CITY OF

RIVERSIDE

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENTDEPARTMENT PLANNING DIVISION
-
WARD: 4
1. Case Number: P16-0774 (Tentative Tract Map), P19-0578 (Grading Exception)
2. Project Title: TTM 37177
3. Hearing Date: March 17, 2022
4. Lead Agency: City of Riverside

Community & Economic Development Department
Planning Division

3900 Main Street, 3" Floor

Riverside, CA 92522

5. Contact Person: Judy Egliez, Associate Planner
Phone Number: (951) 826-3969
6. Project Location: South side of Bradley Street, between Golden Star Avenue and Harbart Drive

7. Project Applicant/Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

REN-DE LLC

64 Twinflower
Irvine, CA 92620
(909) 680-3803

8. General Plan Designation: VLDR - Very Low Density Residential
9. Zoning: R-1-1/2 acre — Single Family Residential Zone
10. Description of Project:

The project site is located on the south side of Bradley Street, between Golden Star Avenue and Harbart Drive
in the City of Riverside (City), County of Riverside (County), California. The project site consists of Assessor
Parcel Numbers (APN) 242-170-034, 242-170-029, and 242-170-027. The subject property is characterized by
diverse topography, ranging from gently rolling to flat and rocky terrain; the northerly portions of the project
site consist of jurisdictional drainages. The drainage feature will remain in its natural state with minor impacts
and will be maintained by a third-party management group. The project site has an average natural slope of
12.7 percent and is subject to the City’s Hillside Grading Ordinance.

The proposed project requires approval of a Tentative Tract Map that would subdivide a 34.6 gross acre site
into 46 lots, for the future development of single-family residences and associated improvements. The
proposed single-family residential lots would range in size from 0.50 acres to 0.99 acres, with building pads
ranging in size from 6,218 square feet to 24,927 square feet.
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11.

In addition to the Tentative Tract Map, the proposed project would require approval of a grading exception
under the Hillside Grading Ordinance (Title 17) for the allowance of a retaining wall in excess of the allowable
maximum height for the purposes of providing a master planned public trail adjacent to Bradley Road. The
retaining wall will avoid the grading impacts associated with the widening of Bradley Road, including the
installation of the adjacent public trail, to the natural creek bed adjacent to the existing roadway. The retaining
wall is not visible from the public right of way and will be screened by the existing vegetation in the creek bed.

Construction of the proposed Project would begin in April of 2022 and be completed approximately in August
of 2022.

Surrounding land uses and setting: Briefly describe the project’s surroundings:

The project site is a vacant parcel located on the south side of Bradley Street and east of Harbart Drive. The
project site is bounded by Bradley Street and single-family residences to the north, single-family residences
and vacant land to the south, vacant land and single-family residences that are currently under construction
to the east, and single-family residences to the west.

Existing Land Use

General Plan Designation

Zoning Designation

Project Site

Vacant

VLDR - Very Low Density
Residential

R-1-% Acre - Single-
Family Residential Zone

Single-Family Residences

VLDR - Very Low Density

R-1-% Acre - Single-

and Vacant Land

i and Vacant Land Residential Family Residential Zone
VLDR - Very Low Density R-1-% Acre - Single-

East Vacant Land Residential Family Residential Zone

South Single-Family Residences HR - Hillside Residential RC - ReS|F1ent|aI

and Vacant Land Conservation Zone
R-1-% Acre - Single-

Family Residential Zone

West Single-Family Residences VLDR - Very Low Density and R-1-1/2 Acre-WC -

Residential

Single-Family Residential
and Water Course
Overlay Zones

Source: (General Plan 2025 Figure LU-10 — Land Use Policy Map; General Plan 2025 Land Use and Urban Design Element; Zoning
Map of the City of Riverside; and Google Maps 2018, Google).

12. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financial approval, or participation

agreement):

A. City of Riverside

B. Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Santa Ana Region — National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit

C. RWAQCB, Santa Ana Region — Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
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D. RWAQCB, Santa Ana Region — 401 Water Quality Certification — Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR)
E. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) — Section 404 Clear Water Act Permit
F. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) — Streambed Alteration Agreement
G. South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) — Dust Control Plan
13. Other Environmental Reviews Incorporated by Reference in this Review:
A. City of Riverside General Plan 2025
B. City of Riverside General Plan 2025 Final Program Environmental Impact Report (GP 2025 FPEIR)
C. Title 17, Grading Code
D. Title 19, Zoning Code
E. Title 20, Cultural Resources

F. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Analysis TR 37177 by Vista Environmental, dated
October 10, 2016

G. Biological Studies TTM 37177 by Gonzales Environmental Consulting, LLC, dated August 29, 2019

H. Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Report TM 37177 by Gonzales
Environmental Consulting, LLC, dated July 20, 2019

I.  Focused Surveys for least Bell’s vireo TM 37177 by Gonzales Environmental Consulting, LLC, dated
September 12, 2018

J.  Habitat Assessment & Focused Surveys for Burrowing Owl TM 37177 by Gonzales Environmental
Consulting, LLC, dated August 29, 2016

K. Delineation of Waters of the United States and Department of Fish and Wildlife Jurisdictional Habitats
for TM 37177 by Gonzales Environmental Consulting, LLC, dated September 12, 2018

L. Delineation of Waters of the United States and Department of Fish and Wildlife Jurisdictional Habitats
for TM 37177 by Gonzales Environmental Consulting, LLC, dated August 26, 2016

M. Limited Excavatability Evaluation by Aragdn Geotechnical, Inc., dated November 10, 2015

N. Infiltration Feasibility Assessments & Test Protocols TR 37177 by Aragén Geotechnical, Inc., dated
January 5, 2017

0. WAQMP Infiltration Feasibility Report TR 37177 by Aragdn Geotechnical, Inc., dated July 31, 2018

P. City of Riverside — Tentative Tract Map No. 37177 Noise Analysis Memorandum by Vista
Environmental, dated November 7, 2016

Q. Environmental Initial Study for TM 33028 (Noise Study), dated February 9, 2006
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R. Cultural Resources Assessment for TR 37177 with Confidential Appendix by Brian F. Smith and
Associates, Inc., dated May 3, 2019

S. TR 37177 Traffic Study Exemption Evaluation Letter from Urban Crossroads, Inc., dated September

15, 2016

T. TTM 33028 and 33029 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration Appendix G: Traffic Impact
Analysis by Kunzman Associates, dated March 25, 2005

14. Acronyms

AB
AERMOD Model
AlICUZ
APN
AQMP
ARB
ASHRAE
ASTM
AUSD
Basin
BAU
BMP
B/OP
C&D
CalRecycle
CAP
CAPCOA
CBC
CCR
CDFW
CEC
CEQA
CHL
CHRIS
City
CMP
CNEL
co

CPHI
CREC
DAMP
dBA
Division
DOC
DPM
EIC

EIR
EMWD
EO

Assembly Bill

American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory
Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study
Assessor’s Parcel Number

Air Quality Management Plan

California Air Resources Board

American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers
American Society for Testing and Materials

Alvord Unified School District

South Coast Air Basin

Business As Usual

Best Management Practice

Business/Office Park

Construction and Demolition

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
Climate Action Plan

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
California Building Code

California Code of Regulations

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Energy Commission

California Environmental Quality Act

California Historical Landmarks

California Historical Resources Information System
City of Riverside

Congestion Management Plan

Community Noise Equivalent Level

Carbon monoxide

California Points of Historical Interest

Controlled Recognized Environmental Conditions
Drainage Area Management Plan

A-weighted decibels

Planning Division

California Department of Conservation

diesel particulate matter

Eastern Information Center

Environmental Impact Report

Eastern Municipal Water District

Executive Order
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EOP
EPA
ESA
FEMA
FIND
FPEIR
FRA
FTA
GAP
GCC
GHG
GIS
GP
GP 2025
2025 HCM
HCP
HRA
HREC
HRI
HVAC
IS
Lbs/day
LHMP
Lmax
LOS
LST
MARB/MIP
MATES
MBTA
MIJPA-JLUS
MSHCP
MVUSD
NCCP
OEM
OPR
PEIR
PW
RCALUC
RCALUCP
RCP
RCTC
RMC
RPD
RPU
RTIP
RTP
RUSD
SCAG
SCAQMD
SCH

Emergency Operations Plan

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Environmental Site Assessment

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Facility Information Detail

Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Federal Railroad Administration

Federal Transit Administration

Green accountability performance

Global Climate Change

Greenhouse Gas

Geographic Information System

General Plan

General Plan 2025

Highway Capacity Manual

Habitat Conservation Plan

Health Risk Assessment

Historic Recognized Environmental Conditions
Historic Resource Inventory

Heating, Ventilation and Air-Conditioning

Initial Study

Pounds per day

Local Hazard Mitigation Plan

maximum noise level

Level of Service

Localized Significance Threshold

March Air Reserve Base/March Inland Port
Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Studies

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

March Joint Powers Authority — Joint Land Use Study
Multiple-Species Habitat Conservation Plan
Moreno Valley Unified School District

Natural Communities Conservation Plan

Office of Emergency Services

Office of Planning & Research, State

Program Environmental Impact Report

Public Works, Riverside

Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission
Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
Regional Comprehensive Plan

Riverside County Transportation Commission
Riverside Municipal Code

Riverside Police Department

Riverside Public Utilities

Regional Transportation Improvement Plan
Regional Transportation Plan

Riverside Unified School District

Southern California Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
State Clearinghouse
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SKR-HCP Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat - Habitat Conservation Plan

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
USGS United States Geologic Survey
WMWD Western Municipal Water District
wQmPp Water Quality Management Plan
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Figure 1: Regional Location Map
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Figure 2: Local Vicinity Map
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Figure 3: Aerial View

L1183 3|bo00)

Environmental Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 9 Planning Case # P16-0774, P19-0578



: Site Plan

Figure 4
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one

impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

|:| Aesthetics |:| Agriculture & Forest Resources |:| Air Quality
|X| Biological Resources |X| Cultural Resources |:| Energy

Geol Soil G h Gas Emissi
|:| eology/Soils |:| reenhouse Bas Emissions |Z| Hazards & Hazardous Materials
|:| Hydrology/Water Quality |:| Land Use/Planning |:| Mineral Resources
|:| Noise |:| Population/Housing |:| Public Service
|:| Recreation |:| Transportation |Z| Tribal Cultural Resources

|X| Mandatory Findings of

|:| Utilities/Service Systems |X| Wildfire Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation which reflects the independent judgment of the City of Riverside, it is

recommended that:

The City of Riverside finds that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

The City of Riverside finds that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to
by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

The City of Riverside finds that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

The City of Riverside finds 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.

The City of Riverside finds 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.

Signature Date

Printed Name & Title _ Judy Egliez, Associate Planner For City of Riverside

]
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CITY OF

RIVERSIDE

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENTDEPARTMENT PLANNING DIVISION

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:
1)

3)

4)

5)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported
by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact”
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No
Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific
screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation,
or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that
an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a
“Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier
Analyses,” as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

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. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this
case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measure which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is
substantiated.
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7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8) The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b. the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No
INFORMATION SOURCES): Significant | Significant |Significant| Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

1. AESTHETICS.
Would the project:

L] L] X L]

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

la. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure LU-10 — Land Use Policy Map; General Plan 2025 Figure
CCM-4 — Master Plan of Roadways; General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.1-1 — Scenic and Special
Boulevards and Parkways; Table 5.1-A — Scenic and Special Boulevards, and Table 5.1-B — Scenic
Parkways; and, Zoning Map of the City of Riverside).

Less Than Significant Impact. The City has determined that scenic vistas can be significantly impacted if a proposed
project results in either: (1) construction of a structure that blocks the view of a scenic vista; or (2) alteration of a
scenic vista.

Here, the project site is not identified as a scenic vista in the City General Plan 2025 and there is no scenic vista in
the project site’s immediate vicinity. Moreover, the proposed project site is zoned for residential development,
and development of residential communities are proposed to the immediate north, south, and east of the
proposed project site; existing residential communities exist to the west and north of the project site. Moreover,
the proposed project will not result in development on a scenic hillside or ridgeline. Accordingly, the proposed
project will neither block the view of a scenic vista nor alter a scenic vista. Therefore, the proposed project will
have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative impact relating to scenic vistas. No mitigation is
required.

] L] X L]

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

1b. Response: (Source: California Scenic Highway Scenic Mapping System; General Plan 2025 Figure CCM-
4 - Master Plan of Roadways, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.1-1 — Scenic and Special Boulevards,
Parkways, Table 5.1-A - Scenic and Special Boulevards, Table 5.1-B — Scenic Parkways, the City’s Urban
Forest Tree Policy Manual, Title 20 — Cultural Resources and, Title 19 — Article V — Chapter 19.100 -
Residential Zones - RC Zone; Cultural Resources Assessment for TR 37177 with Confidential Appendix
by Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc., dated May 3, 2019)

Less Than Significant Impact. There are no scenic highways within the City that could potentially be impacted. In
addition, the proposed project is not located along or within view of a scenic boulevard, parkway or special
boulevard as designated by the City’s General Plan 2025 and therefore will not have any effect on any scenic
resources within a scenic roadway. Moreover, much of the land surrounding the proposed project is either
developed or slated for development. These developments already limit the scenic value of the property.
Additionally, there are rock outcroppings that have been marked as cultural resources in the southerly portion of
the property. These will be preserved, and their scenic value will be preserved along with them. The proposed
project would not substantially damage these rock outcroppings, nor would the proposed project impact any trees
or historic buildings within a state scenic highway.

Therefore, the proposed project will have a less than significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impact relating to
scenic resources. No mitigation is required.
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ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No

INFORMATION SOURCES): Significant | Significant |Significant| Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
c. In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the |:| |:| |X| |:|

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

1c. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025, General Plan 2025 FPEIR, Zoning Code, Citywide Design and

Sign Guidelines).

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is in an urban area, and the proposed project would not conflict
with any applicable zoning or other regulations governing scenic quality. The project site is designated for
residential land uses on the City’s General Plan 2025 and zoned for residential development as shown on the
City’s Zoning Map. Consistent with the applicable zoning, the project proposes residential development.
Moreover, the proposed project has been designed to be compatible with the surrounding area as previously
described and will meet all development standards as established by the City. The proposed project will not
degrade the existing visual character of the area.

Therefore, the proposed project will have a less than significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impact. No
mitigation is required.

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which |:| |:| |X| |:|
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?
1d. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.1-2 — Mount Palomar
Lighting Area).

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare
that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. While the proposed project would add new
residential buildings and street lighting that would be visible from adjacent streets and vehicles operating on the
streets. all outdoor street lighting will be designed to comply with Chapter 19.556 (Outdoor Lighting) of the
Municipal Code, which has provisions to ensure preservation of the naturally dark night sky by reducing artificial
sky glow and preventing glare and light trespass. (Municipal Code, § 19.556.010, et seq.) Additionally, the site is
not within the Mount Palomar Lighting Area; therefore, no impacts to the nighttime use of the Mount Palomar
Observatory would be impacted.

As a result, the proposed project will have a less than significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impact relating
to substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. No mitigation is
required.
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ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No
INFORMATION SOURCES): Significant | Significant |Significant| Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES:

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
Dept. 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 complied
by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land,
including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and
the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and the forest
carbon measurement methodology provided in the Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:

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

2a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 — Figure 0OS-2 — Agricultural Suitability; Riverside County GIS).

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use. The proposed project is located within an urbanized
area. The City General Plan Conservation Element and Riverside County’s GIS Application indicates the location
of agricultural lands within the City and the City’s Sphere of Influence related to Prime Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance. The City General Plan 2025, Figure
0S-2: Agricultural Suitability indicates that the project site and surrounding property are designated as Urban and
Built-Up Land (D), Farmland of Local Importance (P), and Other Land (X). Based on a review of this figure, the
project site is not designated as, and is not adjacent to or in proximity to any land classified as, 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 Resources Agency. Although the land is listed as
Farmland of Local Importance, it is not being used for crops and, based on a review of past Google Earth images,
has not been used as farmland since at least 1994, which is the date of the oldest available aerial photo.

Therefore, the proposed project will have a less than significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impact related to
farmland. No mitigation is required.
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ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No
INFORMATION SOURCES): Significant | Significant |Significant| Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a |:| |:| |:| |X|
Williamson Act contract?

2b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 — Figure OS-3 - Williamson Act Preserves, General Plan 2025

FPEIR — Figure 5.2-4 — Proposed Zones Permitting Agricultural Uses, and Title 19)

No Impact. A review of Figure OS-3 — Williamson Act Preserves of the General Plan 2025 reveals that the project
site is not located within an area that is affected by a Williamson Act Preserve or under a Williamson Act Contract.
Moreover, the project site is not zoned for agricultural use and is not next to land zoned for agricultural use;
therefore, the proposed project will have no impact directly, indirectly, or cumulatively related to existing zoning
for agricultural use, or to a Williamson Act contract. No mitigation is required.

[]

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

Response: (Source: GIS Map - Forest Data)

L] ] X

2c.

No Impact. The City of Riverside has no forest land that can support 10-percent native tree cover nor does it have
any timberland; therefore, the proposed project will have no impact directly, indirectly, or cumulatively related
to timberland. No mitigation is required.

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?
Response: (Source: GIS Map - Forest Data)

] L] ] X

2d.

No Impact. The City of Riverside has no forest land that can support 10-percent native tree cover nor does it have
any timberland; therefore, the proposed project will have no impact directly, indirectly, or cumulatively related
to forest land. No mitigation is required.

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
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ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No
INFORMATION SOURCES): Significant | Significant |Significant| Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

2e. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 - Figure 0S-3 - Williamson Act Preserves, General Plan 2025
FPEIR - Figure 5.2-4 — Proposed Zones Permitting Agricultural Uses, and Title 19and GIS Map - Forest
Data)

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located within an urbanized area of the city. Additionally,
the site is identified as urban/built out land and does not support agricultural resources or operations. The
proposed project will not result in the conversion of property currently used as farmland to non-agricultural uses.
There are no agricultural resources or operations, including farmlands within proximity of the project site. The
City has no forest land that can support 10-percent native tree cover.

Therefore, the proposed project will have a less than significant impact directly, indirectly, or cumulatively
relating to conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use or to the loss of forest land. No mitigation is required.

3. AIR QUALITY.

Where available, the significance criteria established by
the applicable air quality management district or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:

a.  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? D D |X| D

3a. Response: (Source: City of Riverside General Plan Land Use Policy Map (Figure LU-10), Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impact Analysis prepared by Vista Environmental, Inc. on October 10,
2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the South
Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Under the AQMP,
projects in the South Coast Air Basin generating emissions that exceed specified construction-related or
operational emissions thresholds are considered to be significant. Here, the proposed project’s construction- and
operation-related emissions fall far below the regional thresholds of significance, as set forth in Tables A and B
below. (See also, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Analysis, pp. 38-42.)

Table A - Construction-Related Regional Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)

Activity VOC NOx co SO: PM10 PM2.5
Site Preparation

Onsite 4.84 51.75 39.40 0.04 9.80 6.41
Offsite 0.12 0.58 1.65 0.00 0.25 0.07
Total 4.96 52.33 41.05 0.04 10.05 6.48
Grading®

Onsite 6.10 69.59 46.81 0.06 6.70 4.45
Offsite 0.12 0.59 1.74 0.00 0.27 0.08
Total 6.22 70.18 48.55 0.06 6.97 4.53
Building Construction

Onsite 3.10 26.41 18.13 0.03 1.78 1.67
Offsite 0.13 0.68 1.93 0.00 0.29 0.08
Total 3.23 29.09 20.06 0.03 2.07 1.75
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1 Area sources consist of emissions from consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscaping equipment.
2 Energy usage consist of emissions from natural gas usage (excluding hearths).

3 Mobile sources consist of emissions from vehicles and road dust.

Source: Calculated from CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2

coatings—would result in a potentially significant local air quality impact.

ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No
INFORMATION SOURCES): Significant | Significant |Significant| Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
Paving
Onsite 1.75 17.16 14.49 0.02 0.94 0.86
Offsite 0.05 0.07 0.80 0.00 0.17 0.05
Total 1.80 17.23 15.29 0.02 1.11 0.91
Architectural Coatings
Onsite 16.77 1.84 1.84 0.00 0.13 0.13
Offsite 0.01 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.05 0.01
Total 16.78 1.85 2.02 0.00 0.18 0.14
g:\';‘:::ﬂ dBZ'r'g"'i‘ti ftou ':Ztlr:;;'::gs 21.81 4617 3737 0.05 3.36 2.80
SCQAMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No
Notes:
1 Site Preparation and Grading based on adherence to fugitive dust suppression requirements from SCAQMD Rule 403.
2 Onsite emissions from equipment not operated on public roads.
3 Offsite emissions from vehicles operating on public roads.
Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2.
Table B — Operational Regional Criteria Pollutant Emissions
Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)
Activity VOC NOx co SO: PM10 PM2.5
Area Sources? 2.37 0.05 3.99 0.00 0.09 0.09
Energy Usage? 0.05 0.41 0.17 0.00 0.03 0.03
Mobile Sources? 1.49 4.33 17.43 0.05 3.58 1.00
Total Emissions 3.91 4.79 21.59 0.05 3.70 1.12
SCQAMD Operational Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No
Notes:

While it is possible in theory for a project’s air emissions to exceed the State and Federal air quality standards even
if they do not exceed regional thresholds, the proposed project here would not have any significant local impact
resulting from construction or operation of the proposed project. Table C below summarizes the potential onsite
emissions for each of the proposed project’s construction phases, and it demonstrates that no phase of the
project—including emissions resulting from concurrent construction, paving, gravel installation, and architectural
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Table C — Construction-Related Local Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)

Phase NOXx co PM10 PM2.5
Site Preparation?® 51.75 39.40 9.80 6.41
Grading? 69.59 46.81 6.70 4.45
Building Construction 26.41 18.13 1.78 1.67
Paving 17.16 14.49 0.94 0.86
Architectural Coatings 1.84 1.84 0.13 0.13

Combined Building Construction, Paving, Gravel

Installation and Architectural Coatings 45.41 34.46 2.85 2.66
SCAQMD Thresholds for 25 meters (82 feet) 270 1,577 13 8
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Notes:

1 Site Preparation and Grading based on adherence to fugitive dust suppression requirements from SCAQMD Rule 403.

2The nearest sensitive receptors are single-family homes located as near as 5 feet west of the project site. According to LST Methodology,
any receptor located closer than 25 meters (82 feet) shall be based on the 25 meter thresholds.

Source: Calculated from CalEEMod and SCAQMD’s Mass Rate Look-up Tables for five acres in Air Monitoring Area 23, Metropolitan Riverside
County.

Similarly, as to local air emission impacts related to operation of the proposed project, Table D below shows that
operational daily emissions would not result in a significant impact to the local air quality.

Table D — Operations-Related Local Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)

On-Site Emission Source NOXx co PM10 PM2.5
Area Sources 0.05 3.99 0.09 0.09
Energy Usage 0.41 0.17 0.03 0.03
Onsite Vehicle Emissions! 0.54 2.18 0.45 0.13
Total Emissions 1.00 6.34 0.57 0.25
SCAQMD Thresholds for 25 meters (82 feet)? 270 1,577 4 2
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Notes:

1 Onsite vehicle emissions based on 1/8 of the gross vehicular emissions, which is the estimated portion of vehicle emissions occurring
within a quarter mile of the project site.

2 The nearest sensitive receptors are single-family homes located as near as 5 feet of the project site. According to LST Methodology, any
receptor located closer than 25 meters (82 feet) shall be based on the 25-meter thresholds.

Source: Calculated from CalEEMod and SCAQMD’s Mass Rate Look-up Tables for two acres in Area 23, Metropolitan Riverside County.

Moreover, the proposed project is consistent with the AQMP’s assumptions regarding growth, which further
evidences that the proposed project will not conflict with or obstruct the AQMP. In particular, the project site is
currently designated as Very Low Density Residential (VLDR) in the General Plan and is zoned Single-Family
Residence (R 1%/,). The proposed project is consistent with the current land use designation and zoning and would
not require a General Plan Amendment or zone change. As such, the proposed project is not anticipated to exceed
the AQMP assumptions for the project site and is found to be consistent with the AQMP. The proposed project
will not result in an inconsistency with the SCAQMD AQMP.
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Therefore, overall the proposed project will have less than significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts
related to a conflict with or obstruction of the implementation of the applicable air quality plan. No mitigation is

required.
[]

] L] X

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

3b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Table 5.3-B SCAQMD CEQA Regional Significance

Thresholds, South Coast Air Quality Management District’s 2007 Air Quality Management Plan,
CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2, and Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impact Analysis prepared
by Vista Environmental, Inc. on October 10, 2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the region is in non-attainment. The project site is located in the South Coast Air
Basin, which is currently designated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for federal standards as a non-
attainment area for ozone and PM2.5 and by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) for the state standards as
a non-attainment area for ozone, PM10 and PM2.5. As set forth in Tables A through D above, the proposed project
would result in less than significant regional emissions of VOC and NOx (ozone precursors), PM10, and PM2.5
relating to construction and operation. No mitigation is required.

] L] X L]

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

3c. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Table 5.3-B SCAQMD CEQA Regional Significance
Thresholds, South Coast Air Quality Management District’s 2007 Air Quality Management Plan,
URBEMIS 2007 or CalEEMod, EMFAC 2007 Model and Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impact

Analysis prepared by Vista Environmental, Inc. on October 10, 2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. As set forth in Tables C and D above, the local concentrations of criteria pollutant emissions
produced in the nearby vicinity of the proposed project are less than significant. Particulate matter (PM) from
diesel exhaust is the predominant toxic air contaminant (TAC) in most areas, but as discussed in Tables C and D,
the project will result in less than significant PM emissions. This is due, in part, to the short-term construction
schedule, the relatively limited number of heavy-duty construction equipment necessary for the project, and, as
to operational impacts, the nominal number of diesel truck trips that would be generated by the proposed
residential project. Moreover, the proposed project is required to adhere to California Code of Regulations Title
13, Article 4.8, Chapter 9, Section 2449, which regulates off-road diesel equipment in California and, among other
things, limits idling of equipment to no more than five minutes and imposes measures to further prevent
significant short-term toxic air contaminant impacts from occurring.

Therefore, operation of the proposed project would result in a less than significant exposure of sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations. No mitigation is required.
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] L] X L]

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?
Response: (Source: Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impact Analysis prepared by Vista
Environmental, Inc. on October 10, 2016.)

3d.

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not create other emissions, such as those leading to
odors, adversely affecting a substantial number of people. The SCAQMD has identified land uses that are typically
associated with odor complaints. These uses include activities relating to livestock, rendering facilities, food
processing plants, chemical plants, composting activities, refineries, landfills, and businesses involved in fiberglass
molding. (South Coast Air Quality Management District. CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Appendix 9.) The proposed
residential development will not be involved in any of the aforementioned odor-generating activities. Operation
of the proposed project would not introduce any new sources of odors to the project vicinity. While construction
activities associated with the expected build out of the project site may generate airborne odors from sources
such as asphalt pavement, paints and solvents, diesel emissions, and architectural coating applications, emissions
would occur only during daylight hours, be short-term in duration, and would be isolated to the immediate vicinity
of the construction site. Moreover, future construction-related trucks must adhere to Title 13 - § 2485 of the
California Code of Regulations, which limits the idling of diesel-powered vehicles to less than five minutes.
Furthermore, the proposed project is required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402, which prohibits the “discharge
from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment,
nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort,
repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause,
injury or damage to business or property.” Accordingly, the proposed project would not expose a substantial
number of people to objectionable odors.

For the foregoing reasons, construction and operation of the proposed project will not result in other emissions
(such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people, and impacts will be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:

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 Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

4a. Response: Source(s): General Plan 2025, prepared by City of Riverside, November 2007, General Plan
2025 Final Program Environmental Impact Report, prepared by City of Riverside, November 2007,
Habitat Assessment Including the Results of a Focused Burrowing Owl Survey, Least Bell’s Vireo
Survey, MHSCP Consistency Analysis TM 37177, City of Riverside, Riverside County, California, USGS
7.5-minute topographic Riverside East Quadrangle, Township 3 South, Range 5 West, portion of
Section 14, prepared by Gonzales Environmental Consulting LLC, September 12, 2018, DBESP

prepared by Gonzales Environmental Consulting, LLC, July 20, 2019.

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation. The proposed project will not have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
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status species with compliance with the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) and the incorporation of MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-6.

The project site is located within the MSHCP; no criteria cell, core, or linkage under the MSHCP is located in or
around the project area. The MSHCP was adopted by the County of Riverside in June 2003. Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP requires an assessment of the potentially significant effects of the proposed project on riparian/riverine
areas, vernal pools, and where a qualified biologist identifies suitable habitat for the following species, the
MSHCP requires focused surveys for the following species: the least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher,
western yellow-billed cuckoo, and certain crustaceans. Here, a qualified biologist prepared a habitat
assessment for the project site, and the biologist did not observe any such species on the project site. Moreover,
the project site does not contain suitable habitat for any of these species, except potentially for the least Bell’s
vireo. Moreover, Section 7.5.3 of the MSHCP provides a series of construction guidelines that are binding on
this Project and that minimize the Project’s potential impacts to a level of less than significant.

A Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Report (DBESP) was prepared for the Project
pursuant to the MSHCP, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife (collectively, the “Wildlife Agencies”) signed off on the DBESP. As set forth in the DBESP, and as
discussed below, no special-status animal species were observed on the project site based on surveys
conducted. Nevertheless, mitigation measures have been incorporated into the proposed project to ensure that
the proposed project will have a less than significant impact on candidate, sensitive, or special status species.
Based on surveys and assessments conducted, the proposed project could potentially significantly impact
sensitive vegetation communities, but as discussed below, the proposed project has incorporated mitigation
measures that would reduce any such impact to a level of less than significant.

Vegetation Communities

1.723 acres of riparian habitat (Salix gooddingii Riparian woodland) will be conserved on site. Pursuant to
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, a conservation easement shall be recorded for the on-site conserved riparian habitat.

The Project will not conserve all riparian habitat onsite. Absent mitigation, the Project will result in impacts to
0.105 acres of onsite riparian area and 0.462 acres of riverine areas. Pursuant to the MSHCP, a DBESP was
prepared, and the City and the Wildlife Agencies agreed to a mitigation measure that would reduce these
impacts to a level of less than significant. The mitigation measure is set forth in MM-BIO-2 below, and it provides
for participation in an in-lieu fee program for off-site reestablishment of riparian habitat. With this mitigation
measure, the Wildlife Agencies agreed that the Project was equivalent or superior to the existing condition.

Least Bell’s Vireo

No least Bell’s vireo were detected during the habitat assessment and focused surveys (eight surveys conducted
between April 15 and July 10), but the project site does possess riparian habitat with riparian features that could
potentially support least Bell’s vireo. To ensure that the proposed project will not result in any significant impact
to least Bell’s vireo and consistent with MSHCP Section 6.1.2, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 has been incorporated
into the proposed project. Consistent with the MSHCP, MM-BIO-3 requires a preconstruction survey before any
project activity with a potential to significantly impact least Bell’s vireo may occur, and if any least Bell’s vireo
are located during such survey, MM-BIO-3 has measures in place to ensure a less than significant impact to the
least Bell’s vireo.
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Raptor Species

The riparian habitat provides marginal habitat for raptor species. To ensure that the proposed project will not
result in any potentially significant impacts to any raptor species, MM-BIO-4 has been incorporated into the
Project. MM-BIO-4 will require surveys for the presence of any active raptor nests seven days before any
construction activities that may occur during the raptor nesting season (February 1 to June 30), and if any nests
are found, the site shall be protected and significant impacts to the nest and raptor species shall be avoided.

Burrowing Owl

Consistent with MSHCP Section 6.2.3, habitat, burrow, and burrowing owl surveys were conducted for the
burrowing owl. No burrowing owls or burrow were observed on the project site. To ensure that the proposed
project will not result in any potentially significant impacts to the burrowing owl, MM-BIO-5 has been
incorporated into the proposed project. MM-BIO-5 require surveys be conducted for the presence of any active
burrowing owl nests before any construction activities may occur during the raptor nesting season (February 1
to June 30), and if any burrows/burrowing owl are found, the site shall be protected and significant impacts to
the burrows and burrowing owl shall be avoided.

Migratory Birds

To ensure that the proposed project will not result in any potentially significant impacts to any migratory birds
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), MM-BIO-6 has been incorporated into the proposed project.
MM-BIO-6 provides for nesting bird surveys during the MBTA nesting cycle (February 15 to September 15), and
it requires a 300 foot buffer around any active bird nest in which construction will not be permitted while the
nest remains active.

Indirect impacts

Although minimal direct impacts are anticipated to any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species, nesting birds may experience indirect impacts from project activity, such as disturbance-related
nest abandonment due to noise. Any such impacts, however, would be minor and less than significant for the
following reasons: (1) Most of the potentially impacted species are common species and not Species of Special
Concern; (2) The project area is already disturbed by the existing anthropogenic activities and surrounding
developments; and (3) The species of special concern expected to occur in the project area would only do so as
rare or occasional visitors, under current conditions. Moreover, to the extent species of special concern do occur
in the project area, Mitigation Measures 1 through 6 below will ensure any indirect project impacts would be less
than significant. This is because, as outlined in the mitigation measures, a qualified biologist will conduct surveys
for least Bell’s vireo, nesting birds, and burrowing owl before construction commences, and if any special species
occur, no construction will be permitted within the buffer zone surrounding the nest/burrow or occurrence.

For the foregoing reasons, the construction and operation of the proposed project will have a less than significant
impact with mitigation 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.
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MM-BIO-1: 1.723 acres of riparian habitat (Salix gooddingii Riparian woodland) will be conserved on site. A
conservation easement shall be recorded for the on-site conserved riparian habitat and managed by either
Riverside Corona Resource Conservation District, Rivers and Land Conservancy, San Diego Conservancy, or
Southwest Resource Management Association.

MM-BIO-2: Provision of a one-time fee for 1.5 acres in-lieu fee program through Riverside-Corona Resource
Conservation District, or any other approved in-lieu fee program at the time of rough grading permit issuance
will be acquired for mitigation of the impacts at a minimum ratio of 2:1 or greater if required by another agency.
Mitigation for the impacts will be at a minimum 3:1 ratio for riverine or whatever is required by California
Department of Fish and Wildlife California Regional Water Quality Control Board, and US Army Corps of
Engineers. Should sufficient in-lieu fee credits not be available for purchase at the time the project is
implemented, or should other agencies not approve in-lieu fee credit purchase, then the Developer must prepare
and submit for review and approval a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for a site-specific
restoration project at a minimum 3:1 mitigation to impact ratio. The plan must meet County of Riverside
requirements, as well as requirements of other resource and wildlife agencies. Appropriate guarantees for the
restoration project must be in place prior to issuance of a grading permit.

MM-BIO-3: In addition to the measures addressing riparian/riverine resources, which will benefit the least Bell’s
vireo, the project will further avoid, minimize, and mitigate effects to the least Bell’s vireo with implementation
of the following measures:

= To avoid and minimize effects to the least Bell’s vireo, removal of riparian vegetation prior to
construction shall occur between September 1 and February 14 to avoid least Bell’s vireo breeding
season, as well as the general breeding season for other nesting birds. If vegetation removal must occur
during nesting season, a nest survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within seven days prior
to vegetation removal activities to ensure that no active nests are present. If nests are present, no
vegetation removal shall occur within 50 feet of the active nest until the young have fledged or the nest
is determined to be inactive.

= Should any construction activity occur during the nesting season for least Bell’s vireo (February 15 to
October 31), seven days prior to the onset of construction activities during the least Bell’s vireo nesting
season, a qualified biologist shall survey within 500 feet of the project impact area for the presence of
any active least Bell’s vireo nests. Any nest found during survey efforts shall be mapped on the
construction plans. If no active nests are found, no further mitigation would be required. If nesting
activity is present at any raptor nest site, the active site shall be protected until nesting activity has ended
to ensure compliance with Section 2503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code. To protect any nest
site, the following restrictions to construction activities are required until nests are no longer active as
determined by a qualified biologist: (1) clearing limits shall be established within a 500-foot buffer
around any occupied nest, unless otherwise determined by a qualified biologist, and (2) access and
surveying shall be restricted within 300 feet of any occupied nest, unless otherwise determined by a
qualified biologist. Any encroachment into the buffer area around the known nest shall only be allowed
if the biologist determines that the proposed activity will not disturb the nest occupants. Construction
can proceed when the qualified biologist has determined that fledglings have left the nest and the nest
is determined to be inactive.
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MM-BIO-4: Should any construction activity occur during the raptor nesting season (February 1 to June 30),
seven days prior to the onset of construction activities during the raptor nesting season, a qualified biologist
shall survey within 500 feet of the project impact area for the presence of any active raptor nests (common or
special status). Any nest found during survey efforts shall be mapped on the construction plans. If no active
nests are found, no further mitigation would be required. If nesting activity is present at any raptor nest site,
the active site shall be protected until nesting activity has ended to ensure compliance with Section 2503.5 of
the California Fish and Game Code. To protect any nest site, the following restrictions to construction activities
are required until nests are no longer active as determined by a qualified biologist: (1) clearing limits shall be
established within a 500-foot buffer around any occupied nest, unless otherwise determined by a qualified
biologist, and (2) access and surveying shall be restricted within 300 feet of any occupied nest, unless otherwise
determined by a qualified biologist. Any encroachment into the buffer area around the known nest shall only
be allowed if the biologist determines that the proposed activity will not disturb the nest occupants.
Construction can proceed when the qualified biologist has determined that fledglings have left the nest.

MM-BIO-5: A preconstruction burrowing owl survey shall be conducted before issuance of a grading permit to
verify the presence or absence of the owl on the project site. Within thirty days of the onset of construction
activities, a qualified biologist shall survey within 500 feet of the project site for the presence of any active owl
burrows. Any active burrow found during survey efforts shall be mapped on the construction plans. Results of
the surveys shall be provided to the City of Riverside. If no active burrows are found, no further mitigation is
required. If burrowing owls are found onsite during the 30-day preconstruction survey, the project proponent
will notify the Wildlife Agencies, the City of Riverside, and the RCA immediately and will develop a Burrowing
Owl Protection and Relocation Plan in conjunction with and approved by the Wildlife Agencies before ground
disturbance. If nesting activity is present at an active burrow, the active site shall be protected until nesting
activity has ended to ensure compliance with Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code. Nesting
activity for burrowing owl in the region normally occurs between March and August. To protect the active
burrow, the following restrictions to construction activities shall be required until the burrow is no longer active
as determined by a qualified biologist: (1) clearing limits shall be established within a 500-foot buffer around any
active burrow, unless otherwise determined by a qualified biologist, and (2) access and surveying shall be
restricted within 300 feet of any active burrow, unless otherwise determined by a qualified biologist. Any
encroachment into the buffer area around the active burrow shall only be allowed if the biologist determines
that the proposed activity will not disturb the occupants. A Burrowing Owl Protection and Relocation Plan must
be approved by USFWS and CDFW before construction can continue if burrowing owls or active burrows are
found.

MM-BIO-6: If construction is to occur during the MBTA nesting cycle (February 15 to September 15), then seven
days prior to the onset of construction activities during the MBTA nesting cycle, a qualified biologist shall survey
the project area for any birds protected by the MBTA. The biologist must map active bird nests utilizing a hand-
held global positioning system (GPS) and a 300-foot buffer will be flagged around the nest, unless the nest is a
raptor nest, in which case a 500 foot buffer will be required. Construction activity shall not be permitted within
the buffer areas while the nest remains active (e.g., has eggs or chicks within it).

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian [] X [] []
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?
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4b. Response: Source: General Plan 2025, prepared by City of Riverside, November 2007; General Plan 2025
Final Program Environmental Impact Report, prepared by City of Riverside, November 2007; Habitat
Assessment Including the Results of a Focused Burrowing Owl Survey, a Focused Least Bell’s Vireo
Survey, DBESP, and MHSCP Consistency Analysis TM 37177, City of Riverside, Riverside County,
California, USGS 7.5-minute topographic Riverside East Quadrangle, Township 3 South, Range 5 West,
portion of Section 14, prepared by Gonzales Environmental Consulting LLC, December 2018; and,
Delineation of Waters of the United States and Department of Fish and Wildlife Jurisdiction Habitats
for TM37177, prepared by Gonzales Environmental Consulting, LLC, September 12, 2018.

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation. As set forth in the DBESP, the Project site includes 1.828 acres of
Salix gooddingii Riparian Woodland and 0.581 acres of riverine habitat. The vast majority of the riparian habitat
(Salix gooddingii Riparian Woodland), 1.723 acres, will be conserved on site. Pursuant to Mitigation Measure
BIO-1, a conservation easement shall be recorded for the on-site conserved riparian habitat.

The Project will impact 0.105 acres of riparian habitat and 0.462 acres of riverine habitat as a result of lot and
internal road grading. Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP describes the process through which protection of riparian
and riverine areas would occur within the MSHCP Plan Area. It provides that where, as here, avoidance of direct
impacts to riparian and riverine habitat is not feasible, a practicable alternative that minimizes direct and indirect
effects to riparian and riverine habitats and associated functions to the greatest extent possible shall be selected.
Here, this is achieved through MM-BIO-1, which protects the vast majority of riparian habitat. Section 6.1.2
further provides that any impacts to riparian or riverine habitat shall be mitigated such that the lost functions
and values as they relate to Covered Species are replaced pursuant to the DBESP process. Here, the DBESP
process has been completed, and the Wildlife Agencies determined that with the incorporation of MM-BIO-2,
the Project is biologically equivalent or superior to the existing condition. Specifically, MM-BIO-2 mitigates the
Project’s impacts to riparian and riverine habitat by providing for participation in an in-lieu fee program or,
alternatively, through a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan at a minimum 3:1 mitigation to impact ratio.
Because the Project site falls within the MSHCP, and because the Wildlife Agencies have agreed that with MM-
BIO-2, the Project would be biologically equivalent or superior, the Project’s impacts on riparian and riverine
habitat is less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation.

Moreover, in addition to this mitigation, the Project will require approval of the following regulatory permits
related to impacts to riverine and riparian habitat:

1. Approval of a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) from CDFW under Section 1600 of the California
Fish and Game Code (GFGC);

2. Approval of a 401 Water Quality Certification will be required from RWQCB to fulfill requirements of
Section 401 of the CWA; and,

3. Approval of a permit from USACE under the requirements of Section 404 of the CWA.

Compliance with the regulatory requirements of Section 1600 of the CFGC; Section 401 Water Quality
Certification; and Section 404 of the CWA will further ensure less than significant impacts. For all of the foregoing
reasons, the Project’s impacts on riparian and riverine habitat is less than significant with the incorporation of
mitigation.

For the foregoing reasons, the construction and operation of the proposed project will have a less than
significant impact with mitigation on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
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local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

] I ] L]

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

4c. Response: Source: General Plan 2025, prepared by City of Riverside, November 2007; General Plan
2025 Final Program Environmental Impact Report, prepared by City of Riverside, November 2007;
Habitat Assessment Including the Results of a Focused Burrowing Owl Survey, a Focused Least Bell’s
Vireo Survey, DBESP, and MHSCP Consistency Analysis TM 37177, City of Riverside, Riverside County,
California, USGS 7.5-minute topographic Riverside East Quadrangle, Township 3 South, Range 5 West,
portion of Section 14, prepared by Gonzales Environmental Consulting LLC, December 2018;
Delineation of Waters of the United States and Department of Fish and Wildlife Jurisdiction Habitats

for TM37177, prepared by Gonzales Environmental Consulting, LLC, September 12, 2018.

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation. The Project will not have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands with the incorporation of mitigation. A jurisdictional/wetlands delineation study
was prepared for the proposed project, and the study determined that there exists 1.828 acres of Salix gooddingii
Riparian Woodland (wetlands) on the project site.

As noted above, the vast majority of the Salix gooddingii Riparian Woodland, 1.723 acres, will be conserved on
site. Pursuant to Mitigation Measure BIO-1, a conservation easement shall be recorded for the on-site conserved
riparian habitat.

The jurisdictional/wetlands delineation study determined that the proposed project would impact 0.105 acres of
Salix gooddingii Riparian woodland and 0.462 acres of riverine habitat as a result of lot and internal road grading.
As discussed above, however, the DBESP process has been completed for the Project, and the Wildlife Agencies
agreed that, with implementation of MM-BIO-2, the Project would support equal or superior values as compared
to project impacts. Therefore, the project will replace lost functions and values, and is considered a “biologically
equivalent or superior” project in compliance with the MSHCP. Through compliance with the MSHCP, the project
complies with State and Federal laws and regulations.

Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact with mitigation on jurisdictional

waters and wetlands directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

] ] L]

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?

4d. Response: Source: General Plan 2025, prepared by City of Riverside, November 2007; General Plan
2025 Final Program Environmental Impact Report, prepared by City of Riverside, November 2007;
Habitat Assessment Including the Results of a Focused Burrowing Owl Survey and MHSCH Consistency

Analysis TM 37177, City of Riverside, Riverside County, California, USGS 7.5-minute topographic
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Riverside East Quadrangle, Township 3 South, Range 5 West, portion of Section 14, prepared by
Gonzales Environmental Consulting LLC, September 12, 2018.

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation. The proposed project is subject to the MSHCP and is consistent
with the General Plan 2025. The proposed project will not conflict with General Plan 2025 Policy 0S-6.4 (“Continue
with efforts to establish a wildlife movement corridor between Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park and the Box
Springs Mountain Regional Park as shown on the MSHCP. New developments in this area shall be conditioned to
provide for the corridor and Caltrans shall be encouraged to provide an underpass at the 60/215 Freeway”)
because the project site is not located between Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park and Box Springs Mountain
Regional Park.

Impacts to wildlife species are considered significant if they 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. Here, the proposed project will not interfere
substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
wildlife corridors for multiple reasons. Notably, the project site is not within any wildlife corridor. To the contrary,
the project site is already substantially surrounding by development, as land immediately adjacent to the site’s
northern, eastern, and western boundaries is improved with residential properties. Moreover, the proposed
project will not impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. As discussed in Section 4.a above, Mitigation
Measures BIO-3 through BIO-6 have been incorporated into the Project, and these mitigation measures each
require pre-construction surveys to ensure that the Project will not adversely impact native wildlife nursery sites.

For the foregoing reasons, the project will have a less than significant impact with mitigation directly, indirectly,
and cumulatively relating to impacts to the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or the establishment of 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?

] L] X L]

4e. Response: Source: General Plan 2025, prepared by City of Riverside, November 2007; General Plan
2025 Final Program Environmental Impact Report, prepared by City of Riverside, November 2007;
habitat Assessment Including the Results of a Focused Burrowing Owl Survey and MHSCH Consistency
Analysis TM 37177, City of Riverside, Riverside County, California, USGS 7.5-minute topographic
Riverside East Quadrangle, Township 3 South, Range 5 West, portion of Section 14, prepared by

Gonzales Environmental Consulting LLC, September 12, 2018.

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project will be subject to all applicable Federal,
State, and local policies and regulations related to the protection of biological resources and tree preservation. In
addition, the proposed project will be required to comply with Riverside Municipal Code Section 16.72.040
establishing the MSHCP mitigation fee and Section 16.40.040 establishing the Threatened and Endangered Species
Fees.

Any project within the City of Riverside’s boundaries that proposes planting a street tree within a City right-of-way
must follow the Urban Forest Tree Policy Manual (Manual). The Manual documents guidelines for the planting,
pruning, preservation, and removal of all trees in City rights-of-way. The specifications in the Manual are based
on national standards for tree care established by the International Society of Arboriculture, the National Arborists
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Association, and the American National Standards Institute. The proposed project and any future projects will be
required to be in compliance with the Manual when planting a tree within a City right-of-way.

Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to the protection of local
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources and specifically City tree preservation policies directly,
indirectly, and cumulatively.

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?
Response: Source: General Plan 2025, prepared by City of Riverside, November 2007; General Plan
2025 Final Program Environmental Impact Report, prepared by City of Riverside, November 2007;
Habitat Assessment Including the Results of a Focused Burrowing Owl Survey and MHSCP Consistency
Analysis TM 37177, City of Riverside, Riverside County, California, USGS 7.5-minute topographic
Riverside East Quadrangle, Township 3 South, Range 5 West, portion of Section 14, prepared by
Gonzales Environmental Consulting LLC, September 12, 2018.

] L] X L]

4f.

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will not conflict with any provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat
Conservation Plan. An assessment was prepared by a qualified biologist for the proposed project. The proposed
project is consistent with the guidelines of the MSHCP, including Section 6.1.4, Guidelines Pertaining to the
Urban/Wildlife Interface, and related policies in the General Plan 2025, including Policy LU-7.4. Notably, the
proposed project does not adversely affect the Reserve Assembly goals of the MSHCP, and the proposed project
is not located within a criteria cell. Additionally, the project is consistent with the SKR HCP and with General
Plan Policy 0S-5.3. Accordingly, the proposed project will have a less than significant impact.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:

] L] X L]

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource pursuant to § 15064.5 of the
CEQA Guidelines?
Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.5-1 - Archaeological Sensitivity and Figure 5.5-2 -
Prehistoric Cultural Resources Sensitivity; Appendix D — Cultural Resources Study and Cultural
Resources Survey prepared by Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc., October 12, 2017; and A Cultural
Resources Assessment with Confidential Appendix for TR 37177, prepared by Brian F. Smith and
Associates, Inc., March 8, 2018 and revised May 3, 2019).

5a.

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource. CEQA defines a “historical resource” as a resource that meets one or more of the
following criteria: (1) is listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources
(California Register); (2) is listed in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code (PRC)
Section 5020.1(k); (3) is identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of PRC
Section 5024.1(g); or (4) is determined to be a historical resource by a project’s Lead Agency (PRC Section 21084.1
and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[a]). A “substantial adverse change” to a historical resource, according
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to PRC §5020.1(qg), “means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the significance of a
historical resource would be impaired.”

The proposed project is located on a site where no significant historical resources exist as defined in Section
15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. The project site contains approximately 34.6 acres of moderately disturbed,
undeveloped land composed of primarily low to moderate quality Riversidean sage scrub and non-native
grassland. Mildly rolling hills form the site's topography. The project site contains evidence of previous site
disturbance caused by grazing practices and human activities such as off-road vehicle use, recreational activities,
and trash dumping.

A review of historic aerial photographs indicates that no structures have ever been located on the property. The
aerial photographs show that the property has been partially dry-farmed since the 1940s. The 1948, 1966, and
1967 aerial photographs of the project site show the area as disked and being utilized for agriculture. The aerial
photographs from 1966 and onward show development in the surrounding areas as Alessandro and Arlington
Heights were subdivided for the construction of single-family residential homes.

A cultural resource assessment was prepared for the project site by Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc., March 8,
2018 and revised May 3, 2019. The assessment for the project site consisted of an institutional records search;
pedestrian survey by qualified archaeologists; a testing and evaluation program; and, preparation of a technical
report. The assessment conformed to the City’s Cultural Resources Ordinance; the statutory requirements of
CEQA, Section 15064.5; and, the Secretary of the Interior Standards and Guidelines. The cultural resource
assessment found four (4) previously recorded bedrock milling sites (RIV-3580, RIV-3581, RIV-3594, and RIV-3595)
and two (2) refuse deposits (RIV-7754 and RIV-7756) on the project site, none of which qualify as a historical
resource under CEQA. None of the milling sites and neither of the refuse deposits are listed in, or are eligible to
be listed in, California Register or a local register of historical resources. And, none of the milling sites or refuse
deposits, (1) are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage; (2) are associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
(3) embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represent the
work of an important creative individual; (4) possess high artistic values; or (5) have yielded, or may be likely to
yield, information important to prehistory or history.

The first of the refuse deposits, RIV-7754, is a small trash deposit containing refuse that primarily dates from the
mid- to late-twentieth century. Subsurface investigations of the site did not reveal any substantial or significant
deposit of historic artifacts. Accordingly, because the site lacks unique elements, the site does not qualify as a
historic resource under CEQA and would not qualify for local City of Riverside listing, the California Register, or
the National Register of Historic Places (National Register). The site is not associated with specific elements of
the City’s culture, important individuals, or events. The lack of any associated artifacts and the documentation of
the common site type indicates that the site does not represent a distinctive characteristic, work of a notable
builder, or a cultural landscape; does not possess high artistic values; and is not the last remaining or best example
of its kind. Moreover, RIV-7754 has not yielded and is not likely to yield any new information important to history
or prehistory. The level of information already obtained from the site, including documentation of boundaries,
collection of a sample of artifacts, and dating analysis of recovered artifacts, has exhausted its research potential.
For all of the foregoing reasons, RIV-7754 does not qualify as a historic resource under CEQA and impacts to RIV-
7754 thus will not result in a significant impact to historic resources.

The second of the refuse deposits, RIV-7756, is a trash deposit containing refuse that primarily dates from the
mid-1920s to the 1950s. Like RIV-7754, because RIV-7756 lacks unique elements, the site does not qualify as a
historic resource under CEQA and would not qualify for local City of Riverside listing, the California Register, or

Environmental Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 31 Planning Case # P16-0774, P19-0578



ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No
INFORMATION SOURCES): Significant | Significant |Significant| Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

the National Register. Moreover, for the same reasons RIV-7754 does not qualify as a historic resource under
CEQA, RIV-7756 similarly does not qualify as a historic resource under CEQA and impacts to RIV-7754 thus will not
result in a significant impact to historic resources.

Furthermore, as discussed further in Section 5b below, the recorded bedrock milling sites (RIV-3580, RIV-3581,
RIV-3594, and RIV-3595) do not qualify as a historic resource or unique archaeological resource under CEQA and
impacts to these sites will thus not result in a significant impact to historic resources.

For all of the foregoing reasons, the proposed project has less than significant impacts directly, indirectly, and
cumulatively to historical resources pursuant Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. No mitigation is required.

] X ] L]

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an archeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5 of
the CEQA Guidelines?

5b. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.5-1 - Archaeological Sensitivity and Figure 5.5-2 - Prehistoric
Cultural Resources Sensitivity; Appendix D — Cultural Resources Study and Cultural Resources Survey
prepared by Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc., October 12, 2017;;and, A Cultural Resources Assessment
for TR 37177, prepared by Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc., March 8, 2018 and revised May 3, 2019).

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation. The proposed project will not cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of any known unique archaeological resource. Absent mitigation, however, grading associated
with the proposed project may have a potential impact on unidentified, unknown archaeological resources that
could potentially exist below the surface of the project site. Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-6 below
would reduce this potential impact to a level of less than significant.

State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, “[i]f 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.” (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.5, subd. (c)(4); see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.2.)
CEQA defines a “unique archaeological resource” as an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can
be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability
that it meets any of the following criteria: (1) contains information needed to answer important scientific research
questions and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information; (2) has a special and particular
quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type; or (3) is directly associated
with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person. (Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21083.2, subd. (g).)

Here, a Cultural Resource Assessment was prepared for the project site by Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc.,
March 8, 2018 and revised May 3, 2019. The Cultural Resource Assessment analyzed four (4) previously recorded
bedrock milling sites (RIV-3580, RIV-3581, RIV-3594, and RIV-3595) and two (2) refuse deposits (RIV-7754 and
RIV-7756) on the project site. A Phase Il significance testing and evaluation program of all six (6) sites was
accomplished on July 17, 2017 and between January 3 and 16, 2018. Because none of the sites produced any
significant archaeological deposits, all six were determined to lack significance under the criteria set forth by the
City of Riverside, in CEQA, and in the NHRP.

None of the bedrock milling sites and neither of the refuse deposits qualify as a “unique archaeological resource”
under CEQA. The two (2) refuse deposits do not qualify as a historic resource or an archaeological resource and
are thus not CEQA-significant, as further discussed above in Section 5a. The four bedrock milling sites similarly
do not to qualify as a historic resource or unique archaeological resource under CEQA. Based on surface and
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subsurface inspections, no artifacts were observed in the area of any of the milling sites. The lack of any artifacts
associated with the milling sites indicates that the sites lack research potential and do not contain information
needed to answer important scientific research questions. Moreover, the sites are not associated with specific
elements of the City’s culture, important individuals, or events, nor are they associated with events that made a
significant cultural contribution to the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage. The lack of any
artifacts associated with the site and the documentation of the common site type indicates that the milling sites
do not represent a distinctive characteristic, the work of a notable builder, high artistic values, a cultural
landscape, a last remaining example, or a best available example. Again, because no artifacts are associated with
the milling sites, the sites have not yielded and are not likely to yield any new information important to history or
prehistory. The level of information already obtained from the sites, including documentation of boundaries and
the milling features, have exhausted the sites’ research potential. Moreover, the bedrock milling sites are not
unique or exceptional within the City of Riverside. Bedrock milling feature sites like RIV-3580, RIV-3581, RIV-3594,
and RIV-3595 are common to the Riverside area and represent the expedient utilization of natural features by the
prehistoric inhabitants. Moreover, the integrity of each of these sites appears to have been impacted by past use
of the property. For all of the foregoing reasons, the milling sites do not qualify as historical or unique
archaeological resources under CEQA and impacts to these sites will thus not result in a significant impact to
historic or archaeological resources.

While the milling sites do not qualify as Historical Resources on Unique Archaeological Resources under CEQA and
site-specific mitigation measures are not required under CEQA, consultation with California Native Tribes did
occur to evaluate the proposed project’s potential impact pursuant to AB 52. The City commenced tribal
notification in accordance with AB 52 on November 15, 2016. Four California Native American tribes (San Manuel
Band of Mission Indians, Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians, Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, and
Pechanga Temecula Band of Luisefio Indians) responded as part of the AB 2 consultation effort. San Manuel Band
of Mission Indians and Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians had no comments. The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla
Indians, and Pechanga Temecula Band of Luisefio Indians requested Government to Government consultation.
Consultation with Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians occurred on February 28, 2017 and consultation
concluded on June 28, 2018. Consultation with Pechanga Temecula Band of Luisefio Indians occurred on January
18, 2017 and consultation concluded on May 28, 2019.

A site visit was conducted on July 11, 2017, which included representatives from the Pechanga Band of Luisefio
Mission Indians, the City of Riverside, the applicant, the project engineer, and the archaeologist. The goal of the
meeting was to provide the representatives of the Pechanga Band and the City of Riverside an opportunity to
review the property and observe the identified milling sites, as well as to provide input and recommendations
with regards to the milling sites identified within the project area. As a result of the meeting, the original project
design was modified to include the open space parcel identified as Lot B for the preservation and protection of
the largest concentration of bedrock milling features found within the project area. Specifically, this modification
seeks to preserve and protect the largest concentration of bedrock milling features within the project area found
at Site RIV-3581. The applicant additionally agreed to make reasonable efforts to relocate the remaining bedrock
milling features at Site RIV-3581, as well as those from sites RIV-3580, RIV-3594, and RIV-3595 that are within the
grading envelope to Lot B, where they will be preserved as well. Ultimately, every effort will be made to relocate
the bedrock milling features that are outside of Lot B, but if relocation is not feasible, the features will be removed
as part of the grading process. All relocation work shall be directed by an archaeological monitor and a Native
American representative. The relocated bedrock milling features should be mapped using a Trimble GeoXT Global
Positioning System (GPS) unit equipped with TerraSync software and these locations will be recorded on site
maps, which will be filed with the updated site forms submitted to the Eastern Information Center (EIC) at the
University of Riverside (UCR)
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resources:

MM-CUL-1

MM-CUL-2:

While no occurrence of unique archaeological resources as defined under State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5
exists on the project site, based on the consultation effort with the Tribes, a potential for such resources existing
below the surface of the project site cannot be discounted. At the request of the consulting Tribes, the following
measures have been identified to address any potential impact to undiscovered, buried unique archaeological

Prior to grading permit issuance, if there are any changes to Project site design and/or proposed
grades, the Applicant and the City shall contact interested tribes to provide an electronic copy of
the revised plans for review. Additional consultation shall occur between the City and interested
tribes to discuss any proposed changes and review any new impacts and/or potential
avoidance/preservation of the cultural resources on the Project site. The City and the Applicant
shall make all attempts to avoid and/or preserve in place as many cultural and paleontological
resources as possible that are located on the Project site if the site design and/or proposed grades
should be revised.

Archaeological and Paleontological Monitoring: At least 30 days prior to application for a grading
permit and before any grading, excavation and/or ground disturbing activities take place, the
developer/applicant shall retain a Secretary of Interior Standards qualified archaeological monitor
to monitor all ground-disturbing activities in an effort to identify any unknown archaeological
resources.

1. The project archaeologist, in consultation with interested tribes, the Developer, and the City,
shall develop an Archaeological Monitoring Plan to address the details, timing, and
responsibility of all archaeological and cultural activities that will occur on the project site.
Details in the plan shall include:

a. Project grading and development scheduling;

b. The development of a rotating or simultaneous schedule in coordination with the
developer/applicant and the project archaeologist for designated Native
American Tribal Monitors from the consulting tribes during grading, excavation,
and ground-disturbing activities on the site, including the scheduling, safety
requirements, duties, scope of work, and Native American Tribal Monitors’
authority to stop and redirect grading activities in coordination with all project
archaeologists;

c. The protocols and stipulations that the Applicant, tribes, and project
archaeologist/paleontologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural
resources discoveries, including any newly discovered cultural resource deposits,
or nonrenewable paleontological resources that shall be subject to a cultural
resources evaluation;

d. Treatment and final disposition of any cultural and paleontological resources,
sacred sites, and human remains if discovered on the project site; and

e. The scheduling and timing of the Cultural Sensitivity Training noted in mitigation
measure MM-CUL-6.
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MM-CUL-3 Relocation of Resources: All relocation of resources previously identified for relocation shall be

directed by the project archaeologist and Native American Tribal Monitors from consulting tribes.

MM-CUL-4 Relocated Resource Mapping: The relocated bedrock milling features shall be mapped using
Trimble GeoXT Global Positioning System (GPS) unit equipped with TerraSync software. These
locations shall be recorded on site maps and filed with the updated site forms submitted to the
Eastern Information Center (EIC) at the University of Riverside (UCR).

MM-CUL-5 Treatment and Disposition of Cultural Resources: In the event that Native American cultural
resources are inadvertently discovered during the course of grading for this Project, the following
procedures will be carried out for treatment and disposition of the discoveries:

1. Temporary Curation and Storage: During the course of construction, all discovered
resources shall be temporarily curated in a secure location onsite or at the offices of the
Project Archaeologist. The removal of any artifacts from the Project site will need to be
thoroughly inventoried with tribal monitor oversite of the process; and

2. Treatment and Final Disposition: The landowner(s) shall relinquish ownership of all
cultural resources, including sacred items, burial goods, and all archaeological artifacts
and non-human remains as part of the required mitigation for impacts to cultural
resources. The Applicant shall relinquish the artifacts through one or more of the
following methods and provide the City of Riverside Community & Economic
Development Department with evidence of same:

Accommodate the process for onsite reburial of the discovered items with the
consulting Native American tribes or bands. This shall include measures and
provisions to protect the future reburial area from any future impacts. Reburial
shall not occur until all cataloguing and basic recordation have been completed;

A curation agreement with an appropriate qualified repository within Riverside
County that meets federal standards per 36 CFR Part 79 and therefore would be
professionally curated and made available to other archaeologists/researchers
for further study. The collections and associated records shall be transferred,
including title, to an appropriate curation facility within Riverside County, to be
accompanied by payment of the fees necessary for permanent curation;

If more than one Native American tribe or band is involved with the Project and
cannot come to a consensus as to the disposition of cultural materials, they shall
be curated at the Western Science Center by default; and

At the completion of grading, excavation and ground disturbing activities on the
site, a Phase IV Monitoring Report shall be submitted to the City documenting
monitoring activities conducted by the Project Archaeologist and Native Tribal
Monitors within 60 days of completion of grading. This report shall document the
impacts to the known resources on the property; describe how each mitigation
measure was fulfilled; document the type of cultural resources recovered and the
disposition of such resources; provide evidence of the required cultural sensitivity

Environmental Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 35 Planning Case # P16-0774, P19-0578




ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No
INFORMATION SOURCES): Significant | Significant |Significant| Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

training for the construction staff held during the required pre-grade meeting;
and, in a confidential appendix, include the daily/weekly monitoring notes from
the archaeologist. All reports produced will be submitted to the City of Riverside,
Eastern Information Center and interested tribes.

MM-CUL-6: Cultural Sensitivity Training: The Secretary of Interior Standards County certified archaeologist
and Native American monitors shall attend the pre-grading meeting with the developer/permit holder’s
contractors to provide Cultural Sensitivity Training for all construction personnel. This shall include the procedures
to be followed during ground disturbance in sensitive areas and protocols that apply in the event that
unanticipated resources are discovered. Only construction personnel who have received this training can conduct
construction and disturbance activities in sensitive areas. A sign-in sheet for attendees of this training shall be
included in the Phase IV Monitoring Report.

For all of the foregoing reasons, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact with mitigation
relating to archeological resources under State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5.

c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred |:| |:| |X| |:|

outside of formal cemeteries?

5c. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.5-1 - Archaeological Sensitivity and Figure 5.5-2 - Prehistoric

Cultural Resources Sensitivity, Cultural Resources Study and Cultural Resources Survey prepared by

Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc., October 12, 2017; and A Cultural Resources Assessment with
Confidential Appendix for TR 37177, prepared by Brian F. Smith and Associates, Inc., March 8, 2018)

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will not likely disturb or destroy buried Native American
human remains or other human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. As noted in the
Cultural Report, the site was mostly used as ephemeral milling sites and thus there is no probable likelihood of
Native American human remains within the proposed project site.

In the unlikely event that Native American human remains are inadvertently discovered during project-related
construction activities the steps and procedures specified in Health and Safety Code 7050.5, State CEQA
Guidelines 15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code 5097.98 would be implemented. In accordance with Public
Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98, the Riverside County Coroner would be notified within 24 hours of the
discovery of potential human remains. The Coroner would then determine within two working days of being
notified if the remains are subject to his or her authority. If the Coroner recognizes the remains to be Native
American, he or she shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by phone within 24 hours, in
accordance with PRC Section 5097.98. The NAHC will then designate a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) with respect
to the human remains within 48 hours of notification. The MLD then has the opportunity to recommend to the
property owner or the person responsible for the excavation work means for treating or disposing, with
appropriate dignity, the human remains and associated grave goods within 24 hours of notification. Whenever
the NAHC is unable to identify a MLD, or the MLD fails to make a recommendation, or the landowner or his or her
authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the MLD and the mediation provided for in subdivision
(k) of PRC Section 5097.94 fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, the landowner or his or her
authorized representative shall re-inter the human remains and items associated with Native American burials
with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.
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ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No
INFORMATION SOURCES): Significant | Significant |Significant| Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

With compliance with State law, and given that there is no evidence that there are human remains at the site,
the project will have less than significant impact directly, indirectly, or cumulatively related to human remains.
No mitigation is required.

6. ENERGY.
Would the project:

a. Result in potentially significant environmental impact |:| |:| |E |:|
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

6a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025; California Energy Commission, Total System Electric Generation
(2017), www.energy.ca/gov).

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not result in a potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resourced during project construction
or operation.

Construction: Electricity demand during construction of the proposed project will be temporary, nominal, and
will cease upon the completion of construction. Electricity will be supplied through existing power lines near the
project site. Construction activities will require limited energy consumption and are not expected to have an
adverse impact on available energy supplies and infrastructure. Natural gas typically is not consumed during
construction. Construction impacts associated with the installation of natural gas connections will be confined
to trenching in order to place the lines below surface. By coordinating with the gas company to identify locations
and depths of all existing gas lines, the project will not disrupt local gas service. While it is difficult to measure
the energy used in the production of construction materials such as asphalt, steel, and concrete, it is reasonable
to assume that the production of building materials would employ all reasonable energy conservation practices
in the interest of minimizing the cost of doing business. The proposed