constructed, a variety 
of short-term and long-term impacts will occur on both local and regional levels. During 
construction, portions of surrounding lands may be temporarily impacted by dust and noise over 
the project build-out. Short-term erosion may occur during grading and construction activities. 
These disruptions, however, are temporary and can be mitigated to a large degree.  
 
The long-term effect of the proposed project and the subsequent development will be to convert 
the site into light industrial uses. In relation to this process, the characteristics of the physical, 
biological, cultural, aesthetic, and human environment will be impacted, as with any form of 
urbanization. The consequences of this urbanization include: increased traffic volumes, 
incremental degradation of the regional air quality, additional noise created by traffic generated 
by employees and customers of the project, incremental demands for public services and utilities, 
and increased natural resource consumption.  
 
Ultimate development of the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley project would create long-term 
environmental consequences that are connected with any form of urbanization. However, the 
proposed project has been designed to benefit the community and population by providing 
increased opportunities for employment in closer proximity to residential development and will 
ultimately provide for a form of long-term productivity which appears compatible with human 
needs in the area. 
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The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, identify the parameters within which consideration and 
discussion of alternatives to the proposed project should occur. As stated in this section of the 
guidelines, alternatives must focus on those that are reasonably feasible and which attain most of 
the basic objectives of the project. Each alternative must be capable of avoiding or substantially 
lessening any significant effects of the proposed project. The rationale for selecting the 
alternatives to be evaluated and a discussion of the "no project" alternative are also required, per 
Section 15126.6. 
 
As stated in Section 1.0 of this document, the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley project 
objectives are to: 
 
 Promote the development of a variety of stable employment and business uses that provide a 

diversity of employment opportunities for those that live and work in the community. 
 
 Offer the opportunity for a mix of businesses in proximity to transportation facilities and 

utilities, and along transit corridors.  
 
 Accommodate the development of a balance of land uses that maintains and enhances the 

county‟s fiscal viability, economic diversity, and environmental integrity. 

 
This section of the EIR will look at 1) a No Project Alternative that retains existing use of the 
site for agricultural and dairy purposes, 2) a “Big Box” Warehouse Alternative which would 
implement 200,000 square foot of industrial warehouse and 3) an Alternate Site Alternative, 
which would be located on the parcels just south of the project site, identified as APNs 144-010-
034 and 144-010-035. 

Pursuant to CEQA (15126.6(a)), each alternative must in some way avoid or substantially lessen 
one or more of the significant effects created by the proposed project and meet most of the basic 
project objectives, as shown above. The direct significant environmental effects that result from 
the proposed project, after mitigation measures are implemented, are impacts to agricultural 
resources and air quality. Cumulatively, the project contributes to impacts to agricultural 
resources, air quality, and transportation and traffic. 
 
The project, as proposed, is anticipated to result in unavoidable adverse impacts related to the 
agricultural resources, air quality, and cumulative transportation and traffic. Anticipated impacts 
to air quality by the proposed project will be a result of the project construction and additional 
vehicles within the project area of the potential employees. Therefore, alternatives with higher 
intensities of business uses on the same acreage would clearly result in more traffic, and 
therefore, poorer air quality than the proposed project, and were not considered further. 
Likewise, land uses significantly different than those allowed under the present land use 
designation (e.g., industrial), which would not meet the project objectives in any way, are 
generally not considered.  
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Three project alternatives were analyzed. 
 
Alternative 1  –  No Project – Existing Land Use  
The No Project – Existing Land Use alternative includes continued use of the site as a dairy farm 
and crop fields. The project area has been heavily disturbed by activities associated with the 
agricultural uses and other farming activities. Under this alternative, it is assumed that these 
activities would continue. This alternative evaluates the environmental impacts resulting from a 
continuance of the project site with the current agricultural operations. 
 
Alternative 2 – “Big Box” Industrial Warehouse  
For purposes of analysis, the “Big Box” Industrial Warehouse Alternative includes the 
development of one “Big Box” industrial development on the site. This alterative would result in 
development of the project‟s site in accordance with its current general plan designation of 
“Light Industrial.” For the purposes of this analysis, the subject site would be developed with an 
approximate 200,000 square foot industrial warehouse consistent with an alternative that was 
considered with the applicant. This alternative would drastically reduce the total building square 
footage that will be constructed on the project site as compared to the proposed project. Table 
5.0-G shows a comparison of the proposed project to Alternative 2. 
 
Alternative 3 – Alternate Site 
The Alternate Site Alternative proposes the same light industrial development as the proposed 
project on a similar parcel directly south of the current proposed project site. This site is slightly 
smaller than the proposed project, by 3.76 acres. The project applicant had considered this site 
before eventually purchasing the current proposed project site. Although the alternative site is 
smaller, for the purposes of this analysis it is assumed that approximately the same square 
footage of development would be built. 
 
Table 5.0-F, Comparison of Proposed Project to Alternatives 2 and 3, shows a comparison of 
the proposed project to both alternatives relating to acreage, square footage, and estimated 
employment. 
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Table 5.0-F, Comparison of Proposed Project to  
Alternatives 2 and 3  

* Assumes generation factors of 1 employee per 500 square feet of commercial/retail building space, 1 employee per 600 square feet of business 
park floor space, and 1 employee per 1,030 square feet of light industrial floor space (from Appendix E of the Riverside County General Plan 
EIR). 

 
 
Evaluation of Alternative 1 – No Project 
 
Agricultural 
 
Under the No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative, the project site would remain in 
agricultural use. There would be no loss of agricultural land and no contribution to the 
cumulative loss of agricultural land that is ongoing within vicinity of the project site. This impact 
would be less than that of the proposed project. 
 
Airports 
 
The No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative would not adversely impact the operations of 
Chino Airport, and would have no potential of creating structural obstructions that would require 
FAA review. This impact would be less than that of the proposed project. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Since no construction activity would occur, No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative would 
not have any short-term impacts on air quality. Also, no new long-term sources of air pollution 
would result from increased traffic and increased use of energy resources. This impact would be 
less than that of the proposed project. 
 
Biological Resources 
 
The No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative would not result in a change to the existing 
biology of the project site. Use of the project site for raptor foraging would continue and there 
would be no contribution to cumulative loss of raptor foraging habitat within the vicinity of the 
project site. Other potential sensitive species (burrowing owl) would be able to continue to 
utilize the project site as habitat (including breeding and/or seasonal foraging habitat). This 
impact would be less than that of the proposed project. 
 
 
Cultural Resources 

Component of Development Proposed Project Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Light Industrial 758,300 sq. ft. (on 
53.37 acres) 

200,000 sq. ft. (on 53.37 
acres) 

758,300 sq. ft. (on 
49.61 acres) 

Estimated Employment* 736 194 736 
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There are no known cultural resources (historical and archaeological) on the project site. 
However, there is a potential for the discovery of buried cultural and paleontological resources 
during grading of the project site. Since the No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative would 
not involve additional or deeper grading of the project site, it will have no impact upon these  
potentially buried and unknown cultural resources. This impact would be less than that of the 
proposed project. 
 
Geology and Soils 
 
The No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative would not involve the additional development 
on the site. Continued dairy and agricultural use of the site would result in the continued 
production of manure on the site and the continued incorporation of organic matter into the on-
site soils. Methane generation and accumulation in the soil would not be an issue because no 
additional structures would be constructed. This impact would less than that of the proposed 
project. 
 
Hazards 
 
Under the No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative no site development would occur. 
Grading activities could occur with ongoing agricultural activities. As the site might have had an 
underground diesel storage tank (there is no available information on whether it was removed or 
not, or whether any soil investigations were conducted at time of removal) there is a potential for 
impacts to humans or the environment if grading were to occur on site where an underground 
storage tank is located and is leaking or has leaked in the past. Mitigation measures would be 
required, as with implementation of the proposed project, to ensure potential impacts remain less 
than significant. This impact would be similar to the proposed project. 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Under the No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative no storm drainage facilities would be 
constructed. Dairy operations would continue on-site. The potential for contamination of surface 
waters, such as the Santa Ana River, and the groundwater basin due to site runoff of waters 
contaminated with dairy wastes would continue. However, potential runoff from paved parking 
areas and streets, contaminated with oil and grease, heavy metals and sediment, would be 
avoided. This impact would be greater than that of the proposed project. 
 
Land Use and Planning 
 
Under the No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative, the site would not be converted to light 
industrial uses. Instead the existing dairy and agricultural uses on site would remain. These uses 
are consistent with the existing zoning on the subject property. However, the use would be 
inconsistent with the Eastvale Area Plan land use designation of “Light Industrial”, as compared 
to the proposed project which is consistent with these designations. This impact would be greater 
than that of the proposed project. 
Noise 
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Since no construction activity would occur, the No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative 
would not have any short-term noise impacts. Noise increases created by project-related 
operations and traffic would not occur. This impact would be less than that of the proposed 
project. 
 
Public Services 
 
The No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative would not result in the creation of additional 
demand for fire or sheriff services. Fire Department and Sheriff Department response times 
would remain unchanged. The payment of Riverside County-established development impact 
fees for sheriff department facilities would not occur. This impact would be less than that of the 
proposed project. 
 
Solid Waste 
 
The No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative would not create an increase in the amount of 
solid waste generated on the project site. This impact would be less than that of the proposed 
project. 
 
Transportation/Traffic 
 
The No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative would not increase site-generated traffic above 
current levels, would not contribute to the need for area-wide off-site road improvements. This 
impact would be less than that of the proposed project. 
 
Water and Sewer 
 
The No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative will continue the existing use of water on the 
project site for agricultural purposes. There would be no increase in wastewater treatment 
services required to serve the dairy/agricultural use. This impact would be less than that of the 
proposed project. 
 
Regional Element 
 
The No Project – Existing Land Use Alternative would not result in adverse impacts upon the 
existing jobs/housing ratio as it would not be removing existing jobs. However, this alternative 
would not generate any additional jobs to improve the area‟s jobs/housing ratio. This impact 
would be greater than that of the proposed project. 
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Evaluation of Alternative 2 – “Big Box” Warehouse 
 
Agricultural 
 
Development of the “Big Box” Warehouse Alternative – Would result in the elimination of the 
availability of the project site for dairy and agricultural use. This would contribute to the 
cumulative loss of agricultural land within the vicinity of the project site and result in 
unavoidable adverse project-specific and cumulative impacts upon agriculture. This impact 
would be similar to that of the proposed project. 
 
Airports 
 
Development of the “Big Box” Warehouse Alternative – would be compatible with operations of 
the Chino Airport, and subject to the same height restrictions, development standard 
requirements, and mitigation measure as the proposed project. This impact would be similar to 
that of the proposed project. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Development of the “Big Box” Warehouse Alternative – although less than those of the proposed 
project, construction-related ROG, NOx, and CO levels from this alternative would exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds. Construction of a “Big-Box Warehouse” would result in less vehicular 
traffic but greater truck traffic, then development of the site as light industrial. The diesel 
emissions from the alternative would be higher due to the increase in truck traffic. Long-term 
emissions would be less than those of the proposed project due to this alternative‟s decreased 
vehicular traffic. This impact would be less than that of the proposed project. 
 
Biological Resources 
 
Development of the “Big Box” Warehouse Alternative – will result in the conversion the project 
site from the existing agricultural uses to light industrial uses. This will result in the loss of 
potential foraging area for raptors, and will contribute to the area-wide loss of raptor foraging 
habitat. This potential impact is the same as the proposed project but is reduced to below the 
level of significance through compliance with the same mitigation measures as required for the 
proposed project. This impact would be similar to that of the proposed project. 
 
Cultural Resources 
 
Development of the “Big Box” Warehouse Alternative would result in the loss of these 
structures. However, there is a potential that buried cultural resources and/or paleontological 
resources may be discovered during project construction, but such impacts would be reduced to 
less than significant levels through compliance with the same mitigation measures as required for 
the proposed project. This impact would be the same as that of the proposed project. 
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Geology and Soils 
 
Development of the alternate “Big Box” warehouse will result in the construction of structures 
upon soils contaminated with organic matter, including manure. This results in the potential for 
impacts due to ground cracking and methane generated within the soils. This potential impact is 
the same as the proposed project but can be mitigated to below the level of significance. This 
impact would be similar to that of the proposed project. 
 
Hazards 
 
Development of the alternate “Big Box” warehouse would result in a similar risk of disturbing 
contaminated soils or groundwater during site grading. This potential impact is the same as the 
proposed project but can be mitigated to below the level of significance. This impact would be 
similar to that of the proposed project. 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Development of the alternate “Big Box” warehouse, the same basic storm drainage facilities 
would be constructed as those included with the proposed project. The potential for 
contamination of surface waters, such as the Santa Ana River, and the groundwater basin due to 
dairy-related runoff would be eliminated. However, there would be potential runoff from paved 
parking areas and streets, contaminated with oil and grease, heavy metals, and sediment. This 
potential impact is the same as the proposed project but will be reduced to less than significant 
levels through compliance with mandatory regulatory requirements. This impact would be 
similar to that of the proposed project. 
 
Land Use/Planning 
 
Similar to development of the proposed project, development of the alternate “Big Box” 
warehouse would be consistent with the existing Riverside County General Plan‟s Eastvale Area 
Plan land use designations of “Light Industrial” on the project site. Potential land use 
compatibility issues would be similar to those for the proposed project. This impact would be 
similar to that of the proposed project. 
 
Noise 
 
Construction of the alternate “Big Box” warehouse would result in similar noise level increases 
that are less than significant with mitigation. Noise increases created by project-related 
operations and traffic are not expected to be significant. This impact would be similar to that of 
the proposed project.  
 
Public Services 
 
Development of the alternate “Big Box” warehouse has a slightly lower demand for fire services 
due to the slight reduction in total square footage than the proposed project. Fire Department and 
Sheriff Department response times would remain unchanged. The demand for fire and sheriff 
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services will be less than significant through compliance with Ordinance No. 659.7 and payment 
of developer impact fees. Payment of County required fees for Sheriff and Fire Department 
facilities will be similar to those required for the proposed project. Potential impacts upon fire 
and sheriff services are below the level of significance. This impact would be similar to that of 
the proposed project.  
 
Solid Waste 
 
Development of the “Big Box” warehouse alternative would not create an increase in the amount 
of solid waste generated on the project site. A warehouse will generate fewer tons of solid waste 
annually as compared to the proposed project. This impact would be less than that of the 
proposed project. 
 
Transportation and Traffic 
 
Development of the alternate “Big Box” warehouse will increase truck traffic levels upon 
existing streets, but decrease vehicular traffic. Therefore, this alternative's impact upon the level 
of service of area-wide streets will be less than that of the proposed project. Project-related 
impacts upon roadways can be mitigated to less than significant levels through mitigation 
measures that are similar to those described for the proposed project. Although the development 
will pay fees to mitigate its “fair share” of the cumulative impacts, the actual construction of the 
required off-site improvements cannot be determined with certainty. Thus, it is possible that the 
required improvements will not be constructed in time to mitigate the project‟s cumulative 
impacts to below the level of significance. Therefore, cumulative impacts will remain significant. 
This impact would be less than that of the proposed project. 
 
Regional Element 
 
Development of the alternate “Big Box” warehouse will generate approximately 194 new jobs. 
However, this is approximately 500 fewer new jobs than expected from the proposed project and 
therefore, this alternative will have a smaller positive impact upon the jobs to housing ratio for 
the local area. This impact would be greater than that of the proposed project. 
 
Evaluation of Alternative 3 – Alternate Site 
 
Agricultural 
 
Development of the Alternate Site Alternative would result in the elimination of the availability 
of the project site for dairy and agricultural use. This would contribute to the cumulative loss of 
agricultural land within the vicinity of the project site and result in unavoidable adverse project-
specific and cumulative impacts upon agriculture. This impact would be similar to that of the 
proposed project. 
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Airports 
 
This alternative would be compatible with operations of the Chino Airport, and subject to the 
same height restrictions, development standard requirements, and mitigation measure as the 
proposed project. Due to the reduced building square footage and thus a lower occupancy 
maximum, impacts due to proximity to the Chino Airport would be less than that of the proposed 
project. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Short-term emissions related to grading will be similar to those of the proposed project, and 
although less than those of the proposed project, construction-related ROG, NOx, and CO levels 
will exceed SCAQMD thresholds. Long-term emissions for this alternative will also be similar to 
those of the proposed project and will also exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO and 
PM-10. This impact would be similar to that of the proposed project.  
 
Biological Resources 
 
The Alternate Site Alternative will result in the conversion of the project site from the existing 
agricultural uses to light industrial uses. This will result in the loss of potential foraging area for 
raptors, and will contribute to the area-wide loss of raptor foraging habitat. This potential impact 
is the same as the proposed project but is reduced to below the level of significance through 
compliance with the same mitigation measures as required for the proposed project. This impact 
would be similar to that of the proposed project. 
 
Cultural Resources 
 
A cultural resources survey was not conducted for this site. As a result, it is not known whether 
the site contains significant historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources.  As with the 
proposed project, there is a potential that buried cultural resources and/or paleontological 
resources may be discovered during project construction, but such impacts would be reduced to 
less than significant levels through compliance with the same mitigation measures as required for 
the proposed project. This impact would be similar that of the proposed project. 
 
Geology and Soils 
 
Development of the Alternate Site Alternative will result in the construction of structures upon 
soils contaminated with organic matter, including manure. This results in the potential for 
impacts due to ground cracking and methane generated within the soils. This potential impact is 
the same as the proposed project but can be mitigated to below the level of significance. This 
impact would be similar to that of the proposed project. 
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Hazards 
 
A Phase I Environmental Assessment was not conducted for this site. As a result it is not know 
whether the site contains hazardous material sites or contaminated soils or groundwater. As the 
existing land use is the same as on the proposed project site, it is anticipated that the alternative 
site may also contain an underground diesel storage tank. Development of this alternative may 
result in a similar risk of disturbing contaminated soils or groundwater during site grading. This 
potential impact is the similar to the proposed project but can be mitigated to below the level of 
significance. This impact would be similar to that of the proposed project. 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Under the Alternate Site Alternative, storm drainage facilities would be constructed similar to 
those included with the proposed project. The potential for contamination of surface waters, such 
as the Santa Ana River, and the groundwater basin due to dairy-related runoff would be 
eliminated. However, there would be potential runoff from paved parking areas and streets, 
contaminated with oil and grease, heavy metals, and sediment. This potential impact is the same 
as the proposed project but will be reduced to less than significant levels through compliance 
with mandatory regulatory requirements. This impact would be similar to that of the proposed 
project. 
 
Land Use/Planning 
 
Similar to development of the proposed project, development of the Alternate Site Alternative 
would be consistent with the existing Riverside County General Plan‟s Eastvale Area Plan land 
use designations of “Light Industrial” on the project site, although it would be inconsistent with 
the current zoning on the project site. However, this alternative would result in the development 
of industrial uses located directly adjacent to existing residential uses without a buffer. This 
impact would be greater than that of the proposed project. 
 
Noise 
 
Construction of the Alternate Site Alternative would result in similar noise level increases that 
are less than significant with mitigation. Noise increases created by project-related operations 
and traffic are not expected to be significant. This impact would be similar to that of the 
proposed project.  
 
Public Services 
 
The Alternate Site Alternative will have the same demand for both sheriff and fire services. This 
demand will be equal to that of the proposed project due to the same proposed building square 
footage and proximity to existing stations. Payment of County required fees for Sheriff and Fire 
Department facilities will be similar to those required for the proposed project. Potential impacts 
upon fire and sheriff services are below the level of significance. This impact would be similar to 
that of the proposed project. 
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Solid Waste 
 
The Alternative Site Alternative would create approximately the same amount of solid waste as 
the proposed project. This impact would similar to that of the proposed project and is not 
significant. 
 
Transportation/Traffic 
 
The Alternate Site Alternative will have the same impact demand on traffic levels upon existing 
streets. Therefore, this alternative's impact upon the level of service of area-wide streets will be 
the same as that of the proposed project. Project-related impacts upon roadways can be mitigated 
to less than significant levels through mitigation measures that are similar to those described for 
the proposed project. Although the development will pay fees to mitigate its “fair share” of the 
cumulative impacts, the actual construction of the required off-site improvements cannot be 
determined with certainty. Thus, it is possible that the required improvements will not be 
constructed in time to mitigate the project‟s cumulative impacts to below the level of 
significance. Therefore, cumulative impacts will remain significant. This impact would be 
similar to that of the proposed project. 
 
Water and Sewer 
 
The Alternate Site Alternative will create a need for water and sewer services. The Jurupa 
Community Services District has indicated that it has available water and wastewater treatment 
capacity to serve the proposed project. Since the JCSD‟s generation rates for water and 
wastewater are based upon acreage, this alternative can be expected to generate similar demand 
for potable water and wastewater treatment as the proposed project. These impacts are less than 
significant. This impact would be similar to that of the proposed project. 
 
Regional Element 
 
The Alternate Site Alternative will generate approximately 858 new jobs and have a positive 
impact on the area‟s job/housing ratio. This impact would be similar to that of the proposed 
project. 
 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
The matrix approach to comparing the above described alternatives is used for ease of directly 
comparing the proposed project's significant effects with those of the alternatives, per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6 (d). Table 5.0-G, Comparison of Alternatives Matrix, identifies 
the areas of potential environmental effects per CEQA and ranks each alternative as better, the 
same or worse than the proposed project with respect to each area. 
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Table 5.0-G, Comparison of Alternatives Matrix 
 

Environment
al Issue 

Proposed Project: 
Birtcher Center at 

Corona Valley 

Alternative 1 
No Project – Existing 

Land Use 

Alternative 2 
“Big Box” Warehouse 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
Alternate Site 

Alternative 
Agricultural 
Resources 

Significant – Loss of 
53.37 acres of farmland. 
 
Cumulatively significant 
– Contributes to 
areawide loss of 
farmland. 

Better  –  No loss of 
farmland. 
 
No significant impact. 

Same – Loss of 53.37 acres 
of farmland.  
 
Cumulatively significant – 
Contributes to areawide 
loss of farmland. 

Same – Loss of 49.61 
acres of farmland.  
 
Cumulatively significant 
– Contributes to 
areawide loss of 
farmland. 

Airports No significant impact, 
with mitigation. 

Better – No impact. Same – No significant 
impact, with mitigation. 

Same – No significant 
impact, with mitigation. 

Air Quality Significant – Will exceed 
SCAQMD short-term 
thresholds for ROG, 
NOx, CO and long-term 
thresholds for ROG, 
NOx, CO PM-10 and 
PM-2.5. 
 
Cumulatively significant 
- contributes to 
exceedance of air quality 
standards. 

Better – Minimal 
impacts to air quality. 
 
No significant impact. 

Same – Short-term 
emissions related to 
grading will be the same as 
those of the proposed 
project, and although less 
than those of the proposed 
project, construction-
related ROG, NOx and CO 
levels will exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds. 
However, the diesel 
emissions and exposure to 
nearby residents from the 
alternative would be higher 
due to the increase in truck 
traffic. Long-term 
emissions would be 
slightly less than those of 
the proposed project. With 
this alternative‟s decreased 
vehicular traffic there is an 
associated decrease in 
long-term emissions over 
that of the proposed 
project. This impact would 
be less than that of the 
proposed project. 
 
Cumulatively significant - 
contributes to exceedance 
of air quality standards.  

Same – Will exceed 
SCAQMD short-term 
thresholds for ROG, 
NOx, CO and long-term 
thresholds for ROG, 
NOx, CO PM-10 and 
PM-2.5. 
 
Cumulatively significant 
– contributes to 
exceedance of air quality 
standards. 

Biological 
Resources 

Will result in the loss of 
raptor foraging habitat 
and potential habitat for 
burrowing owl. No 
significant effect, with 
mitigation. 

Better –  No loss of 
habitat. 
 
No significant impact. 

Same – Will result in 
similar loss of raptor 
foraging habitat and 
potential habitat for 
burrowing owl. No 
significant effect, with 
mitigation. 

Same – Will result in 
similar loss of raptor 
foraging habitat and 
potential habitat for 
burrowing owl. No 
significant effect, with 
mitigation. 

Cultural 
Resources 

No known cultural 
resources or 
paleontological resources 
will be impacted by 
project development, but 
may impact unknown 
buried resources. No 
significant impact, with 

Better – No loss of 
known cultural or 
paleontological 
resources and no 
potential to impact 
unknown buried 
resources. 
 

Same – No significant 
effect with same mitigation 
measures as the proposed 
project. 

Same – Although no 
cultural resources survey 
was conducted on this 
site to determine if 
significant resources 
occur they are not 
expected on site due to 
current and historic land 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 5.0 – Mandatory CEQA Topics 

 ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES  

5.0-49 

Environment
al Issue 

Proposed Project: 
Birtcher Center at 

Corona Valley 

Alternative 1 
No Project – Existing 

Land Use 

Alternative 2 
“Big Box” Warehouse 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
Alternate Site 

Alternative 
mitigation. No significant impact. use and existing 

agricultural operations. 
Impacts would be 
similar to that of the 
proposed project. 

Geology and 
Soils 

Will result in the 
construction of structures 
on contaminated soils 
with organic matter, 
including manure. This 
results in the potential for 
impacts due to ground 
cracking and methane 
generated within the 
soils. However, there 
will be no significant 
effect, with mitigation. 

Better – Would not 
involve the additional 
development on the site. 
Methane generation and 
accumulation in the soil 
would not be an issue 
because no additional 
structures would be 
constructed. 

Same – No significant 
effect with same mitigation 
measures as the proposed 
project. 

Same – No significant 
effect with same 
mitigation measures as 
the proposed project. 

Hazards No significant impact, 
with mitigation. 

Same – No significant 
impact, with mitigation. 

Same – No significant 
impact, with mitigation. 

Same – Although no 
Phase I Environmental 
Assessment was 
conducted for the site as 
the alternative site has 
the same uses as the 
proposed project site it 
could also contain an 
underground diesel 
storage tank. No 
significant impact, with 
mitigation. 

Hydrology 
and Water 
Quality 

Will include construction 
of storm drain facilities 
and have the potential for 
runoff from paved 
parking areas and streets, 
contaminated with oil 
and grease, heavy metals 
and sediment. Less than 
significant due to 
compliance with 
regulatory requirements. 

Worse  – No storm 
drainage facilities 
constructed and 
continued degradation 
of groundwater basin 

Same  – The same basic 
storm drainage facilities 
would be constructed as 
those included with the 
proposed project. The 
potential for contamination 
of surface waters, such as 
the Santa Ana River, and 
the groundwater basin due 
to dairy-related runoff 
would be eliminated. 
However, there would be 
potential runoff from 
paved parking areas and 
streets, contaminated with 
oil and grease, heavy 
metals and sediment. This 
potential impact is the 
same as the proposed 
project but will be reduced 
to less than significant 
levels through compliance 
with mandatory regulatory 
requirements. This impact 
would be similar to that of 
the proposed project. 
 

Same  – the same storm 
drainage facilities would 
be constructed as those 
included with the 
proposed project. The 
potential for 
contamination of surface 
waters, such as the Santa 
Ana River, and the 
groundwater basin due 
to dairy-related runoff 
would be eliminated. 
However, there would 
be potential runoff from 
paved parking areas and 
streets, contaminated 
with oil and grease, 
heavy metals and 
sediment. This potential 
impact is the same as the 
proposed project but will 
be reduced to less than 
significant levels 
through compliance with 
mandatory regulatory 
requirements. This 
impact would be similar 
to that of the proposed 
project. 
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Environment
al Issue 

Proposed Project: 
Birtcher Center at 

Corona Valley 

Alternative 1 
No Project – Existing 

Land Use 

Alternative 2 
“Big Box” Warehouse 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
Alternate Site 

Alternative 
 

Land Use and 
Planning 

No significant impact  – 
Consistent with Eastvale 
Area Plan land use 
designation, zoning, and 
surrounding land use 
designations and zoning.  

Worse  – Not consistent 
with Eastvale Area Plan, 
although consistent with 
existing zoning. 
However, zoning must 
be brought into 
conformance 

Same – No significant 
impact – Consistent with 
Eastvale Area Plan land 
use designation, zoning 
and surrounding land use 
designations and zoning.  
 
 

Worse  – Consistent 
with Eastvale Area Plan 
land use, but not the 
existing zoning. Would 
result in industrial uses 
located directly adjacent 
to residential without a 
buffer, and therefore 
would result in a 
significant impact. 

Noise No significant impact – 
Noise level increases 
from construction are 
less than significant with 
mitigation. Noise level 
increases due to 
increased traffic will not 
exceed threshold for 
noise level increases. 
 

Better – Since no 
construction activity 
would occur, the No 
Project – Existing Land 
Use Alternative would 
not have any short-term 
noise impacts. Noise 
increases created by 
project-related 
operations and traffic 
would not occur.  

Same – No significant 
impact – Noise level 
increases from 
construction are less than 
significant with mitigation.  
 

Same – No significant 
impact – Noise level 
increases from 
construction are less 
than significant with 
mitigation   
 

Public 
Services 

Will increase demand for 
fire and sheriff services, 
but will be less than 
significant through 
compliance with 
Ordinance No. 659.7  
and payment of 
developer impact fees  
 

Better – Will not result 
in increased demand for 
fire and sheriff services. 

Better – Less increase in 
the demand for fire sheriff 
services. Increased demand 
will be less than significant 
through payment of 
Ordinance No. 659.7 fees. 

Same – Will increase 
demand for fire and 
sheriff services, but will 
be less than significant 
through payment of 
Ordinance No. 659.7 
fees and/or mitigation.  
 

Solid Waste Will generate 
approximately 1,964 tons 
of solid waste annually, 
but will have no 
significant impact. 

Better – Will not result 
in increases in solid 
waste amounts. 

Better – Will generate 
fewer tons of solid waste 
annually, impacts would be 
less than significant. 
 

Same – Will generate 
approximately 1,964 
tons of solid waste 
annually, but will have 
no significant impact. 

Transportation 
and Traffic 

Will generate 6,037 trips 
daily. Project-related 
Impacts will be less than 
significant with 
implementation of 
mitigation.  
 
Cumulative impacts will 
be significant at 
intersections of 
Archibald Ave./Limonite 
Ave., Hamner 
Ave./Limonite Ave. and 
Archibald Ave./Edison 
Ave. Although the 
development will pay 
fees to mitigate its “fair 
share” of the cumulative 
impacts, the actual 
construction of the 
required off-site 
improvements cannot be 

Better – No generation 
of new daily trips. But 
no road improvements 
along roads adjacent to 
project site. 

Better – will increase truck 
traffic levels upon existing 
streets, but decrease 
vehicular traffic. 
Therefore, this alternative's 
impact upon the level of 
service of area-wide streets 
will be less than that of the 
proposed project. Project-
related impacts upon 
roadways can be mitigated 
to less than significant 
levels through mitigation 
measures that are similar to 
those described for the 
proposed project. Although 
the development will pay 
fees to mitigate its “fair 
share” of the cumulative 
impacts, the actual 
construction of the 
required off-site 

Same – Will have the 
same impact demand on 
traffic levels upon 
existing streets. 
Therefore, this 
alternative's impact upon 
the level of service of 
area-wide streets will be 
the same as that of the 
proposed project. 
Project-related impacts 
upon roadways can be 
mitigated to less than 
significant levels 
through mitigation 
measures that are similar 
to those described for 
the proposed project. 
Although the 
development will pay 
fees to mitigate its “fair 
share” of the cumulative 
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Environment
al Issue 

Proposed Project: 
Birtcher Center at 

Corona Valley 

Alternative 1 
No Project – Existing 

Land Use 

Alternative 2 
“Big Box” Warehouse 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
Alternate Site 

Alternative 
determined with 
certainty. Thus, it is 
possible that the required 
improvements will not be 
constructed in time to 
mitigate the project‟s 
cumulative impacts to 
below the level of 
significance. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts will 
remain significant. 

improvements cannot be 
determined with certainty. 
Thus it is possible that the 
required improvements 
will not be constructed in 
time to mitigate the 
project‟s cumulative 
impacts to below the level 
of significance. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts will 
remain significant. This 
impact would be less than 
that of the proposed 
project. 
 
 
 

impacts, the actual 
construction of the 
required off-site 
improvements cannot be 
determined with 
certainty. Thus it is 
possible that the 
required improvements 
will not be constructed 
in time to mitigate the 
project‟s cumulative 
impacts to below the 
level of significance. 
Therefore, cumulative 
impacts will remain 
significant.  
 

Water and 
Sewer 

Will generate new 
demand for water and 
sewer service and some 
off-site improvements. 
JCSD has sufficient 
capacity to serve project. 
No significant impact. 

Better – No increased 
demand for water and 
sewer service. 
 
No significant impact. 

Same – No significant 
impact. 

Same – No significant 
impact. 

Regional 
Element 

Will have a positive 
impact upon area‟s 
job/housing ratio. No 
significant impact. 

Worse – Alternative will 
not generate any jobs to 
improve area‟s 
jobs/housing ratio.  

Worse – Will generate 
fewer jobs and will have a 
smaller positive impact 
upon area‟s job/housing 
ratio.  

Same – Will have a 
positive impact upon 
area‟s job/housing ratio.  

Environmenta
lly Superior to 
Proposed 
Project? 

Not Applicable No 
 
Better: Farmland (direct 
and cumulative); 
Airports, Air Quality; 
Biological Resources; 
Cultural Resources; 
Geology; Noise; Public 
Services; Solid Waste; 
Traffic; Water and 
Sewer 
 
Same: Hazards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Worse: Hydrology and 
Water Quality; Land 
Use and Planning; 
Regional Element 
 

Yes 
 
Better: Air Quality (long-
term); Public Services; 
Solid Waste; Traffic 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Same: Farmland; Airports; 
Air Quality (short-term); 
Biological Resources; 
Cultural Resources; 
Geology; Hazards;  
Hydrology and Water 
Quality; Land Use and 
Planning; Noise; Water 
and Sewer 
 
 
Worse: Regional Element 

No 
 
Better: None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Same: Farmland; 
Airports, Air Quality; 
Biological Resources; 
Cultural Resources; 
Geology; Hazards;  
Hydrology and Water 
Quality; Noise; Public 
Services; Solid Waste; 
Traffic; Water and 
Sewer 
 
Worse: Land Use and 
Planning; Regional 
Element 
 
 

Meets Project Yes No No Yes 
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Environment
al Issue 

Proposed Project: 
Birtcher Center at 

Corona Valley 

Alternative 1 
No Project – Existing 

Land Use 

Alternative 2 
“Big Box” Warehouse 

Alternative 

Alternative 3 
Alternate Site 

Alternative 
Objectives? 
 
 
Environmentally Superior Alternative 
 
The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(2), requires the identification of the environmentally 
superior alternative. Of the alternatives evaluated above, the No Project  –  Existing Land Use 
alternative is the environmentally superior alternative with respect to reducing impacts created 
by the proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines also require the identification of another 
environmentally superior alternative if the No Project alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative. 
 
Of the two remaining project alternatives, the “Big Box” Warehouse Alternative is the most 
environmentally superior to the proposed project. Implementation of this alternative would result 
in a volume reduction to project-generated traffic and, subsequently, air quality resulting from 
development of the site. Impacts to traffic will  also lessened due to the reduced vehicular trips 
per day. Project-related impacts to agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural resources, 
and hydrology and water quality, hazards, noise, water and sewer will remain the same as the 
proposed project under this alternative. This alternative is consistent with the General Plan and 
zoning designations and would have the same impacts related to airports. However, although 
project-related impacts to air quality, and transportation and traffic, any project contribution to 
an existing exceedance of a significance standard is considered to be a cumulatively significant 
impact. For this reason, this alternative remains cumulatively significant with regards to 
agricultural resources, air quality, and transportation/traffic impacts. Therefore, although impacts 
are reduced under this alternative, no cumulatively significant impacts are avoided though some 
are substantially lessened. Additionally, the project objectives would not be met under this 
alternative as the project would not provide the opportunity for a mix of businesses. 
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Implementation of the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley project would irreversibly commit 
approximately 53.37 acres of the project site to development of commercial/retail and light 
industrial uses. In addition to a commitment of specific land uses, the proposed project would 
result in a long-term, irreversible change in the visual character of the project site. The 
agricultural character of the site would be transformed into an urban development. These 
changes to the visual environment are consistent in keeping with the general trend in the area to 
convert some agricultural land to urban development. Night lighting in the project vicinity would 
incrementally increase as a result of the proposed development. 
 
An unavoidable significant adverse impact is the degradation of regional air quality caused by 
the cumulative effect of numerous projects in the Eastvale Area and nearby cities of Chino and 
Ontario including the proposed the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley Plan project. 
 
Development would result in the utilization of the various new materials, such as lumber, sand, 
and gravel for construction. The energy consumed in developing and maintaining the site for 
urban use may be considered a permanent investment. 
 
Implementation of the Birtcher Center at Corona Valley project would result in significant but 
mitigable impacts associated with airports, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and 
soils, hazards, noise, and project-related transportation and traffic. Incorporation of mitigation 
measures presented in this EIR will reduce impacts associated with these environmental issues to 
below a level of significance. Impacts associated with hydrology and water quality, land use and 
planning, solid waste, public services, and water and sewer were determined to be below the 
level of significance due to project design features and/or compliance with regulatory 
requirements. Impacts associated with aesthetics, health services, libraries, mineral resources, 
park and recreation, population/housing, and public services (health services, libraries, schools) 
were determined not be significant in the Notice of Preparation (Appendix A).  
 
This EIR concludes that project-specific impacts related to agricultural resources and air quality 
would be significant and cumulative impacts to loss of agricultural resources, air quality, and 
transportation and traffic would be significant and unmitigable at the project level. These impacts 
would require adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  
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The following documents were referred to as general information sources during preparation of 
this document. They are available for public review at the locations abbreviated after each listing 
and spelled out at the end of this section. Some of these documents are also available at public 
libraries and at other public agency offices. 
 
 

Agricultural Resources 

Albert A. Webb Associates, California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment of The Birtcher Center 
At Corona Valley (CZ 7611, PP 35865, PP 23219 and AG 994) Project Site, July 23, 2008. (Appendix B) 

Riverside County, County of Riverside General Plan, October 2003. (Available at County of Riverside.) 

Riverside County, County of Riverside General Plan, Eastvale Area Plan, October 2003. (Available at County of 
Riverside.) 

County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
August 14, 2002. (Available at County of Riverside.) 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service. Soil Survey, Western Riverside Area, California, 
November 1971. (Available at the County of Riverside.) 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Soil Survey, San Bernardino County Southwestern 
Part, California, January 1980. (Available at http://soildatamart.nrcs.usda.gov/Survey.aspx?State=CA on March 21, 
2007.) 

Office of the Agricultural Commissioners, Riverside County 2007 Agricultural Production Report, 2007. 
(Available at http://www.rivcoag.org) 

Office of the Agricultural Commissioners, Riverside County 2006 Agricultural Production Report, 2006. 
(Available at http://www.rivcoag.org)  

Chino Basin Watermaster, Optimum Basin Management Program, Draft Phase I Report, August 19, 1999. 
(Available at http://www.cbwm.org/docs/engdocs/obmpphas1rep/Text/OBMP_Ph1_Report.pdf on October 6, 
2008.) 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service, California Field Office, Summary of 
California County Agricultural Commissioners’ Reports, 2005-2006. (Available at 
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/California/Publications/AgComm/200608cactb00.pdf on October 13, 
2007.) 

State of California, Department of Food and Agriculture, California Dairy Statistics & Trends 2002. (Available at 
California Department of Food and Agriculture or at http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/dairystats_annual.html on 
October 6, 2008.) 

State of California, Department of Food and Agriculture, California Dairy Statistics & Trends 2007. (Available at 
California Department of Food and Agriculture or at http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/dairystats_annual.html on 
October 6, 2008.) 

Airports 

County of Riverside, Riverside County Integrated Project General Plan, Adopted October 7, 2003. (Available for 
review at the County of Riverside Planning Department or at www.rcip.org on September 24, 2008.) 
 

http://soildatamart.nrcs.usda.gov/Survey.aspx?State=CA
http://www.rivcoag.org/
http://www.rivcoag.org/
http://www.cbwm.org/docs/engdocs/obmpphas1rep/Text/OBMP_Ph1_Report.pdf
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/California/Publications/AgComm/200608cactb00.pdf
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/dairystats_annual.html
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/dairystats_annual.html
http://www.rcip.org/
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Riverside County, County of Riverside General Plan, Eastvale Area Plan, October 2003. (Available at the County 
of Riverside Planning Department and at www.rcip.org) 

Coffman Associates, Inc., Airport Master Plan for Chino Airport, December 2003. (Available  at www.co.san-
bernardino.ca.us/Airports on September 24, 2008.) 

Mead & Hunt and Coffman Associates, Inc., Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Document, 
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The Final EIR, as required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15089 and 15132, includes 
the Draft EIR or a revision thereof, comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, a 
list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR and the 
responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process. A reporting or monitoring program (MMP) must also be prepared and 
approved to ensure compliance during project implementation (Public Resources Code Section 
21081.6, CEQA Guidelines Section 15097). 

Minor changes that better clarify or correct minor inaccuracies in the Draft EIR appear as revised 
pages in the Corrections, Errata and Changes from Draft to Final EIR section which follows, 
herein. The Draft EIR copies considered by the decision making body and the County of 
Riverside Planning Department have been annotated in the margin to identify pages that have 
changed to reflect corrections and responses to comments raised. Together with the MMP 
(Section 3.0, herein) and the Findings, these documents constitute the environmental disclosure 
record that will serve as the basis for approval of the proposed project.   

Corrections, errata, and changes from the Draft to Final EIR represent additional information or 
corrections that do not change the project impacts and/or mitigation measures such that new or 
more severe environmental impacts result from the project. Such items are sometimes added as a 
result of comments received from responsible agencies, changes in the existing conditions at the 
site, revised public policies since the Draft EIR was written and minor corrections or 
clarifications.  
 
The following summary will present the location and types of additions, and changes or 
corrections made within each section of the Final EIR since the Draft EIR was published. The 
revised pages appear in the Revised Draft EIR included herein in strike-through/underline 
version (Section 5.0). 

Page 1.0-8 of the Draft EIR will be modified as shown below: 
 

 State Water Resources Control Board 
a) Issuance of a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General 

Construction Permit. 

 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
a) Issuance of a Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
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 Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
a) Approval of hydrology report and approval of storm drain plans. 

 San Bernardino County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
a) Issuance of encroachment permit for storm drain connection to the Cucamonga 

Creek Channel. 

 Army Corp of Engineers 
a) Issuance of a Section 404 permit. 

No changes made to this section. 

Section 3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 

Page 3.7-6 of the Draft EIR will be modified as shown below and added to Table 1.0-A: 
 
MM Hazards 1: Prior to any excavation or soil removal action on known contaminated 
sites, or if contaminated soil or groundwater (i.e., with a visible sheen or detectable odor) 
is encountered during construction, complete characterization of the soil and/or 
groundwater will be conducted under direction of the Riverside County Department of 
Environmental Health. Appropriate sampling shall be conducted prior to disposal of the 
excavated soil. If the soil is contaminated, it shall be properly disposed of according to 
Land Disposal restrictions. If site remediation involves the removal of contamination, 
then contaminated material will need to be transported off site to a licensed hazardous 
waste disposal facility. Although, this may incrementally decrease the volume available 
at a hazardous waste disposal site or incrementally increase the emission of hazardous 
waste incinerator, these additional impacts are not considered significant.)  

 
MM Hazards 1: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit involving the initial ground 
disturbance and excavation with each Planning Area, a limited environmental study will 
be performed to determine the possible presence of organochlorine pesticides and arsenic 
in the on-site soils in accordance with the California Department of Toxic Substance 
Control (DTSC) “Interim Guidelines for Sampling Agricultural Soils (3rd revision), dated 
August 2008”. Since this site is greater than 50 acres in size, the DTSC will be consulted 
on the sampling pattern and frequency.  If no pollutants of concern are detected, further 
mitigation is not necessary. If the assessment finds soil contamination or concentrations 
of a pesticide or herbicide that meet action levels for hazardous waste pursuant to 
applicable federal, state or local standards, the appropriate response/remedial measures 
will be implemented, as directed by County of Riverside Department of Environmental 
Health, or other applicable oversight agency, until all specified requirements of the 
oversight agencies are satisfied and a no-further-action status is attained. 
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Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Page 3.8-21 of the Draft EIR will be modified as shown below:   
 
In order to construct the sand filtration trenches, the existing underlying soils will be 
excavated and replaced with an aggregate material that promotes filtration. In addition, 
the swales will have perforated pipes running through them to allow for drainage into the 
Master Drainage Plan (MDP) stormdrain facilities. Stormwater from the Treatment 
Control BMPs will discharge into Cucamonga Creek Channel to the west of the project 
via underground stormdrain pipeline; Cucamonga Creek is a component of RCFC & 
WCD Eastvale MDP. However, Cucamonga Creek is owned and maintained by San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District. 

 
The CCC is within the regulatory jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(ACOE), San Bernardino County Flood Control District (SBCFCD), and California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB). Appropriate permit applications 
will be submitted to the appropriate regulating agencies, and the appropriate permits will 
be obtained prior to any ground disturbing activities. Connection to the Cucamonga 
Creek Channel will require a 404 permit from the ACOE, and a 401 Water Quality 
Certification from the SARWQCB. Through implementation of mitigation measure MM 
Hydro 1, impacts to the Cucamonga Creek Channel are anticipated to be less than 
significant. 

 
 

Page 3.8-28 of the Draft EIR will be modified as shown below: 
 
As indicated in the Hydrology Report prepared for the project, the Cucamonga Creek 
channel is designed to convey capable of conveying the 100-year increased runoff from 
the Cucamonga Creek watershed, including this project. subject development. The 
project proposes a water quality sand filtration trench on the northwest side of the site to 
be implemented as a means of retaining pollutants present in site runoff.  as well as 
enhanced bio-swales at various locations, which will treat the „first flush‟ flows.  As 
shown in Figure 3.8-3., the project also proposes six enhanced bio-swales at dispersed 
locations across the site which will treat flows from the remainder of the site.  
 
The Onsite runoff will be conveyed to an underground storm drain pipeline system. at 
various locations. One storm drain line, which will be located in the street (Figure 3.8-3), 
conveys treated runoff from enhanced bioswale BMP features to the street right of way 
where street runoff is added to the flow and these flows are conveyed directly to the 
ultimate site discharge location into the Cucamonga Creek Channel. The storm drain 
system will convey treated water from enhanced bioswales and public street runoff to the 
Cucamonga Creek storm drain, while remaining untreated flows will all be conveyed to 
the proposed sand filtration trench; the filtered flows from the sand filtration trench will 
be conveyed to the Cucamonga Creek channel. All the onsite runoff will be discharged 
into the Cucamonga Creek channel only after being treated for water quality. Public street 
runoff will not receive treatment. be conveyed to the Cucamonga Creek channel but will 



County of Riverside 
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 1.0 - Introduction 

ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES  

1.0-4 

not be diverted into the project site and treated through the project-specific WQMP. 
Public streets fall under the jurisdiction of the County of Riverside and are a part of the 
County‟s MS4 permit. 
 

Page 3.8-31 and 3.8-32 of the Draft EIR will be modified as shown below: 
 

The estimated amount of water leaving the site was determined by applying a factor of 
1.8 cubic feet per second (cfs) per acre to the project site (53.77 acres) which results in 
flows of approximately 96 cfs in the existing condition. Project implementation will alter 
the existing condition to allow surface runoff within the project site boundary to drain 
into an underground storm drain system that is designed to accommodate projected 
surface flows within the project site. Flows during a 100-year storm event from the site 
after development are estimated to be approximately 101 cfs.  The proposed storm drain 
system will convey surface runoff into the Cucamonga Creek Channel to the west; 
ultimately all runoff will reach Cucamonga Creek Channel and the Prado Basin. 
Cucamonga Creek Channel Reach 1 is a concrete-lined flood control facility in its 
entirety, and was designed to accommodate the 100-year storm event at full buildout 
(urban development) of the watershed. Therefore, the projected flows from the project 
site (approximately 5 cfs change from existing) which will ultimately be discharged into 
the Channel would not be sufficient to result in substantial unanticipated erosion or 
siltation to Cucamonga Creek. 
 
Below the confluence of Cucamonga and Mill Creeks, however, the channel is natural 
and unimproved so increased flows could cause off-site erosion. At the Cucamonga 
Creek and Mill Creek confluence below Hellman Avenue, flows for the 100-year storm 
event are approximately 32,000 cfs. Cumulative increases in flows within Cucamonga 
Creek channel due to upstream urban development may cause erosion of the bed and 
bank of the unimproved Mill Creek. It is anticipated that the Mill Creek reach will be 
within the inundation zone (566 ft elevation) created by raising the level of Prado Dam 
(ACOE Water Control Manual: Prado Dam & Reservoir, Santa Ana River, California, 
Sept. 1994). Storm flows discharging from Cucamonga Creek at full inundation would 
have negligible erosion and siltation impacts to Mill Creek or the Prado Basin. 
Cumulative increases in storm flows discharging from Cucamonga Creek Channel when 
the water level within the Basin is nearer to operational levels (490 ft. elevation) may 
cause adverse impacts to Mill Creek due to erosion of the stream bed and bank. 
Implementation of the proposed project, however, would have negligible individual 
impacts, since the Q100 would increase by only 5 cfs and this is only about 0.02% of the 
total flows at the Mill Creek/Cucamonga Creek confluence. 

 
Page 3.8-34 of the Draft EIR will be modified as shown below and added to Table 1.0-A: 

 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 
 
An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures 
which could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). 
With incorporation of the below mitigation measure and  No mitigation measures related 
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to Hydrology and Water Quality have been identified, as implementation of the project-
specific WQMP and NPDES permit requirements will eliminate or reduce the potential 
significant adverse impacts related to increased flows and water quality, are  below the 
level of significance.  
 
MM Hydro 1 Prior to any ground disturbing activities that would result in the deposit of 
fill materials in the Cucamonga Creek Channel, a 404 permit for U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and a 401 Water Quality Certification from the Santa Ana Regional Water 
Quality Control Board shall be obtained and the project shall comply with the conditions 
of these permits, and implement any additional measures identified by these regulating 
agencies.  

Summary of Environmental Effects After Mitigation Measures Are Implemented 

After implementation of mitigation measure MM Hydro 1, NPDES permit requirements, 
and the project-specific WQMP, all potential impacts are reduced to a level that is less 
than significant.  

 
Section 3.11Public Services 
 
Page 3.11-2 of the Draft EIR will be modified as shown below: 
 

The project site is within the jurisdiction of the Riverside County Fire Department. The 
Riverside County Fire Department works in cooperation with the California Department 
of Forestry (CDF) CAL FIRE to provide fire services in the county. Mutual aid 
agreements exist between Riverside County and adjacent cities and counties, but response 
from stations in neighboring cities and/or counties would only be provided if the 
Riverside County stations were out of resources and called for additional support. 
 
Upon receipt of a call for mutual aid through the County‟s Emergency Command Center 
(ECC), the County‟s mutual aid coordinator will determine whether a city or the County 
will provide a response. The ECC is a combined county, state, and local agency dispatch 
center. Riverside County fire stations have a minimum standard of three career 
firefighters (typically, a captain and a firefighter two firefighters) on duty at all times. 
Volunteer firefighters typically augment the career firefighters on the first-roll engine. 
Additional volunteer firefighters may respond on a rescue squad or a second-roll fire 
engine, which is exclusively staffed by volunteer firefighters.  
 
Page 3.11-3 of the Draft EIR will be modified as shown below: 
 
Based on the adopted Riverside County Fire Protection Master Plan, the Category 1 – 
Heavy Urban  specifies that a full alarm assignment be operating on the fire ground 
within fifteen ten minutes and the fire station to be located within 3 1 ½ miles. The 
primary station serving this area would be within the 3 1 ½ mile objective. From the 
above listed fire stations, the first unit should arrive within 2-3 minutes after dispatch, the 
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second within 9-10 minutes and the third between 11-12 minutes. These times are 
approximate and meet the Heavy Urban Land Use protection goals. 
 
All the above mentioned RCO Fire Stations are staffed full-time, twenty-four hours/seven 
days a week, with a minimum three person crew, operating a “Type-1” structural fire 
fighting apparatus providing Paramedic service. Station 27 (Eastvale) is currently 
providing Paramedic service operating a “Type 1” structural fire fighting apparatus. 

 

No changes made to this section. 

No changes made to this section. 

No changes made to this section. 
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The following revised figures are included on the following pages: 
 

Figure No. Name Page in Draft EIR 

3.8-2 Groundwater Management Zones 3.8-7 
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The EIR process typically consists of three parts – the Notice of Preparation (including the Initial 
Study), Draft EIR, and Final EIR. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an EIR and a description of 
potential adverse impacts were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, and directly to more than 
121 responsible agencies, and other interested parties on or about August 27, 2008. A notice 
advising of the availability of the NOP was posted by the Riverside County Clerk on August 27, 
2008. Pursuant to Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, recipients of the NOP were 
requested to provide responses within 30 days after their receipt of the NOP.  Copies of both the 
NOP and comments received on the NOP are presented in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. In 
addition, a scoping meeting, pursuant to the requirements of Section 15082(c)(1) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, was held on September 22, 2008, to which all NOP recipients were invited. 
 
The Draft EIR and/or the Notice of Completion were distributed directly to more than 121 
responsible agencies, trustee agencies, other interested parties, and local libraries (Section 4.0).  
Documents were distributed via U.S. Postal Service and/or Overnight Express on March 13, 
2009.   
 
The required distribution to the State Clearinghouse was completed by U.S. Postal Service 
Express Mail on April 17, 2009.  The official State Clearinghouse review period began April 17, 
2009 and ended June 1, 2009. The standard response letter confirming completion of the 
Clearinghouse review period is included in Section 4.0 of this Final EIR. 
 
General public notice of availability of the Draft EIR was given by publication in the Press 
Enterprise (April 17, 2009).  A copy of the published notice is presented in Section 4.0.  As 
required by Public Resources Code Section 21092.3, a copy of the public notice was posted with 
the Riverside County Clerk of the Board on April 17, 2009 (Section 4.0). 
 
As provided in the public notice and in accordance with by Public Resources Code Section 
21091(d), the County of Riverside accepted written comments through June 1, 2009. Eleven (11) 
letters were received during and immediately after the 45-day public review period.  Responses 
to all of the letters received pursuant to Section 15088 are included in Section 2.0 of this Final 
EIR.  Additionally, Section 5.0 contains the revisions to the Draft EIR text pursuant to Section 
15088 (d).   
 
The County of Riverside will provide a written proposed response to each commenting public 
agency no less than 10 days prior to the Planning Commission hearing regarding the proposed 
project and Environmental Impact Report No. 515, which complies with the provisions set forth 
in Public Resources Code Section 21092.5 which states that: “At least 10 days prior to certifying 
an environmental impact report, the lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a 
public agency on comments made by that agency which conform with the requirements of this 
division.” 
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None 
 

 California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
 Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
 State of California Governor‟s Office of Planning and Research 
 
  

 City of Chino  
 City of Loma Linda 
 County of Riverside, Waste Management Department 
 County of Riverside, Fire Department 
 County of Riverside, Industrial Hygiene 
 Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
 Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 
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Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the responses to comments presented in this 
section address specific, relevant comments on environmental issues raised in the submitted 
comment letters. For clarification, copies of the original letters, including all attachments, are 
presented at the end of this section.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

STATE AGENCIES 
 
 



County of Riverside 
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 2.0 – Response to Comments 

State of California 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board  

Dated May 29, 2009 

ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES  

2.0-3 

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region (RWQCB) provided 
comments regarding Draft EIR No. 515 for Change of Zone No. 7611, Tentative Parcel Map No. 
35865, Plot Plan No. 23219, and Agricultural Preserve Case No. 994 in its letter dated May 29, 
2009.  The following discussion provides responses to those comments. 
 
RWQCB Comment #1: 

 
 
Response to RWQCB Comment #1: 
 
The RWQCB comment states that in Section 3.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) p.3.8-30 does 
not summarize the treatment of “remaining untreated flows” adequately. The following text on 
page 3.8-31 was revised in the Draft EIR in order to address this comment: 
 
As indicated in the Hydrology Report prepared for the project, the Cucamonga Creek channel is 
designed to convey capable of conveying the 100-year increased runoff from the Cucamonga 
Creek watershed, including this project. subject development. The project proposes a water 
quality sand filtration trench on the northwest side of the site to be implemented as a means of 
retaining pollutants present in site runoff.  as well as enhanced bio-swales at various locations, 
which will treat the „first flush‟ flows.  As shown in Figure 3.8-3., the project also proposes six 
enhanced bio-swales at dispersed locations across the site which will treat flows from the 
remainder of the site.  
 
The Onsite runoff will be conveyed to an underground storm drain pipeline system. at various 
locations. One storm drain line, which will be located in the street (Figure 3.8-3), conveys treated 
runoff from enhanced bioswale BMP features to the street right of way where street runoff is 
added to the flow and these flows are conveyed directly to the ultimate site discharge location 
into the Cucamonga Creek Channel. The storm drain system will convey treated water from 
enhanced bioswales and public street runoff to the Cucamonga Creek storm drain, while 
remaining untreated flows will all be conveyed to the proposed sand filtration trench; the filtered 
flows from the sand filtration trench will be conveyed to the Cucamonga Creek channel. All the 
onsite runoff will be discharged into the Cucamonga Creek channel only after being treated for 
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water quality. Public street runoff will not receive treatment. be conveyed to the Cucamonga 
Creek channel but will not be diverted into the project site and treated through the project-
specific WQMP. Public streets fall under the jurisdiction of the County of Riverside and are a 
part of the County‟s MS4 permit. 
 
 
RWQCB Comment #2 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to RWQCB Comment #2: 
 
There are no existing stormwater drainage facilities located within the project site.  The proposed 
underground stormdrain will connect to the eastern embankment of the Cucamonga Creek 
Channel (CCC) at the central portion of the west boundary of the project site.   
 
The CCC is within the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District (SBCFCD), and California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (SARWQCB). Appropriate permits will be submitted to the appropriate regulating 
agencies, and the appropriate permits will be obtained prior to any ground disturbing activities. 
The underground stormdrain connection to the CCC will require drilling through the 
embankment which will require the applicant to acquire a 404 permit from the ACOE, and a 401 
Water Quality Certification from the SARWQCB. Through implementation of mitigation 
measure MM Hydro 1, potential impacts to the CCC are anticipated to be less than significant. 
 
Mitigation measure MM Hydro 1 has been added to Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality 
of the Draft EIR and page 3.8-32 has been modified as follows:   
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Proposed Mitigation Measures 
 
An Environmental Impact Report is required to describe feasible mitigation measures which 
could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4). With 
incorporation of the below mitigation measure and  No mitigation measures related to Hydrology 
and Water Quality have been identified, as implementation of the project-specific WQMP and 
NPDES permit requirements will eliminate or reduce the potential significant adverse impacts 
related to increased flows and water quality, are  below the level of significance.  
 
MM Hydro 1 Prior to any ground disturbing activities that would result in the deposit of fill 
materials in the Cucamonga Creek Channel, a 404 permit for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
a 401 Water Quality Certification from the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
shall be obtained and the project shall comply with the conditions of these permits, and 
implement any additional measures identified by these regulating agencies.  

Summary of Environmental Effects After Mitigation Measures Are 
Implemented 

After implementation of mitigation measure MM Hydro 1, NPDES permit requirements, and the 
project-specific WQMP, all potential impacts are reduced to a level that is less than significant.  
 
Mitigation measure MM Hydro 1 will be added to Table 1.0-A of the Draft EIR. 
 
In regards to the comment regarding two isolated riparian or culvert remnants in the central 
portion of the site appear to come under Regional Board jurisdiction and may be addressed by 
the Certification; this comment is acknowledged. As indicated in Appendix D of the Draft EIR, 
the Habitat Assessment by Brian F. Smith and Associates states the following findings from their 
surveys: 
 
For the purposes of this discussion, jurisdictional waters and other wetlands include: Waters of 
the U.S. as defined in the Clean Water Act (33 CFR Part 328.3), jurisdictional waters of 
California as described in Section 1600 of the California Fish and game Code and wetlands that 
are not vernal pools.  There is no evidence of jurisdictional waters or wetlands that are not 
vernal pools on the property. 
 
For purposes of responding to the SARWQCB comments received during the public review 
period and confirming the results of the Habitat Assessment, Merrill Norrdin and Dean Ritter, of 
Albert A. Webb Associates, conducted a site visit on June 17, 2009 to identify any potentially 
jurisdictional Waters of the U.S.  Upon site inspection, it was determined that no jurisdictional 
features were present on-site. The only jurisdictional feature that would be impacted by project 
implementation is the Cucamonga Creek Channel located on the western boundary of the project 
site.   
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RWQCB Comment #3: 

 
Response to RWQCB Comment #3: 
 
On-site erosion could occur as a result of soil disturbance, wind or water. Implementation of the 
required NPDES permit SWPPP will reduce to less than significant levels erosion due to grading 
and storm waters. Graded sites, if not treated properly, can result in wind erosion and dust 
pollution. See Section 3.3, Air Quality, for impacts and proposed mitigation related to wind 
erosion. 
 
The project site is not currently equipped with an underground storm drain system. In its 
undeveloped state, storm water runoff predominantly occurs as sheet flows directed toward the 
southwest. The text of the Draft EIR, on page 3.8-31 and 3.8-32 has been modified in response to 
the above comment as follows:. 
 
The estimated amount of water leaving the site was determined by applying a factor of 1.8 cubic 
feet per second (cfs) per acre to the project site (53.77 acres) which results in flows of 
approximately 96 cfs in the existing condition. Project implementation will alter the existing 
condition to allow surface runoff within the project site boundary to drain into an underground 
storm drain system that is designed to accommodate projected surface flows within the project 
site. Flows during a 100-year storm event from the site after development are estimated to be 
approximately 101 cfs.  The proposed storm drain system will convey surface runoff into the 
Cucamonga Creek Channel to the west; ultimately all runoff will reach Cucamonga Creek 
Channel and the Prado Basin. Cucamonga Creek Channel Reach 1 is a concrete-lined flood 
control facility in its entirety, and was designed to accommodate the 100-year storm event at full 
buildout (urban development) of the watershed. Therefore, the projected flows from the project 
site (approximately 5 cfs change from existing) which will ultimately be discharged into the 
Channel would not be sufficient to result in substantial unanticipated erosion or siltation to 
Cucamonga Creek. 
 
Below the confluence of Cucamonga and Mill Creeks, however, the channel is natural and 
unimproved so increased flows could cause off-site erosion. At the Cucamonga Creek and Mill 
Creek confluence below Hellman Avenue, flows for the 100-year storm event are approximately 
32,000 cfs. Cumulative increases in flows within Cucamonga Creek channel due to upstream 
urban development may cause erosion of the bed and bank of the unimproved Mill Creek. It is 
anticipated that the Mill Creek reach will be within the inundation zone (566 ft elevation) created 
by raising the level of Prado Dam (ACOE Water Control Manual: Prado Dam & Reservoir, 
Santa Ana River, California, Sept. 1994). Storm flows discharging from Cucamonga Creek at 
full inundation would have negligible erosion and siltation impacts to Mill Creek or the Prado 
Basin. Cumulative increases in storm flows discharging from Cucamonga Creek Channel when 
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the water level within the Basin is nearer to operational levels (490 ft. elevation) may cause 
adverse impacts to Mill Creek due to erosion of the stream bed and bank. Implementation of the 
proposed project, however, would have negligible individual impacts, since the Q100 would 
increase by only 5 cfs and this is only about 0.02% of the total flows at the Mill 
Creek/Cucamonga Creek confluence. 
 
RWQCB Comment #4: 
 

 
 
Response to RWQCB Comment #4: 
 
As identified in the WQMP prepared for the project (Appendix G of the Draft EIR), the project 
incorporates site design, source control, and treatment control BMPs. Site Design BMPs include 
minimizing urban runoff, minimizing impervious surfaces, conserving natural areas, and 
minimize directly connected impervious areas. In order to minimize urban runoff exiting the 
project site, the proposed project incorporates LID features throughout the site. Landscape 
buffers are incorporated into the design of the project; vegetated strips will surround the project 
site, between the buildings, and along the property line. The curbs that separate the parking from 
the vegetated areas have breaks in the curb to allow the runoff to enter the vegetated area. 
 
Typical industrial projects are known to have an impervious area of about 85-90 percent. Albeit 
the site is designed with a high impervious coverage, the proposed project has been designed to 
maximize the usable pervious area available to help promote low flow filtration by using sand 
filtration trench bio-swales with enhanced filtration. The project landscape plan shall focus on 
planting drought resistant vegetation that is appropriate for the local climate. Open-jointed 
paving materials or permeable surfaces are not proposed for the project because of the potentially 
heavy loads that will be placed on the traffic areas by haul trucks. 
 
It is unlikely that any external area can be preserved as currently proposed. However, some 
existing trees may be relocated and conserved. Also, native or drought tolerant trees and shrubs 
shall be chosen for the landscape design. The 10-15 percent of pervious surfaces will be 
maximized for canopy interception. 
 
The roof runoff will be discharged onto landscaped areas where possible. All BMP flows will 
eventually be treated by the sand filtration trench or enhanced bio-swales, which will increase 
the watershed response time as well as promote infiltration. The majority of the landscaping is 
utilized as a Site Design BMP. The parking areas will drain into the sand filtration trench or 
enhanced bio-swales. Concrete sidewalks only appear directly in front of the entrances to the 
project. There is not a sidewalk that circumnavigates the project nor is there a planned sidewalk 
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for the south side of the proposed project. All runoff from sidewalks and parking lots will enter 
the sand filtration trench or enhanced bio-swales. For more detailed information regarding 
project specific BMPs, refer to Table 1, Site Design BMPs of the project WQMP, included as 
Appendix G of the Draft EIR. 
 
RWQCB Comment #5: 
 

 
 
Response to RWQCB Comment #5: 
 
The RWQCB comment regarding the Chino Basin II and III Groundwater Subbasins as shown in 
Figure 3.8-2 has been acknowledged. In Section 3.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) Figure 3.8-2 
on page 3.8-6, has been updated in the Draft EIR to reflect the Chino II and Chino III 
Groundwater Management Zones. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised. 
 
RWQCB Comment #6: 
 

 
Response to RWQCB Comment #6: 
 
The Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) list identifies the Cucamonga Creek Channel Reach 
1 as impaired for high coliform count. However, the Santa Ana River Reach 3 is not included on 
the CWA Section 303(d) list. The Santa Ana Reach 4 is included on the list of water quality, 
however is upstream from the proposed project site.  
 
As stated in Section 3.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR, a preliminary project 
specific WQMP has been prepared for the proposed project to identify  BMPs to be implemented 
throughout the project site (refer to Appendix G of the Draft EIR).  
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As stated on page 3.8-20, “The proposed project includes treatment and capture of its expected 
pollutants with proposed treatment control BMPs including enhanced bio-swales and sand 
filtration trenches. Based on the Riverside County WQMP Guidelines, bio-swales have medium 
to high removal efficiency for the treatment of sediment/turbidity, nutrients, oxygen demanding 
substances, bacteria and viruses, and a high removal efficiency for metals. Sand filtration has a 
medium to high overall efficiency for the treatment of sediment /turbidity, organic compounds, 
trash and debris, oxygen demanding substances, bacteria and viruses (pathogens), and oil and 
grease, and a high removal efficiency for metals.” 
 
With the implementation of these project specific BMPs identified in the WQMP in Appendix G 
of the Draft EIR, urban run-off controls are implemented on site. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised and no modification of the DEIR is necessary. 
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The State of California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) provided a comment 
regarding Draft EIR No. 515 for Change of Zone No. 7611, Tentative Parcel Map No. 35865, 
Plot Plan No. 23219, and Agricultural Preserve Case No. 994 in its letter dated May 5, 2009.  
The following discussion provides a response to that comment. 
 
 
DTSC Comment #1: 

 
Response to DTSC Comment #1: 
 
The “Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Properties (Third Revision)” (Interim 
Guidance) referenced in this comment states that “This guidance was initially prepared for use in 
evaluating soil at proposed new school sites and existing schools undergoing expansion projects 
where the property was currently or previously used for agricultural activities.  This guidance is 
now expanded to include any project with DTSC oversight and is intended to supplement the 
DTSC PEA, and provide a uniform and streamlined approach for evaluating agricultural 
properties.” (Interim Guidance, Page 2)  The Interim Guidance also states that the only pesticide 
class requiring analyses at agricultural properties are organochlorine pesticides (OCPs), such as 
DDT, toxaphene, dieldrin, etc. and that most other classes of pesticides have relatively short half-
lives and have not been found in evaluated agricultural fields.  (Interim Guidance, Page 5).  Also, 
based upon data from former agricultural fields, the only heavy metal required for routine 
analyses for these properties is arsenic, due to the application of arsenical herbicides upon many 
agricultural properties. 
 
The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for the project site is included as 
Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  This assessment revealed no evidence of conditions indicative of 
releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances, with no further investigation 
recommended.  
 
The proposed project consists of the development of light industrial uses and does not propose 
new school sites.  Therefore, the Interim Guidance document referenced in this comment does 
not appear applicable to the proposed project. Although it is not anticipated that the project site 
will exhibit significant levels of pesticides and herbicides in the soil, in order to address the 
concerns raised by DTSC in this comment, the following mitigation measure has been added to 
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the, requiring testing of the project site for soil contamination prior to grading of the project site 
will be required. 
 

MM Hazards 1: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit involving the initial ground 
disturbance and excavation with each Planning Area, a limited environmental study will 
be performed to determine the possible presence of organochlorine pesticides and arsenic 
in the on-site soils in accordance with the California Department of Toxic Substance 
Control (DTSC) “Interim Guidelines for Sampling Agricultural Soils (3rd revision), dated 
August 2008”. Since this site is greater than 50 acres in size, the DTSC will be consulted 
on the sampling pattern and frequency.  If no pollutants of concern are detected, further 
mitigation is not necessary. If the assessment finds soil contamination or concentrations 
of a pesticide or herbicide that meet action levels for hazardous waste pursuant to 
applicable federal, state or local standards, the appropriate response/remedial measures 
will be implemented, as directed by County of Riverside Department of Environmental 
Health, or other applicable oversight agency, until all specified requirements of the 
oversight agencies are satisfied and a no-further-action status is attained. 
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The State of California Southern California Associate of Governments (SCAG) provided 
comments regarding Draft EIR No. 515 for Change of Zone No. 7611, Tentative Parcel Map No. 
35865, Plot Plan No. 23219, and Agricultural Preserve Case No. 994 in its letter dated June 1, 
2009.  The following discussion provides responses to those comments 
 
SCAG comment  #1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to SCAG Comment #1 
 
This comment describes SCAG‟s authorization and role as a regional agency and regional 
clearinghouse regarding the review of CEQA documents related to regionally significant 
projects.  This comment also states SCAG‟s conclusion that the proposed project is considered a 
regionally significant project pursuant to the provisions of Sections 15125 and/or 15206 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines.  These comments are acknowledged. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the Draft EIR are required. 
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SCAG comment  #2 

 
 
Response to SCAG Comment #2 
 
On behalf of the County, Christine Fernandez at SCAG was contacted by Webb Associates on 
June 22, 2009.  Ms. Fernandez confirmed that the proposed project is subject to SCAG‟s 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or Compass Growth Vision (CGV) but that the referenced 
SCAG List of Mitigation Measures are not required mitigation measures, but rather offered for 
consideration.   These comments are acknowledged. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the Draft EIR are required. 
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SCAG comment  #3 
 

 
Response to SCAG Comment #3 
 
This comment summarizes the project description information contained within Section 1.0 
(Executive Summary) of the Draft EIR.  This comment, which accurately describes the proposed 
project, is noted.   
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the Draft EIR are required. 
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SCAG comment  #4 
 

 

 
 
Response to SCAG Comment #4 
 
This comment provides adopted forecasts for population, households and employment for the 
SCAG region and for the western Riverside County subregion.  The Draft EIR incorporates these 
forecasts and as note in this comment, the project is consistent with the final 2008 Regional 
Transportation Plan growth forecasts.  This comment is acknowledged.   
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the Draft EIR are required. 
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SCAG comment  #5 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to SCAG Comment #5 
 
This comment states that the SCAG Staff could not determine the proposed project‟s consistent 
with RTP goals RTP G1, RTP G2, RTP G3 and RTP G4 and that it found the project to be 
partially consistent with RTP goals RTP G5, and RTP G6 and that RTP G7 is not applicable to 
this project.  This consistency determination is acknowledged.   
 
The proposed project is not a transportation improvement project and will not establish a new 
transportation system nor create significant changes to the existing transportation system. The 
proposed project will support the Mobility and Accessibility objectives by improving and 
widening all roadways bordering the site to the ultimate half-section widths. Project-related 
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impacts upon traffic and transportation are discussed in Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR. The 
mitigation measures, set forth in that section require specified improvements to the local 
transportation network. The proposed project has the potential to increase the LOS levels at some 
intersections. However, the project proponent is contributing to a fair share fund to improve the 
already adverse conditions at several area intersections. Project development will result in on-site 
and off-site road improvements that will benefit persons of all social and economic groups who 
utilize these roads. Road improvements meet established design requirements for public safety. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the Draft EIR are required. 
 
SCAG Comment #6 
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Response to SCAG Comment #6 
This comment states that SCAG staff determined the proposed project is partially consistent with 
GV P1.1, totally consistent with GV P1.2 and that SCAG staff cannot determine consistency 
with GV P1.3 and GV P1.4. These determinations are acknowledged.  As stated in Section 4.0 
(Consistency with Regional Plans), the project is located adjacent to existing and planned 
residential developments.  The project is anticipated to create approximately 858 to 1,129 new 
jobs, therefore providing housing near jobs.   The proposed project will also incorporate an 
integrated sidewalk system that provides pedestrian access throughout the project to the 
surrounding area in order to reduce reliance on the automobile to reach these destinations. As 
stated in Section 3.12 (Transportation and Traffic) on page 3.12-25, bus service to the project site is 
provided by Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) bus routes 21, 29, and 38.   Fixed bus route service is provided along 
Limonite Avenue, Sumner Avenue, Hamner Avenue, and Etiwanda Avenue. Any of these routes could be 
utilized by employees and by customers to the development to reduce their reliance on the 
automobile. For these reasons, the proposed project is considered to be consistent with these 
“Growth Visioning” principles, more specifically Principle 1, to improve mobility for all 
residents. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the Draft EIR are required 
 
SCAG Comment #7 
 

 
 
Response to SCAG Comment #7 
 
SCAG indicates that it is unable to determine consistency with CGV Principle 2 is 
acknowledged. Although the project site has historically been used as agriculture and dairy 
farming and zoned for agriculture, the General Plan buildout land use designation is light 
industrial. The proposed project is within an area that has been planned for business park and 
light industrial land uses since the adoption of the Riverside County General Plan. The proposed 
project will be contributing to the overall development pattern of the General Plan which allows 
the County to be consistent with this principle.  
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No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the Draft EIR are required. 
 
SCAG Comment #8 
 

 
 
Response to SCAG Comment #8 
The comment indicates that CGV Principle 3 is not applicable to the proposed project is 
acknowledged.  It is noted the Draft EIR fully complied with the requirements of CEQA, which 
do not include a requirement for the analysis of environmental justice.  There are no local or state 
fiscal policy requirements being imposed on the project.   
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the Draft EIR are required. 



County of Riverside 
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley Final EIR No. 515  Section 2.0 – Response to Comments 

State of California 
Southern California Association of Governments 

Dated June 1, 2009 

ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES  

2.0-20 

SCAG Comment #9 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to SCAG Comment #9 
 
This comment states that SCAG staff cannot determine consistency with GV P4.1 and GV P4.2.  
This comment also summarizes the information contained within the Draft EIR that the proposed 
project will result in the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses.  SCAG‟s 
determination regarding GV P4.1 and GV P4.2 are acknowledged.  Although SCAG staff cannot 
determine consistency with GV P4.2 (Focus development in urban centers and existing cities) 
because the project is in an unincorporated area, the proposed project is located within a 
developing area that includes existing urban-density residential development to the south and 
east and the approved The Ranch at Eastvale Specific Plan (SP 358) to the west.  Therefore the 
proposed project meets the intent of GV P4.2 by proposing development within a primarily 
developed area as an extension of the existing development pattern, rather than extending urban 
level development into primarily undeveloped areas.  For this reason, it could be found that the 
proposed project is consistent with the intent of GV P4.2. 
 
This comment states that SCAG staff determined the proposed project is partially consistent with 
GV P4.3 and GV P4.4.  These determinations are acknowledged. The proposed project intends to 
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incorporate sustainable development and design by obtaining some level of LEED certification. 
Section 3.3 (Air Quality) discusses LEED certification in the Design Considerations section. The 
LEED rating system encourages and accelerates global adoption of sustainable green building 
and development practice through the creation and implementation of universally understood and 
accepted tools and performance criteria.   The rating system is organized into five environmental 
categories: Sustainable Sites, Water Efficiency, Energy and Atmosphere, Materials and 
Resources, and Indoor Environmental Quality. The rating system is a performance-oriented 
system where credits are earned for satisfying each criterion.  At this time, the proposed project‟s 
Design Considerations would generate a total of 29 points out of a possible 61, and the project 
would qualify for a Silver rating. The final credit count and specific credits that will be 
implemented from Table 3.3-B ,on page 3.3-28 of the public review Draft EIR, are preliminary 
at this time and will not be completed until the final LEED certification application has been 
reviewed by the U.S. Green Building Council. 
 
With implementation of MM Air 7, which states that “the project shall be LEED certified, and at 
a minimum, be required to increase building energy performance 24.5% beyond Title 24, and 
reduce water use by 20%, prior to issuance of any building permits. Plans shall include proof of 
LEED certification”, the proposed project will therefore be consistent with GV P4.3 and GV 
P4.4. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the Draft EIR are required 
 
SCAG Comment #10 
 

 
 
Response to SCAG Comment #10 
This comment requests that feasible mitigation measures which could minimize significant 
adverse regional impacts be implemented and monitored, as required by CEQA (Public 
Resources Code Section 21002, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4).  This comment is 
acknowledged and feasible mitigation measures, if any, have been incorporated into the Draft 
EIR to address any potentially significant regional impacts.  The Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), prepared pursuant to the requirements of CEQA (California Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097), is contained within 
Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.The first page of the referenced SCAG List of Mitigation Measures 
states: 
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“The purpose of this MMRP is to ensure compliance with the adopted mitigation 
measures included in the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Program EIR (PEIR), 
in accordance with CEQA requirements. The 2008 RTP PEIR evaluates the 
transportation plan on a system-wide, regional scale, and includes feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce environmental impacts. The MMRP for the 2008 RTP PEIR clarifies 
the process for implementing agencies to comply with these mitigation measures and 
designates responsibility for implementing, monitoring, and reporting mitigation. 
 
“This MMRP applies to all projects in the 2008 RTP that are required to prepare a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) or an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for a 
project, pursuant to CEQA. This MMRP calls for monitoring reports prepared for these 
individual projects to be submitted directly to SCAG and to the Lead Agency for each 
particular project.” {Emphasis added] 
 

As described in this language and as described above in the Response to SCAG Comment #2, the 
proposed project is not subject to SCAG‟s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or Compass 
Growth Vision (CGV) and not required to comply with the referenced SCAG List of Mitigation 
Measures.  Therefore, the referenced SCAG List of Mitigation Measures are not required 
mitigation measures, but rather offered for consideration.  It is noted that in its letter dated June 
1, 2009 SCAG does not identify specific mitigation measures that it recommends be 
implemented by the proposed project. 
 
SCAG Comment #11 
 

 
Response to SCAG Comment#11 
 
This comment citing the CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21081.7) and State CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 15097(g)) requirement that transportation information generated by a 
required monitoring or reporting program, for a project of statewide, regional or areawide 
significance, be submitted to the regional transportation agency is noted.  As cited in the above 
SCAG Comment #1, the proposed project is considered to be a project of statewide, regional or 
areawide significance. 
 
The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the proposed project is located 
within Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.  Pursuant to the requirements set forth in the MMRP, no 
additional transportation information that would require submittal to SCAG will be generated. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the Draft EIR are required.  
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The Governor‟s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
provided a comment regarding provided comments regarding Draft EIR No. 515 for Change of 
Zone No. 7611, Tentative Parcel Map No. 35865, Plot Plan No. 23219, and Agricultural Preserve 
Case No. 994 in its letter dated June 2, 2009.  The following discussion provides responses to 
those comments. 
 
Clearinghouse Comment #1: 
 

 
 
Response to Clearinghouse Comment #1: 
 
This comment regarding State Clearinghouse distribution of the Draft EIR and the completion of 
the Draft EIR comment period is acknowledged.  
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the Draft 
EIR is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
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The City of Chino provided a comment regarding Draft EIR No. 515 for Change of Zone No. 
7611, Tentative Parcel Map No. 35865, Plot Plan No. 23219, and Agricultural Preserve Case No. 
994 in its letter dated May 28, 2009.  The following discussion provides responses to that 
comment. 
 
 
Chino Comment #1: 
 

 
Response to Chino Comment #1: 
The following table lists the intersection within the City of Chino that will be impacted by 
project-related traffic at buildout plus project conditions.  This table provides the percentage of 
total AM Peak Hour and PM Peak Hour traffic at this intersection related to the proposed project. 
 

Project Volume Percentages – City of Chino Intersection 
 

Intersection Percent of Project Only in 
Buildout Year (am) 

Percent of Project Only in 
Buildout Year (pm) 

Schleisman Road and Hellman Avenue 4% 4% 
 

As stated in the City of Chino‟s The Preserve Master Plan EIR, “no mechanisms or interagency 
agreements exist to address full funding and construction of offsite intersection improvements 
needed by cumulative projects and regional growth” (The Preserve Master Plan EIR, Page 5-7-
54).  The City of Chino also determined that The Preserve (which is located west of the proposed 
project) “will provide for the full cost or in-lieu construction of road improvements within the 
boundaries of the plan area, including the proportionate share of costs associated with impacts of 
other regional traffic” (The Preserve Master Plan EIR, Page 5-7-54). 
 
Similarly, the County of Riverside acknowledges that there are no current mechanisms or 
interagency agreements to address full funding and construction of off-site intersection 
improvements needed to address the proposed project‟s contributions to traffic affecting 
intersections within the City of Chino, or City of Chino projects‟ contributions to traffic affecting 
intersections within the County of Riverside.   
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the Draft 
EIR is required. 
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The City of Loma Linda provided a comment regarding Draft EIR No. 515 for Change of Zone 
No. 7611, Tentative Parcel Map No. 35865, Plot Plan No. 23219, and Agricultural Preserve Case 
No. 994 in its letter dated April 21, 2009.  The following discussion provides responses to that 
comment. 
 
 
Loma Linda Comment #1: 
 

 
 
Response to Loma Linda Comment #1: 
 
This comment indicating that the City of Loma Linda has no comments is noted.  No new 
environmental issues have been raised and no modification of the Draft EIR is required. 
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The County of Riverside Waste Management Department (RCWMD) provided a comment 
regarding Draft EIR No. 515 for Change of Zone No. 7611, Tentative Parcel Map No. 35865, 
Plot Plan No. 23219, and Agricultural Preserve Case No. 994 in its letter dated May 13, 2009.  
The following discussion provides responses to that comment. 
 
 
RCWMD Comment #1: 
 

 
Response to RCWMD Comment #1: 
 
This comment indicating that the Riverside County Waste Management Department concurs 
with the findings and mitigations within the Draft EIR as they relate to solid waste and that it has 
no further comments is noted.   
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the Draft 
EIR is required. 
 

 



County of Riverside 
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 2.0 – Response to Comments 

County of Riverside 
Fire Department 

Dated May 20, 2009 

ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES  

2.0-28 

The Riverside County Fire Department provided a comment regarding Draft EIR No. 515 for 
Change of Zone No. 7611, Tentative Parcel Map No. 35865, Plot Plan No. 23219, and 
Agricultural Preserve Case No. 994 in its letter dated May 20, 2009.  The following discussion 
provides responses to those comments. 
 
Riverside County Fire Department Comment 

#1  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Riverside County Fire Department Comment #1: 
 
This comment regarding the number of firefighters on duty at all times is noted. The Draft EIR 
text has been modified on page 3.11-2 to reflect the above changes. See below: 
 
The project site is within the jurisdiction of the Riverside County Fire Department. The Riverside 
County Fire Department works in cooperation with the California Department of Forestry 
(CDF) CAL FIRE to provide fire services in the county. Mutual aid agreements exist between 
Riverside County and adjacent cities and counties, but response from stations in neighboring 
cities and/or counties would only be provided if the Riverside County stations were out of 
resources and called for additional support. 
 
Riverside County fire stations have a minimum standard of three career firefighters (typically, a 
captain and a firefighter two firefighters) on duty at all times. Volunteer firefighters typically 
augment the career firefighters on the first-roll engine. Additional volunteer firefighters may 
respond on a rescue squad or a second-roll fire engine, which is exclusively staffed by volunteer 
firefighters.  
 
No new environmental issues have been raised. 
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Riverside County Fire Department Comment #2: 
 

 
Response to Riverside County Fire Department Comment #2: 
 
The comment from the Riverside County Fire Department is acknowledged. The Draft EIR text 
has been modified on page 3.11-3 to reflect the above changes. See below: 
 
Based on the adopted Riverside County Fire Protection Master Plan, the Category 1 – Heavy 
Urban  specifies that a full alarm assignment be operating on the fire ground within fifteen ten 
minutes and the fire station to be located within 3 1 ½ miles. The primary station serving this 
area would be within the 3 1 ½ mile objective. From the above listed fire stations, the first unit 
should arrive within 2-3 minutes after dispatch, the second within 9-10 minutes and the third 
between 11-12 minutes. These times are approximate and meet the Heavy Urban Land Use 
protection goals. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised. 
 
Riverside County Fire Department Comment #3: 
 

 
 
Response to Riverside County Fire Department Comment #3: 
 
This comment from the Riverside County Fire Department is acknowledged. The Draft EIR text 
has been modified on page 3.11-3 to reflect the above changes. See below: 
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All the above mentioned RCO Fire Stations are staffed full-time, twenty-four hours/seven days a 
week, with a minimum three person crew, operating a “Type-1” structural fire fighting 
apparatus providing Paramedic service. Station 27 (Eastvale) is currently providing Paramedic 
service operating a “Type 1” structural fire fighting apparatus. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised. 
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The Riverside County Office of Industrial Hygiene provided a comment regarding Draft EIR No. 
515 for Change of Zone No. 7611, Tentative Parcel Map No. 35865, Plot Plan No. 23219, and 
Agricultural Preserve Case No. 994 in this email dated June 12, 2009.  The following discussion 
provides a response to that comment. 
 
 
Office of Industrial Hygiene Comment #1: 
 
I have reviewed the EIR No. 515 report dated April 2009 and our  
comments remain the same from our OIH report dated April 6, 2009.  

Please contact me if you have any questions.  

Steven Hinde, REHS, CIH  
Senior Industrial Hygienist  
Office of Industrial Hygiene  
Office - (951) 358-5050  
FAX - (951) 358-5443  
 
 
Response to Office of Industrial Hygiene Comment #1: 
 
This comment has been acknowledged.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this 
comment and no modification of the Draft EIR is required. 
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The Morongo Band of Mission Indians provided a comment regarding Draft EIR No. 515 for 
Change of Zone No. 7611, Tentative Parcel Map No. 35865, Plot Plan No. 23219, and 
Agricultural Preserve Case No. 994 in its letter dated June 9, 2009.  The following discussion 
provides a response to that comment. 
 
 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians Comment #1: 
 

 
 
 
Response to Morongo Band of Mission Indians Comment #1: 
 
This comment indicating that the Tribe‟s concerns relative to archaeological and cultural 
resources are adequately addressed and no further conditions are requested is noted.   
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the Draft 
EIR is required. 
. 
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The Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians provided a comment regarding Draft EIR No. 515 for 
Change of Zone No. 7611, Tentative Parcel Map No. 35865, Plot Plan No. 23219, and 
Agricultural Preserve Case No. 994 in its letter dated June 2, 2009.  The following discussion 
provides a response to that comment. 
 
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Comment #1: 
 

 
 
 
Response to Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Comment #1: 
 
This comment indicating that the Tribe would like to initiate consultation with the Project 
Develop and land Owner is acknowledged.  
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the Draft 
EIR is required. 
 
 
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Comment #2: 
 

 
 
 
Response to Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Comment #2: 
 
The requirement of SB-18, the consultation with Native American tribes, is not required since 
the proposed project does not propose a General Plan or Specific Plan amendment.  
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the Draft 
EIR is required. 
 
 
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Comment #3: 
 

 
 
Response to Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Comment #3: 
 
The Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians has requested to continue as the lead consulting tribal 
entity for the proposed project.  This comment is acknowledged.  
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No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the Draft 
EIR is required. 
 
 
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Comment #4: 
 

 
 
Response to Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Comment #4: 
 
Section 3.5 (Cultural Resources) of the DEIR, describes the results of archaeological and 
historical resource surveys conducted on the project site.  Although surveys of the project site 
(Appendix E of the DEIR) found no evidence of the presence of archaeological and historical 
resources on the project site, mitigation measures MM Cultural 1, MM Cultural 3 and MM 
Cultural 4 address any discovery of unknown archaeological resources during ground 
disturbance activities and include provisions for archaeological monitoring of grading, when 
deemed necessary by a qualified archaeologist, Native American monitoring if any Native 
American cultural or burial deposits are uncovered, and Native American participation in 
decisions regarding the disposition of any uncovered cultural resources.  
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the Draft 
EIR is required. 
 
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Comment #5: 
 

 
 
 
Response to Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians Comment #5: 
 
This comment requests that proper procedures be taken and requests of the Tribe, as described on 
an attachment to the comment, be honored.  The attachment to this comment discusses the 
treatment of any cultural items (artifacts) found on the project site including the developer‟s 
relinquishment of ownership in such items, the treatment and disposition of Native American 
human remains if any such remains are found during project development, coordination with the 
County Coroner‟s Office and the non-disclosure of the location of any reburied cultural artifacts 
and/or human remains. 
 
As discussed in Section 3.5 (Cultural Resources) of the Draft EIR the proposed project site has 
historically been used for agricultural purposes and is not expected to contain human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. The CRM TECH reports did not indicate 
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the presence of any known human remains within the proposed project and/or in the immediate 
proposed project area through site visits or through literature research, nor has the CRM TECH 
report indicated there would be a reason for human remains to be located on-site.   
 
Provisions of state law (CA Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 and CA PRC Section 5097.98) 
outline the appropriate steps to be taken upon the accidental discovery of human remains. If 
human remains are unearthed, construction in the vicinity of the find shall be stopped and the 
Riverside County Coroner‟s office will be required to be notified immediately. If the Coroner 
determines that the remains are Native American, the Coroner will contact the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. The NAHC would then resolve any disputes 
regarding the disposition of such remains. As stated in the Draft EIR, if human remains are 
found, implementation of MM Cultural 6 will take place. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the Draft 
EIR is required. 
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board ~
Santa Ana Region 

3737 Main Street, Suite 500, Riverside, California 92501-3348 
Linda S. Adams Phone (951) 782-4130· FAX (951) 781-6288· TOD (951) 782-3221 Arnold Schwarzenegger •

Secretary for www.waterboards.ca.govIsantaana Governor 
Environmental Protection 

May 29,2009
 

Christian Hinojosa
 
Riverside County Planning Dept.
 
P.O. Box 1409 
Riverside, CA 92502-1409 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 515 FOR TENTATIVE PARCEL 
MAP NO. 35865, PLOT PLAN NO. 23219, BIRTCHER CENTER AT CORONA 
VALLEY, EASTVALE AREA, RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT, 
SCH# 2008081117 

Dear Mr. Hinojosa: 

Staff of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region (Regional Board) 
have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed 
Tentative Tract No. 35865 conversion of a 53.37-acre dairy and alfalfa farm into an 
industrial/commercial park of 14 buildings (Project) in Eastvale, within unincorporated 
Riverside County. The site is located north of Schleisman Road, west of Archibald, and 
immediately east of the Cucamonga Creek Channel, Reach 1 (CCC) portion that 
passes through Riverside County. 

We believe that the EIR should incorporate the following comments in order for the 
Project to best protect water quality standards (water quality objectives and beneficial 
uses) contained in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin 
(Region 8 Basin Plan, 1995, as amended): 

1.	 Hydrology and Water Quality Section p.3.8-30, third paragraph, summarizes the 
hydrology report prepared for the project and a preliminary Water Quality Treatment 
Plan (WQMP), stating that a sand filtration trench to be located in the northwest 
portion of the site, as well as enhanced bioswales elsewhere onsite, will treat first
flush flows and anticipated pollutants. This paragraph should be more clear in the 
EIR, perhaps through the use of a diagram auxilliary to Fig. 1.0-4, indicating exactly 
how "remaining untreated flows" will join these treated flows and exit the site 
through an underground stormdrain pipeline (p.3.8-20) to the CCC. This 
discussion should be (as so far is not) described in Table 1.0-A of the Executive 
Summary, Summary Matrix/Mitigation Monitoring Program (p.1.0-33), with all Best 
Management Practices to be combined in this system. 

The nature of the underground stormdrain pipeline connection to the CCC is not 
fully described, particularly on p. 3.8-4. Is the pipeline existing or proposed? Will 
drilling through the eastern CCC embankment be necessary? P.1.0-8 indicates 
that only the San Bernardino County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

a Recycled Paper 
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will require permitting (encroachment permit) for this storm drain connection to the 
CCC. However, we believe that the higher runoff increment contributed by the 
Project, with potential impacts to water quality standards from some pollutant 
loading and hydromodification downstream, may necessitate issuance of a Clean 
Water Act (CWA) Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, with 
issuance of the prerequisite CWA Section 401 Water Quality Standards 
Certification (Certification) from our office. Additionally, two isolated riparian or 
culvert remnants in the central portion of the site appear to come under Regional 
Board jurisdiction and may be addressed by the Certification. 

The EIR should discuss the potential for the project to hydromodify natural 
downstream drainages and to cumulatively degrade them, particularly the proposed 
Mill Creek wetlands where the armored CCC terminates. 

2.	 Please include elements of Low Impact Development (LID) design within the 
Project, such as rain barrels, cisterns, and/or pervious pavement systems, as 
additional BMPs that will retain stormwater on site for landscaping and infiltration. 

3.	 In the Hydrology and Water Quality Section, previous Chino Basin II and III 
Groundwater Subbasins are shown in Figure 3.8-2 (Groundwater Subbasins); these 
were superseded by the Chino II and III Groundwater Management Zones (GMZs) of 
Order No. R8-2004-0001, which is otherwise discussed correctly in the DEIR. 

4.	 Cucamonga Creek Channel is considered to be tributary to the Santa Ana River, 
Reach 3. In accordance with CWA Section 303(d), both water bodies are included 
in the Middle Santa Ana River Watershed Bacterial Indicator Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL): Cucamonga Creek Channel, Reach 1, for coliform, and Santa Ana 
River Reach 3, for pathogens. The EIR should reflect that implementation of urban 
runoff controls will be required for TMDL compliance. 

If you have any questions, please contact Glenn Robertson at (951) 782-3259, 
grobertson@waterboards.ca.gov, or me at (951) 782-3234, or 
madelson@waterboards.ca.gov 

Sincerely, 

~~~)~ 
Mark G. Adelson, Chief 
Regional Planning Programs Section 

cc: State Clearinghouse 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles - Jason Lambert
 
California Department of Fish and Game, Ontario - Anna Milloy/Michael Flores
 
Riverside County Flood Control, Riverside - Stuart McKibben
 

X:Groberts on MagnolialData/CEQA/CEQA Responsesl DEIR- County of Riverside - Tentative Parcel Map No. 35865 Eastvale, 
Birtcher Ctr at Corona Valley.doc 
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  John R. Hawkins 
        Fire Chief 

 
May 20, 2009 
 
County of Riverside Transportation & Land Management Agency 
Planning Department 
Planner Christian Hinojosa 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
PO Box 1409 
Riverside, CA 92502 
 
Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report 515, Eastvale Area Plan, (The Birtcher 
Center at Corona Valley). 
 
Thank you for allowing the Riverside County Fire Department the opportunity to 
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 515, The Birtcher Center at 
Corona Valley project. 
 
With respect to the referenced project, the Riverside County Fire Department has the 
following comments: 
 
 
  Please make the following corrections to the text. 

          
Page 3.11-2 
 
Setting 
 
Fire Services 
 
The project site is within the jurisdiction of the Riverside County Fire 
Department. The Riverside County Fire Department works in cooperation with 
the California Department of Forestry (CDF) to provide fire services in the 
county. 
 
Change to: CAL FIRE 
 

                                      RIVERSIDE COUNTY  
                                  FIRE DEPARTMENT 
                                                        In cooperation with the 
                                California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

 

2300 Market Street, 1
st
 FL Suite 150    Riverside, California 92501    (951) 955-4777    Fax (909) 955-4886 

Proudly serving the 
unincorporated 
areas of Riverside 
County and the 
Cities of: 
 
Banning 
   

Beaumont 
   

Calimesa 
   

Canyon Lake 
   

Coachella 
   

Desert Hot Springs 
   

Indian Wells 
   

Indio 
   

Lake Elsinore 
   

La Quinta 
   

Moreno Valley 
   

Palm Desert 
   

Perris 
   

Rancho Mirage 
   

San Jacinto 
   

Temecula 
 
 
Board of Supervisors 
 
Bob Buster, 
 District 1 
 
John Tavaglione, 
 District 2 
 
Jeff Stone, 
 District 3 
 
Roy Wilson, 
 District 4 
 
Marion Ashley, 
 District 5 
 

 



 
 
Paragraph 2 
 
Riverside County fire stations have a minimum standard of three career firefighters (typically, a 
captain and a firefighter) on duty at all times. 
 
Change to: Two Firefighters 
 
Page 3.11-3 

Based on the adopted Riverside County Fire Protection Master Plan, the Category 1 – Heavy 
Urban specifies that a full alarm assignment be operating on the fire ground within fifteen 
minutes and the fire station to be located within 3 miles. The primary station serving this area 
would be within the 3 mile objective. From the above listed fire stations, the first unit should 
arrive within 2-3 minutes after dispatch, the second within 9-10 minutes and the third between 
11-12 minutes. These times are approximate and meet the Heavy Urban Land Use protection 
goals. 
 
Change to: Ten minutes, 1 ½ miles and 1 ½ mile objective. 
 
All the above mentioned RCO Fire Stations are staffed full-time, twenty-four hours/seven days a 
week, with a minimum three person crew, operating a “Type-1” structural fire fighting apparatus. 
Station 27 (Eastvale) is currently providing Paramedic service operating a “Type 1” structural fire 
fighting apparatus. 
 
Change to: 
 

All the above mentioned RCO Fire Stations are staffed full-time, twenty-four hours/seven days a 
week, with a minimum three person crew, operating a “Type-1” structural fire fighting apparatus  
providing Paramedic service. 
                                           

The California Fire Code outlines fire protection standards for the safety, health, and welfare of the public.  
These standards will be enforced by the Fire Chief. 
 
If I can be of further assistance, please feel free to contact me at (951) 940-6349 or e-mail me at 
jason.neumann@fire.ca.gov. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

Jason Neuman 

Jason Neuman, Captain 

Strategic Planning Bureau 

mailto:jason.neumann@fire.ca.gov


Subject: FW: EIR 515

From: Steve Hinde

Sent: Friday, June 12, 2009 4:36 PM

To: Christian Hinojosa

Subject: EIR 515

I have reviewed the EIR No. 515 report dated April 2009 and our
comments remain the same from our OIH report dated April 6, 2009.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Steven Hinde, REHS, CIH
Senior Industrial Hygienist
Office of Industrial Hygiene
Office - (951) 358-5050
FAX - (951) 358-5443

This email is confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual(s) to whom it is addressed.  The information contained in this
message may be privileged and confidential and protected from disclosure.

If you are not the author's intended recipient, be advised that you have
received this email in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding,
printing, or copying of this email is strictly prohibited.  If you have
received this email in error please delete all copies, both electronic and
printed, and contact the author immediately

Page 1 of 1EIR 515
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Mitigation measures were incorporated into this project to reduce environmental impacts 
identified in the project Draft and Final Environmental Impact Report (DEIR and FEIR).  
Pursuant to Section 15097, a written monitoring and reporting program has been compiled to 
verify implementation of adopted mitigation measures.  "Monitoring" refers to the ongoing or 
periodic process of project oversight provided by the “Responsible Party” listed in the following 
table.  "Reporting" refers to the written compliance review that will be presented to decision-
making body or authorized staff person identified in the table below.  A report can be required at 
various stages throughout the project implementation or upon completion of the mitigation 
measure.  The following table provides the required information which includes identification of 
the potential impact, the various mitigation measures, applicable implementation timing, 
identification of the agencies responsible in implementation, and the monitoring/reporting 
method for each mitigation measure identified. 
 
The following mitigation measures contain several acronyms that are defined in the DEIR and 
FEIR, but may not be defined in the following mitigation measures.  As used in the mitigation 
measures, these acronyms are defined as follows: 
 
AQMP = Air Quality Management Plan 
ASHRAE = American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers 
B&S = Riverside County Building & Safety Department 
CDFG = California Department of Fish and Game 
GHG = Greenhouse Gases 
HVAC = Heating, Ventilation, & Air Conditioning 
MSHCP = Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
PVV = Peak Particle Velocity 
RWQCB=Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 
VOC = Volatile Organic Compounds 
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Table, 3.0-A, EIR Summary Matrix/Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 

Method of 
Reporting/ 
Monitoring 

3.1. Agricultural 
Resources 

Development of the 
proposed project will 
convert approximately 38 
acres of Prime Farmland, 
approximately 1 acre of 
Unique Farmland, and 
approximately 14 acres of 
Farmland of Local 
Importance into non-
agricultural land uses. 

No mitigation measures are proposed to 
reduce or eliminate this impact and a 
Statement of Overriding Consideration 
would be required prior to project 
approval 

Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable 

3.2 Airports Notwithstanding the 
proposed project’s 
compatibility with Chino 
Airport and the project’s 
compliance with federal, 
state, and county 
regulations and guidelines, 
outdoor lighting has the 
potential to adversely 
affect pilots utilizing Chino 
Airport at night by 
interfering with pilots’ 
ability to distinguish 
airport lights from those of 
surrounding development. 

MM Airport 1:  All street lights and 
other outdoor lighting shall be hooded or 
shielded to prevent either the spillage of 
lumens or reflection into the sky or 
above the horizontal plane. 
 

Review of electrical 
plan prior to the 
issuance of building 
permits 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

Electrical Plans 
shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety for 
approvals. 
 
 
 

3.2 Airports The project’s land uses are 
consistent with the General 
Plan’s airport compatibility 
policies, the Riverside 
County General Plan’s 
Eastvale Area Plan’s Land 
Use Compatibility 
Guidelines for Airport 

MM Airport 2: Prior to recordation of a 
final map, or conveyance to an entity 
exempt from the Subdivision Map Act, 
whichever occurs first, the landowner 
shall convey an avigation easement to 
Chino Airport. 
 
 

Prior to the 
recordation of final 
map 

Transportation 
Department 
(Survey) 

Shall be 
submitted to the 
Transportation 
Department for 
approval 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 

Method of 
Reporting/ 
Monitoring 

Safety Zones for Chino 
Airport requires avigation 
easements for all uses 
within safety zones and 
prohibits certain uses 
within airport safety zones.  

MM Airport 3: The following uses 
shall be prohibited:  
(a) Any use which would direct a steady 

light or flashing light of red, white, 
green, or amber colors associated 
with airport operations toward an 
aircraft engaged in an initial straight 
climb following takeoff or toward an 
aircraft engaged in a straight final 
approach toward a landing at an 
airport, other than an FAA-approved 
navigational signal light or visual 
approach slope indicator.  

(b) Any use which would cause sunlight 
to be reflected towards an aircraft 
engaged in an initial straight climb 
following takeoff or towards an 
aircraft engaged in a straight final 
approach towards a landing at an 
airport.  

(c) Any use which would generate 
smoke or water vapor or which 
would attract large concentrations of 
birds, or which may otherwise affect 
safe air navigation within the area.  

(d) Any use which would generate 
electrical interference that may be 
detrimental to the operation of 
aircraft and/or aircraft 
instrumentation. 

Prior to the issuance 
of building permits  

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

Plans shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety for 
approvals. 

 

In addition to compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403  for project construction, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented: 
3.3.  Air Quality 
 

Based on the regional 
significance threshold 
analysis for the proposed 

MM Air 1: During construction, ozone 
precursor emissions from mobile 
construction equipment shall be 

Review and 
approval of monthly 
inspection reports of 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  

Equipment 
maintenance 
records and 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 

Method of 
Reporting/ 
Monitoring 

project, the short-term 
construction will result in 
an exceedance for NOX 
during one or more years. 
Short-term construction 
impacts are considered 
significant. 

controlled by maintaining equipment 
engines in good condition and in proper 
tune per manufacturers’ specifications to 
the satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety. Equipment 
maintenance records and equipment 
design specification data sheets shall be 
kept on-site during construction. 
Compliance with this measure shall be 
subject to periodic inspections by the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

grading operations 
 
 

equipment 
specification 
data sheets shall 
be kept onsite. 
 

MM Air 2: Electricity from power poles 
shall be used instead of temporary 
diesel- or gasoline powered generators 
to reduce the associated emissions. 
Approval will be required by the 
Department of Building and Safety’s 
Grading Division prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 

Prior to the issuance 
of building permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 
 
 
 

On-site 
verification. 

MM Air 3: To reduce construction 
vehicle (truck) idling while waiting to 
enter/exit the site, prior to issuance of 
grading permits, the contractor shall 
submit a traffic control plan that will 
describe in detail safe detours to prevent 
traffic congestion to the best of the 
project’s ability, and provide temporary 
traffic control measures during 
construction activities that will allow 
both construction and on-street traffic to 
move with less than 5-minute idling 
times.  

Prior to the issuance 
of building permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Conditions of 
Approval 
prepared by 
Planning 
Department. 
 

MM Air 4: Consolidate and schedule 
construction deliveries to off-peak hours to 
reduce congestion of local streets.  

Review and 
approval of monthly 
inspection reports of 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  

Conditions of 
Approval 
prepared by 
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Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 

Method of 
Reporting/ 
Monitoring 

grading operations Planning 
Department. 

 

In order to reduce emissions (criteria pollutant, GHG, and DPM) from project operation, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented: 

3.3.  Air Quality The long-term operation of 
the project will exceed the 
daily regional thresholds 
set by SCAQMD for 
emissions of all criteria air 
pollutants, except SO2, 
PM-10, and PM 2.5 in both 
summer and winter. In 
addition, the project will 
not contribute to an 
exceedance of either the 
CAAQS or NAAQS for 
CO emissions and will not 
form any CO hot spots in 
the project area. Long-term 
operational impacts are 
considered significant. 

MM Air 5: In order to reduce energy 
consumption from the proposed project 
development, applicable plans (e.g., 
electrical plans, improvement maps, 
etc.) submitted to the County shall 
include the installation of energy-
efficient street lighting throughout the 
project site. These plans shall be 
reviewed and approved by the applicable 
Department prior to conveyance of 
applicable streets.  

Prior to the issuance 
of building permits 
 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 

Building Plans 
shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety for 
approvals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MM Air 6: Signage will be posted 
prohibiting on-site truck idling in excess 
of five minutes for trucks servicing light 
industrial uses. 

Review and 
approval of monthly 
inspection reports of 
grading operations 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

Conditions of 
Approval 
prepared by 
Planning 
Department. 

 

In order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from project operation, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented: 
3.3.  Air Quality Since the project consists 

of light industrial uses, the 
trucks utilizing the project 
may emit odors during 
operation in the form of 
diesel exhaust; however, 
there are regulations from 
the California ARB related 
to diesel fuel contents that 
are intended to reduce the 
amount of odor from diesel 

 
MM Air 7:  The project shall be LEED 
certified, and at a minimum, be required 
to increase building energy performance 
24.5% beyond Title 24, and reduce 
water use by 20%, prior to issuance of 
any building permits. Plans shall include 
proof of LEED certification. 
 
 
 

Review and 
approval of monthly 
inspection reports of 
grading operations 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  

Monthly 
inspection 
reports of 
grading 
operations shall 
be submitted to 
the Department 
of Building and 
Safety. 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 3.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

3.0-6 
 

Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 

Method of 
Reporting/ 
Monitoring 

exhaust. 
3.4. Biological 
Resources 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The project site is located 
within the burrowing owl 
survey area. A burrowing 
owl habitat assessment and 
focused burrowing owl 
survey were conducted. 
The habitat assessment 
found suitable habitat for 
burrowing owl along road 
berms and fence lines 
within the project site. Ten 
potential burrows were 
identified within this 
suitable habitat area; 
however, no burrowing 
owls or signs were 
observed during the 
focused burrowing owl 
surveys. To comply with 
the MSHCP, a 30-day pre-
construction survey is 
required prior to earth 
moving activities as the 
project contains potential 
habitat for burrowing owl.  

MM Bio 1: A pre-construction survey 
for resident burrowing owls will be 
conducted by a qualified biologist within 
30 days prior to commencement of 
grading and construction activities 
within those portions of the project site 
containing suitable burrowing owl 
habitat. If ground-disturbing activities in 
these areas are delayed or suspended for 
more than 30 days after the pre-
construction survey, the area shall be 
resurveyed for owls. The pre-
construction survey and any relocation 
activity will be conducted in accordance 
with the County of Riverside 
Environmental Programs Department 
current survey guidelines and protocols. 
Take of active nests will be avoided.  
 
If owls are located during the 30-day 
preconstruction survey, a Burrowing 
Owl relocation plan shall be prepared by 
a qualified biologist and submitted to the 
Environmental Programs Department for 
review and approval. 

Prior to grading 
permit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to relocation of 
any burrowing owls 

Department of 
Environmental 
Programs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Department of 
Environmental 
Programs 

Pre-
construction 
Burrowing Owl 
Survey from a 
qualified 
biologist. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Activity report 
submitted to 
Riverside 
County 
Environmental 
Programs 
Department. 

3.4. Biological 
Resources 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In order to avoid violation 
of the MBTA or the 
California Fish and Game 
Code, general guidelines 
suggest that project-related 
disturbances at active 
nesting territories be 
reduced or eliminated 

MM Bio 2: In order to avoid violation 
of the MBTA and California Fish and 
Game Code, site-preparation activities 
shall be avoided, to the greatest extent 
possible, during the nesting season of 
potentially occurring native and 
migratory bird species. A pre-activity 
field survey report (MBTA survey) shall 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 

Department of 
Environmental 
Programs 

Activity report 
submitted to 
Riverside 
County 
Environmental 
Programs 
Department.  
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during the nesting cycle.  be submitted to the Environmental 
Programs Department (EPD) for review. 
If nest buffers are required, EPD shall be 
contacted directly to confirm that proper 
buffers are in place, prior to issuance of 
a grading permit or any site preparation. 
 
If site-preparation activities are proposed 
during the nesting/breeding season, a 
pre-activity field survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist to 
determine if active nests of species 
protected by the MBTA or the California 
Fish and Game Code are present in the 
construction zone. If active nests are not 
located within the project area and 
appropriate buffer, construction may be 
conducted during the nesting/breeding 
season. However, if active nests are 
located during the pre-activity field 
survey, no grading or heavy equipment 
activity shall take place within at least 
500 feet of an active listed species or 
raptor nest, 300 feet of other sensitive or 
protected (under MBTA or California 
Fish and Game Code) bird nests (non-
listed), or within 100 feet of sensitive or 
protected songbird nests until the nest is 
no longer active. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Activity report 
submitted to 
Riverside 
County 
Environmental 
Programs 
Department. 
 

3.5. Cultural 
Resources 

There remains a potential 
that archaeological 
resources may be identified 
in buried context and 
impacted during project-
related excavations. Fossils 

MM Cultural 1:  A professionally-
qualified archaeologist listed on the 
County’s Cultural Resources Consultant 
List shall be contacted for monitoring 
and any necessary mitigation services. A 
Phase IV Archaeological Monitoring 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 

Project 
construction 
manager(s) 
 
Planning 
Department 

Activity report 
submitted to 
Planning 
Department 
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are also likely to be 
encountered at or below 4 
feet of depth, and may be 
impacted during 
excavation by construction 
activities. 

Report shall be submitted to the County 
Archaeologists, prior to issuance of the 
first final building permit for the project. 
Archaeological monitoring shall be 
required for potential subsurface cultural 
deposits. Prior to site grading, a 
qualified archaeologist will attend a pre-
grading meeting with the construction 
manager to outline the procedures to be 
followed when buried materials of 
potentially significant historical, 
cultural, or archaeological resources 
have been accidentally discovered 
during earth-moving operations and to 
discuss appropriate means to implement 
MM Cultural 5, MM Cultural 6, and 
MM Cultural 7. 

occupancy  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

3.5. Cultural 
Resources 

 MM Cultural 2: Prior to site grading, a 
qualified paleontologist will attend a 
pre-grading meeting with the 
construction manager to outline the 
procedures to be followed when buried 
materials of potentially significant 
historical, cultural, or archaeological 
resources have been accidentally 
discovered during earth-moving 
operations and to discuss appropriate 
means to implement MM Cultural 5, 
MM Cultural 6, and MM Cultural 7. 

Prior to the issuance 
of grading permits 
 

Project 
construction 
manager(s) 
 
Planning 
Department and 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety  

Submittal of a 
fully executed 
contract with a 
qualified 
paleontologist 
to the Planning 
Department and 
the Department 
of Building and 
Safety. 

MM Cultural 3: A Native American 
Monitor will be required at the time of 
mass grading and trenching by a 
member of the Gabrielino/Tongva San 
Gabriel Band of Mission Indians. 
 

During Construction Project 
construction 
manager(s) and 
Project 
Archaeologist 

Monitoring 
report from a 
qualified 
archeologist/ 
Native 
American shall 
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be submitted to 
the County 
Archaeologist, 
Eastern 
Information 
Center and the 
tribes within six 
months. 

MM Cultural 4: If buried materials of 
potential historical, cultural, or 
archaeological significance are 
accidentally discovered during any 
earth-moving operations associated with 
the proposed project, all work in that 
area shall be halted or diverted until a 
qualified archaeologist can evaluate the 
nature and significance of the finds. If 
the find is determined to be an historical 
or unique archaeological resource, as 
defined in Section 15064.5 of the 
California Code of Regulations (State 
CEQA Guidelines), avoidance or other 
appropriate measures shall be 
implemented. 

During Construction Project 
construction 
manager(s) and  
Project 
Archaeologist 
 
 

Activity report 
submitted to 
Planning 
Department. 

3.5. Cultural 
Resources 

 MM Cultural 5: -Prior to issuance of 
grading permits, a qualified architectural 
historian shall be retained meeting the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards and the County's 
requirements, equivalent to Level II of 
the Historic American Buildings Survey 
(HABS), to document and record the 
existing milking barn on site. The 
documentation shall include 35-
millimeter archival quality black-and-

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

Project 
construction 
manager(s) and 
Project 
Architectural 
Historian 

Activity report 
submitted to 
Planning 
Department 
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white photographs of all exterior 
elevations, interior views, character-
defining features, and context views; a 
site plan showing the view of 
photographs and the building footprint; 
and available archival material, 
including historic photographs, 
newspaper articles, and architectural 
drawings. A report shall be prepared that 
will incorporate the documentation 
along with a discussion of the barn's 
history based upon established criteria 
contained in Galvin and Associates 
(2004)  "The City of Ontario's Historic 
Context for the New Model Colony 
Area",  in particular the section on 
regional dairies. A copy of this report 
will satisfy the written data requirement 
and shall be submitted to the County 
Archaeologist. A copy of the HABS 
documentation shall also be submitted to 
the Riverside Public Library Local 
History Resource Center in Riverside, 
California, and the County of Riverside 
Planning Department 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.5. Cultural 
Resources 

 MM Cultural 6: In the event of the 
accidental discovery or recognition of 
any human remains during 
excavation/construction, all activities in 
the area of the find, and any nearby area 
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent 
human remains, shall be halted by the 
developer or its contractor until the 
County Coroner has been notified and 
any required investigation or required 

During construction Project 
construction 
manager(s) and 
Project 
Archaeologist 
 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

Implementation 
of CA Health & 
Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 
and CA PRC 
Section 
5097.98; and if 
the Coroner 
determines that 
the remains are 
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Native American consultation has been 
completed. 
 

of Native 
American 
origin, Section 
15064.5(e) of 
the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

3.5. Cultural 
Resources 

 MM Cultural 7: Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits, a qualified 
paleontologist shall be retained to 
develop a Paleontological Resources 
Monitoring and Treatment Plan 
(PRMTP) for approval by the Riverside 
County Planning Department. Following 
Riverside County Planning Department 
approval of the PRMTP, grading and 
construction activities may proceed in 
compliance with the provisions of the 
approved PRMTP. The PRMTP shall be 
developed in accordance with the 
provision of CEQA, County of Riverside 
regulations, and the proposed guidelines 
of the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology and should include but not 
be limited to the following: 
 
1) The excavation of areas identified 

as likely to contain paleontological 
resources should be monitored by a 
qualified paleontological monitor. 
Monitoring should be restricted to 
the underlying Pleistocene-age 
sediments conducive to the 
preservation of fossils, which might 
be present below the surface at 
unknown depths. The monitor 

Prior to the issuance 
of grading permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Riverside County 
Planning 
Department and 
Riverside County 
Regional Park and 
Open Space 
District 

Activity report 
submitted to 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Submittal of 
Final Report 
Summarizing 
Results of 
Paleontological 
Mitigation. 
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should be prepared to quickly 
salvage fossils as they are unearthed 
to avoid construction delays. The 
monitor should also remove 
samples of sediments that are likely 
to contain the remains of small 
fossil invertebrates and vertebrates. 
The monitor must have the power to 
temporarily halt or divert grading 
equipment to allow for removal of 
abundant or large specimens.  

2) Collected samples of sediments 
should be washed to recover small 
invertebrate and vertebrate fossils. 
Recovered specimens should be 
prepared so that they can be 
identified and permanently 
preserved. 

3) Specimens should be identified, 
curated, and placed into a repository 
with permanents. 

4) A report of findings, including an 
itemized inventory of recovered 
specimens, should be prepared upon 
completion of the steps outlined 
above. The report should include a 
discussion of the significance of all 
recovered specimens. The report 
and inventory, when submitted to 
the appropriate Lead Agency, would 
signify completion of the program 
to mitigate impacts to paleontologic 
resources.  
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3.6. Geology and 
Soils 

Development of the project 
could have potential 
impacts from methane 
generation, potential 
ground cracking due to 
organic-rich soils, and be 
located on expansive soils. 
 

MM Geo 1: For places where 
methane is detected above 5,000 ppm 
within the building footprint which will 
have conditioned air, mitigation shall 
include installation of a minimum 60-
mil high density polyethylene (HDPE) 
membrane barrier (or equivalent), a 
subslab passive venting system, sealing 
of utility or other penetrations through 
the membrane, seal of utility conduits 
where they enter the structure, and 
construction of a utility “dam” at any 
point where a “dry” utility trench 
approaches the structure. Liquid Boot, 
applied to a minimum 60 mil dry 
thickness per manufacturers’ 
recommendations, may be substituted 
for the HDPE membrane. If a post-
tensioned slab is utilized, a visqueen 
vapor barrier may be substituted for the 
membrane, unless the maximum 
methane reading is above 12,500 ppm, 
in which case the membrane must be 
used. 

Submittal of 
sampling and 
monitoring results 
and the 
incorporation of 
mitigation materials 
into building plans 
to be completed 
prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 
 
 
Installation of 
mitigation materials 
completed prior to 
issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety and 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety   

Testing Report 
Submitted to 
County of 
Riverside 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety and 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 
 
 
 
 
On-Site 
Inspection 

3.6. Geology and 
Soils 

Organic materials on the 
project site and within soils 
located on the project site 
create the potential that 
methane will develop in 
the soils following grading 
of the project site.  
Methane represents a 
potential hazard on the 
project site. The County of 
Riverside Health Services 

MM Geo 2: For places within the 
building footprint with methane levels 
above 5,000 ppm, and without 
conditioned air, the mitigation measure 
shall consist of a visqueen vapor barrier, 
subslab passive venting system, sealing 
of utility conduits where they enter the 
structure, and construction of a utility 
“dam” at any point where a “dry” utility 
trench approaches the structure.  

Incorporation of 
mitigation materials 
into building plans 
prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 
Installation of 
mitigation materials 
completed prior to 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  

Rough Grade 
Compaction 
Report shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety for 
approval. 
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Agency, Department of 
Environmental Health, has 
requirements for methane 
mitigation protocol to 
address new developments 
on former dairy sites in the 
Eastvale area. The County 
Protocol allows proponents 
to choose one of two 
options for testing and 
mitigation, but to also 
comply with the General 
Requirements of the 
Protocol. Option 1 includes 
sampling and monitoring, 
no sooner than 30 days 
after grading, for a 
minimum of four weeks.  
Option 2 allows for no 
sampling and automatic 
incorporation of mitigation 
measures. Mitigation 
measures will be needed 
(particularly in areas of 
future office space or any 
space using conditioned 
air), should methane levels 
exceed 5,000 ppm during 
post-grading sampling, per 
Riverside County 
Department of 
Environmental Health 
Methane Mitigation 
Protocol. 

MM Geo 3:   For areas without 
conditioned air, the project proponent 
shall install a visqueen vapor barrier, 
install a subslab passive venting system, 
seal utility conduits where they enter a 
structure, and construct a utility “dam” 
at the point where a “dry” utility trench 
approaches a structure.  

Incorporation of 
mitigation materials 
into building plans 
prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 
Installation of 
mitigation materials 
completed prior to 
certificate of 
occupancy 
 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

On-site 
verification 

MM Geo 4: For areas with 
conditioned air, the mitigation measure 
shall require a minimum 60-mil HDPE 
membrane barrier, or equivalent.  

Incorporation of 
mitigation materials 
into building plans 
prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 
Installation of 
mitigation materials 
completed prior to 
certificate of 
occupancy 
 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

On-site 
verification 

MM Geo 5: Any underground 
utility vaults needed on site shall have 
air vents installed per the utility 
purveyor's specifications. 

Incorporation of 
mitigation materials 
into building plans 
prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 
Installation of 
mitigation materials 
completed prior to 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 

On-site 
verification 
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MM Geo 6:  During grading operations, 
precautionary measures need to be taken 
to reduce the potential for post-
construction methane gas generation. 
Measures include the following: 
1. Careful clearing, grubbing, 

segregation, and stockpiling or 
disposal of the near surface, 
organic-rich soils at the site prior to 
the initiation of mass grading 
activities. 

2. The identification and 
segregation/stockpiling or disposal 
of deeper soils which contain 
elevated levels of organic material. 
If possible, soils with an organic 
content of approximately 1% or 
higher should be segregated for 
controlled placement. 

3. Soils with organic contents in 
excess of 1% should not be placed 
as “deep” fill. Ideally, soils with 
significant levels of organic 
material should be placed in open 
areas within approximately two feet 
of the finished ground surface. 

4. Soils with organic contents in 
excess of 2% should typically not 
be placed as structural fill, even at 
shallow depths. The project 
geotechnical engineer should 
provide more specific 
recommendations in this regard. 
 

Prior to certification 
of rough grading 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 

Rough Grade 
Compaction 
Report shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety for 
approval. 
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MM Geo 7:  Prior to construction, the 
site will be cleared of vegetation, trash, 
and debris which will be disposed of off-
site. Any existing underground 
structures and utilities that may interfere 
with the proposed construction shall be 
removed. The resulting cavities or 
excavations will be properly backfilled 
with compacted fill. 

Prior to certification 
of rough grading 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 

Rough Grade 
Compaction 
Report shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety for 
approval. 

MM Geo 8: According to the 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation 
Report, all fill/disturbed soils shall be 
removed to competent native material, 
the exposed surface scarified to a depth 
of 12 inches, brought to within 2% of 
optimum moisture content and 
compacted to a minimum of 90% of the 
laboratory standard prior to placement of 
any additional compacted fill soils, 
foundations, slabs-on-grade and 
pavement.  

Prior to certification 
of rough grading 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 

Rough Grade 
Compaction 
Report shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety for 
approval. 

MM Geo 9:  Since some of the 
subsurface soils were noted to be high in 
moisture, aeration and/or stabilization 
may be anticipated to proceed with the 
proposed grading. Deeper excavations 
may require the placement of a gravel 
blanket and/or an approved geofabric 
prior to placement of compacted fill.  

Prior to certification 
of rough grading 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 

Rough Grade 
Compaction 
Report shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety for 
approval. 

MM Geo 10:  Existing subsurface soils 
within some areas of the project site 
were noted to have manure at the 
surface. All manure observed at the 
surface will need to be collected and 
hauled away. Soils within the upper foot 

Prior to certification 
of rough grading 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 

Rough Grade 
Compaction 
Report shall be 
submitted to the 
Building and 
Safety 
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may have concentrations of organic rich 
material and may be utilized as approved 
fill material provided that the manure is 
blended with soils until the total organic 
level decreases to levels less than 1% 
(per County of Riverside Technical 
Guidelines of Geotechnical and 
Geologic Reports) and shall be placed 
only in landscaping and pavement areas.  

Department for 
approval. 

MM Geo 11:  As recommended in the 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, 
the following measure shall be 
implemented to address expansive soils: 
If any expansive soils are encountered, 
special attention should be given to the 
project design and maintenance. The 
Expansive Soil Guideline attached to the 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation 
(see Appendix F) should be reviewed by 
the engineers, architects, owner, 
maintenance personnel, and other 
interested parties and considered during 
the design of the project and future 
property maintenance. 

Prior to certification 
of rough grading 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 

Rough Grade 
Compaction 
Report shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety for 
approval. 

MM Geo 12: Prior to any excavation or 
soil removal action on known 
contaminated sites, or if contaminated 
soil or groundwater (i.e., with a visible 
sheen or detectable odor) is encountered 
during construction, complete 
characterization of the soil and/or 
groundwater will be conducted under 
direction of the Riverside County 
Department of Environmental Health. 
Appropriate sampling shall be conducted 

Prior to certification 
of rough grading 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  
 

Rough Grade 
Compaction 
Report shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety for 
approval. 
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prior to disposal of the excavated soil. If 
the soil is contaminated, it shall be 
properly disposed of according to Land 
Disposal restrictions. If site remediation 
involves the removal of contamination, 
then contaminated material will need to 
be transported off site to a licensed 
hazardous waste disposal facility. 
Although, this may incrementally 
decrease the volume available at a 
hazardous waste disposal site or 
incrementally increase the emission of 
hazardous waste incinerator, these 
additional impacts are not considered 
significant. 

3.7.  Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 

Based on the database 
results from local, state and 
federal records, there were 
sites of potential concern 
identified on or near the 
project site. 

MM Hazards 1: Prior to the issuance of 
a grading permit involving the initial 
ground disturbance and excavation with 
each Planning Area, a limited 
environmental study will be performed 
to determine the possible presence of 
organochlorine pesticides and arsenic in 
the on-site soils in accordance with the 
California Department of Toxic 
Substance Control (DTSC) “Interim 
Guidelines for Sampling Agricultural 
Soils (3rd revision), dated August 2008”. 
Since this site is greater than 50 acres in 
size, the DTSC will be consulted on the 
sampling pattern and frequency.  If no 
pollutants of concern are detected, 
further mitigation is not necessary. If the 
assessment finds soil contamination or 
concentrations of a pesticide or 
herbicide that meet action levels for 

Prior to an issuance 
of a grading permit 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  

A study will be 
performed to 
determine the 
possible 
presence of 
pesticides and 
arsenic in the 
on-site soils in 
accordance with 
the DTSC and 
submitted to the 
County of 
Riverside 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 
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hazardous waste pursuant to applicable 
federal, state or local standards, the 
appropriate response/remedial measures 
will be implemented, as directed by 
County of Riverside Department of 
Environmental Health, or other 
applicable oversight agency, until all 
specified requirements of the oversight 
agencies are satisfied and a no-further-
action status is attained 

3.8.  Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Project construction would 
have the potential to result 
in substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff 
which could have short-
term impacts on surface 
water quality through 
activities such as 
demolition, clearing and 
grading, stockpiling of 
soils and materials, 
concrete pouring, painting, 
and asphalt surfacing. In 
order to reduce the 
discharge of expected 
pollutants, the project 
proponent will be required 
to prepare and implement a 
site-specific Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) in accordance 
with the State Water 
Resources Control Board’s 
(SWRCB) General Permit 
for Construction Activities. 

MM Hydro 1 Activities resulting in fill 
material deposited in the Cucamonga 
Creek Channel will require a 404 permit 
for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a 
401 Water Quality Certification from the 
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. Through acquisition of 
these permits prior to any ground 
disturbing activities, compliance with 
conditions of these permits, and 
implementation of additional measures 
identified by the regulating these 
agencies, impacts to the Cucamonga 
Creek Channel are considered less than 
significant.  
 
 
The project developer shall obtain 
coverage under the appropriate NPDES 
General Construction Permit for 
Stormwater Discharges Associated with 
Construction Activities, Order No. 99-
08-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002 prior 
to obtaining the grading permit. With 
implementation of the NPDES permit 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Riverside County 
Flood Control and 
Water 
Conservation 
District 

Submittal of 
Permit 
documents to 
Army Corp of 
Engineers, 
Regional Water 
Quality Control 
Board and the 
Department of 
Building and 
Safety. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On-site 
inspection/ 
maintenance 
reports. 
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Development of the site 
will increase the amount of 
impervious surfaces, 
thereby reducing the 
amount of rain water that 
would be subject to 
infiltration and the amount 
of nitrates and other salts 
that would potentially 
migrate into ground water 
due to the previous use of 
the project site for dairy 
operations.  However, 
pollutants such as oil and 
grease, heavy metals, 
sediment, fertilizers, and 
pesticides can be expected 
to be present in surface 
water runoff once project 
development occurs.  In 
order to reduce the 
discharge of expected 
pollutants, individual 
project proponents will be 
required to be in 
compliance with the latest 
version of the County’s 
WQMP requirements for 
new development and 
redevelopment.  

requirements and incorporation of BMPs 
as mitigation measures, the potential 
significant adverse impacts related to 
increased flows and water quality will be 
reduced to below a level of significance. 
 
The project developer shall develop and 
implement a Final Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP). The 
Riverside County Flood Control District 
will accept and approve the Final 
WQMP and ensure that it gets 
implemented. The Final WQMP will 
contain measures that will effectively 
treat all pollutants of concern and 
hydrologic conditions of concern, which 
are consistent with the approved 
WQMP, developed in compliance with 
their MS permit. 
 
 

3.10.  Noise The project is consistent 
with the General Plan Land 
Use Designation of Light 
Industrial and is 
considered compatible 

MM Noise 1:  Once precise grading and 
architectural plans are made available, a 
final acoustical impact analysis shall be 
performed for Building 8 as indicated on 
the project’s site plan dated August 27, 

During project 
construction 

Department of  
Building and 
Safety 

Submittal final 
acoustical 
analysis to 
Industrial 
Hygiene and 
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with surrounding land 
uses.  

2008 (or those buildings planned 
adjacent or closest to Archibald Avenue 
in a revised site plan) in order to obtain 
building permits. The final acoustical 
impact analysis will be utilized to 
confirm the preliminary acoustical 
impact analysis’ findings, and to 
determine building- and/or unit-specific 
interior noise levels and potential 
mitigation measures needed for Building 
8 (or those buildings planned adjacent or 
closest to Archibald Avenue in a revised 
site plan). 
 
MM Noise 2: Building 8 (or those 
buildings planned adjacent or closest to 
Archibald Avenue in a revised site plan) 
shall be required to operate under 
“windows closed” conditions which 
necessitates a form of mechanical fresh-
air ventilation or air conditioning. For 
acoustical purposes, the fresh air inlet 
duct should be of sound attenuating 
construction and consist of a minimum 
of 10 feet of straight or curved duct, or 
six feet of straight or curved duct plus 
one sharp 90 degree bend. 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety. 
 
 
 
 

3.10. Noise To reduce highway noise 
on the proposed project.  

MM Noise 3:  To minimize noise 
impacts from project construction upon 
neighboring properties, stationary noise-
generating construction equipment shall 
be placed a minimum of 446 feet from 
the property line of the closest existing 
sensitive receptor (residences to the 
north and south), when and where 

During project 
construction 

Department of  
Building and 
Safety 

On-site 
verification 
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feasible. If any of the adjacent properties 
are developed according to their General 
Plan land use designations (light 
industrial) prior to project construction, 
equipment shall be placed up to 250 feet 
or more from the respective property 
line. 

MM Noise 4: Adhere to Riverside 
County Ordinance No. 457 which states, 
“whenever a construction site is within 
one-quarter (1/4) of a mile of an 
occupied residence or residences, no 
construction activities shall be 
undertaken between the hours of 6:00 
p.m. and 6:00 a.m. during the months of 
June through September and between 
the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
during the months of October through 
May. Exceptions to these standards shall 
be allowed only with the written consent 
of the building official.”  

 
Noise impacts associated with on-site 
operational activities cannot be 
determined with certainty at this stage of 
development, since specific uses are not 
yet established. MM Noise 1 requires 
additional analysis in the form of a Final 
Acoustical Impact Analysis, once 
building permits are applied for. That 
analysis will be used to confirm the 
findings of this preliminary analysis and 
to determine accurate mitigation 
measures necessary to reduce noise 
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impacts sourced from the future uses. 
Those mitigation measures could include 
requirements such as noise control 
barriers, upgraded construction 
materials/design, and/or constrained 
hours of operation. 
 

3.11.  Public 
Services 

Development of the 
proposed project will not 
result in any significant 
impacts to both sheriff and 
fire services. As a result, 
no mitigation measures are 
required. However, 
payment of development 
impact fees to offset any 
potential service related 
impacts will  be required 
through compliance with 
adopted regulatory 
requirements (Riverside 
County Ordinance No. 
659.7) 

Implementation of the proposed project 
will not result in any significant impacts 
to fire and sheriff services. As a result, 
no mitigation measures are required; 
however, the project developer shall pay 
its fair share of development fees 
pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance 
No. 659.7 in order to reduce potential 
project impacts associated with fire and 
sheriff services in the project area. 

Not applicable Not applicable Not Applicable 

The following Transportation and Traffic mitigation measures MM Trans 4 through MM Trans 7 are related to project specific impacts which will be paid 

for the developer, except where said improvements have previously been constructed. Mitigation measures MM Trans 8 through MM Trans 17 are related 

to cumulative impacts and will be paid through various fees. 

3.12. Transportation 
and Traffic 

Development of the 
proposed project could 
potentially increase the 
demand for fire and sheriff 
services in the Eastvale 
area.  

MM Trans 1:  Bike racks shall be 
installed in all parking lots in 
compliance with County of Riverside 
standards. 

 

Prior to issuance of 
occupancy permits 

Department of 
Building and 
Safety  

On-site 
verification 

3.12. Transportation 
and Traffic 

After the completion of 
Traffic Study for The 
Birtcher Center at Corona 

MM Trans 2:  On-site traffic signaling 
and striping should be implemented in 
conjunction with detailed construction 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 

Transportation 
Department  
 

Approval of 
Street 
Improvement 
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Valley, the proposed 
project is estimated to 
generate approximately 
6,037 new daily trip-ends, 
including 788 new trip-
ends during the AM Peak 
hour and 840 new trip-ends 
during the PM Peak hour.   
Direct off-site impacts as a 
result of the project traffic 
would occur where the 
project takes access from 
the existing public roads. 

plans for the project site.  

MM Trans 3:  Sight distance at each 
project access driveway should be 
reviewed with respect to Caltrans and 
County of Riverside sight distance 
standards at the time of preparation of 
final grading, landscape, and street 
improvements.  

 
Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

 
Transportation 
Department  

Plans 

MM Trans 4:  Modify the intersection 
of Archibald Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following 
geometrics: 
Northbound: One through lanes, and 

a right-turn lane (with 
overlap) 

Southbound: Two left turn lanes, 
and one through lane 
Eastbound:
 None 

Westbound: Two left-turn lanes, 
and one right-turn lane 
(with overlap) 

MM Trans 5:  Modify the intersection 
of Harrison Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometrics: 
Northbound: Left turn lane, right 

turn lane, and through 
lane 

Southbound: Left turn lane, right 
turn lane, and through 
lane 

Eastbound: Two through lanes, left 
turn lane, and shared 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Transportation 
Department  
 
 
Transportation 
Department  
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Method of 
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through-right turn lane 
Westbound: Two through lanes, left 

turn lane, and right 
turn lane 

 
MM Trans 6:  Modify the intersection 
of Hamner Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometrics: 
Northbound: Three through lanes, 

two left turn lanes, one 
right turn lane 

Southbound: Three through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one 
right turn lane (with 
overlap) 

Eastbound: Three through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one 
right turn lane 

Westbound: Two through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one 
right turn lane 

 
MM Trans 7:  Modify the intersection 
of Etiwanda Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometrics: 
Northbound: One through lane, one 

left turn lane, one right 
turn lane 

Southbound: One through lane, two 
left turn lanes, one 
right turn lane  

Eastbound: One through lanes, one 
shared through- left 
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turn lane, one right 
turn lane 

Westbound: One shared through-
right lane, one shared 
through-left lane 

 

3.12. Transportation 
/ Traffic 

After the completion of 
Traffic Study for The 
Birtcher Center at Corona 
Valley, the proposed 
project is estimated to 
generate approximately 
6,037 new daily trip-ends, 
including 788 new trip-
ends during the AM Peak 
hour and 840 new trip-ends 
during the PM Peak hour. .  
Direct off-site impacts as a 
result of the project traffic 
would occur where the 
project takes access from 
the existing public road 

MM Trans 8:  Modify the intersection 
of Archibald Avenue and Project 
Driveway #1 to provide the following 
geometrics: 
Northbound: Two through lanes, 

one right-turn lane, 
one left turn lane 

Southbound: Two left turn lanes, 
one through lane, one 
shared through-right 
lane 

Eastbound: Two left lanes, one 
right turn lane 

Westbound: One left turn lane, one 
right turn lane (with 
overlap) 

 
MM Trans 9:  Modify the intersection 
of Archibald Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following 
geometrics: 
Northbound: Two through lanes, 

and a right-turn lane 
(with overlap) 

Southbound: Two left turn lanes, 
and two through lanes 

Eastbound: None 
Westbound: Two left-turn lanes, 

and right-turn lane 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Transportation 
Department  
 
 
Transportation 
Department  

Approval of 
Street 
Improvement 
Plans 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 3.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

3.0-27 
 

Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 

Method of 
Reporting/ 
Monitoring 

(with overlap) 
 
MM Trans 10:  Modify the intersection 
of Harrison Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometrics: 
Northbound: Left turn lane, right 

turn lane, and through 
lane 

Southbound: Left turn lane, right 
turn lane, and through 
lane 

Eastbound: Two through lanes, left 
turn lane, and shared 
through-right turn 
lane. 

Westbound: Two through lanes, left 
turn lane, and right 
turn lane. 

 
MM Trans 11:  Modify the intersection 
of Hamner Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometrics: 
Northbound: Three through lanes, 

two left turn lanes, one 
right turn lane (with 
overlap) 

Southbound: Three through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one 
right turn lane (with 
overlap) 

Eastbound: Three through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one 
right turn lane (with 
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overlap) 
Westbound: Two through lanes, 

two left turn lanes, one 
right turn lane 

 
MM Trans 12:  Modify the intersection 
of Etiwanda Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometrics: 
Northbound: One through lane, one 

left turn lane, one right 
turn lane 

Southbound: Two through lanes, 
one left turn lane, one 
right turn lane (free-
right turn)  

Eastbound: One through lanes, one 
shared through-left 
turn lane, one right 
turn lane 

Westbound: One shared through-
left turn lane, one 
shared through-right 
turn lane 

 
MM Trans 13:  Modify the intersection 
of Hellman Avenue and Schleisman 
Road to provide the following 
geometrics: 
Northbound: One shared left turn- 

through lane, one right 
turn lane 

Southbound: One shared left turn-
through lane, one right 
turn lane 
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Eastbound: One shared left turn-
through lane, one right 
turn lane 

Westbound: One shared left turn-
through lane, one right 
turn lane 

 
MM Trans 14:  Modify the intersection 
of Sumner Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following  
geometrics: 
Northbound: Two through lanes, 

one left turn lane, one 
right turn lane (with 
overlap) 

Southbound: One through lane, one 
left turn lane, one 
shared right turn- 
through lane 

Eastbound: Two through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one 
shared right turn-
through lane 

Westbound: Two through lanes, 
two left turn lanes, one 
right turn lane 

 
MM Trans 15:  Modify the intersection 
of Cleveland Avenue and Limonite 
Avenue to provide the following 
geometrics: 
Northbound: One left turn lane, one 

shared right turn-
through lane 

Southbound: One shared left-right- 



County of Riverside   
Birtcher Center at Corona Valley FEIR No. 515  Section 3.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

3.0-30 
 

Impact Category Impact Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Responsible 

Party 

Method of 
Reporting/ 
Monitoring 

and through lane 
Eastbound: One through lane, one 

left turn lane, one 
shared right turn-
through lane 

Westbound: One through lane, one 
left turn lane, one 
shared right turn-
through lane 

 
MM Trans 16:  Modify the intersection 
of I-15 Southbound Ramps and 
Limonite Avenue to provide the 
following geometrics: 
Northbound: None 
Southbound: Two left turn lanes, 

one right turn lane 
(free-right turn lane) 

Eastbound: Two through lanes, 
one right turn lane 

Westbound: Two through lanes, 
two left turn lanes 

 
MM Trans 17:  Modify the intersection 
of I-15 Northbound Ramps and 
Limonite Avenue to provide the 
following geometrics: 
Northbound: One left turn lane, one 

shared left turn-right 
turn lane, one right 
turn lane 

Southbound: None. 
Eastbound: Two through lanes, 

two left turn lanes 
Westbound: Two through lanes, 
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one right turn lane 
 
MM Trans 18:  In addition to the 
requirements of mitigation measures 
MM Trans 1 through MM Trans 17, 
the project will participate in the cost of 
off-site improvements through payment 
of the Transportation Uniform 
Mitigation Fee (TUMF). 
 
These fees shall be collected by the 
County at the time of issuance of 
building permits and utilized as needed 
by Riverside County to construct off-site 
area-wide improvements necessary to 
maintain the required level of service in 
the project area. 

At the issuance of 
building permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Transportation 
Department  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Payment of  
fees 

3.14. Utilities Water and sewer services 
will be provided by Jurupa 
Community Services 
District (JCSD)  

The project proposes approximately 
760,000 square feet of industrial uses on 
approximately 53 acres. Consequently, 
the proposed project is required to have 
a WSA prepared by JCSD and a water 
supply verification issued by JCSD is 
also required. A request to JCSD was 
made on behalf of the proposed project 
at the time the Notice of Preparation was 
circulated (August 27, 2008). 
In accordance with SB 610, JCSD 
prepared and adopted a WSA for the 
project, dated March 23, 2009 (the 
project WSA). 

Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable 
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Eastvale Planning: Major Projects Summary 
December 1, 2016 

Highlighted Text = Updated Information1 

Map 
ID 

Project Notes Current Activity 

1.  KB Homes – The Lodge, Residential 
Development 
Project No. 10-0124 
 
Project Location: Northwest Corner of Limonite 
Avenue and Scholar Way 
 
205 detached single-family homes 
 
Planner: Yvette Noir/Malinda Lim 

PC approval on March 18, 2015 to add tempered glass panels along Scholar Way 
 
Approved Phase II Master Home Plan on December 3, 2015. 
 
Received HOA Landscape Maintained Areas for the northern portion on March 
15, 2016. Approved on March 17, 2016.  
 
Revised HOA Landscape Maintained Areas for Phase 2 received on April 21, 2016. 
Approved on April 28, 2016. 
 
Applicant will be submitting an application to relocate the parking lot for the 
model home complex because the parking lot has been sold to a homebuyer. 
Expect to be submitted early next week.  

Under 
construction 
 
Symmetry model 
homes now open 

2.  Goodman Commerce Center (formally Lewis 
Eastvale Commerce Center) 
Project No. 11-0271  
**see also Project No. 15-0551 (No. 17 on this 
list) 
 
Project Location: 190 acres +/- fronting on 
Hamner Ave. north of Bellegrave Ave. and south 
of Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road 
 
General Plan Amendment, Change of Zone, and 
Specific Plan to provide for a mix of warehousing, 
light industrial, office, and retail uses. 
 
CEQA: Environmental Impact Report (certified) 

Approved by City Council on November 12, 2014 
 
Groundbreaking held May 20, 2015. 
 
Landscape plans for Building 1 & 2 approved on November 11, 2015. 
 
Building permits issued for two industrial buildings. 
 
Off-site common area landscape plans approved on December 4, 2015. 
 
Basin and Bellegrave Ave. landscape plans approved on December 18, 2015.  
 
Received Hamner Ave. landscape plans on January 14, 2016. 
 
City Council approved Development Agreement on September 28, 2016. 

Under 
construction 
 
 

                                                           
1 New projects are added at the bottom of the list as they are submitted. 
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Planner: Eric Norris/Cathy Perring 

 
Applicant has requested revisions to the approved Development Plan and 
conditions of approval to accommodate a potential tenant for the building 
currently under construction. City Council approved the request on April 13, 
2016.  
 
Received revised construction plans for Building #2. Provided comments to 
architect on April 18, 2016. 
 
Received basin fixture landscape plans on April 13, 2016 and under review.  
 
City Council on April 13, 2016 approved changes to the conditions of approval 
affecting Building B. 
 
September 11, 2016 notices posted to take Development Agreement to Planning 
Commission on September 21, 2016.  
 
Planning Commission recommended approval of the Development Agreement to 
City Council on September 21, 2016.  
 

3.  D.R. Horton – The Trails, Planned Residential 
Development Residential Subdivision 
Project No. 11-0558  
 
Project Location: Northwest corner of Archibald 
and 65th  
 
General Plan Amendment, Change of Zone, 
Tentative Tract Map, and Planned Residential 
Development  for 256 dwelling units with a 5-acre 
park.  
 
CEQA: Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 
Planner:   Yvette Noir/Malinda Lim 

Approved by City Council on May 22, 2013. 
 
Approved monument signs on March 10, 2016.   
 
Received a letter on August 15, 2016 from homeowners wanting to close off the 
opening for pedestrian access on Archibald. No contact information provided in 
the letter or on envelope to be able to respond. Awaiting second inquiry. 
 

Project is under 
construction. 
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4.  Walmart – Eastvale Crossings 
Project No. 12-0051 

Project Location: Southeast corner of Limonite 
and Archibald Avenues (APNs 144-030-028, -012, 
-014) 
 
Proposal  for the development of a 177,000 +/- 
sq. ft. retail store and several outparcels on 23.37 
acres 
 
CEQA:  EIR 
 
Planners: Eric Norris 

Project was reviewed by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission and 
received a conditional finding of conformance with the Chino Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan. 
  
Release of the Draft EIR is on hold pending a determination on how to address 
the issue of greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
Updated administrative review draft of the EIR is expected in late July. No 
tentative date for the release of the Draft EIR for public review is available. 
 
Revised sign program received on July 7, 2016 and is under review.  
 
Public review of DEIR available from September 27 to November 17, 2016. 
 
Provided sign program comments to applicant on October 6, 2016. 
 
Meeting with applicant on November 30th to discuss public comments received 
for DEIR.  

No tentative 
hearing date 
 
 

5.  Lennar – Mill Creek Crossing, Planned 
Residential Development Subdivision 
Project No. 12-0297 

Project Location: Southeast corner of Chandler 
St. and Hellman Avenue 
 
Minor Development Plan Review for the 
development of a Master Home Plan for the "Mill 
Creek Crossing at Eastvale" residential 
development of 122 single family dwelling units 
for Tract 29997 
 
Planner:  Malinda Lim/Yvette Noir 
 

MDP and TUP approved November 17, 2014. 
 
Received revisions for precise grading plans Phase 5 and master home plan on 
September 23, 2015. 
 
Approved revisions for precise grading plans Phase 5 and master home plan on 
October 8, 2015.  
 
Received revisions for precise grading plans Phase 5 on August 16, 2016. 
 

Project is under 
construction. 
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6.  The Campus (former Providence Business Park) 
Major Development Review, Zone Change, and 
Tentative Parcel Map 
Project No. 12-0750 
 
Project Location: West of Archibald and 
approximately 750 ft. south of Limonite Ave (144-
010-002, -033, -037, & -038) 
 
MDR, ZC, TPM for the development of a business 
park consisting of 14 new industrial buildings 
ranging from 12,850 square feet to 129,000 
square feet and associated improvements on 
53.37 gross acres of vacant land (former Bircher’s 
site). 
 
CEQA:  EIR Addendum 
 
Planner:  Cathy Perring/Yvette Noir 

Approved by CC on April 9, 2014  
 
Project has been sold to new owners, who have met with staff to discuss 
implementing the approved development plans. 
 
Planning has been contacted by the new owner regarding potential changes to 
the office portion of the project, but no application for a change has been filed. 
 
Final Map approved by City Council on June 8, 2016.  
 
Received construction plans for buildings 2 and 3 on July 20, 2016. Provided 
comments to architect on August 16, 2016. 
 
Revised grading plans submitted on August 23, 2016 and building plans were 
submitted on August 31, 2016 for buildings 2 and 3; Planning staff is currently 
reviewing these plans.  
 
Pre-construction meeting was held with the applicant, contractor, monitors, and 
Public Works and Planning staffs on August 31, 2016. 
 
Received buildings 1 and 10-12 construction plans on October 11, 2016. Currently 
under review.  
 
Staff is working with applicant to get grading permit sign-off. Grading permit 
issued 11/14/16. 
 
Provided comments to architect regarding buildings 1 and 10-12 construction 
plans on November 14, 2016.  
 

Road 
improvements 
under 
construction on 
Archibald 
Avenue.  
 
Project site 
grading 
underway. 
 
 

7.  D.R. Horton – Copper Sky, Residential 
Subdivision 
Project No. 13-0395  
 
Project Location: Southeast Corner of 
Schleisman Road and Scholar Way 
 

Received revised construction plans on December 30, 2015 and approved revised 
construction plans on January 5, 2016.   
 
Received revised design package on January 5, 2016. 
 
Received revised model home complex plans on January 19, 2016. 
 
Received TUP model home complex plans on January 26, 2016. 

Under 
construction. 
 
Models at 
Copper Heights 
(new product line 
in the triangle 
piece north of 
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Minor Development Plan Review for a Master 
Home Plan for “Copper Sky at Eastvale” 
residential development.   
 
Planner:  Malinda Lim/Yvette Noir 

 
Received revised wall and fence plans on January 27, 2016. 
 
Received setback adjustment application on February 4, 2016.   
 
Received typical landscape plans for Copper Heights on February 15, 2016.  
 
Sent approval letter for TUP of model homes and sales office of lots 173-175, 
setback adjustments, and FSOD on February 25, 2016.  
 
On May 12, 2016, the applicant submitted proposed elevation changes to house 
Plans 7-9.   
 
Revised elevations for Plans 7-9 approved on June 28, 2016.  
 

Schleisman Rd.) 
are now open.  

8.  99 Cents Only Store Major Development Plan 
Review 
Project No. 13-1601  

Project Location: Northwest Corner of Hamner 
Ave. and “new” Schleisman Road 
 
Major DP for new 19,104 SF standalone retail 
building on 2.67-acres. 
 
CEQA:  Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 
Planner: Cathy Perring/Yvette Noir 

Planning Commission approved on June 17, 2015.  
 
Provided comments to Building and Public Works departments on July 6, 2015 for 
review of grading plan and construction drawings.  
 
Received on-site improvements and precise grading plans from Public Works on 
September 10, 2015.  
 
Provided planning comments to Public Works and Building on September 22, 2015. 
 
Approved revised lighting plans on 11/17/15.  
 
Project is in the process of being purchased by a new owner, who intends to build 
the approved store. 
 
Planning has had initial discussions with the owner regarding plans for the northern 
portion of the property, but no application has been filed. 
 
Planning has approved grading and construction plans. Grading and construction 
permits are ready to be issued once applicant provides fees and an updated 
burrowing owl survey.  
 

Building Permit 
Review 
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Staff met with the applicant on November 30, 2016 to discuss TUMF and 
Development Impact Fees. 

9.  Panera Bread with Drive-Through Major 
Development Review and Conditional Use 
Permit 
Project No. 13-1748  
 
Project Location: 12376 Limonite Ave., Eastvale 
Gateway South (Shops 2) 
 
Major Development Plan and Conditional Use 
Permit modify an approved retail building (Shop 
2) in the Eastvale Gateway South retail center to 
accommodate a drive-through facility for Panera 
Bread 
 
CEQA:  Categorical Exemption 
 
Planner: Cathy Perring 

Approved at Planning Commission on January 7, 2015 
 
Store opened in December 2015. 
 
Staff met with Lewis and Panera on January 14, 2015 to discuss directional 
signage for the drive-through operation to improve traffic flow.  
 
Lewis presented a conceptual revised drive-through and signage plan on February 
3, 2016. Staff reviewed the conceptual plan, and directed the applicant to submit 
construction plans, which to date have not been submitted. Planning followed up 
with Lewis Retail regarding directional sign on June 13th and has not heard back.  
 
Planning followed up with Lewis Retail regarding directional sign on July 18th and 
the Lewis indicated some difficulties in implement the plan because they do not 
own all of the parcels.   
 
Will return to Planning Commission in November 2016 for mandatory 1-year 
review.  
 
Planning Commission on November 16, 2016 for mandatory review. 
 

In operation  
 
Planning 
Commission 
unanimously 
determined no 
additional 
conditions of 
approval were 
needed for the 
drive-through 
operation on 
November 16, 
2016.  

10.  William Lyons Homes – Nexus Residential 
Development 
Project No. 14-0046 

Project Location: 10-acre site south of 24-hour 
Fitness Center in the Eastvale Gateway South 
retail center. 
 
 Tentative Tract Map No. 36446 and Major 
Development Review for a residential 
development (Nexus) consisting of 220 
townhomes and a recreation area  
 
Planner: Malinda Lim 

Approved by PC October 15, 2014 
 
Model homes opened 9/19/15. 
 

Project under 
construction. 
 
Model homes 
opened 9/19/15. 
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11.  LBA Realty Industrial Building Major 
Development Review 
Project  No. 14-1077  

Project Location: North of Cantu-Galleano Ranch 
Road 1,000 feet east of Hamner Avenue. (APN 
160-020-033 and 156-050-025)  
 
Major Development Review for a 446,173 sq. ft. 
industrial building on APN 160-020-033 
(approximately 24 acres) and overflow parking 
on APN 156-050-025. 
 
CEQA: EIR 
 
Planner: Cathy Perring/Yvette Noir 

Formal application submitted on October 20, 2014.  
 
6/4/15 Comment letter sent to applicant re: January 26, 2015 resubmittal 
package. Revised development plans received July 14, 2015. Traffic study and 
landscape plans received in August. 
 
Met on July 29, 2015 to discuss shared access with Grainger and applicant.  
 
Draft EIR 45-day review period ends Monday, January 25, 2016.  
 
At-risk building plans submitted on January 6, 2016; civil plans submitted January 
12.  
 
Received on-site improvement plans on February 4, 2016. 
 
Received revised improvement and landscape plans on March 10, 2016.  
 
Received 2nd submittal for construction building plans on March 17, 2016. 
Planning Commission approval and EIR certification received April 20, 2016. 
 
The applicant has been submitting information verifying compliance with 
conditions of approval. Issue had arisen re: COA #28 with respect to guard shack 
location. Staff worked with the applicant over the last couple of months to find an 
acceptable design that will accommodate adequate truck stacking. Received 
acceptable solution to allow five trucks to stack on-site, 7/7/16. 
 
Received 3rd submittal for construction building plans on August 4, 2016 and is 
under review. Provided comments to applicant on August 23, 2016.  
 
Received 1st submittal for grading plans on August 23, 2016. Staff provided 
comments on September 7, 2016.  
 
Staff scheduled to meet with applicant October 18, 2016 to discuss pending COA 
needing to be met prior to grading permit sign-off. 

Planning 
Commission  
approval on April 
20, 2016. 
 
Awaiting  revised 
construction 
plans.  
 

12.  Stratham Homes – Sendero Planned Residential 
Development  
Project No. 14-1398 

Planning Commission on May 20, 2015 voted to recommend approval of GPA, 
Change of Zone, and PRD, and denial of TTM due to too many units. 
 

Approved by CC 
on  June 10, 2015 
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**See Project No. PLN 15-06023 (No. 25 on the 
list ) 
Project Location: Northwest corner of Limonite 
and Harrison; APN 164-010-017  
 
General Plan Amendment, Change of Zone, 
Planned Residential Development, and Tentative 
Tract Map for the subdivision of approximately 
44 acres into 323 residential lots and 14 lots for 
open space and water basins 
 
CEQA: Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 
Planner: Yvette Noir/Cathy Perring 

City Council on June 10, 2015 voted 3-0 adopting the MND and approving GPA, 
Change of Zone, PRD, and TTM subject to not using SCE easement or the City 
right-of-way to satisfy ALUC open space requirement.  
 
Meeting on July 22, 2015 to discuss revised site plan with applicant.  
 
Revised site plan presented to City Council on September 9, 2015 and Council was 
supportive of the revised site layout.  
 
The applicant submitted a parcel map to divide the site into 4 parcels for 
financing purposes. See notes for Project No. PLN 15-06023 for more information 
regarding the review of the Parcel Map.  
 
Applicant submitted first Master Home Plan on April 6, 2016.  
 
Comments for master home plan provided June 23, 2016. Waiting for resubmittal 
of revise master home plan.  
 

Waiting for 
Resubmittal of 
Master Home 
Plan 

13.  AT&T – River Road, New Disguised Wireless 
Facility 
Project No. 14-2832 

Project Location: Southeast  Corner of Hall 
Avenue and River Road, west of Baron Drive 
 
Minor Development Plan application for a 70-
foot tall disguised wireless facility and a 138 
square-foot equipment shelter located at 14700 
River Road 
 
Planner: Malinda Lim 

Planning Director approval on July 15, 2015. 
 
Received construction plans on March 8, 2016. Provided comments to applicant 
on March 23, 2016.  

Under 
Construction  
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14.  Verizon – Community Park, New Disguised Field 
Light Wireless Facility  
Project No. 14-3325 

Project Location: South of Citrus Street, and west 
of Hamner Avenue within the Eastvale 
Community Park – 12750 Citrus Street  
 
Minor Development Plan application for the 
construction of a 70-foot tall wireless facility 
disguised as a field light and an approximate 469 
square-foot equipment shelter within the 
Eastvale Community Park at 12750 Citrus Street 
 
Planner: Yvette Noir/Malinda Lim 

Submitted on November 25, 2014; comment letter sent December 24, 2014 
 
Last correspondence with applicant on March 2, 2015, change of location for 
tower and enclosure 
 
Revised plans received on July 30, 2015.  Comments to be provided to applicant 
by August 29, 2015.  
 
Comments provided to applicant on August 27, 2015. 

Additional landscape comments provided to applicant on September 8, 2015. 
 
Staff met with applicant on September 17, 2015 to discuss items addressed in 
comment letter. 
 
Applicant submitted revised plans on 11/9/15 and was informed to provided 
additional information requested in the comment letter. 
 
Letter sent to the applicant on July 13, 2016 to add streets and street names on 
the coverage map.  
 
Received email from applicant on July 31, 2016 stating that they are working on a 
lease agreement with JCSD and will provide a revised coverage map.  
 
Meeting with applicant on August 25, 2016 to discuss additional items needed to 
take item to Planning Commission.  

Waiting for 
submittal of 
incomplete 
items. 
 
 

15.  Verizon – Providence Park, New Disguised Field 
Light Wireless Facility 
Project No. 14-3326 

Project Location: South of Hollowbrook Wy., 
west of Woodpigeon Rd, north of Aspen Leaf 
Lane, and east of Cobble Creek Dr. within 
Providence Ranch Park – 7250 Cobble Creek Dr. 
 
Minor Development Plan application for a 25-
foot long wireless antenna to be installed on an 

Submitted on November 25, 2014; comment letter sent December 24, 2014 
 
Last correspondence with applicant on March 2, 2015, change of location for 
tower and enclosure 
 
Comments on revised plans provided to applicant on August 11, 2015.  
 
Applicant provided updates photo simulation photos on December 1, 2015.  
 
Sent comment letter for missing items and revisions to submitted plan on June 
15, 2016. 

Waiting for 
submittal of 
incomplete 
items. 
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existing 70-foot tall field light and for the 
construction of an approximate 469 square-foot 
equipment shelter within Providence Ranch Park 
at 7250 Cobble Creek Drive 
 
Planner: Yvette Noir/Malinda Lim 

 
Received email from applicant on July 31, 2016 stating that they are working on a 
lease agreement with JCSD and will provide a revised coverage map. 
 
Meeting with applicant on August 25, 2016 to discuss additional items needed to 
take item to Planning Commission. 

16.  Chandler Catholic Church Pre-Application 
Review 
Project No. 15-0175 
 
Project Location: 14325-14395 Chandler Street 
APNs: 144-121-005, 144-130-008, 144-130-009, 
and 144-130-010 
 
Pre-Application Review to be located at 14395 
Chandler Street (4 individual parcels owned by 3 
separate owners) within the C-1/C-P and A-1 
zoning districts. 
 
Project Planner: Cathy Perring 

Applicant working with ALUC on required approval of proposed occupant density 
in the sanctuary. 
 
City staff met with the church/applicant on June 16 to discuss the project 
processing approach. Revised plans and formal application expected within one 
to two months. 
 
City staff met with church/applicant on November 9, 2016 to discuss five 
alternative plans they prepared to show to the parishioners prior to formal 
application to the City. 
 
 

Pre-Application 
Complete 

17.  Goodman Commerce Center Business Park NEC 
of Bellegrave/Hamner 
Project No. 15-0551 
 
**see Project No. 11-0271 (No. 2 on this list) 
 
Project Location: Northeast corner of Bellegrave 
and Hamner Avenues. 
 
Proposal for the development of the Business 
Park.  The development will include 8 buildings 
and approximately 191,356 SF.  The development 
will accommodate professional offices, light 
industrial and light assembly uses.  
 
Project Planner: Eric Norris/Cathy Perring 

Planning Commission approval on August 5, 2015.  
 
Project Approval letter send on August 11, 2015 
 
Applicant submitted first set of construction drawings for all eight buildings on 
October 8. Planning review of six buildings complete on October 13, 2015.  
Additional sets of construction drawings received and distributed for internal 
review on October 12, 2015.  
 
Applicant submitted second set of construction drawings for all eight buildings on 
December 1, 2015.  Provided comments on December 15, 2015; awaiting 
corrections. 
 
Received revised construction plans for Buildings 1-8 on January 20, 2016. 
Approved by Planning on January 30, 2016. 
 
Received CDA well site construction and landscape plans.  

Under 
construction  
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Received revised elevations for Building 3 and Building 4 and provided comments 
to applicant on April 18th. 
 
On April 24th, applicant provided revised elevation for Buildings 3 and 4.  Planning 
approved revised elevation on April 24th.  Revised elevations will be included in 
the construction drawings.  

18.  The Ranch Specific Plan Amendment (SPA),  
Major Development Review, and Tentative 
Parcel Map (Commercial Portion)  
Project No. 15-0783 
 
**See Project No. PLN 16-00011 for The Ranch-
Industrial Portion (No. 26 on the list) 
 
Project Location: Northeast and Southeast 
corners of Hellman and Limonite (Kimball) 
Avenues.  
 
Moons Site (APNs: 144-010-008-0, 144-101-013-
4) and Rodriguez Site (APN: 144-010-009-1) 
 
Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) to modify 
existing boundaries for The Ranch SP No. 358 for 
Planning Areas 1 through 6, land use designation 
for Planning Area 5, and revisions to allowable 
uses.  No revisions to Planning Areas 7 through 9 
are being proposed.  This request also included 
review for: Major Development Review (DP) for 
six (6) industrial buildings totaling 985,000 SF on 
six (6) parcels, Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) 36787 
to divide approximately 97 gross acres into 14 
legal parcels, Sign Program, and Environmental 
Review. 
 
Planners: Cathy Perring 

Planning Commission reviewed and recommended approval to City Council on 
November 4, 2015. 
 
Approval letter will be sent following CEQA 30-day statute of limitation ending on 
January 12, 2016.  No challenge was filed. 
 
Received median and parkway landscape plans on January 27, 2016. Comments 
provided on February 3, 2016.  
Revisions for landscape plans came in on March 23, 2016.  
 
See notes for Project No. PLN 16-00011 (No. 32 on the list) for information on 
development of the industrial portion of the project.  
 
On February 19, 2016, a new owner purchased the six (6) light industrial business 
park lots that were approved on November 4, 2015 (project #27 on this list). The 
commercial sites will be developed by the original applicant. 
 
Meeting with applicant on October 18, 2016 to discuss status of commercial 
portion of The Ranch. 

Approved by City 
Council on 
December 9, 
2015. 
 
Second reading 
by City Council 
on January 13, 
2016.  
 
Project complete 



Page 12 

Map 
ID 

Project Notes Current Activity 

19.  Leal Master Plan 
Special Project 

Project Location: 160 acres + at the northwest 
corner of Hamner and Limonite Avenues, east of 
Scholar Way and south of 58th Street. 
 
This Master Plan describes the community’s 
vision for the project area, identifies appropriate 
land uses, and includes the development 
standards that are necessary to achieve the 
vision, defines the character of the project’s 
development, lists the steps involved with the 
development process, and provides the project’s 
implementation plan. 

 
Planner: Eric Norris 

Public Review Draft of the Leal Master Plan distributed February 2015 and 

currently available online (www.LealSpecificPlan.com).  

On September 16, 2106, the Planning Commission reviewed and recommended 
approval to City Council.   
 
No date for Council consideration of the project has been established. 
 
Staff continues to meet as needed with potential developers for the site. 
 
 

Taken off City 
Council 12/9/15 
agenda.  

20.  Eastvale Marketplace 
Project No. 15-0958 
(See No. 37 on the list) 
 
Project Location: Northeast Corner of Limonite 
and Sumner Avenues 
 
Proposal construction of a new neighborhood 
retail center with multi-tenant and single tenant 
buildings and associated parking facilities to be 
located at the northeast corner of Limonite 
Avenue and Sumner Avenue.  Potential uses 
include grocery, banking, drug store, restaurants, 
general retail, service, and a tire store. 
 
Planners: Eric Norris/Yvette Noir 

PC approval on November 18, 2015.  Appeal period end on November 30th.  No 
appeal has been received. NOD recorded at Riverside County Recorder on 
November 24, 2015.  
 
Applicant is currently working with a new grocery store and other tenants. Planning 
has been contacted by the prospective tenant to confirm conditions of approval 
and other information about the project approval. Due to confidentiality, no 
information on the prospective tenant can be released. 
 
Waiting to hear back from the applicant regarding a meeting to discuss minor 
modifications to elevations and drive-through lanes.  
 
Meeting with applicant on September 8, 2016 to discuss revisions to approved 
project including the two drive through pads.  
 
Applicant submitted sign program on September 12, 2016. See No. 38 on this list. 
 
Provided comments to applicant regarding construction plans on November 3, 
2016. Awaiting for revised plans.  

PC approval on 
November 18, 
2015 
 
 

http://www.lealspecificplan.com/
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21.  Vantage Point Church Major Development 
Review 
Project No. 15-1174 

**see also Project No. 14-2322 
 
Project Location: 8500 Archibald Ave. (APN: 130-
080-005-3 and 130-080-008-6) 
 
Proposal to construct a sanctuary, church, 
community buildings, and associated site 
improvements. 
 
Planner: Cathy Perring/Yvette Noir 
 

Formal application for Major Development Review and Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP) submitted on May 1, 2015. (Staff later determined CUP was not needed.)  
 
Incompleteness letter sent June 1, 2015. 
 
Comment letter regarding site design sent June 24, 2015.  
 
Met with the applicant during the week of December 7, 2015.    
 
Traffic study scope shared with applicant on January 22, 2016. 
.   
 
Conference call on March 10, 2016 to discuss technical studies needed for CEQA.  
Applicant will provide written project description to be used on all technical 
studies to City for review.  
 
Received payment for Traffic Consultant on April 6, 2016 and Public Works 
approved the Traffic Consultant to perform the work on April 19, 2016.  
 
Draft traffic study received on April 29th. Comments provided on May 9th. 
Applicant provided revised project description on May 18th and was forwarded to 
the traffic consultant to include in the traffic study. 
 
Sent letter to applicant on August 16, 2016 requesting to clarify proposed use of 
café and bookstore. Staff spoke to the applicant on August 17, 2016 and he clarified 
that the proposed café and bookstore would be accessory uses for the church and 
no sign advertising the café and bookstore will be installed on the monument sign.  
Applicant will send email confirming the discussion. Confirmation received. 
 
Meeting with applicant on September 7, 2016 to discuss traffic study. Applicant   
provided hazardous, air, GHG and noise studies on September 8, 2016. Still 
awaiting submittal of cultural report. 
 
Letter sent to applicant Sept. 29, 2016 re: the status of the project since most 
technical studies are now in and under review, but no revised project plans have 
been received in response to comments provided in June of 2015. 
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On October 17, 2016 the air quality, greenhouse gases, and the Phase I ESA and 
Phase II have all been reviewed.  

22.  JCSD Community Park – Phase II 
Project No. 15-1273 
 
Project Location: Southwest Corner of Hamner 
Avenue and Citrus Street 
 
Building permit review for development of 
Phase II.  
 
Planner:  Eric Norris/Yvette Noir 

Construction drawings set received for review on 6/22. 
 
Reviewing construction set for compliance with COAs and MMRP.  
 
Landscape comments provided to applicant on July 17, 2015. Comments of missing 
items per COAs and MMRP provided to Building Department on July 28, 2015 
 
Received construction landscape plans on March 9, 2016. Provided comments and 
redlines to applicant on March 25, 2016.   
 
Received grading plan and revised construction drawings on March 22, 2016 and 
comments provided on April 14, 2016.  
 
Planning and Public Works have been meeting with JCSD and the property owner 
across whose land a portion of the park’s entry road would be constructed to 
resolve issues related to an easement for the roadway. 
 
Provided applicant comments for construction landscape plans on June 16, 2016.  
 

In building 
permit process. 
 
Awaiting for 
revised plans.  

23.  Two Industrial Buildings on Hamner Ave. and 
Riverside Dr. Major Development Review 
Project No. 15-1508 
 
Project Location: Southeast Corner of Hamner 
Avenue and Riverside Drive (APN 156-040-087 
and -088) 
 
Major Development Review for two new 
industrial buildings (40,000 sq ft. and 115,000 sq. 
ft.)  to be located on two parcels behind the 
vacant lot  (Chevron Site) 
 
 Planner:  Cathy Perring/Malinda Lim 

 No appeal and approval letter sent to applicant on March 31, 2016. 
 
Construction drawings for both buildings were received on April 27th.  Comments 
provided on May 19, 2016.  
 
Awaiting for revised landscape plans and construction drawings from applicant. 
 
Revised landscape plan submitted on July 11, 2016 and under review. Approved 
on July 26, 2016. 
 
Received revised construction drawings on July 28, 2016. Provided comments to 
architect on August 16, 2016.  
 

Planning 
Commission 
approval on 
March 16, 2016.  
 
 
Grading Permit 
issued. 
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Revised construction drawings submitted on August 25, 2016; provided 
comments to applicant on September 12, 2016.  
 
Pre-Grading meeting with Applicant, Public Works, Planning, and Gabrieleno Band 
of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation held October 3, 2016. 
 

24.  
 
 

Verizon on Grapewin Minor Development 
Review 
Project No. 15-1662 
 
Project Location: Vacant lot located at 8306 
Grapewin Street 
 
Minor Development Review for the development 
of a new wireless telecommunication facility 
disguised as a 50 feet tall monopalm consisting of 
12 antennas, one parabolic antenna, and 
associated equipment. 
 
Planner:  Yvette Noir/Morgan Weintraub 

Application received on July 7, 2015. 

Project was deemed incomplete and requested additional information on August 

6, 2015.  

Resubmittal received on September 3, 2015. Comments to be provided to 
applicant by October 3, 2105. 
 
Re-submittal and FAA clearance letter received on October 22, 2015.  
 
Comment letter sent to applicant on November 2, 2015. Awaiting for additional 

submittal materials.  

Biological study provided on February 29, 2016 and has been determined 

acceptable by the City.   

Staff is working on finalizing the development plans for consideration by the 

Planning Director.  

Notice sent to nearby property owners on April 6, 2016 and received two 

requests for a public hearing.  Project is schedule for Planning Commission 

consideration on May 18, 2016.  Staff is preparing the staff report.  

The project was presented to the Planning Commission on May 18, 2016.  A 

number of residents in the area came to the meeting to express their concerns 

about the potential health impacts of the tower. The applicant provided 

information about federal safety standards.  

Approved by City 
Council on 
August 24, 2016. 
 
In building 
permit process.   
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The Commission voted 3-0 to continue the public hearing to the June 15 PC 
meeting to have the entire commission (members Oblea and Patel were absent) 
to hear the testimony and take part in the decision-making process. 
 
On June 15, 2016, the Planning Commission voted 3-1 denying the project.  
 
On July 13, 2016, City Council voted 4-1 to continue the project to August 24, 
2016 to allow time for the applicant to provide coverage maps for alternative 
sites in the vicinity of the project site.  
 
On August 24, 2016, City Council voted 3-2 to approve the project. Sent Approval 
letter to applicant on September 7, 2016.  
 
Applicant submitted construction plans on September 21, 2016. Planning staff has 
reviewed and provided comments.  

25.  Sendero Tentative Parcel Map and Revised 
Tentative Tract Map 
Project No. PLN 15-06023 
 
**See Project No. 14-1398 (No. 12 on the list) 
 
Project Location: Northwest corner of Limonite 
Ave. and Harrison Ave.  
APN: 164-010-025 
 
Planner: Yvette Noir/Eric Norris 
 

Submitted application on December 16, 2015, but missing tentative map.  
Applicant provided tentative map on December 23, 2015. Project distributed to 
other departments for review.  
 
Meeting with applicant to discuss project on February 11, 2016. 
 
Feb 12, 2016 – Staff meet with the applicant to discuss the proposed parcel map 
and related issues of phasing and the construction of infrastructure (roads, trails, 
water/sewer lines, etc.) 
 
Provided comments to applicant about proposing phasing on March 4, 2016.   
 
Met with applicant on April 6, 2016 to discuss comments provided.  
 
Met with Public Works to discuss proposed Parcel Map and Phased TTM on April 
13, 2016.  Will meet with applicant during the week of April 25th to discuss 
outcome of internal staff meeting. 
 
Met with applicant on April 25, 2016 to discuss missing information for processing 
of the Parcel Map and Phased TTM.  Informed the applicant to provide an exhibit 
or a table identify which infrastructure will be improved for each phase.   The 

Approved by City 
Council on 
September 28, 
2016. 
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applicant will also provide a language informing potential developers of bonding 
transfer for this development.  
 
On May 9, 2016, staff follow up with the applicant regarding the missing 
information requested at the April 25th meeting.  Applicant is working on the 
missing information. This information is needed to process the application.  
 
On August 17, 2016, the Planning Commission reviewed and recommended 
approval of the project to City Council.  
 
 
 

26.  The Ranch – Industrial Portion 
Project No. PLN 16-00011 
 
**See Project No. 15-0783 for The Ranch 
Commercial Portion (No. 18 on the list) 
 
Project Location: south of Bellegrave Ave., north 
of Limonite (Kimball) Ave. and east of Hellman 
Ave.  
APN: 144-010-008, 144-101-013, and 144-010-
009 
 
Planner: Cathy Perring 

Submitted pre-application review and plans on March 31, 2016. Routed plans to 
reviewing agencies.  
 
Received construction plans for Building 1-6 on April 18, 2016.  
 
Comments for review of the construction plans for Buildings 1 to 6 were provided 
to the applicant on May 9th. 
 
Meeting set to meet with applicant Planning and Public Works staff on June 22nd. 
 
Applicant submitted Phase 1 landscape plans for buildings 1-6 on July 5, 2016.  
 
Grading permit issued week of 7/4/16. Pending preconstruction meeting with all 
CEQA-related monitors. 
 
Pre-grading meeting on July 20, 2016.  
 
Received construction plans for buildings 1 to 6 on July 26, 2016.  
 
Applicant submitted revisions in electronic form on August 8, 2016. Comments 
provided to applicant on August 16, 2016. 
 

Under 
Construction 
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27.  Extension of Time for TTM 35751  
Project No. PLN 16-00015 
 
Project Location: Southeast corner of 
Schleisman and Cucamonga Creek (behind 
Mayor Ike’s home) 
 
Request to extend Tentative Tract Map 35751.  
 
Planner:  Eric Norris/Yvette Noir  

Extension of time application received on May 16, 2016.  Project was distributed 
to other department agencies for review on May 19th and comment are due on 
June 2nd.   
 
Additional materials received from the applicant on June 15th.  
 
On August 17, 2016, the Planning Commission reviewed and recommended 
approval of the project to City Council. 

Approved by City 
Council on 
September 28, 
2016. 

28.  Verizon at Chandler Fire Station Minor 
Development Review 
Project No. PLN 16-00017 
 
Project Location: Northeast corner of Chandler 
and Selby 
 
Minor Development Review for the installation 
of a new wireless telecommunications facility 
disguised as an 85-foot high water tank 
operated by Verizon within an approximately 
529 sq. ft. lease area at the Chandler Fire Station 
 
Planner: Cathy Perring/Yvette Noir 

Received application and submittal materials on July 7, 2016. 
 
Incompleteness letter sent to the applicant on July 20, 2016.  
 
 
 
 
 

Sent 
completeness 
letter to 
applicant on 
November 10, 
2016.  

29.  Landscape Plans – Bellegrave Avenue Parkway  
 
Project location: West of Hamner Avenue and 
East of Jamestown. 
 
Planner: Cathy Perring 

Landscape plans submitted for review July 14, 2016. 
 
Provided comments to applicant on August 4, 2016.  
 
Approved on September 27, 2016 and sent to applicant. Awaiting for plans signed 
by JCSD.  

Approved  
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30.  Costco Major Development Review and 
Conditional Use Permit  
Project No. PLN 16-00020 
 
Project location: SEC Cantu Galleano Ranch Rd. 
and Hamner Ave. 
 
Major Development Review for the construction 
of approximately 158,000 square-foot Costco 
Warehouse building with a tire center and 
outdoor food court area at the commercial 
portion of the Goodman Commerce Center.  
Two Conditional Use Permits for the operation 
of the tire center and for the sale of alcohol.  
The tire center includes retail sales and 
installation area that will occupy approximately 
5,200 square feet of building. A fueling station 
and car wash are proposed directly off Hamner 
Ave. 
 
Planner: Cathy Perring  

Applicant submitted plans on August 22, 2016. Routed to reviewing departments 
for comments.  
 
Received revised landscape plans on August 29, 2016. 
 
Meeting with applicant to discuss initial comments on site layout was held on 
September 7, 2016. 
 
September 14, 2016—Applicant will be revising the proposed site plan per staff’s 
suggestion to move the gas station to the north to reduce traffic congestion as 
the signalized intersection on Hamner Avenue. 
 
Provided comments to applicant on October 4, 2016. 
 
Waiting for revised plans from applicant. Tentative delivery date 10-20-16. 
 
Received revised plans from applicant on October 31, 2016. Plans routed to 
various departments for review.  

Approved by 
Planning 
Commission on 
Nov 16, 2016 
 
Anticipate start 
of construction 
Spring 2017 

31.  TUP for Stu Miller’s Christmas Tree Lot  
Project No. PLN 16-00022 
 
Project location: 12930 Limonite Avenue (APN: 
152-640-001) – Eastvale Gateway South retail 
center 
 
Planner: Malinda Lim 

Applicant submitted plans on August 10, 2016. Routed to reviewing departments 
for comments. 
 
Provided comment letter to applicant on September 1, 2016. 
 
Approved on September 22, 2016. 

In Operation 
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32.  Minor Development Review for Amazon 
Shepherd’s Hook Fencing  
Project No. PLN 16-00025 
 
Project location: SWC Cantu Galleano Ranch Rd. 
and 15 Freeway  
 
Minor Development Review for the 
revision/replacement of the perimeter fencing 
to a shepherd’s hook at the truck yard for 
buildings 1 and 2 and for the 
revision/replacement of the rolling gates with 
spear hook on the east side of the building. 
 
Planner: Yvette Noir 

Applicant submitted plans on August 23, 2016.  
 
Planning Commission approved project on September 21, 2016. 

Approved  
 
Under 
construction.  

33.  Goodman Major Development Plan, 
Conditional Use Permit, and Specific Plan 
Amendment for Off Site Parking, Increase 
Building Height in Industrial Areas, and 
Pedestrian Overcrossing of Goodman Way 
Project No. PLN 16-00026 
 
Project location: SEC Cantu Galleano Ranch Rd. 
and Hamner Ave. 
 
Major Development Plan, Conditional Use 
Permit, and Specific Plan Amendment for 
Goodman Commerce Center for Amazon off-site 
parking located west of Goodman Way in 
planning area 5. The SPA will be amended to 
increase building height in the industrial 
planning areas from fifty feet to fifty-five feet.  
 
Planner: Eric Norris 

Applicant submitted plans on September 1, 2016. Routed plans to reviewing 
departments for comments.  
 
September 14, 2016—Applicant is also requesting an amendment to the Specific 
Plan to increase the size of the freeway-oriented “pylon” sign and to allow larger 
temporary for sale/for lease signs. 
 
The applicant is also preparing designs for the proposed pedestrian bridge, which 
were not included in the original submittal. 
 
Received plans for pedestrian bridge on September 21, 2016. Provided comments 
to applicant on October 7, 2016. Applicant provided revised plans for the 
pedestrian bridge on October 10, 2016. 
 
Planning Commission hearing on October 19, 2016; Commissioners approved 
project, contingent on Council approval of proposed Specific Plan amendment. 
 
City Council hearing on November 9, 2016; Council approved project.  

City Council  
second reading 
of ordinance on 
December 14, 
2016. 
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34.  Goodman Commerce Center Tentative Parcel 
Map No. 37208  
Project No. PLN 16-00027 
 
Project location: SEC Cantu Galleano Ranch Rd. 
and Hamner Ave. 
 
Tentative Parcel Map review for a portion of the 
GCC site. This map will create parcels within 
approximately 80 acres of the Goodman 
Commence Center to include parcels for a 
Costco, a gas station, parking for Amazon 
building 2 on the west side of Goodman Way, 
and retail sites. 
 
Planner: Yvette Noir 

Applicant submitted plans on September 1, 2016. Routed plans to reviewing 
departments for comments. 
 
September 14, 2016—Applicant will be preparing revised parcel map to reflect 
the relocation of the proposed Costco gas station. 
 
Waiting for revised tentative map. 
 
Received 2nd submittal of plans on November 7, 2016. Distributed to reviewing 
departments for comments 

Planning 
Commission 
meeting on 
December 7, 
2016.  

35.  Goodman Retail Center Major Development 
Plan 
Project No. PLN 16-00028 
 
Project location: SEC Cantu Galleano Ranch Rd. 
and Hamner Ave. 
 
Major Development Review for retail center 
adjacent to Costco at the Goodman Commerce 
site.   
 
Planner: Cathy Perring and Yvette Noir 

Applicant submitted plans on September 1, 2016. Routed plans to reviewing 
departments for comments. 
 
September 14—Met with the applicant and discussed the submittal of revised 
plans that show only those buildings proposed to be constructed at this time. 
Revised submittal expected prior to Sept 28. 
 
Awaiting for revised plans from applicant. 
 
Received 2nd submittal of plans on November 7, 2016. Distributed to reviewing 
departments for comments.  

Tentative 
Planning 
Commission 
meeting on 
January 18, 2017. 
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36.  General Plan Amendment (GPA) to High 
Density Residential and Change of Zone (COZ) 
to R-3 for 13000 Citrus St.  
Project No. PLN 16-00029  and PLN 16-00030 
 
Project location: SEC of Citrus St. and Scholar 
Way 
 
Planner: Eric Norris and Yvette Noir 

Applicant had a meeting with the Planning Director and submitted his application 
on September 7, 2016. 
 
Traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas studies are currently under way. Noise analysis 
will be started shortly. Preparation of an Initial Study will begin shortly, with 
completion pending the receipt of all technical studies. 
 
Initial study completed November 30, 2016 and will start public review week of 
Dec 5.  
 
 

Planning 
Commission 
Hearing on 
December 7, 
2016.  
 
City Council 
hearing 
scheduled for 
December 14, 
2016 (to be 
continued to 
January 11, 2017) 

37.  Eastvale Marketplace Sign Program 
Project No. 15-0958/PLN 16-00031 
(See No. 20 on the list) 
 
Project location: Northeast Corner of Limonite 
and Sumner Avenues 
 
Planner: Yvette Noir and Malinda Lim 

Applicant submitted sign program on September 12, 2016; awaiting for formal 
application and deposit.  
 
Received application and payment for sign program on September 19, 2016. Sign 
program is currently under review.  
 
Gave comments to applicant on October 24, 2016. Waiting for response from 
applicant.  
 
Received second submittal of revised sign program on November 18, 2016. 

In Review   

38.  The Campus (formerly known as Providence 
Business Park) Amendment to Major 
Development Review (DR) 
Project No. PLN 16-00032 
(See No. 6 and No. 41 on the list) 
 
Project Location: West of Archibald and 
approximately 750 ft. south of Limonite Ave (144-
010-002, -033, -037, & -038) 
 
Planner: Cathy Perring and Yvette Noir 

Applicant submitted application on September 22, 2016. Routed to reviewing 
departments for comments.  
 
Sent incompleteness letter to applicant.  
 
Received complete submittal package on November 14, 2016.  
 
 

Planning 
Commission 
hearing on 
December 7, 
2016 
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39.  Smart & Final Express Letter of Public 
Convenience Notice (PCN) 
Project No. PLN 16-00033 
 
Project location: 13346 Limonite Avenue, NEC of 
Limonite Ave. and Sumner Ave. at the Eastvale 
Marketplace 
 
Planner: Malinda Lim 

Applicant submitted applicant for Letter of Public Convenience or Necessity on 
September 26, 2016.  
 
Approved by City Council on November 9, 2016. Signed letter sent to ABC by 
Planning. 

Completed 

40.  Luna Grill Conditional Use Permit for Alcohol 
Sales 
Project No.  PLN 16-00034 
 
Project Location: Eastvale Gateway North 
Shopping Center next to Blaze Pizza 
 
Planner: Brianne Reyes 

Received application on September 9, 2016 and check on September 29, 2016. 
Staff contacted applicant on September 30, 2016 for submittal materials.  
 
Sent incompleteness letter to applicant on September 18, 2016. 
 
Verified with applicant on November 14, 2016 if they would like to continue the 
CUP process.  

Awaiting for 
additional 
submittal 
materials.  

41.  The Campus Sign Program 
Project No. PLN 16-00035  
(See No. 6 and 38 on this list) 
 
Project Location: West of Archibald and 
approximately 750 ft. south of Limonite Ave (144-
010-002, -033, -037, & -038) 
 
Planner: Cathy Perring  

Applicant submitted application on October 3, 2016.  
 
 

In Review 
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42.  Medical Office Building and Dialysis Center at 
The Marketplace at The Enclave Major 
Development Review 
Project No. PLN16-00038 
 
Project location: 14252/14260 Schleisman Rd 
The southwest corner of Archibald Ave. and 
Schleisman Rd. at The Marketplace at The 
Enclave shopping center (144-860-018 and 114-
860-020) 
 
Major Development Review application for the 
construction of a 30,000 sq. ft. two story 
medical office building and a 10,000 sq. ft. 
dialysis center at the address referenced above. 
The buildings will cover the empty lot at the 
south end of the shopping center.   
 
Planner: Yvette Noir 

Applicant submitted application on October 13, 2016. 
 
Incompleteness letter and initial comments sent to applicant week of Nov 26, 
2016. 

In Review 

43.  Pre-Application for Shea Properties on NEC of 
Limonite Ave. and Archibald Ave.  
Project No. PLN16-00039 
 
Project location: Northeast corner of Limonite 
Ave. and Archibald Ave.  
 
Planner: Yvette Noir 

Applicant submitted application on October 17, 2016. 
 
On November 9, 2016, staff met with and gave comments to applicant.  

Complete 

44.  Home Depot Tree Lot on 6140 E. Hamner Ave. 
at the Home Depot Parking Lot 
Project No. PLN 16-00042 
 
Project location: Home Depot parking lot.  
 
Planner: Malinda Lim 

Applicant submitted application on October 26, 2016. 
 
Provided applicant an approval letter on November 21, 2016. 

In Operation 
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45.  Chevron Sign Program 
Project No. PLN 16-00044 
 
Project location: 12515 Riverside Dr.  
 
Planner: Malinda Lim 

Applicant submitted application on November 15, 2016. Under Review  

46.  Rubios Conditional Use Permit for Alcohol Sales 
Project No. TBD 
 
Project Location: Cloverdale Marketplace 
Shopping Center next to Subway 
 
Planner: TBD 

Application has not yet been submitted. Awaiting formal 
application and 
deposit. 

 



!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

San Bernardino County

Riverside County

29

!(6

!(5

!(4

!(3

!(1

!(7!(8
!(8

!(9

!(45

!(36

!(45

!(32
!(30

!(31

!(42
!(27

!(43

!(23

!(24

!(28

!(22

!(13
!(21

!(10

!(11

!(14

!(15

!(16

!(17

!(19

!(40-44!(12/25

!(38/41

!(18/26

!(2/33-35

!(20/37/39

Current Projects
Eastvale Planning

December 2016

Legend
!( Planning Project 0.5 0 0.5

Miles

´


	0-Planning Commission Agenda 12-7-16 11-29-16 CPedits
	5.1 PC Minutes  11-16-16
	6.1 16-00027 GCC TPM No. 37208 11-29-16c
	Fiscal analyses were prepared for the GCC Specific Plan. The City Council staff report dated November 2014 of which the project was approved concluded,
	“The project will generate positive cash flow for the City. The amount of fiscal benefit to the City will depend on the ultimate mix of land uses.”
	Retail and hotel uses within the plan were estimated to generate a per acre net fiscal impact of $661,343 and $388,068, respectively.
	Attach 1 - Resolution TPM 11-29-16b.pdf
	Finding: The proposed project does not result in substantial changes from the previously approved project; therefore, this project does not require any additional environmental analysis.
	Evidence: The Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan was fully analyzed in an Environmental Impact Report (SCH#2011111012) and certified by the City Council by Resolution No. 14-32 on June 11, 2014. The environmental analysis in the EIR rem...
	Finding 2: The design or improvement of proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208 is consistent with the City’s General Plan and any applicable specific plan.
	Finding 3: The site is physically suitable for the type and proposed density of development.
	Evidence: The proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208 has been designed to comply with the City development standards and the design guidelines of the Specific Plan to ensure the project site is physically suitable for the appropriate type and density of ...
	Finding 4: The design of the subdivision or proposed improvements is not likely to cause significant environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat.
	Finding 5: The design of proposed Tentative Parcel Map 37208  is not likely to cause serious public health problems.
	Evidence: The design of Tentative Parcel Map 37208 is in conformance with the City’s General Plan, Specific Plan, Zoning Code, and Subdivision Ordinance. All improvements on the site are conditioned to comply with all applicable City of Eastvale ordin...
	Finding 6: The design of Tentative Parcel Map 37208 will not conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of property within the proposed subdivision.
	SECTION 4. RECORD OF PROCEEDING
	The documents and other materials that constitute the record of the proceedings upon which the Planning Commission’s decision is based, which include but are not limited to the staff reports as well as all materials that support the staff reports for ...



	6.2 16-00029 Van Leeuwen GPA and CZ 11-22-16b
	Finding: The proposed project requires the adoption of a Negative Declaration pursuant to Section 15074 (Article 6) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.
	Evidence: General Plan Amendment No. 918 was evaluated in a Mitigated Negative Declaration for Environmental Assessment (EA) No. 41740. The MND was adopted by the County of Riverside Board of Supervisors via Resolution No. 2010-253. However, the City ...
	General Plan Amendment
	Finding 1: The proposed General Plan Amendment will cause no internal inconsistencies in the General Plan.
	Evidence: The current General Plan land use designation for the project site is Medium Density Residential (MDR) which allows a density range of 2.1 to 5.0 dwelling units per acre.  The housing stock for this density range is 50-percent of the City’s ...
	Change of Zone
	Finding 1: The proposed Change of Zone is in conformance with the proposed General Plan Land Use designation (High Density Residential) for the City.
	Evidence: The current zoning for the project is Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10), which allows limited residential uses that includes single family dwellings and mobile homes. The current A-2-10 zone would not be consisted with the proposed General Plan Lan...
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	case: Revised TPM 35865
	apn: 144-010-002, 033, 037 + 038
	apn2: 
	ea: 
	findings:                                   Site converted to dairy feedyard and agricultural field at least 65 years ago. Minimal and temporary adverse effects to Corps, Santa Ana RWQCB and CDFW jurisdictions associated with construction of storm drain pipe in Cucamonga Creek Channel.  Not located within a Cell, Cell Group or Sub Unit of Eastvale Area Plan.  No relationship to the assembly of Existing Core A.  No Riparian/ Riverine Areas, Vernal Pools or Wetlands.  Not in NEPSSA.  Not subject to Guidelines Pertaining to Urban/Wildlands Interface.  Not in Criteria Area, Amphibian or Mammal Species Survey Areas.  No suitable and/or critical habitats for burrowing owls.
	mitigation:                                         Payment of MSHCP Local Development Mitigation Fee and Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Mitigation Fee.  Obtain Corps, Santa Ana RWQCB and CDFW permits for minimal and temporary adverse effects to Cucamonga Creek Channel.
	monitoring: None


