


































































































































































































agency shall consider the significance to a California Native 
tribe. 
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Source: "A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessmnent of a 22.56 actre Change of Zone Project Site 
Located Southwest of the lntersecttion of Dillon and Worsley Roads, Near Desert Hot Springs Riverside 
County" Robert S White Archaological Associuates April 2017. 

Findings of Fact: 

a-b) 

SB18: 

In compliance with Senate Bill18 (SB18), on May 18, 2018, Riverside County sent a request for a Sacred 
Lands File search and a consultation list from the Native American Heritage Commission ("NAHC") of 
tribes whose historical extent includes the project area. Based on the May 21, 2018 list provided by 
NAHC, project notices were sent on May 22, 2018 to 24 Native American Tribal representatives. Of 
these 24, only 4 tribes responded to the County's notice. 

The Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians (Soboba) requested SB 18 consultation in a letter dated July 12, 
2018, Consultation took place with Soboba on July 30, 2018. Although no sacred sites were identified 
by the tribe, they did express concern for the potential for subsurface resources to be present and 
recommended that a Tribal monitor be present during ground disturbing activities associated with the 
project. 

The Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians (Augustine) responded to the County's notice in a letter dated 
June 5, 2018. In the letter the Augustine indicated they had no knowledge of resources within the project 
area and deferred to closer tribes. 

The Marengo Band of Mission Indians responded in a letter dated June 28, 2018. The letter stated they 
had no information to provide at this time but did not waive their rights to consult under AB52. 

The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians responded in an email dated May 30, 2018 and stated that 
because the project was located about 1.8 miles outside of Serrano ancestral territory, they would not 
be requesting to consult. 

The Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians responded in a letter dated May 30, 2018 and stated the project 
area has little cultural significance or ties to Viejas and recommended that Planning contact closer 
tribes. 

AB52 
In compliance with Assembly Bill 52 (AB52), notices regarding this project were mailed to all requesting 
tribes on May 14, 2018. One (1) timely response (within 30 days of notification) was received from 29 
Palms Band of Mission Indians (29 Palms), and one (1) late response was received from the Agua 
Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (Agua Caliente). Neither tribe requested consultation pursuant to 
AB52. No other tribes responded to the County's AB52 notification. 
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The cultural report and the project conditions of approval were provided to Agua Caliente on June 15, 
2018; on July 02, 2018, Agua Caliente provided the County a consultation conclusion letter. No Tribal 
Cultural Resources were identified by Agua Caliente. 

29 Palms sent the County a letter dated June 01, 2018. The letter indicated the tribe was not aware of 
any Tribal Cultural Resources within the project area, and requested copies of any available cultural 
report(s) related to the project. The project cultural report was provided to29 Palms and a response 
letter was then received from them dated June 18, 2018. No Tribal Cultural Resources were identified 
by the tribe, but they did recommend Cultural Sensitivity Training be conducted by the 29 Palms prior 
to grading activities. The project conditions of approval were provided to 29 Palms on August 10, 2018. 
These conditions include both archaeological and tribal monitors be present during ground disturbing 
activities and a sensitivity training is part of this process. 

Mitigation: None. 

Monitoring: None. 

UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Would the project 
46. Water 

a) 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? 

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

□ □ 

□ □ 

Sources: Mission Springs Water District 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, June 20, 2016. 

Findings of Fact: 

□ 

□ 

a and b) Less Than Significant Impact. According to the MSWD 2015 Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP), per capita water use for new development land uses categorized as 
commercial/industrial/institutional (CII) is 30 gallons per capita per day (gpcd).45 This water use rate 
assumes various water conservation strategies in accordance with Title 24 of the California Green 
Building Code and compliance with MSWD Ordinance No. 93-3, Section 15 (adopted October 18, 
1993). For example, the proposed car wash would utilize recycled/reclaimed water. Since the proposed 
project is anticipated to generate between 93 and 114 new employees in the County, the project would 
demand between 2,790 gallons (0.0085 acre foot) per day and 3,420 gallons (0.01 acre foot) per day 
(3.1 acre feet per year (AFY) to 3.65 AFY). 

MSWD water supply source is 100 percent groundwater produced from District-owned and operated 
wells within the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin. MSWD primarily produces groundwater from the 
Mission Creek Subbasin via ten active wells, and also from the San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin via four 
active wells and from the Garnet Hill Subbasin via one active well. None of the groundwater basins in 

45 Mission Springs Water District 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. Table 4-5A. June 20, 2016. 
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the Coachella Valley are adjudicated; therefore, there are no legal agreements limiting MSWD's 
pumping from any of the subbasins. 

The reliability of the MSWD's water supply is dependent on the reliability of groundwater supplies, which 
are supplemented by imported surface water used for groundwater replenishment and the planned 
implementation of recycled water supply as discussed in response to Checklist Question 47.a. Imported 
supplies are managed and delivered by the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
(Metropolitan) through the Desert Water Agency (DWA): Although MSWD currently receives 100 
percent of its water supply from groundwater production and does not purchase imported water from a 
water wholesaler, the Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) and DWA are remediating the overdraft 
condition of the groundwater in the Upper Coachella Valley by replenishment with Colorado River and 
State Water Project (SWP) Exchange Water from Metropolitan. As identified in MSWD's 2015 UWMP, 
MSWD has the ability to meet current and project water demands through 2040 during normal, historic 
single-dry, and historic multiple-dry year periods using imported water from Metropolitan with existing 
supply resources.46 

Metropolitan has projected supply surpluses for normal, dry-year and multiple-dry year demand 
scenarios through the year 2040: from 3 percent to 102 percent of projected demands not including 
supplies under development; and from 8 percent to 121 percent of projected demands including 
supplies under development. Therefore, sufficient water resources are available to accommodate the 
project's incremental increase in water demand (3.1 AFY to 3.65 AFY) from MSWD, and no construction 
of new or expansion of existing water treatment facilities is required. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 

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

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

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

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

Source: Department of Environmental Health Review; Mission Springs Water District 2015 Urban 
Water Management Plan, June 20, 2016; Appendix H-Private Sewage Disposal Systems, 2016 
California Plumbing Code, https://up.codes/viewer/california/ca-plumbing-code-2016/chapter/H/ 
private-sewage-disposal-systems#H (accessed December 14, 2018). 

Findings of Fact: 

a and b) Less Than Significant Impact. Wastewater will be disposed of though on-site septic facilities 
to be permitted by the RWQCB (Colorado River Basin Program) Local Agency Management Plan and 
maintained in accordance with RWQCB standards for septic systems and Appendix H of the California 

46 Ibid. Tables 7-2 through 7-4. 
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Plumbing Code.47 The project proponent must obtain documentation of a percolation test, permission 
from the Riverside County Health Department, and a letter of permission from the MSWD, which is the 
water and wastewater purveyor for the project site, to incorporate septic systems in the project design 
and execution. Therefore, the project will not generate additional demand from wastewater treatment 
facilities and therefore will not result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 

48. Solid Waste 
a) Is the project served by a landfill with sufficient 

permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste 
disposal needs? 

b) Does the project comply with federal, state, and 
local statutes and regulations related to solid wastes 
including the CIWMP (County Integrated Waste Manage­
ment Plan)? 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

Source: Riverside County General Plan; Riverside County Waste Management District 
correspondence; Solid Waste Information System Facility Detail: Lamb Canyon Sanitary Landfill (33-
AA-0007), CalRecycle, 2019; California 2016 Per Capita Disposal Rate Estimate, CalRecycle, 2019. 

Findings of Fact: 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. Solid waste collection is a "demand-responsive" service, and current 
service levels can be expanded and funded through user fees without difficulty. Solid waste generated 
within the proposed project could be served by the Riverside County Waste Management Department's 
(RCWMD) Lamb Canyon Landfill located at 16411 State Highway 79, Beaumont, approximately 23-
miles west of the project site. The Lamb Canyon Sanitary Landfill has a maximum daily permitted 
throughput of 5,000 tons per day, a remaining capacity of 19,242,950 cubic yards, and an estimated 
closure of 2029.48 

Based on a solid waste disposal49 rate of 11.4 pounds per employee per day, 50 the proposed project 
(between 93 and 114 employees) is anticipated to generate between 1,060.2 pounds (0.53 tons) and 
1,300 pounds (0.65 tons) of solid waste per day. With an estimated daily permitted throughput of 5,000 
tons, the Lamb Canyon Landfill has adequate capacity to serve the proposed project. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

47 Appendix H-Private Sewage Disposal Systems. 2016 California Plumbing Code. https://up.codes/viewer/california/ca-plumbing-code-
2016/chapter/H/private-sewage-disposal-systems#H (accessed December 14, 2018). 

48 Solid Waste Information System Facility Detail: Lamb Canyon Sanitary Landfill (33-AA-0007) . CalRecycle, 2019. 
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/swfacilities/Directory/33-AA-0007/ {accessed January 11, 2019). 

49 "Disposal" is defined as all waste created by all sources within each jurisdiction (including businesses, government agencies and 
residents) which is disposed at CalRecycle-permitted landfills (Source: https://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Basics/PerCapitaDsp/ 
(accessed January 11, 2019)). 

50 California 2016 Per Capita Disposal Rate Estimate. CalRecycle, 2019. https://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/GoalMeasure/ 
DlsposalRate/MostRecent/ (accessed January 11, 2019). 
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b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project shall be conditioned to submit a Recyclables Collection 
and Loading Area plot plan to the Riverside County Department of Waste Resources (RCDWR) to 
confirm the Design Guidelines for Recyclables Collection and Loading Areas in accordance with 
standards established by the Department of Waste Resources. Additionally a Waste Recycling Plan 
(WRP) shall be submitted to the RCDWR for approval prior to issuance of grading and building permits. 
The WRP would identify materials to be generated during construction, their projected amounts, and 
the measures to be implemented to ensure recycling in accordance with applicable elements of AB 
1327, Chapter 18 (California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991), AB 939 
(CalRecycle), and other local, state, and federal solid waste disposal standards. Therefore, impacts 
associated with solid waste disposal regulations would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 

49. Utilities 
Would the project impact the following facilities requiring or resulting in the construction of new facilities 
or the expansion of existing facilities; the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 
a) Electricity? D D D 
b) Natural gas? D D D 
c Communications s stems? D D 0 
d) Storm water drainage? 
e Street Ii htin ? 0 0 D 

Maintenance of ublic facilities, includin roads? 
g) Other governmental services? 

Source: Project Application Materials; Riverside County Planning Department Planning Case Progress 
Report, dated November 16, 2018. 

Findings of Fact: 

a through c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is conditioned to install requisite electrical 
power, natural gas, telephone, communication, street lighting, and cable television utilities underground 
in accordance with County Ordinance 460 and 461, or as approved by the County Transportation 
Department. The project proponent must coordinate with each utility company to ensure relocation of 
utilities occurs according to standard construction and operation procedures administered by the 
California Public Utilities Commission. Written verification of initiation of design and/or application of 
relocation from each affected utility must be provided to the County Transportation Department. 

Each of the utility systems is available at the project site frontage, and excavation would be required to 
extend these lines and interconnect to the project site. Since the footprint of proposed utility relocations 
is encompassed by the project site, impacts associated with such relocations have been addressed 
throughout this Initial Study and mitigated as applicable. Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. Please refer to the response to Checklist Question 24. Since all 
storm water drainage facilities are proposed on-site, impacts associated with implementation of storm 
water drainage facilities have been addressed throughout this Initial Study and mitigated as applicable. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 
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e) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is conditioned to provide a streetlight plan to demonstrate 
compliance with the County's Dark Sky Criteria in support of the Coachella Valley Dark Sky Ordinance. 
Streetlights would be installed at street intersections and at the ends of cul-de-sacs, as approved by 
the County Transportation Department. No change in the design and location of street lights is proposed 
relative to the general circulation elements adjacent to the project site. Therefore, impacts associated 
with implementation of street lighting have been addressed throughout this Initial Study and mitigated 
as applicable. Impacts would be less than significant. 

f) Less Than Significant Impact. Please refer to the response to Checklist Question 43. Since the 
footprint of proposed improvements to all public facilities, including roads, is encompassed by the 
project site, impacts associated with improvements to public facilities have been addressed throughout 
this Initial Study and mitigated as applicable. Impacts would be less than significant. 

g) Less Than Significant Impact. Please refer to response to Checklist Questions 36 through 40 for a 
discussion on impacts to governmental services. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 

50. Energy Conservation 
a) Would the project conflict with any adopted energy 

conservation plans? 

Source: County of Riverside Climate Action Plan, July 2018. 

Findings of Fact: 

□ □ ~□ 

No Impact. The County's CAP encourages the implementation of realistic sustainable design strategies 
into the project design, which would conserve energy and reduce GHG emissions. As shown in the 
County's CAP Screening Table (Appendix A1), sustainable design strategies that may be utilized in the 
proposed project would include the following: 

• E5.A.1: Install enhanced insulation (walls R-13, roof/attic, R-38); 

• E5.A.2: Install modestly enhanced window insulation (5% > Title 24); 

• E5.A.3: Install enhanced cool roof (CRRC Rated 0.2 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 thermal 
emittance); 

• E5.B.1: Install modest duct insulation (R-6); 

• E5.B.2: Install improved efficiency heating, ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) (SEER 
14/65% AFUE or 8 HSPF); 

• E5.B.4: Install high efficiency water heater (0.72 Energy Factor); 

• E5.B.6: Install efficient lights (25% of in-unit fixtures considered high efficacy, defined as 40 
lumens/watt for 15 watt or less fixtures, or 50 lumens/watt for 15-40 watt); 

• W1 .C.1: Eliminate conventional turf from landscaping; 

• W1 .C.2: Install weather based irrigation control systems or moisture sensors (demonstrate 20% 
reduced water use); 
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• W1 .D.2 and W1 .D.3: Install water efficient toilets/urinals (1.5 gallons per minute (gpm)) and 
faucets (1.28 gpm); 

• W2.A.1: Install recycled water (purple pipe) irrigation system on site; 

• T1 .A.3: Complete sidewalk around project site and provide bike lockers and secure racks; 

• T4.A.1: Provide reserved preferential parking spaces for car-share, carpool, and ultra-low or 
zero emission vehicles; 

• T7. B.1: Install electric vehicle charging stations in garages/parking areas, consistent with 
CALGreen code; 

• T8.A.1: Idling of all commercial vehicles is restricted to 5-minutes or less per trip on-site and at 
loading docks; 

• SW1 .B.1: Provide separated recycling bins within each commercial building/floor and provide 
large external recycling collection bins at central location for collection truck pickup; and 

• SW2.B.1: Recycle 20 percent of construction debris. 

With the implementation of the above project design features, the project would garner 116 points 
(Appendix A 1), which exceeds the minimum 100 point requirement to demonstrate consistency with the 
County's CAP and the goals and strategies of the state regulations aimed at conserving energy and 
reducing GHG emissions from land use development. Therefore, no impact from conflict with any 
adopted energy conservation plans would occur. 

Mitigation: No mitigation is required. 

Monitoring: No monitoring is required. 

OTHER 
51. Other: □ □ □ 

Source: Staff review 

Findings of Fact: Please refer to the analysis provided in response to Checklist Questions 52 through 
54. 

Mitigation: No additional mitigation is required. 

Monitoring: No additional monitoring is required. 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
52. Does the project have the potential to substantially 

degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self- sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, 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? 
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Less Than Significant with Implementation of Mitigation. With implementation of MM 810-1 through 
MM 810-3, as well as implementation of the standard conditions of project approval for unanticipated 
encounters with cultural and paleontological resources, the proposed project would not substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause 
a fish or wildlife populations to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, or 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. Impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant levels. 

53. Does the project have impacts which are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, other current projects 
and probable future projects.) 

□ □ □ 

Source: Staff review; Project Application Materials; Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis for the 
Van Dorpe-Bettencourt Highway 62 Project, Riverside County, California, November 2018 (Appendix 
A1); Health Risk Assessment of the Proposed Gasoline Station Associated with the Van Dorpe­
Bettencourt Highway 62 Project, Riverside County, California, November 2018 (Appendix A2); 

Findings of Fact: 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project TIA evaluated cumulative projects (see response to 
Checklist Question 43.a), and the associated analysis determined the project would not generate 
significant amounts of cumulative traffic. Air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions would be 
correspondingly less than significant. In addition, there are no other projects whose impacts would 
comingle with the proposed project and create a c4mulatively significant impact over and above those 
previously identified in this Initial Study. The project's design features and related construction elements 
were determined to be consistent with the 2016 AQMP and County CAP, and therefore impacts from 
GHG emissions were determined to be less than significant. Cumulative impacts from development of 
the proposed project would be less than significant. 

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

□ □ □ 

Source: Staff review; Project Application Materials; Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis for the 
Van Dorpe-Bettencourt Highway 62 Project, Riverside County, California, November 2018 (Appendix 
A1); Health Risk Assessment of the Proposed Gasoline Station Associated with the Van Dorpe­
Bettencourt Highway 62 Project, Riverside County, California, November 2018 (Appendix A2) 

Findings of Fact: 
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Less Than Significant with Implementation of Mitigation. The proposed project will produce 
construction- and operation- related noise levels in the project area with the potential to significantly 
impact nearby sensitive receptors. Days and times of construction are limited in the County, and 
temporary construction noise levels were determined to be less than significant. Implementation of MM 
NOl-1 would reduce operational noise impacts to less than significant levels. 

The project would develop typical commercial and light industrial uses which have been demonstrated 
not to pose significant health risks to the public. A project-specific Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Analysis (Appendix A 1) indicates construction and operation of the project site as proposed would not 
generate emissions in excess of localized significance thresholds established by the SCAQMD for 
residential uses in proximity to the project site. Additionally, a site-specific Health Risk Assessment 
(Appendix A2) for the proposed gasoline station on Parcel 3 indicates operation of the gasoline station 
would not generate emissions in excess of the health screening level criteria established in the 
SCAQMD Risk Assessment Guidelines. Furthermore, as indicated in response to Checklist Question 
26, the project site would not generate a significant health risk to the public with regards to hazardous 
materials. 

Standard Condition of Approval GE0-1 would ensure that impacts related to strong seismic ground 
shaking and unstable geology would be less than significant. The proposed project is required to comply 
with applicable provisions of the California Building Code, California Fire Code, and other regulations 
pertaining to human health. Accordingly, the project does not have environmental effects that will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Impacts would be less than 
si~nificant. 

VI. EARLIER ANALYSES 

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

Earlier Analyses Used, if any: None 

Location Where Earlier Analyses, if used, are available for review: 

Location: County of Riverside Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92505 
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Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors (1990) 222 
Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; 
Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San 
Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 
656. 
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