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SECTION 1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] Section 4321 et seq.) and assesses the
environmental impacts of taking approximately 20 acres contiguous to the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
(Tribe) reservation in the City of Temecula, in Riverside County, California (Wolf Valley Property, or
Proposed Project site), into federal trust status for the Tribe to protect and restore Tribal homelands (Proposed
Action). Although the Tribe has no current plans for development, development of the Proposed Project site at
a future time is reasonably foreseeable. Due to the underling zoning and land use designation of the site and
after discussion with the Tribe about most likely future developments (if any), it is assumed for the purposes of
NEPA analysis that the Proposed Project site would be developed with commercial uses at a future time
(Proposed Project Alternative).

The statutory authority for acquiring lands in trust status for Native American tribes is provided in the Indian
Reorganization Act of 1934 (25 USC Section 5108), with regulations codified at 25 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Section 151 et seq. Pursuant to 25 CFR Part 151, the Assistant Secretary of Indian Affairs, as an authorized
representative of the Secretary of the Interior, is charged with reviewing and approving tribal applications to take
land into federal trust status. The Tribe is seeking to acquire land contiguous to the Pechanga Indian Reservation
(Reservation) into trust to protect and restore Tribal homelands.

This EA has been completed in accordance with NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ)
Guidelines for Implementing NEPA (40 CFR Section 1500 et seq.), and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA)
NEPA Guidebook (59 Indian Affairs Manual [IAM] 3-H). For the purpose of this EA, the BIA serves as the lead
agency for compliance with NEPA. This EA provides a detailed description of the Proposed Project Alternative
and an analysis of its potential environmental consequences. This EA also includes a discussion and analysis of a
No Action Alternative. Section 2.5, Alternatives Eliminated From Further Analysis, provides a brief analysis of
off-site alternatives eliminated from consideration.

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION

The federal Proposed Action is the acquisition of the 20-acre Proposed Project site in trust to protect and restore
Tribal homelands for the Tribe pursuant to the Secretary of the Interior’s authority under the Indian Reorganization
Act (25 USC 5108). The purpose of the Proposed Action is to facilitate Tribal self-sufficiency, self-determination,
and economic development, thus satisfying the U.S. Department of the Interior’s land acquisition policy as
articulated in the Department of the Interior’s trust land regulations at 25 CFR Part 151. The need for the
Department of the Interior to act on the Tribe’s application is established by the Department of the Interior’s
regulations at 25 CFR Section 151.10(h) and Section 151.12, and the Tribe’s needs related to facilitation of Tribal
self-sufficiency, self-determination, and economic development (described further in Section 1.3, Background).

1.3 BACKGROUND

The Tribe is proposing a Fee-to-Trust Application for its Wolf Valley Property (Proposed Project site), located
southwest of Wolf Creek Drive and northeast of Pechanga Parkway [Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 962-020-
026 and APN 962-010-007). The approximately 20-acre Proposed Project site is currently owned by the Tribe, is
contiguous to the Tribe’s Reservation, and is part of the Tribe’s ancestral homelands. The Fee-to-Trust
Application is made in accordance with 25 USC Section 465 and 25 CFR Part 151, Land Acquisitions, to transfer
the title of the Proposed Project site from the land held in fee by the Tribe to land held in trust by the United
States for the benefit of the Tribe.
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On April 17, 2016, the Tribe adopted Resolution No. 160417-01, authorizing the Tribe to place the Proposed
Project site into trust, and thereby requesting the Secretary of Interior to take the property into trust for the benefit
of the Tribe. Approval from the BIA is required for the proposed Fee-to-Trust Application.

The Tribe is a federally recognized tribe with an approximately 7,080-acre Reservation in Riverside County,
California (Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians 2021a). In 1882, an executive order established the Tribe’s
Reservation. In 1907, the U.S. government purchased 235 acres of land next to the Tribe’s Reservation to provide
additional needed farmland that came to be known as the Kelsey Tract. Despite the nearby spring (called
Tauchaana), there was not enough water to irrigate the entire property reliably. To improve the water supply, the
Pechanga people dug a well and installed a windmill-powered pump. The land was put into trust for Pechanga
under the U.S. Interior Department’s Bureau of Land Management. In 1988, the passage of the Southern
California Indian Land Transfer Act (Public Law 100-581) added 303 acres along the Tribe’s northern boundary.
The addition of the Great Oak Ranch property in 2003 and the purchase of Pu ’éska Mountain in 2012 expanded
the Reservation further (Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians 2021b).

The first casino was built on the Tribe’s Reservation in 1995 (Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians 2021c). In early
2001, the Pechanga Development Corporation, Tribal Council, and Gaming Commission broke ground to build
the $262 million Pechanga Resort & Casino complex. The Tribe expanded its Resort and Casino in 2018, adding
a new hotel tower and additional outdoor amenities. The Pechanga Resort & Casino has been the main source of
Tribal government funding for long needed and previously unaffordable infrastructure on the Reservation, and
also creates positive economic impacts to the community (Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians 2021d).

The Tribe submitted a Fee-to-Trust Application for the Proposed Project site to reclaim a portion of the Tribe’s
ancestral homelands, contiguous to the Tribe’s Reservation, and to reserve those lands for future Tribal uses,
including economic development. Placing the Proposed Project site into trust would allow the Tribe to better
protect the Proposed Project site and the Reservation and will enhance the Tribe’s self-determination and self-
governance (refer to the Tribe’s Fee-to-Trust Application for additional information).

Additionally, The Tribe and the City of Temecula (City) share a common goal to develop the Proposed Project
site with commercial and/or mixed-use development if feasible. This site is within the City’s Wolf Creek Specific
Plan (Specific Plan) area, which is slated for development in the City’s planning documents. The original
development of commercial uses at the Proposed Project site was envisioned to serve as an anchor that would
promote growth of a mixed-use development area of residential, commercial, and public facilities (including
parks, schools, and churches) within the framework of a comprehensive master planned community (City of
Temecula 2000).

1.4 OVERVIEW OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

As mentioned in Section 1.1, Summary of the Proposed Action and Environmental Review Process, this
document has been prepared to meet NEPA environmental review requirements. A brief overview of this process
is provided below.

1.4.1 National Environmental Policy Act

This document has been completed in accordance with the requirements set forth in NEPA (42 USC 4321 et seq.),
the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations for Implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and the
BIA’s NEPA Handbook (59 IAM 3-H).

Environmental Assessment

This EA was prepared in accordance with NEPA to analyze and document the environmental consequences of
approval of the transfer of approximately 20 acres into federal trust status for the Tribe and reasonably foreseeable
future development of the Proposed Project site associated with this transfer. Preparation of this EA included
consultation with the BIA, the Tribe, the City, and others (see Section 5.0, Consultation and Coordination). The
BIA will use this EA to determine whether or not the Proposed Action would result in adverse effects to the
environment and to satisfy the environmental review process of 59 IAM 3-H, 40 CFR Section 1501.3, and 40
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CFR Section 1508.9. The EA and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact will be available for a 30-day comment
period. Comments will be considered by the BIA, and either the Finding of No Significant Impact will be signed
or additional environmental analysis will be conducted. After the NEPA process is complete, the BIA may issue a
determination on the Fee-to-Trust Application.

1.5 COORDINATION WITH THE CITY OF TEMECULA

The Tribe has a long-standing, collaborative relationship with the City, and has held one staff meeting with City
planning staff regarding the Proposed Action. This initial meeting involved discussion about the unknown nature
of the most viable use of the Proposed Project site, and it was agreed to hold additional meetings once a specific
project looked imminent. Once the Tribe does intend to move forward with a specific project at the Proposed
Project site, the Tribe will ensure the appropriate local officials are notified and that coordination with the City
would occur. Meanwhile, due to the underling zoning and land use designation of the site, it is assumed that the
Proposed Project site would be developed with commercial uses, consistent with existing City zoning.

1.6 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS AND APPROVALS

The Proposed Project Alternative, as described in Section 2.0, Alternatives, may require federal, state, and local
approvals and actions. Table 1-1 identifies each responsible agency and the potential permit or approval required.
Additionally, approval of the Proposed Project Alternative by the Tribal Council would also be required prior to
implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative.

Table 11
Potential Permits and Approvals Required

Agency | Permit or Approvals Alternative
Federal/State

Transfer of alternative site into federal status for the

Secretary of the Interior Proposed Project Alternative

Tribe
Determination of consistency with the Riverside County
United States Fish & Wildlife Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan regarding . .
: P e . Proposed Project Alternative
Service endangered species impacts, specifically burrowing owl

(see MM-BIO-1 in Table 4-1)

Verification of project coverage under the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit
for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activities
as required by the Clean Water Act

United States Environmental Proposed Project Alternative

Protection Agency

General Conformity Determination review Proposed Project Alternative
California Office of Historic Consultation under Section 106 of the National historic . .
. - Proposed Project Alternative
Preservation Preservation Act
Local

Approval of water, wastewater, and/or drainage
connections

City of Temecula Approval of encroachment permits Proposed Project Alternative

City of Temecula Proposed Project Alternative
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SECTION 2.0

ALTERNATIVES

This section describes the alternatives that are analyzed within this EA. A reasonable range of alternatives has
been selected based on consideration of the purpose and need of the Proposed Action and opportunities for
potentially reducing environmental effects. Because preliminary environmental review of the Proposed Action
indicated that significant environmental impacts would not likely occur as a result of implementing the Proposed
Project Alternative, the BIA determined that the reasonable range of alternatives analyzed in this EA include the
Proposed Project Alternative and the No Action Alternative. Consistent with CEQ Guidelines (40 CFR Section
1502.14), this section summarizes and compares the potential environmental consequences, benefits, and/or
detriments of the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative (Section 2.4). Alternatives that were considered but
are not analyzed in this EA are described in Section 2.5.

2.1 SITE LOCATION

The Proposed Project site considered in this EA is known as the Wolf Valley Property, an approximately 20-acre
site currently owned by the Tribe and the subject property in the Tribe’s Fee-to-Trust Application with the BIA.
As shown in Figure 2-1, Project Location, the Proposed Project site is located within the City of Temecula, in
Riverside County, California, and shares its southwestern border with the Tribe’s Reservation. The site is
bordered by Wolf Creek Drive to the northeast, the Great Oak Trail and undeveloped space to the southwest, and
residential uses to the north and southeast. Wolf Creek Park and the Riverside County Fire Station are also located
to the northeast, across Wolf Creek Drive, and the Pechanga Resort Casino is located approximately 175 feet to
the southwest, across Pechanga Parkway. Wolf Valley Road traverses the site from the northeast to southwest,
and Pechanga Parkway is located approximately 112 feet southwest of the Proposed Project site (see Figure 2-1).
The Proposed Project site is located on APNs 962-020-026 and 962-010-007.

2.2 PROPOSED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The Proposed Action would result in approval of the Fee-to-Trust Application for the Proposed Project site. In
addition to the Fee-to-Trust Application, the Proposed Action would result in reasonably foreseeable future
development of the site. Due to the underling zoning and land use designation of the site, and based on
discussions with the Tribe, it is assumed that the Proposed Project site would be developed with commercial uses.

2.21 Fee-To-Trust Transfer

The Tribe has submitted an application to the BIA for the transfer of the Proposed Project site into federal trust
status for the benefit of the Tribe. The Proposed Project site consists of two parcels: the 7.8-acre northern parcel
(APN 962-020-026) and the 12.2-acre southern parcel (APN 962-010-007). No gaming would occur on the
Proposed Project site as a result of the Proposed Action. The proposed trust parcel boundaries are shown in Figure
2-1. The BIA will make its determination regarding the proposed Fee-to-Trust Application in accordance with the
procedures set forth in 25 CFR Part 151. The regulations in 25 CFR Part 151 implement Section 5 of the Indian
Reorganization Act of 1934, codified at 25 USC Section 5108, which is the general statute that provides the
Secretary of the Interior with authority to acquire lands in trust status for tribes and individual Native Americans.
The Tribe and the federal government would exercise civil regulatory jurisdiction over the site once it is taken
into trust.

2.2.2 Future Commercial Development

Although the Tribe is not currently proposing specific development on the Proposed Project site, the Proposed
Project Alternative would result in a reasonably foreseeable future development scenario of the Proposed Project
site. The two parcels are currently identified as “Specific Plan” on the City of Temecula Zoning Map (City of
Temecula 2005a). The Wolf Creek Specific Plan identifies the northern parcel as Planning Area 12 and the
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southern parcel as Planning Area 13. The northern parcel is designated as Neighborhood Commercial in the City’s
General Plan and the Wolf Creek Specific Plan, and the southern parcel is designated as Community Commercial
in the City’s General Plan and the Wolf Creek Specific Plan (City of Temecula 2003, 2005b).

The City prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Wolf Creek Specific Plan in January 2001. As
stated in the EIR, the Proposed Project site is planned to form the core of the Village Center area and provide
local shopping opportunities for residents within the Specific Plan area and surrounding development. Per the
EIR, permitted uses at the Proposed Project site would include Neighborhood Commercial and Community
Commercial uses, consistent with the City’s Development Code regulations for those zoning categories (City of
Temecula 2000, 2001). The Neighborhood Commercial designation allows for smaller-scale business activities
that generally provide retail or convenience services for the local residents in the surrounding neighborhood.
These uses include traditional small food markets (floor area less than 25,000 square feet), drug stores, clothing
stores, sporting goods, offices, hardware stores, childcare, and community facilities. The Community Commercial
designation allows for retail, professional office, and service-oriented business activities that serve the entire
community. These uses include some neighborhood commercial uses, as well as larger retail uses, including
department stores, theaters, restaurants, professional offices, specialty retail stores, and shopping centers (City of
Temecula 2021a). Per the Specific Plan, uses allowed at the Proposed Project site could also include assembly
halls/community rooms, auditoriums and conference facilities, bowling alleys, car washes, dry cleaning, funeral
parlors and mortuaries, health and exercise clubs, houses of worship/religious institutions, and institutional uses
(City of Temecula 2000).

For the purpose of the analysis in this EA, the Tribe has proposed a reasonably foreseeable development scenario
for the Proposed Project site that would be consistent with existing City land use designations and comply with
local construction and design codes and requirements. The Tribe would construct approximately 200,000 square
feet of leasable development that would include a mix of Community and Neighborhood Residential Commercial
uses. Design and architecture of the Proposed Project Alternative would be consistent with adjacent land uses and
would not significantly exceed the bulk and scale of surrounding development. Although not required, the Tribe
will design the commercial development to be functionally consistent with the City’s lighting and architectural
design guidelines as identified in the City’s Community Design Element and the Wolf Creek Specific Plan.
Additional components for the commercial development are described below.

Parking

Parking would be provided in accordance with the Riverside County Zoning Code, which requires 5.5 spaces per
1,000 square feet (County of Riverside 2021). As such, 1,100 parking spaces would be provided at the Proposed

Project site. In addition, all parking would be in conformance with the City’s Development Code Section 17-24,

Off Street Parking and Loading, as well as the City-Wide Design Guidelines.

Water Supply

The Proposed Project site is located within Rancho California Water District’s (RCWD) Water District Service
Area Division (RCWD 2021a). The future commercial development would continue to be serviced by the RCWD
through existing and planned water infrastructure. A Water System Plan was prepared as part of the Specific Plan
that proposed construction of various new water facilities to serve the Specific Plan development, including an 8-
inch-diameter water line along Wolf Creek Drive on the northeastern boundary of the Proposed Project site (City
of Temecula 2000). Per RCWD’s Water Facilities Master Plan, these water lines have been constructed. In
addition to these water lines, existing potable water mains are present along Wolf Valley Road and Pechanga
Parkway (RCWD 2015). A recycled water main line is also present along Wolf Valley Road, northeast of the site,
and along Wolf Creek Drive, northwest of the site (RCWD 2021b). As a voluntary mitigation measure, the
Proposed Project would be designed to meet City Municipal Codes for stormwater and groundwater protections,
such as Section 8.28.500 for controlling pollutants from runoff.
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Wastewater Treatment

The Proposed Project site would continue to be serviced by the EMWD for wastewater treatment. All wastewater
currently collected by the EMWD is conveyed to the Santa Rosa Water Reclamation Facility for treatment
(RCWD 2016).

Roadway Access

Regional access to the Proposed Project site would be provided via Interstate (1) 15, State Route (SR) 79, and
Pechanga Parkway. Local access to the Proposed Project site would be provided via Wolf Valley Road and Wolf
Creek Drive.

Law Enforcement, Fire Protection, and Emergency Medical Services

Law enforcement at the Proposed Project site is currently provided by the Temecula Police Department (which
contracts with Riverside County Sheriff’s Department) (City of Temecula 2021b). Should the Fee-to-Trust be
approved, and absent an agreement otherwise, law enforcement of the Proposed Project site would remain largely
unchanged with the Temecula Police Department continuing to provide law enforcement to the extent consistent
with Public Law 280. It is likely, however, that the Pechanga Tribal Ranger Department will also patrol the
Project Site in its security capacities. The Pechanga Tribal Ranger Department provides law enforcement services
for the Reservation, and provides services such as dispatch, background investigations, animal control, fleet,
Tribal emergency response, evidence/property, Tribal rangers, traffic enforcement, schools resource officers,
court services, and community participation. The Pechanga Tribal Ranger Department assists the Tribe in
exercising its Tribal sovereignty by providing public safety services, enforcing Tribal ordinances, protecting
Reservation residents, and maintaining a positive relationship with outside law enforcement (Pechanga Band of
Luisefio Indians 2021d).

Temecula Fire Department currently provides fire protection services to the Proposed Project site. Temecula Fire
Department Station 92 is located adjacent to the southern parcel to the northwest, at 32211 Wolf Valley Road
(City of Temecula 2021c, 2021d). Should the Fee-to-Trust be approved, fire protection services would be
provided by the Pechanga Fire Department.

The Pechanga Fire Department provides fire protection and medical emergency services to the Tribe’s
Reservation. It has two fire stations within two miles of the Proposed Project site, one of which is located at
45421 Pechanga Resort Drive, approximately 0.37 miles southeast of the Proposed Project site. The Pechanga
Fire Department’s firefighting apparatus consists of a Type I American La France engine, the American La
France 100-foot Tiller Quint, a Type 11l engine, a Type 1l engine, and a Type Il water tender. The Pechanga Fire
Department includes a fire chief, a division chief/fire marshal, three battalion chiefs, six fire captains, six fire
apparatus engineers, twelve firefighters, a fire inspector, an emergency services coordinator, and nine fuels
management crewmembers. In addition, the Pechanga Fire Department employs twelve full-time firefighter
paramedics (Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians 2021d). The Pechanga Fire Department has the capacity to serve
the Proposed Project site, as well as any commercial development that takes place on the site (Appendix
E).Although the Tribe has mutual aid agreements with the County of Riverside for public services, such as fire
protection, the Pechanga Fire Department would be expected to address any emergency issues, primarily due to
the Pechanga Fire Department’s close proximity to the Proposed Project site.

Electricity and Natural Gas

Southern California Edison (SCE) provides electrical services to the Proposed Project site and vicinity, and
Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) provides natural gas services to the Proposed Project site and
vicinity (City of Temecula 2021e). Current electrical and natural gas service providers would continue to provide
these utilities under the Proposed Project Alternative. The Tribe would also consider electric service from the
Tribe’s own utility, Pechanga Western Electric, should that option be available at the time of development.

Construction
Although a specific timeframe for developing the site is not proposed at this time, for the purpose of analysis, this
EA assumes that construction of the 200,000-square-foot commercial development would begin in March 2025
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and last 17 months, for a commercial operation date of August 2026. It was assumed that construction phases
would include site preparation (10 days), grading (30 days), building construction (300 days), paving (20 days),
and architectural coating (20 days) (see Appendix A, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Memorandum, for an
overview of construction equipment and duration).

Construction would involve grading and excavating for building pads and parking lots. The elevation of the
Proposed Project site is relatively flat and slopes from approximately 1,064 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) to
the north to approximately 1,086 feet AMSL to the south. Grading of the Proposed Project site would require the
development of a grading plan that would be finalized during the final design phase. Grading would comply with
Chapter 18 of the Temecula Municipal Code; the City’s Engineering and Construction Manual; and all applicable
City ordinances, standard notes, policies, and procedures. Dust suppression best management practices (BMPs)
for roadways, trucks, and ground-disturbing activities would be implemented during construction (see Section
2.2.3, Protective Measures and Best Management Practices). In addition, although it would not be required, the
Tribe would voluntarily follow the City’s Noise Ordinance for allowable hours for construction activities to
reduce potential noise and vibration impacts (Section 8.32 of the Temecula Municipal Code).

The Proposed Project Alternative would comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Construction General Permit and implement stormwater discharge management controls that effectively
reduce or prevent the discharge of pollutants into receiving waters during construction in accordance with the
Clean Water Act (CWA). In accordance with NPDES Construction General Permit requirements, a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared prior to construction. The SWPPP would include BMPs to
minimize stormwater effects to water quality during construction (see Section 2.2.3).

The Proposed Project site was previously graded and its surface is currently pervious. The Proposed Project
Alternative would introduce impervious surfaces at the Proposed Project site. The Proposed Project Alternative
would comply with the City’s BMP Design Manual, which outlines on-site post-construction stormwater
requirements for development projects, including implementation of BMPs and low-impact-development features
designed to reduce impacts to surface waters and filter stormwater runoff (see Section 2.2.3, below).

Because the Proposed Project will connect to City roads, the applicant would be required to obtain an encroachment
permit from the City that includes requirements to ensure construction traffic impacts are minimized during
construction. If determined by the City, the applicant may also be required to prepare a Traffic Control Plan for any
construction within the public right of way to ensure safe passage of vehicles, bicycles or pedestrians through the
work zone.

223 Protective Measures and Best Management Practices

Protective measures and BMPs, including regulatory requirements, green construction methods as adopted under
the Tribal Building and Safety Code, and any additional measures that would be implemented by the Tribe, would
be incorporated into the design of the Proposed Project Alternative. Where applicable, these measures would be
incorporated into any design or construction contracts to eliminate or substantially reduce environmental
consequences from the Proposed Project Alternative. These measures are discussed in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1
Proposed Project Alternative Best Management Practices
Resource Area Proposed Best Management Practices

e A grading report shall be prepared and submitted with the working design plans. All
recommendations of the report shall be adhered to during future construction of the
Proposed Project Alternative.

Land Resources e All site clearing, removal of unsuitable soil, moisture conditioning, review of imported

fill material, fill placement, foundation excavations, and other site grading shall be

verified during future construction of the Proposed Project Alternative to ensure
compliance with standard engineering practices.
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Table 2-1
Proposed Project Alternative Best Management Practices

Resource Area Proposed Best Management Practices

e  All future structures shall meet California Building Code and Consumer Product
Safety Commission requirements, as adopted under the Tribal Building and Safety
Code.

e  Erosion control measures shall be implemented during future construction of the
Proposed Project Alternative, as described further under the Water Resources best
management practices (BMPs).

e Dust suppression BMPs shall be used for roadways and trucks.

The Tribe shall comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Construction General Permit from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for
construction site runoff during the construction phase, in compliance with the Clean
Water Act (CWA). A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be prepared,
implemented, and maintained throughout the construction phase of the development,
consistent with Construction General Permit requirements. The SWPPP prepared for the
site prior to future development of the Proposed Project Alternative would include the
following BMPs:

e To the extent feasible, grading activities shall be limited to the immediate area
required for construction and remediation.

e Temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, fiber rolls, vegetated
swales, a velocity dissipation structure, staked straw bales, temporary re-
vegetation, rock bag dams, erosion control blankets, and sediment traps) shall
be employed for disturbed areas.

e Construction activities shall be scheduled to minimize land disturbance during
peak runoff periods.

e Disturbed areas shall be paved or re-vegetated following construction activities.

e Construction area entrances and exits shall be stabilized with large-diameter
rock.

e A Spill Prevention and Countermeasure Plan shall be developed that identifies
proper storage, collection, and disposal measures for potential pollutants (such
as fuel, fertilizers, and pesticides) used on site.

e Petroleum products shall be stored, handled, used, and disposed of properly in
accordance with provisions of the CWA (33 USC Sections 1251-1387).

e Construction materials, including topsoil and chemicals, shall be stored,
covered, and isolated to prevent runoff losses and contamination of surface and
groundwater.

e Fuel and vehicle maintenance areas shall be established away from all
drainage courses and designed to control runoff.

e Sanitary facilities shall be provided for construction workers.

o Disposal facilities shall be provided for soil wastes, including excess asphalt
during construction.

e Wheel wash or rumble strips and sweeping of paved surfaces shall be used to
remove all tracked soil.

e Low-impact-development methods shall be implemented to help store, infiltrate,
evaporate, and detain stormwater runoff. Techniques that may be included in
the design of the Proposed Project Alternative could include bio-retention
facilities, vegetated filter strips, and permeable pavement.

e  Construction equipment shall contain spark arrestors, as provided by the
manufacturer.

e Staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for development using spark-

Public Services and Utilities producing equipment shall be cleared of dried vegetation and other materials that
could serve as fire fuel.

e Anindoor sprinkler system and fire extinguishers shall be installed to provide fire
protection.

e Unless an early work permit is issued by the Tribe in consultation with the City of

Temecula (City), construction activities shall be limited to daytime hours consistent

Water Resources

olse with the City’s Municipal Code Section 11.96.070 (i.e., between October 1 and April
30, 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. Monday—Friday and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Saturday;
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Table 2-1
Proposed Project Alternative Best Management Practices

Resource Area Proposed Best Management Practices
between May 1 and September 30, 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday—Friday and 8:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Saturday; no work on Sundays or state holidays).

e All powered equipment shall comply with applicable federal regulations and all such
equipment shall be fitted with adequate mufflers according to the manufacturer's
specifications to minimize construction noise effects.

e Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment shall be shielded to
reduce noise.

2.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Action Alternative, the BIA would not issue an approval of the proposed Fee-to-Trust Application.
Although future development consistent would zoning could occur under the No Action Alternative, given the
Tribe's current lack of development plans, the presence of additional tax consequences and local development
requirements, it is assumed for the purpose of the NEPA analysis that no development would occur under the No
Action Alternative. Therefore, future development of the Proposed Project site would not occur, and the Proposed
Project site would remain undeveloped.

2.4 COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

e Proposed Project Alternative. Among the project alternatives considered, the Proposed Project
Alternative, which is fully evaluated for environmental effects in Section 3.0, Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences, would best meet the Tribe’s objectives and would provide the greatest
socioeconomic benefit to the Tribe.

¢ No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Project site would remain in its
existing condition and would not be taken into trust. No environmental effects would occur because no
future development would occur. Under the No Action Alternative, the Tribe would not receive the
economic benefits that would be created with development of the Proposed Project Alternative.
Moreover, the Tribe would not be able to use its landholdings in a manner that would most benefit its
members. This alternative would be less preferable than the Proposed Project Alternative because it
would not meet the stated purpose or need of facilitating Tribal self-sufficiency, self-determination, and
economic development.

2.5 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS

The intent of the analysis of alternatives in the EA is to present to decision makers and the public a reasonable range
of alternatives that are both feasible and sufficiently different from each other in critical aspects. Alternatives were
considered and excluded from full EA analysis because these alternatives were deemed infeasible, would not fulfill
the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action, and/or were not sufficiently distinguishable from the project
alternatives that the analysis would offer additional information to assist the BIA in its consideration of impacts
under NEPA. A number of potential off-site alternatives were considered but ultimately eliminated due to the
infeasibility of acquiring new off-site properties, the unavailability of off-site properties currently owned by the
Tribe for development, or the inability of these alternatives to lessen the environmental consequences of the
Proposed Project Alternative. These eliminated alternatives are discussed in detail below.

251 Other Alternative Sites

In addition to the Proposed Project site, off-site alternatives were considered that would involve potential development
on trust land already owned by the Tribe, fee land already owned by the Tribe, or land purchased for use. As described
in Section 1.3, Background, although the Tribe’s Reservation encompasses over 7,080 acres, the total amount of
Tribally owned land that is available for development of any kind is extremely small, and, at this time, the Tribe does
not have access to any other parcels that would allow for a similar commercial development.
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SECTION 3.0

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section includes a detailed description of the affected environment of the Proposed Project site, including the
regulatory setting and environmental setting of the Proposed Project site, as well as an analysis of the
environmental consequences associated with the Proposed Project Alternative and No Action Alternative. The
following environmental issue areas are described: land resources, water resources, air quality, biological
resources, cultural resources, socioeconomic conditions/environmental justice, transportation/circulation, land
use, public services and utilities, visual resources, noise, and hazardous materials.

3.1 LAND RESOURCES
3.11 Affected Environment

The following discussion describes the existing surface topography, geology and soils, and seismic hazards in the
vicinity of the Proposed Project site.

3.1.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Alquist-Priolo Act), signed into law in December 1972 after the
1971 San Fernando earthquake, requires the delineation of zones along active and potentially active faults in
California. The United States Geological Survey defines a fault as “active” if it has moved one or more times in
the last 10,000 years. The California Geological Survey defines an “active” fault as one that exhibits evidence of
activity during the last 11,000 years. Faults that exhibit evidence of Quaternary activity (within the last 1.6
million years) are considered to be “potentially active.” The purpose of the Alquist-Priolo Act is to regulate
development on or near fault traces to reduce the hazard of fault rupture and to prohibit the location of most
structures for human occupancy across these traces. Fault zones defined by the Alquist-Priolo Act are areas
around active faults, averaging approximately 0.25 miles wide, within which cities and counties having
jurisdiction must regulate certain development projects (DOC 2019a).

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act was enacted in 1990 to protect the public from the effects of strong ground
shaking, liquefaction, landslides, ground failure, or other hazards caused by earthquakes. This act requires a state
geologist to delineate various seismic hazard zones, and requires cities, counties, and other local permitting
agencies to regulate certain development projects within the portions of those zones where they have jurisdiction.
Before a development permit is granted by a city, county, or other local permitting agency for a site within a
seismic hazard zone, a geotechnical investigation must be conducted and appropriate mitigation measures must be
incorporated into the project’s design. Ground shaking probability maps have been developed in conjunction with
the United States Geological Survey for all of California (DOC 2019b).

California Building Code

State regulations protecting structures from geo-seismic hazards are contained in the California Code of
Regulations, Title 24, Part 2 (i.e., the California Building Code [CBC]). The purpose of the CBC is to establish
minimum standards to safeguard the public health, safety, and general welfare through structural strength, means
of egress facilities, and general stability by regulating and controlling the design, construction, quality of
materials, use and occupancy, location, and maintenance of all building and structures within its jurisdiction. The
CBC is based on the International Building Code published by the International Code Conference. The CBC
contains California amendments based on the American Society of Civil Engineers Minimum Design Standards
7-05, which provides requirements for general structural design and includes means for determining earthquake
loads and other loads (such as wind loads) for inclusion into building codes. The provisions of the CBC apply to
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the construction, alteration, movement, replacement, and demolition of every building or structure or any
appurtenances connected or attached to such buildings or structures throughout California.

3.1.1.2 Environmental Setting

Topography

The elevation of the Proposed Project site is relatively flat and slopes from approximately 1,064 feet AMSL to the
north to approximately 1,086 feet AMSL to the south, resulting in an approximately 23-foot difference in
elevation from the northwest corner to the southeast corner.

Geology/Soils

Geomorphic regions are broad-scale subdivisions based on terrain, texture, rock type, and geologic structure and
history. The United States Geological Survey uses a three-tiered classification of the United States, by division,
province, and section, to provide a spatial organization for the great variety of the country’s physical features. The
Proposed Project site falls within the Pacific Mountain System major physiographic division, Pacific Border
province, Los Angeles Ranges region (USGS 2008).

The Proposed Project site is underlaid with young alluvial valley deposits (Qya), from the Holocene and latest
Pleistocene, which are fluvial deposits along canyon floors that consist of unconsolidated sand, silt, and clay-
bearing alluvium (DOC 1979, 2016a). The soils in the Proposed Project site are primarily interbedded sands and
silty sands, with occasional seams of clayey silt. Soils are generally medium dense to dense with localized loose
to medium dense seams. Below 40 feet, the deposits become coarse to fine sands with scattered gravel. On-site
soils generally have a slight erosion hazard, low shrink/swell potential, and a moderately rapid to rapid water
permeability rate (City of Temecula 2001). The Proposed Project site is currently disturbed but not developed and
mostly consists of pervious surfaces.

Seismic Hazards

Temecula is located within the Peninsular Range block, characterized by faults with strong northwest orientation
that typically display right lateral slip (parallel movement). Major regional fault systems nearby include the
Elsinore Fault Zone, the San Jacinto Fault Zone, the San Andreas Fault Zone, and then Newport-Inglewood Fault
Zone (City of Temecula 2000). The Wolf Valley Fault, which is a part of the Elsinore Fault Zone, is located
approximately 0.28 miles southwest of the Proposed Project site. Additional faults located in the vicinity of the
Proposed Project site are the Wildomar Fault, located to the northeast, and the Willard Fault, located farther to the
southwest of the Proposed Project site (DOC 2018). Therefore, the Proposed Project site is located within an
earthquake fault zone (DOC 2016b).

Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading

Soil liguefaction can occur in seismic conditions. The potential for liquefaction in an area is a function of soil type
and depth of groundwater. Poorly consolidated soils combine with groundwater during an earthquake, losing their
shear strength and taking on the properties of a heavy liquid. This process, termed liquefaction, can result in the
loss of foundation support, ground failure due to lateral spreading, and settlement of affected soils. Three general
conditions must be met for liquefaction to occur: (1) strong ground shaking of relatively long duration; (2) loose,
or unconsolidated, recently deposited sediments consisting primarily of silty sand and sand; and (3) water
saturated sediments within about 50 feet of the surface. The Proposed Project site is located in a liquefaction
hazard zone (City of Temecula 2005b; DOC 2016b).

3.1.2 Proposed Project Alternative

Topography

As discussed above, the elevation of the Proposed Project site is relatively flat and slopes from approximately
1,064 feet AMSL to the north to approximately 1,086 feet AMSL to the south, resulting in an approximately 23-
foot difference in elevation from the northwest corner to the southeast corner. Although the Tribe has no current
plans for development of the Proposed Project site, commercial development of the Proposed Project site at a
future time as a result of the Fee-to-Trust Application is reasonably foreseeable. Construction of the commercial
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development would result in impacts to topography from grading within the Proposed Project site and potential
import of fill material. However, changes to topography resulting from potential leveling the site would not affect
significant existing topographic features on the Proposed Project site, as none are present. The final grading plan
would comply with standard engineering practices. Therefore, although the Proposed Project Alternative would
result in short-term direct adverse impacts to topography from ground-disturbing activities, with preparation of
and adherence to the measures and BMPs within a grading plan, future development of the Proposed Project
Alternative would not result in a significant impact to topography. No mitigation is required.

Geology/Soils

As discussed under Section 3.1.1, Affected Environment, soils at the Proposed Project site generally have a slight erosion
hazard, low shrink/swell potential, and a moderately rapid to rapid water permeability rate (City of Temecula 2001).
Future development of the Proposed Project Alternative could affect soils due to potential erosion during construction and
operation activities. Such construction activities could include clearing, grading, trenching, and backfilling. Site grading
would further expose soils on the Proposed Project site to erosion by water and wind. As discussed in Section 3.2.1.1,
Regulatory Setting, sediment discharge into navigable (surface) Waters of the United States is regulated by the CWA,
which establishes water quality goals for sediment control and erosion prevention for any project that would disturb more
than 1 acre of soil. One of the mechanisms for achieving the goals of the CWA is the NPDES permitting program,
administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). As part of the NPDES Construction General
Permit, a SWPPP must be prepared and implemented. The SWPPP must make provisions for erosion prevention and
sediment control, and control of other potential pollutants. Construction of the Proposed Project Alternative would disturb
more than 1 acre; therefore, the Tribe is required by the CWA to obtain coverage under, and comply with the terms of, the
NPDES Construction General Permit for construction activities subsequent to federal trust property acquisition of the
Proposed Project site. The NPDES Construction General Permit requirements would reduce any potential adverse impacts
to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, although the Proposed Project Alternative would result in short-term direct
adverse impacts to soils from ground-disturbing activities, with regulatory requirements and implementation of BMPs
described in Section 2.2.3, Protective Measures and Best Management Practices, impacts from construction of the
Proposed Project Alternative would not be significant.

Once the Proposed Project Alternative is developed and operational, it is anticipated that the Proposed Project site
would become largely impervious with buildings, parking lots, and internal roads. However, future development
at the Proposed Project site would comply with the CBC, which includes requirements for addressing potential
impacts associated with geology and soils. Per the CBC, the Proposed Project Alternative would prepare a
geotechnical investigation by a civil engineer who is registered by the state. The final design of the Proposed
Project Alternative would incorporate BMPs to minimize adverse impacts relative to soil corrosivity, erosion, and
soil stability, if applicable (see Section 2.2.3). Therefore, although the Proposed Project Alternative would result
in long-term adverse impacts to soils during operations, with compliance with existing regulations and preparation
of a geotechnical investigation, impacts would not be significant.

Seismic Hazards

As described in Section 3.1.1.1, Regulatory Setting, all structures would conform to the applicable requirements of the
CBC, including building, electrical, energy, mechanical, plumbing, fire protection, and safety, as adopted under the Tribal
Building and Safety Code (Tribal Ordinance No. 26). Use of the CBC and Tribal Building and Safety Code design and
construction standards would allow ground-shaking-related hazards to be managed from a geologic, geotechnical, and
structural standpoint such that adverse impacts to the health or safety of workers or members of the public would be
minimized. These existing regulations would also address any potential impacts associate with liquefaction and lateral
spreading. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts due to geologic or seismic conditions on site would occur.

3.1.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Project site would not be taken into trust and no future
development would occur. The Proposed Project site would remain in its current state. Therefore, topographic
features and soils would remain undisturbed, and the No Action Alternative would have no adverse impacts
related to land resources.
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3.2 WATER RESOURCES

3.21 Affected Environment

The following discussion describes the existing surface water hydrology, flooding conditions, groundwater
hydrology, and water quality in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site.

3.2.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Executive Orders 11988 and 13690

Executive Order (EO) 13690, which amends EO 11988, requires that federal agencies evaluate the potential
effects of any actions they may take in a floodplain. Specifically, EO 11988 states that agencies must first
determine whether the proposed action will occur in a floodplain. EO 11988 defines a floodplain as an area that
has a 1% or greater chance of flooding in any given year. Second, if an agency proposes to allow an action to be
located in a floodplain, “the agency shall consider alternatives to avoid adverse effects and incompatible
development in the floodplains,” which EO 13690 amended to add that, “[w]here possible, an agency shall use
natural systems, ecosystem processes, and nature-based approaches when developing alternatives for
consideration.” If the only practicable alternative action requires siting in a floodplain, the agency shall “minimize
potential harm to or within the floodplain.” Additionally, EO 13960 established a Federal Flood Risk
Management Standard for federal actions that are located in or affect floodplains, and also expanded the definition
of a floodplain to which the Federal Flood Risk Management Standard would apply to those areas subject to
flooding by the 0.2% annual chance flood (FEMA 2015).

Clean Water Act

The federal CWA, 33 USC Section 1251(a)(2), sets forth national goals that waters shall be “fishable,
swimmable” waters (CWA Section 101[a][2]). The CWA addresses both point and non-point sources of pollution
(Sections 402 and 319, respectively), both of which are controlled through an NPDES permit. An NPDES permit
must be obtained in order to discharge pollutants into “waters of the United States.” In some states, the USEPA
has delegated permitting authority to the regional water quality agency, in this case the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB). However, the USEPA retains authority to regulate discharges to waters on tribal lands.
The CWA also directs states to establish water quality standards for waterways in their jurisdiction, and to review
and update these standards every 3 years (CWA Section 303][c]).

Section 303(d) of the CWA requires states to periodically prepare a list of all surface waters in their respective
jurisdictions for which beneficial uses of the water—such as for drinking, recreation, aquatic habitat, and
industrial use—are impaired by pollutants. These include water bodies that do not meet state surface water quality
standards and are not expected to improve within the next 2 years. States establish a priority ranking of these
impaired waters for purposes of developing water quality control plans that include total maximum daily loads. A
total maximum daily load is a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant that a water body can receive
and still meet water quality standards, and includes an allocation for each of the pollutant’s sources. These water
quality control plans describe how an impaired water body will meet water quality standards through the use of
total maximum daily loads.

Safe Drinking Water Act

Under the mandate of the Safe Drinking Water Act, the USEPA sets legally enforceable National Primary
Drinking Water Regulations (primary standards) that apply to public water systems. These standards are
established to protect human health by limiting the levels of contaminants in drinking water. The USEPA does not
oversee the construction or permitting of groundwater wells, but requires that public health standards, such as an
effectively installed sanitary seal, are in place, and recommends that water systems be installed to meet California
Department of Public Health Standards. The USEPA will also establish monitoring and operational requirements,
which will typically be specific to the site.
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The USEPA also defines National Secondary Drinking Water Regulations (secondary standards) for contaminants
that cause cosmetic and aesthetic effects, but not health effects. The USEPA recommends that these secondary
standards be met. Both primary and secondary drinking water standards are expressed as either maximum
contaminant levels, which define the highest level of a contaminant allowed in drinking water, or Maximum
Contaminant Level Goals, which define the level of a contaminant below which there is no expected risk to health.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act provides the basis for surface water and groundwater quality
regulation within California. The act established the authority of the SWRCB and the nine Regional Water
Quality Control Boards (RWQCBS). The act requires the state, through the SWRCB and the RWQCBSs, to
designate beneficial uses of surface waters and groundwater, and to specify water quality objectives designed to
protect those uses. These water quality objectives are presented in the Regional Water Quality Control Plans. The
Proposed Project site is located within the San Diego RWQCB (SWRCB 2021). The Water Quality Control Plan
for the San Diego Basin designates beneficial uses and water quality objectives for all the groundwater and
surface water of the region (San Diego RWQCB 2016).

The surface water quality standards for California include both narrative and numerical water quality objectives to
keep California’s waters swimmable, fishable, drinkable, and suitable for use by industry, agriculture, and the
citizens of the state.

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act

The intent of the California Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (Water Code Section 10720 et seq.) is to
“enhance local management of groundwater consistent with rights to use or store groundwater... [and] to preserve
the security of water rights in the state to the greatest extent possible consistent with the sustainable management
of groundwater.” The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act states that “any local agency or combination of
local agencies overlying a groundwater basin may elect to be a groundwater sustainability agency for that basin”
(Water Code Section 10723). A groundwater sustainability agency will be formed within each groundwater basin
to prepare and implement a plan for long-term groundwater sustainability. Finally, the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (i) contemplates the voluntary participation of Native American tribes in the preparation or
administration of a groundwater sustainability plan or groundwater management plan through a joint powers
authority or other agreement with local agencies and basins; (ii) acknowledges the federally reserved water rights
of Native American tribes for purposes of adjudicating or managing these rights and mandates that these rights be
respected in full; and (iii) recognizes that federal law prevails in the adjudication or management of tribal
federally reserved water rights.

The Proposed Project site is located within the Temecula Valley Groundwater Basin, which is a very low priority
basin (DWR 2021). Only high- and medium-priority basins are required to form a groundwater sustainability
agency and adopt a groundwater sustainability plan or submit an alternative to a groundwater sustainability plan
(DWR 2019). Since the Proposed Project site is located within a very low priority basin, formation of a
groundwater sustainability agency or adoption of a groundwater sustainability plan is not required.

3.2.1.2 Environmental Setting

Floodplain

The Proposed Project site is located within Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map site
Number 06065C3305G and in Flood Zone X (FEMA 2008). This portion of Zone X is determined to be outside the
1% annual chance (100-year) floodplains and the 0.2% annual chance (500-year) floodplain (FEMA 2008).

Surface Water

Regional Watershed

The Proposed Project site is located within the Santa Margarita Watershed, the Pechanga Creek-Temecula Creek
Subwatershed, and within the Lower Temecula Creek Parent Watershed (University of California Davis 2021).
The Proposed Project site is also located within the Santa Margarita Hydrologic Unit, as designated by the San
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Diego RWQCB. Specifically, the Proposed Project site is located within the Pechanga Hydrologic Area and the
Wolf Hydrologic Subarea (San Diego RWQCB 2016). The surface waterbody nearest to the Proposed Project site
is the Pechanga Creek, which runs generally southeast to northwest through Temecula, approximately 0.34 miles
southwest of the Proposed Project site (USEPA 2021). There are no water bodies listed on the California state
303(d) list of impaired waters on or adjacent to the Proposed Project site (San Diego RWQCB 2016).

Site Drainage

The elevation of the Proposed Project site is relatively flat and slopes from approximately 1,064 feet AMSL to the
north to approximately 1,086 feet AMSL to the south, resulting in an approximately 23-foot difference in
elevation from the northwest corner to the southeast corner.

Per the Specific Plan EIR, the Specific Plan area, including the Proposed Project site, is nearly flat, with an
overall grade change of less than 2%. Storm runoff sheet flows across the Specific Plan area in a west-
northwesterly direction. Existing temporary drainage ditches along Wolf Valley Road, which intersects the
Proposed Project site, and Pala Road, located approximately 0.9 miles south of the site (Pechanga Parkway
eventually turns into Pala Road to the south), convey runoff from the Specific Plan area and surrounding areas to
a partially improved channel along Pala Road, north of Loma Linda Road, which transitions into the Jedediah
Smith Road Channel and, ultimately, Temecula Creek (City of Temecula 2001).

The entire 1,600-acre Wolf Valley Drainage Basin, which includes the Proposed Project site, generates a 100-year
flow of 2,993 cubic feet per second tributary to Temecula Creek at Jedediah Smith Road. Recent improvements to
Pechanga Parkway provide sufficient capacity to carry the flows, which historically have flowed in a
northwesterly direction.

Groundwater

Groundwater Supply

The Proposed Project site is located within the 137-square-mile Temecula Valley Groundwater Basin (also known
as the Murrieta—Temecula Groundwater Basin), which underlies several valleys in southwestern Riverside County
and a portion of northern San Diego County (DWR 2003). Water supply to Temecula is drawn from the Temecula
Valley Groundwater Basin and supplemented with importer water from the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California (City of Temecula 2005b). The RCWD, the local water agency, uses various groundwater
basins in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site, including Well No. 211, located within the northeastern portion
of the Proposed Project site, and Well No. 122, located approximately 250 feet northwest of the Proposed Project
site. Both wells produce approximately 400 acre-feet per year (AFY) (RCWD 2021b).

Groundwater Quality

The Proposed Project site is located within the boundaries of the San Diego RWQCB. Beneficial uses for
groundwater within the Pechanga Hydrologic Area, in which the Proposed Project site is located, include
municipal and domestic supply, agriculture supply, and industrial service supply (San Diego RWQCB 2016).
Contaminants of concern in the Santa Margarita Watershed include mineral concentration, salinity, total dissolved
solids, iron, nitrogen, phosphorus, manganese, and iron. The sources of these contaminants are thought to include
pesticides, artificial recharge, fertilizer application, trash, sediment, wastewater infiltration, and naturally
occurring contaminants (City of Temecula 2018).

3.2.2 Proposed Project Alternative

Surface Water

Construction Impacts

As discussed above, although the Tribe has no current plans for development of the Proposed Project site,
development of the Proposed Project site at a future time as a result of the Fee-to-Trust Application is reasonably
foreseeable. Construction impacts under the Proposed Project Alternative would include ground-disturbing
activities such as grading and excavation, which could lead to erosion of topsoil. Erosion from construction sites
can increase sediment discharge to surface waters during storm events, thereby degrading downstream water
guality. Construction activities would also include the routine use of potentially hazardous construction materials,
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such as concrete washings, oil, and grease, which may spill onto the ground and be dissolved in stormwater.
Discharges of pollutants, including grease, oil, fuel, and sediments, to surface waters from construction activities
and accidents would result in a short-term direct adverse impact. Regulated construction activities in excess of 1
acre are required to apply for coverage under the NPDES Construction General Permit. The provisions of this
permit include preparation of a SWPPP, which would be developed prior to any ground disturbance and would
include BMPs to reduce potential surface water contamination during storm events. A list of BMPs that may be
included in the SWPPP and that would be implemented during construction of the Proposed Project Alternative is
presented in Section 2.2.3. These BMPs would minimize adverse impacts to the local and regional watershed
from construction activities associated with the Proposed Project Alternative by reducing detachment of soil
particles from bare soil or by preventing movement of loose soil into waterways. Therefore, with adherence to the
NPDES permitting program and implementation of the SWPPP, impacts to surface water quality from
construction activities would not be significant.

Operation

Water Supply

Water supply for the Proposed Project Alternative would be provided by the RCWD. As discussed in Section
3.9.2, the potable water demand of the Proposed Project Alternative would not result in a significant impact on
any regional surface water supplies.

Stormwater Runoff

Pollutants that accumulate in dry periods, such as oil and grease, asbestos, pesticides, and herbicides, may
adversely affect water quality because of their presence in high concentrations during the first storm event of the
season. Although the Tribe has no current plans for development of the Proposed Project site, development of the
Proposed Project site at a future time as a result of the Fee-to-Trust Application is reasonably foreseeable. Future
development of the site would result in a greater area of impervious surfaces, potentially increasing stormwater
runoff flow rates. An increase in impervious surfaces reduces infiltration of stormwater through the soil, and can
cause an increase in on-site or off-site flooding or erosion by directing water toward areas that typically do not
receive concentrated surface water runoff, resulting in a long-term direct adverse impacts to stormwater runoff.
However, future development of the Proposed Project site would comply with existing federal, state, and City
standards for development, including the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit and the City’s
Jurisdictional Runoff Management Plan and Storm Water Ordinance. Compliance with existing regulations would
ensure that stormwater runoff would be properly treated and conveyed. Therefore, impacts to surface water would
not be significant, and no mitigation is required.

Floodplain

Impacts to the floodplain or floodplain management could occur if construction of the Proposed Project
Alternative were to place people or structures in a floodplain or change flood elevations. The Proposed Project
site is outside of a 100-year flood zone as designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA
2008). Construction and operation of the Proposed Project Alternative would not alter the 100-year floodplain
boundaries or flooding elevations. The Proposed Project site is located in Zone X, and is determined to be outside
the 1% annual chance (100-year) floodplain and the 0.2% annual chance (500-year) floodplain (FEMA 2008).
Therefore, no adverse impact associated with flooding or floodplain management would occur as a result of the
Proposed Project Alternative.

Groundwater

Water Supply

As described in Section 3.9.2, future development under the Proposed Project is anticipated to generate a water
demand of approximately 23.89 million gallons per year (MGY) or 73.3 AFY. Potable water would be supplied to
the Proposed Project Alternative by the RCWD, which has historically provided a significant portion of its overall
demand through groundwater pumping from the Temecula Valley Groundwater Basin. In addition to the RCWD,
other agencies, including the Tribe and other private entities, pump from the Temecula Valley Groundwater
Basin. The sustainable yield of the Temecula Valley Groundwater Basin, including artificial recharge allotments,
has averaged 38,365 AFY over the past 5 years (RCWD 2015). Operational water demand under the Proposed
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Project Alternative would constitute only approximately 0.2% of the average sustainable yield of the Temecula
Valley Groundwater Basin over the past 5 years. As discussed above, Well No. 211 is located within the
northeastern portion of the Proposed Project site. However, future development of the Proposed Project
Alternative would address any potential impacts associated with the existing well. Therefore, although the
Proposed Project Alternative would result in long-term direct adverse impacts to groundwater, this use of
groundwater would be minimal. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative would not result in a significant
impact on regional groundwater levels, and no mitigation is required.

The introduction of impervious surfaces to the Proposed Project site could prevent water from percolating to the
underlying aquifer, resulting in lower rates of groundwater recharge, resulting in short- and long-term direct
adverse impacts to groundwater recharge. However, as a voluntary mitigation measure, it is anticipated that the
Proposed Project Alternative would implement stormwater features into the project design that would capture and
retain stormwater flow and allow stormwater to permeate into the underlying groundwater aquifer. For example,
in voluntary compliance with Section 8.28.500 of the City’s Municipal Code, the Proposed Project Alternative
will be designed to control pollutants in stormwater and urban runoff to prevent exceedances of water quality
objectives, violations to designated beneficial uses or state policy with respect to maintaining high quality waters,
or degradation of water quality such that a condition of pollution or contamination is created or aggravated. In
addition, once development plans for future development of the Proposed Project site are finalized, the future
applicant would prepare a Standard Stormwater Mitigation Plan/Water Quality Management Plan
(SSMP/WQMP). Therefore, with the incorporation of stormwater features and voluntary implementation of City
requirements for stormwater and groundwater protection, impacts to groundwater recharge would not be
significant. No mitigation is required.

Water Quality

Contaminated runoff from future development associated with the Proposed Project Alternative could infiltrate
the soil and potentially affect groundwater, resulting in short- and long-term direct adverse impacts to water
guality. As described above, the Proposed Project Alternative would implement stormwater features into project
design that would capture and retain stormwater flow and allow stormwater to permeate into the underlying
groundwater aquifer. In addition, once development plans for future development of the Proposed Project site are
finalized, the future applicant would prepare an SSMP/WQMP. Therefore, with the incorporation of stormwater
features and voluntary implementation of City requirements for stormwater and groundwater protection, impacts
to groundwater quality would not be significant. No mitigation is required.

3.2.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Project site would not be taken into trust, and no development
would occur. The site would remain in its current state. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would have no
adverse impacts related to surface water or groundwater resources.

3.3 AIR QUALITY

An Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Memorandum was prepared for the Proposed Project Alternative (August 19,
2021), and is included as Appendix A. The results of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis are
incorporated into the analysis below.

3.3.1 Affected Environment

The following discussion describes the existing air quality in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site.

3.3.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Clean Air Act
The Clean Air Act of 1970, as amended, authorizes the USEPA to identify common air pollutants that impact air
quality on a national level and establish corresponding National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to
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protect public health and welfare. Accordingly, the USEPA has identified ozone (Os), carbon monoxide (CO),
particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead as air contaminants. The NAAQS are divided
into primary standards to protect public health, and secondary standards to protect public welfare. Areas are
designated attainment, nonattainment, or maintenance by the USEPA depending on whether concentrations in
each area exceed the established NAAQS. Nonattainment areas are required to take steps toward attainment
within a specific period of time. Once an area reaches attainment for a particular air contaminant, then the area is
re-designated as attainment or maintenance. The Clean Air Act places most of the responsibility on states to
achieve compliance with the NAAQS. States, municipal statistical areas, and counties that contain areas of
nonattainment are required to develop a State Implementation Plan that outlines policies and procedures designed
to bring the nonattainment area into compliance with the NAAQS.

3.3.1.2 Environmental Setting

The Proposed Project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin and is within the jurisdictional boundaries
of the South Coast Air Quality Management District, which has jurisdiction over Riverside County, including
Temecula. Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the federal and state governments have
established ambient air quality standards, or criteria, for outdoor concentrations to protect public health. Criteria
air pollutants that are evaluated include volatile organic compounds (VOCs), oxides of nitrogen (NOy), CO, sulfur
oxides (SOy), particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns in size (PM1), and
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in size (PM2s). VOCs and NOx
are important because they are precursors to Os.

General Conformity Background

Under Section 176(c)(1) of the federal Clean Air Act, federal agencies that “engage in, support in any way or
provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve any activity” (40 CFR Part 51, Section 51.850) must
demonstrate that such actions do not interfere with state and local plans to bring an area into attainment with the
NAAQS. The program by which a federal agency determines that its action would not obstruct or conflict with air
quality attainment plans is called “general conformity.” The implementing regulations for general conformity are
found in Title 40, CFR, Part 51, Subpart W. Under the general conformity regulations, both the direct and indirect
emissions associated with a federal action must be evaluated. Subpart W defines direct emissions as “[T]hose
emissions of a criteria pollutant or its precursors that are caused or initiated by the Federal action and occur at the
same time and place as the action.” Indirect emissions are defined as those emissions of a criteria pollutant or its
precursors that:

(1) Are caused by the Federal action, but may occur later in time and/or may be farther removed in
distance from the action itself but are still reasonably foreseeable; and

(2) The Federal agency can practicably control and will maintain control over due to a continuing
program responsibility of the Federal agency.

Attainment Status and General Conformity Thresholds

The first step in the general conformity analysis is the applicability analysis. The National Highway System
Designation Act of 1995, (Pub. Law 104-59) added Section 176(c)(5) to the Clean Air Act to limit applicability
of the conformity programs to areas designated as nonattainment under Section 107 of the Clean Air Act and
maintenance areas under Section 175A of the Clean Air Act only. Therefore, only actions in designated
nonattainment and maintenance areas are subject to the regulation. In addition, the regulations recognize that the
vast majority of federal actions do not result in significant increase in emissions and, therefore, include a number
of exemptions, such as de minimis emissions levels based on the type and severity of the nonattainment problem.

Accordingly, a conformity determination is required for each criteria pollutant or precursor where the direct and
indirect emissions of the criteria pollutant or precursor in a federal nonattainment or maintenance area would
equal or exceed specified annual emission rates, referred to as “de minimis” thresholds. For Oz precursors (VOCs
and NO,) and particulate matter, the de minimis thresholds depend on the nonattainment classification’s severity;
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for other pollutants, the threshold is set at 100 tons per year. The Reservation is currently classified as a federal
nonattainment area for the 2015 Oz standard (marginal) (USEPA 2021a). In addition, the Riverside County
portion of the South Coast Air Basin is currently classified as a federal nonattainment area for PM2 (serious), and
a federal maintenance area for PMyg, nitrogen dioxide, and CO (USEPA 2021a). The Riverside County portion of
the South Coast Air Basin is unclassified or attainment for the other federal standards. The relevant de minimis
thresholds are shown in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1
General Conformity De Minimis Thresholds
Pollutant Attainment Status Annual Emissions (tons per year)

VOC Nonattainment/Marginal (Oz) 100

NOx Nonattainment/Marginal (Oz) 100

PMzs Nonattainment/Serious 70

PMio Maintenance 100

CO Maintenance 100

Sources: USEPA 2021a, 2021b
VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; O3 = 0zone; PMzs = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5
microns; PM1o = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; CO = carbon monoxide.

Greenhouse Gases Overview

A greenhouse gas (GHG) is any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere; in other words, GHGs
trap heat in the atmosphere. As defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g), for purposes
of administering many of the state’s primary GHG emissions reduction programs, GHGs include carbon
dioxide (CO,), methane (CHs.), nitrous oxide (N.0O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs),
sulfur hexafluoride (SFe), and nitrogen trifluoride (see also California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14,
Section 15364.5). Some GHGs, such as CO,, CHa, and N20O, occur naturally and are emitted into the
atmosphere through natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO, and CHs are the
predominant GHGs emitted from human activities. Manufactured GHGs, which have a much greater heat
absorption potential than CO., include fluorinated gases, such as HFCs, PFCs, and sulfur hexafluoride,
associated with certain industrial products and processes.

The effect each GHG has on climate change is measured as a combination of the mass of its emissions and the
potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere, known as its global warming potential (GWP), which
varies among GHGs. Total GHG emissions are expressed as a function of how much warming would be caused
by the same mass of CO,. Thus, GHG gas emissions are typically measured in metric tons (MT) of CO;
equivalent (COze). The CO; equivalent for a gas is derived by multiplying the mass of the gas by the associated
GWHP, as follows:

COae = (metric tons of a GHG) x (GWP of the GHG)

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) assumes that the GWP for CH, is 25, which means that
emissions of 1 MT of CH, are equivalent to emissions of 25 MT of CO,, and the GWP for N,O is 298.

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such as temperature, precipitation, or
wind patterns, lasting for an extended period of time (decades or longer). The greenhouse effect, which is the
trapping and build-up of heat in the atmosphere near the Earth’s surface, is a natural process that contributes to
regulating the Earth’s temperature. Human activities that emit additional GHGs to the atmosphere increase the
amount of infrared radiation that gets absorbed before escaping into space, thus enhancing the greenhouse effect
and causing the Earth’s surface temperature to rise.

The CEQ has withdrawn its final guidance for federal agencies on how to consider GHG emissions and the effects
of climate change in NEPA reviews per a Notice of Availability that was published on August 5, 2016 (81 FR
51866). As explained in the Notice of Availability, the withdrawn guidance was not a regulation. Pursuant to EO
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13783, Promoting Energy Independence and Economic Growth, of March 28, 2017, the guidance has been
withdrawn for further consideration. Subsequently, in 2019, the CEQ published draft guidance for the
consideration of GHG emissions under NEPA. On January 20, 2021, however, President Biden rescinded the CEQ
June 2019 Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of GHG Emissions and directed preparation of new guidance,
building on the August 2016 Final Guidance for Federal Departments and Agencies on Consideration of
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Effects of Climate Change in NEPA Reviews.

Although there are currently no formal guidance or numeric thresholds for evaluating project-generated GHG
emissions in NEPA assessments, estimated GHG emissions are included herein and compared to the previous
2014 CEQ draft threshold of 25,000 MT CO2e per year, which had been proposed as a minimum indicator level
for GHG emissions that may warrant description in NEPA and by the California Air Resources Board as a
mandatory reporting requirement for California stationary source emissions.

3.3.1.3 Air Quality Analysis Methodology and Assumptions

Construction Methodology

Emissions from Proposed Project Alternative construction activities were estimated using CalEEMod Version
2020.4.0. CalEEMod is a statewide computer model developed in cooperation with air districts throughout the
state to quantify criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions associated with the construction and operational
activities from a variety of land-use projects, such as residential, commercial, and industrial facilities.

To estimate Proposed Project Alternative emissions, it is assumed that construction of the Proposed Project
Alternative would begin in March 2025 and would last approximately 17 months, ending August 2026. The
analysis contained herein is based on the following assumptions (duration of phases is approximate):

e Site Preparation: 10 days

e Grading: 30 days

e Building Construction: 300 days
e Paving: 20 days

e Architectural Coating: 20 days

For the analysis, it was generally assumed that heavy construction equipment would be operating at the site 5 days
per week (22 days per month) during Proposed Project Alternative construction. In addition to construction
equipment operation, emissions from worker trips and vendor trucks (i.e., delivery trucks) were estimated based
on CalEEMod defaults. Vendor trucks transporting building materials were assumed for building construction and
haul trucks were not assumed for the import and export of earthwork material since soils are anticipated to be
balanced on site.

The construction equipment mix and estimated hours of equipment operation per day, as well as the estimated
construction-related vehicle trips, used for the Proposed Project Alternative’s air pollutant emissions modeling are
based on CalEEMod defaults and are shown in Table 3-2, Construction Scenario Assumptions. Additional details
regarding construction assumptions are provided in the modeling output in Appendix A.

Table 3-2
Construction Scenario Assumptions
Daily Vendor Total Haul Daily
Construction Daily Worker Truck One-Way | Truck One-Way Usage
Phase One-Way Trips Trips Trips Equipment Quantity Hours
Rubber-Tired 3 8
Site Dozers
. 18 0 0
Preparation Tractors/ Loaders/
4 8
Backhoes
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Table 3-2
Construction Scenario Assumptions

Daily Vendor Total Haul Daily
Construction Daily Worker Truck One-Way | Truck One-Way Usage
Phase One-Way Trips Trips Trips Equipment Quantity Hours

Excavators 2
Graders

Rubber-Tired
Grading 20 0 0 Dozers

Scrapers

Tractors/ Loaders/
Backhoes

Cranes

Forklifts

Building Generator Sets

. 249 105 0
Construction Tractors/ Loaders/

Backhoes
Welders

Pavers

Paving 15 0 0 Paving Equipment
Rollers

[ee]

RPlw(kr| N [N P e

(0|0 (0| N |0 0|N| © [0]| 0 (0

NININ|FP| W

Architectural
Coatings

)]

50 0 0 Air Compressors 1

Operational Methodology

Emissions from the operational phase of the Proposed Project Alternative were also estimated using CalEEMod
Version 2020.4.0. Operational year 2027 was assumed based on the first full year of Proposed Project Alternative
operations. During long-term operations, the Proposed Project Alternative would generate air pollutants and
GHGs from mobile, energy, and area sources, and GHGs would be generated by solid waste and water
supply/wastewater generation. CalEEMod was used to estimate emissions from all of these sources. Default
CalEEMod assumptions were used for the generation of electricity associated with building energy, water supply,
treatment, distribution and wastewater treatment, as well as natural gas consumption, area sources (i.e.,
landscaping, consumer products, and architectural coatings for building maintenance), and solid waste disposal.

3.3.2 Proposed Project Alternative

Construction Analysis

Construction of the Proposed Project Alternative would result in the temporary addition of pollutants to the local
airshed caused by on-site sources (i.e., off-road construction equipment and soil disturbance) and off-site sources
(i.e., on-road vendor trucks and worker vehicle trips). CalEEMod was used to calculate the annual criteria air
pollutant emissions based on the construction scenario described in Appendix A. Table 3-3 presents the estimated
annual emissions generated during construction of the Proposed Project Alternative. Although there are no
applicable de minimis thresholds for SOx, as the South Coast Air Basin is in attainment of the NAAQS for this
pollutant, estimated annual emissions for SOx are provided in Table 3-3 for disclosure. Details of the emission
calculations are provided in Attachment A of Appendix A.

Table 3-3
Estimated Annual Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
voc | No« | co | so« | PMw | PMes
Year Tons per Year
2025 025 | 202 | 266 | o001 | o062 | 026
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Table 3-3

Estimated Annual Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

voc | No« | co | sox | PMpo PM2.s
Year Tons per Year
2026 1.14 1.10 1.63 <0.01 0.25 0.09
Maximum Annual 1.14 2.02 2.66 0.01 0.62 0.26
Emissions
De Minimis Threshold 100 100 100 N/A 100 70
Exceeds threshold? No No No N/A No No

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM1o = coarse particulate matter; PM2s =
fine particulate matter; N/A = not applicable.
See Attachment A of Appendix A for complete results.

As shown in Table 3-3, the annual emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, PMsg, and PM2s would not exceed the applicable
de minimis thresholds; therefore, further analysis is not required for VOC, NOy, CO, PM1, or PM25. As such, the
Proposed Project Alternative would be in compliance with the general conformity requirements and would not
conflict with local air quality attainment plans to achieve federal ambient air quality standards.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction of the Proposed Project Alternative would result in GHG emissions that are primarily associated
with use of off-road construction equipment and on-road vendor and worker vehicles. CalEEMod was used to
calculate the annual GHG emissions based on the construction scenario described in Appendix A. Table 3-4
shows the estimated annual GHG construction emissions associated with the Proposed Project Alternative. Details
of the emission calculations are provided in Attachment A of Appendix A.

Table 3-4
Estimated Annual Construction GHG Emissions

COo: | CHq N20 COze

Year Metric Tons per Year

2025 633.32 0.09 0.03 643.43
2026 386.38 0.04 0.02 392.80
Total Proposed Project Alternative Construction Emissions 1,036.24
Proposed Project Alternative Construction Emissions Amortized Over 30-Years 34.54

Notes: CO: = carbon dioxide; CHs = methane; N20 = nitrous oxide; COze = carbon dioxide equivalent
See Attachment A of Appendix A for complete results.

As shown in Table 3-4, the estimated total Proposed Project Alternative—generated construction GHG emissions
would be minimal, estimated at approximately 1,036 MT COe. To compare to the applied GHG threshold, the
total construction GHGs were amortized over 30 years (typical project lifetime) and summed with the operational
emissions below.

Operational Analysis
Table 3-5 presents the estimated annual area, energy, and mobile source emissions associated with operation of
the Proposed Project Alternative. Details of the emission calculations are provided in Appendix A.

Table 3-5
Estimated Annual Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
voc | No« | co | sox | PMw PMzs
Source Tons per Year
Area 0.85 <0.01 0.02 0.00 <0.01 <0.01
Energy <0.01 0.02 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Mobile 2.58 3.44 23.01 0.05 6.02 1.64
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Table 3-5
Estimated Annual Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
voc | No« | co | sox | PMpo PM2.s
Source Tons per Year
Total Proposed Project 3.44 3.46 23.05 0.05 6.02 1.64
Alternative Operations
De Minimis Threshold 100 100 100 N/A 100 70
Exceeds threshold? No No No N/A No No

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM1o = coarse particulate matter; PM25 =
fine particulate matter; N/A = not applicable.
Totals may not sum due to rounding. See Attachment A of Appendix A for complete results.

As shown in Table 3-5, the annual emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, PMyg, and PM s associated with the Proposed
Project Alternative would not exceed the de minimis thresholds; therefore, further analysis is not required for
VOC, NOy, CO, PMyg, or PM2s. As such, the Proposed Project Alternative would be in compliance with the
general conformity requirements, and would not conflict with local air quality attainment plans to achieve federal
ambient air quality standards.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Table 3-6 presents the area sources, energy usage, motor vehicles, solid waste generation, water usage, and
wastewater generation GHG emissions associated with operation of the Proposed Project Alternative. Details of
the GHG emission calculations are provided in Appendix A.

Table 3-6
Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions

CO: | CHq | N20 COze

Year Metric Tons per Year

Area 0.03 <0.01 0.00 0.03
Energy 481.39 0.04 0.01 483.89
Mobile 4,802.37 0.28 0.26 4,885.52
Solid waste 42.63 2.52 0.00 105.61
Water supply and wastewater 56.80 0.49 0.01 72.53
Proposed Project Alternative Operational Emissions 5,547.59
Amortized Construction Emissions 34.54
Total Proposed Project Alternative Operational plus Amortized Construction Emissions 5,582.13
Greenhouse Gas Threshold 25,000
Exceeds Threshold? No

Notes: CO: = carbon dioxide; CHs = methane; N20 = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent.
Totals may not sum due to rounding. See Attachment A in Appendix A for complete results.

As shown in Table 3-6, the annual emissions of GHGs associated with the Proposed Project Alternative would be
approximately 5,548 MT CO-e per year. When summed with amortized construction emissions, the total annual
emissions would be approximately 5,582 MT CO.e per year. As such, Proposed Project Alternative—generated
GHGs would not exceed the applied GHG threshold of 25,000 MT CO.e per year.

Conclusion

Although the Proposed Project Alternative could result in short- and long-term adverse direct and indirect
impacts to air quality, neither construction emissions nor the operational emissions generated by the Proposed
Project Alternative would exceed the general conformity de minimis thresholds for VOC, NOy, CO, PMy, or
PM2 s, as shown in Table 3-3 and Table 3-5. Accordingly, the Proposed Project Alternative would be in
compliance with the federal Clean Air Act and general conformity requirements, and no significant impacts to
air quality would occur.
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Although there are no specific requirements for evaluating GHG emissions under NEPA, estimated Proposed
Project Alternative—generated GHG emissions are included and compared to the applied threshold of 25,000 MT
CO2e. As presented in Tables 3-4 and 3-6, the Proposed Project Alternative (operations plus amortized
construction emissions) is estimated to generate approximately 5,582 MT CO-e per year, and would not exceed
the applied GHG threshold. Therefore, although the Proposed Project Alternative could result in short- and long-
term adverse direct and indirect impacts to GHGs, these impacts would not be significant.

3.3.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Project site would not be taken into trust by the Tribe and development
would not occur in the near term. As a result, no adverse impacts to air quality or GHGs would occur.

3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The following discussion describes the vegetation communities and special-status biological resources on the Proposed
Project site (site) and within a 500-foot buffer of the site (study area). The discussion below is based on a literature
review to identify the potential for sensitive species that are known to occur or may potentially occur in the vicinity of
the site. The literature reviewed included a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) iPaC query, the California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB 2021), the California Native Plant Society’s Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants
(CNPS 2021), and U.S. Department of Agriculture soil survey reports relevant to the Proposed Project site.

3.41 Affected Environment
The following discussion describes the existing biological resources in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site.

3.4.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Federal

Endangered Species Act

USFWS enforces the provisions of the federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) for all terrestrial species.
Provisions of the FESA, as amended (16 USC 1531), protect federally listed threatened and endangered wildlife
and their habitat from take (50 CFR Sections 17.11, 17.12). Under the FESA, “take” includes activities that
“harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect” as well as any “attempt to engage in any
such conduct” (16 USC 1531[3]). USFWS defines the term “harm” to include “significant habitat modification or
degradation” (50 CFR Section 17.3). On June 29, 1995, the Supreme Court ruled that harm may include habitat
modification “where it actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns,
including breeding, feeding, or sheltering” (U.S. No. 94-859; [1995]). If “take” of a listed species is necessary to
complete an otherwise lawful activity, this triggers the need for consultation under Section 7 of the FESA for
federal agencies. A Section 7 Biological Opinion with incidental take provisions from USFWS would be required.

USFWS and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service
implement Section 10(a)(1)(b) of the FESA, which allows non-federal entities, under consultation with the
USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Service, to obtain incidental take permits for federally listed wildlife.
Compliance with Section 10(a)(1)(b) is not required for federally listed plants.

Pursuant to the requirements of the FESA, a federal agency reviewing a proposed project within its jurisdiction
must determine whether any federally listed species may be present on the site and whether the project would
have a potentially significant impact on such species. A discussion of regionally listed species is provided in
consideration of potential impacts associated with Proposed Project Alternative implementation below. Under the
FESA, habitat loss is considered to be an impact to the species. In addition, it is required to determine whether a
project is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any species that is proposed for listing under the FESA or
to result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat proposed to be designated for such species
(16 USC Section 1536[3], [4]). Therefore, should it be determined that the Proposed Project Alternative would
result in impacts to these species or their habitats, it would be considered significant and require mitigation.
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Critical Habitat

Critical habitat is defined under the FESA as specific geographic areas within a listed species range that contain
features considered essential for the conservation of the listed species. Designated critical habitat for a given
species supports habitat deemed by USFWS to be important for the recovery of the species. Under the FESA,
habitat loss is considered to be an impact to the species.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Migratory birds are protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 USC 703-712). The
Migratory Bird Treaty Act makes it unlawful to take, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird (50
CFR 10), including feathers or other parts, nests, eggs, or products, except as allowed by implementing
regulations (50 CFR 21). The direct injury or death of a migratory bird due to construction activities or other
construction-related disturbance that causes nest abandonment, nestling abandonment, or forced fledging would
be considered take under federal law. As such, project-related disturbances must be reduced or eliminated during
the nesting season. The general nesting season extends from February 15 through September 15.

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act was originally enacted in 1940 to protect bald eagles (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus) and was later amended to include golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) (16 USC Section 668). This
act prohibits take, possession, and commerce of bald and golden eagles and associated parts, feathers, nests, or
eggs with limited exceptions. The definition of take is the same as the definition under the FESA. USFWS
established five recovery programs in the mid-1970s based on geographical distribution of the species, with
California located in the Pacific Recovery Region. Habitat conservation efforts in the Pacific Recovery Region,
including laws and management practices at federal, state, and community levels, have helped facilitate bald eagle
population increases. Critical habitat for bald and golden eagles was not designated as part of the Pacific
Recovery Plan created under the FESA. Likewise, critical habitat was not designated by regulation under the
FESA. In 1995, USFWS reclassified bald eagle from endangered to threatened under the FESA in the contiguous
48 states, excluding Michigan, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Oregon, and Washington where it had already been listed
as threatened. In 2007, bald eagle was federally delisted under the FESA. However, the provisions of the act
remain in place for protection of bald eagles and golden eagles.

Wetlands and Waters of the United States

Natural drainage channels and adjacent wetlands may be considered “waters of the United States” subject to
jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The extent of jurisdiction has been defined in the CFR and is
subject to interpretation by federal courts. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulates the filling or dredging of
waters of the United States under the authority of Section 404 of the CWA. The extent of jurisdiction within
drainage channels is defined by the “ordinary high water mark” on opposing channel banks. All activities that
involve the discharge of dredge or fill material into waters of the United States are subject to the permit
requirements of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Such permits are typically issued on the condition that the
applicant agrees to provide mitigation that result in “no net loss” of wetland functions or values. No permit can be
issued until USEPA issues a Section 401 Water Quality Certification verifying that the proposed activity will
meet water quality standards.

The term “waters of the United States” is defined as follows:

o all waters currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign
commerce, including all waters subject to the flow of the tide;

o all interstate waters including interstate wetlands;

o all other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), mudflats, sand
flats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use or
degradation of which could affect interstate or foreign commerce including any such waters; or

o tributaries of waters identified in the bulleted items above.
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The term “wetlands” is defined as follows:

o Waters of the United States that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support, and under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands that meet these criteria during only a
portion of the growing season are classified as seasonal wetlands.

State and Local

California Endangered Species Act

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) declares that deserving plant or animal species will be given
protection by the state because they are of ecological, educational, historical, recreational, aesthetic, economic,
and/or scientific value to the people of the state. The CESA established that it is state policy to conserve, protect,
restore, and enhance state-listed species and their habitats. Under state law, plant and animal species may be
formally listed by the California Fish and Game Commission.

The CESA authorizes that private entities may take listed species under the FESA and CESA pursuant to a federal
incidental take permit issued in accordance with Section 10 of the FESA, if the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) certifies that the incidental take statement or incidental take permit is consistent with the CESA
(California Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1[a]).

California Fish and Game Code

The California Fish and Game Code defines “take” (Section 86) and prohibits take of a species listed under the
CESA (California Fish and Game Code Section 2080) or is otherwise special status (California Fish and Game
Code Sections 3511, 4700, and 5050). Section 2081(b) and (c) of the CESA allows CDFW to issue an incidental
take permit for a state-listed species if specific criteria—outlined in Title 14 CCR Section 783.4(a), (b) and
California Fish and Game Code Section 2081(b)—are met. The California Fish and Game Code Section 3503
states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise
provided by the code. Section 3503.5 states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the order
Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey), or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird.
Section 3513 states that it is unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird as designated in the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act or any part of such migratory nongame bird except as provided by rules and
regulations adopted by the Secretary of the Interior under provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. If a project
is planned in an area where a species or specified bird occurs, an applicant must design the project to avoid all
take; CDFW cannot provide take authorization under the CESA.

Native Plant Protection Act of 1977

The Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 and implementing regulations in Section 1900 et seq. of the California
Fish and Game Code designate special-status plant species and provide specific protection measures for identified
populations. CDFW administers the Native Plant Protection Act.

City of Temecula General Plan

The City General Plan was prepared pursuant to state law, which requires cities and counties to adopt a general
plan. The General Plan guides growth and land development of the community, and is the foundation for
establishing goals, purposes, and zoning and activities. The Open Space/Conservation Element provides for the
preservation and conservation of environmental resources within the City. The element includes goals, policies,
programs related to preservation of water resources and biological resources (City of Temecula 2005Db).

3.4.1.2 Environmental Setting

3.4.1.2.1 SENSITIVE COMMUNITIES

Vegetation

Sensitive vegetation communities are identified as high priority for inventory in the List of VVegetation Alliances
and Associations (CDFW 2020) by a state rarity ranking of S1, S2, or S3. The Proposed Project site consists of
vacant lots that are composed of disturbed habitat (Google Earth 2021). The Tribe maintains the property by
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routine discing to prevent vegetation growth and the spread of invasive vegetation. Disturbed habitat is not
recognized by CDFW (2020); therefore, this non-natural land cover is not considered a sensitive vegetation
community. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative would result in no effect to sensitive communities.

Special-Status Species
Wildlife
For this environmental assessment, “special-status” species are those that are any of the following:

1. Listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as threatened or endangered under the federal
Endangered Species Act

Listed or candidates for listing as threatened or endangered under the California Endangered Species Act
A state fully protected species

A California Department of Fish and Wildlife Species of Special Concern

A species listed on the California Native Plant Society Inventory of rare and Endangered Plants with a
California Rare Plant Rank of 1B or 2B

arwn

The Proposed Project site contains low-quality, disturbed habitat that lacks native habitat to support most special-
status wildlife species. Review of biological resource databases and biological resources determined the site
provides potential habitat for two special-status species: burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) and white-tailed kite
(Elanus leucurus).

In addition, there is potential habitat for an additional four special-status wildlife species within the 500-foot
buffer: western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), San Diego fairy
shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis), and Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni).

Burrowing owl: Burrowing owl is a state species of special concern that has the potential to occur on the non-
native grasslands and disturbed habitats present within the site. Burrowing owls are known to be year-round
inhabitants of artificial, open areas such as golf courses, road allowances, vacant lots, and irrigation ditches. This
species requires the use of rodent burrows for roosting and nesting cover. They are also known to use pipes and
culverts, and may dig their own burrow in soft, friable soil (County of Riverside 2003). Their occurrence potential
is low because the site is routinely maintained through discing, which leads to few burrow resources. In addition,
the species has the potential to occur in the open disturbed habitat between the site and the roadway, and
dominated by non-native grasses in the buffer area.

White-tailed kite: White-tailed Kite is a state fully protected species. Although the Proposed Project site does not
provide suitable nesting habitat for this species, both the site and study area buffer provide suitable foraging
habitat. This species is known to frequently forage in and around highway medians and margins, particularly
during the late summer to winter, but it primarily searches for meadow voles, which are unlikely to occur in a
regularly disced area. The occurrence potential is low due to a lack of nesting habitat, the high level of
disturbance to the site via discing, and the fact that there are no known nests in the vicinity of the Proposed
Project site.

Western spadefoot: Western spadefoot is a state species of concern. Although this species most commonly
occurs in grasslands with vernal pools, it will also use ephemeral wetlands where water persists for at least 3
weeks. Western spadefoot toads are a burrowing species and are not often above the ground. They are nocturnal
and emerge from their burrows to move about and to breed during rainy nights (County of Riverside 2003). The
adjacent flood channel within the study area buffer provides a potential suitable vernal pool habitat to support this
species. The occurrence potential is low due to the surrounding urban development and high level of site
disturbance due to the regularly discing of the site.

Vernal pool fairy shrimp: Vernal pool fairy shrimp is federally listed as threatened. The flood channel adjacent
to the Proposed Project site in the study area buffer may provide marginally suitable habitat for this species.
Vernal pool fairy shrimp are small aquatic crustaceans (adults range in size from 11-25 millimeters in length)
restricted to vernal pools or vernal pool-like habitats (USFWS 2005). The species is uniquely adapted to the short-
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lived timeline of their habitat setting (Eriksen and Belk 1999). The occurrence potential for vernal pool fairy
shrimp is low in the study area given the surrounding urban development, lack of nearby historical locations, and
the likely continuously moist soil conditions within the channel.

San Diego fairy shrimp: San Diego fairy shrimp is federally listed as endangered. The flood channel adjacent to
the Proposed Project site in the study area buffer may provide marginally suitable habitat for this species. San
Diego fairy shrimp is a small aquatic crustacean (mature adults range from 14-16 millimeters in length) found in
vernal pools between 2 to 12 inches deep within Southern California and parts of Baja California, Mexico. This
species is closely related to vernal pool fairy shrimp. This species can be found in ditches and road ruts that hold
water (USFWS 1998). The occurrence potential is low in the study area given the surrounding urban
development, lack of historical locations, and the likely continuously moist soil conditions within the channel.

Riverside fairy shrimp: Riverside fairy shrimp is federally listed as endangered. Riverside fairy shrimp is found
in deep, cool-water vernal pools and less frequently in road ruts and ditches. Fully mature, this species ranges in
size from 13 to 25 millimeters in length. The range of this species runs from the Santa Rosa Plateau south into
Baja, Mexico (USFWS 1998). The flood channel adjacent to the Proposed Project site in the study area buffer
may provide marginally suitable habitat for this species. The occurrence potential within the study area buffer is
moderate because there are nearby occurrences of the species to the west and south of the site, although the
channel likely maintains continuously moist soil conditions, which does not allow fairy shrimp cysts to dry and
continue their life cycle.

Critical Habitat
The Proposed Project site is disturbed and routinely maintained through discing to control vegetation. No
federally listed species or critical habitat occurs at the Proposed Project site (USFWS 2021a).

Migratory Birds

There are no trees within the Proposed Project site, but there are shrubs and cattails in the study area buffer along
the southwestern of the Proposed Project site that could provide nesting habitat (Google Earth 2021). Ground-
nesting birds are not expected to occur due to the maintained condition of the site and the urban setting.

Bald and Golden Eagles

The Proposed Project site is not within and does not contain primary bald eagle or golden eagle habitat. There is
no suitable nesting habitat on or proximate to the site, and the site is not expected to function as foraging habitat
because eagles typically avoid areas where humans are present on foot. The adjacent sidewalk and heavily used
road would dissuade eagle use.

Wetlands and Waters of the United States

Based on aerial imagery (Google Earth 2021; NETRonline 2021), along with a literature review of the U.S.
Geological Survey 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle (USGS 2021), a Natural Resources Conservation Service
soil map (USDA 2021a), USEPA Watershed Assessment, Tracking and Environmental Results System (USEPA
2021), which includes the National Hydrography Dataset and the National Wetland Inventory (USFWS 2021b),
the Proposed Project site does not contain any potentially jurisdictional wetlands or waters under the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers jurisdiction. A potentially jurisdictional unnamed non-wetland drainage channel occurs
immediately adjacent to the Proposed Project site along the north shoulder of Pechanga Parkway.

3.4.2 Proposed Project Alternative

Vegetation

As stated above, the Proposed Project site consists of non-natural land cover is not considered a sensitive
vegetation community. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative would not result in direct or indirect impacts
to sensitive vegetation.

Special-Status Species
Burrowing owl: Construction of the Proposed Project Alternative has the potential to disturb burrowing owls that
may reside, overwinter, or nest on or near the parcels, resulting in a potential long-term adverse direct or indirect
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impact. There are minimal opportunities for burrowing owls to reside on the site due to the limited burrow
resources and urban setting. A mitigation measure (MM-BIO-1) is presented in Section 4.0, Mitigation Measures,
to ensure that potential impacts to burrowing owl are avoided, should the species occur on site. With
implementation of this mitigation measure, the Proposed Project Alternative may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect, burrowing owl.

White-tailed kite: Given the high level of disturbance to the site and the lack of white-tailed Kit nests in the
vicinity of the site, the Proposed Project Alternative would not significantly impact this species.

Western spadefoot: The Proposed Project Alternative would not directly impact this species, but may indirectly
impact the species should it occur within the study area buffer. Indirect impacts to this species include an increase
in human activity, construction noise and dust, and soil erosion into the adjacent marsh habitat. Adherence to the
BMPs listed under Water Resources in Section 2.2.3, including preparation of a detailed in the SWPPP, which
would be prepared prior to construction, would result in the avoidance of these indirect impacts.

Listed fairy shrimp: The Proposed Project Alternative may indirectly impact the species should it occur within
the study area buffer. Indirect impacts to this species that could occur during construction include dust and soil
erosion into the adjacent marsh habitat. Adherence to BMPs detailed in Section 2.2.3, including the preparation of
a SWPPP, would result in the avoidance of these indirect impacts.

Critical Habitat
The Proposed Project Alternative would not impact critical habitat because no critical habitat occurs on the
Proposed Project site.

Migratory Birds

Construction of the Proposed Project Alternative has the potential to disturb migratory birds that may forage or
nest on or near the Proposed Project site, resulting in a potential long-term adverse indirect impact. Nesting
season ranges from February 15 through September 15. There are no trees on the subject parcels, but trees,
shrubs, and cattails are present within the study area buffer that could provide nesting habitat. A mitigation
measure is presented in Section 4.0 (MM-BIO-2) to ensure that potential impacts to migratory birds and other
birds of prey are avoided, should any of these birds occur at the site or study area. With implementation of
these mitigation measures, the Proposed Project Alternative may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect,
migratory birds.

Bald and Golden Eagles
As stated above, the Proposed Project site does not provide habitat for bald eagle or golden eagle; therefore, no
impact to bald or golden eagles would occur.

Wetlands and Waters of the United States

As stated above, no potentially jurisdictional wetlands or waters of the United States are located on the Proposed
Project site. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative would result in no direct impacts to wetlands or waters of
the United States.

A potentially unnamed jurisdictional non-wetland drainage channel occurs immediately adjacent to the Proposed
Project site along the north shoulder of Pechanga Parkway; however, this feature would not be directly impacted
as a result of the Proposed Project Alternative. Nonetheless, the Proposed Project Alternative could result in
short- and long-term indirect impacts to non-wetland waters. However, implementation of BMPs listed in
Section 2.2.3 would ensure that any potential impacts to this feature would not be significant.

3.4.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the site would not be taken into trust and no future development would occur.
The site would remain in its current state. Therefore, vegetation communities and special-status biological resources
on the site, as well as within a 500-foot buffer of the site (study area), would remain undisturbed, and the No Action
Alternative would have no adverse impacts related to biological resources.
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES
3.5.1 Affected Environment

The following discussion describes the existing cultural resources in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site.

3.5.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

The Section 106 review process is an integral component of the National Historic Preservation Act that requires
federal agencies to identify and assess the impacts their actions may have on cultural resources. Under the review
process, each federal agency must consider public views and concerns about historic preservation issues when
making final project decisions. The cultural and historic significance of a property is evaluated using established
criteria outlined in 36 CFR Section 60.4. If a project will have an adverse impact on significant cultural or historic
resources, then the federal agency must implement feasible mitigation measures to reduce or avoid those impacts.
The State Historic Preservation Officer must be provided an opportunity to review and comment on mitigation
measures prior to implementation of a proposed action.

National Register of Historic Places
The eligibility of a resource for listing in the National Register of Historic Places is determined by evaluating the
resource using criteria defined in 36 CFR 60.4, as follows:

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, and culture is present
in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects of state and local importance that possess
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, association, and:

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history;

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction,
or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction; or;

D. That has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to prehistory or history.

Sites less than 50 years old, unless of exceptional importance, are not eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places. In addition to meeting at least one of the criteria outlined above, the property must also retain
enough integrity to enable it to convey its historic significance.

Although most historic buildings and many historic archaeological properties are significant because of their
association with important events, people, or styles (Criteria A, B, and C), the significance of prehistoric and
historic-period archaeological properties is usually assessed under Criterion D. This criterion stresses the
importance of the information contained in an archaeological site, rather than its intrinsic value as a surviving
example of a type or its historical association with an important person or event. It places importance not on
physical appearance, but on information potential.

Native American Tribes

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act was amended in 1990 to require tribal consultation in all
steps of the review process when a federal agency project or effort may affect historic properties that are either
located on tribal lands, or when any Native American tribe or Native Hawaiian organization attaches religious or
cultural significance to the historic property, regardless of the property’s location. When such an undertaking
occurs on tribal land, the federal agency must notify the appropriate Native American tribes of the undertaking
and give those tribes the opportunity to consult, should they wish to do so. The amended policy further allows
Native American tribes to designate Tribal Historic Preservation Offices with whom federal agencies are required
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to consult in lieu of the State Historic Preservation Officer for undertakings on or affecting historic properties on
tribal lands or on tribal ancestral lands.

Archaeological Resources Protection Act

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 governs the excavation of archaeological sites on federal
and Native American lands in the United States, and the removal and disposition of archaeological collections
from those sites. The Archaeological Resources Protection Act aims to secure the protection of archaeological
resources and sites on federal and tribal lands, as well as, “foster increased cooperation and exchange of
information between governmental authorities, the professional archaeological community, and private
individuals” (Section 2[4][b]). The Archaeological Resources Protection Act has provided stronger law
enforcement guidelines for the protection of public archaeological sites, and has substantially increased the
penalties that can be levied against convicted violators.

Paleontological Resources Preservation Act

The Paleontological Resources Preservation subtitle of the Omnibus Public Land Management Act (16 USC
Section 470aaa to aaa-11) requires the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the U.S. Department of the Interior to
issue implementation regulations to provide for the preservation, management, and protection of paleontological
resources on federal lands, and ensure that these resources are available for current and future generations to enjoy
as part of America’s national heritage (USDA 2021b).

Paleontological resources are defined as the traces or remains of prehistoric plants and animals. Such remains
often appear as fossilized or petrified skeletal matter, imprints, or endocasts, and reside in sedimentary rock
layers. Fossils are important resources due to their scientific and educational value. Fossil remains of vertebrates
are considered significant. Invertebrate fossils are considered significant if they function as index fossils. Index
fossils are those that appear in the fossil record for a relatively short and known period of time, allowing
geologists to interpret the age range of the geological formations in which they are found.

3.5.1.2 Environmental Setting

Prehistoric Setting

The prehistory of this portion of what is now Southern California, beginning 12,000 years ago, is the history of
people adapting to a changing environment through the development of an increasingly sophisticated technological
base, exploitation of seasonally available resources, and the development of trade networks. Detailed information
regarding the history of the region may be found in the cultural resources report in Appendix B.

Historic Setting

Spanish explorers arrived in what would become Riverside County in the late 18th century, and missions
established in neighboring counties exerted influence within the area. Under Spanish control, the missions set out
to convert local populations to Christianity and to expand the influence of the Spanish Empire. Mexico gained
independence from Spain in 1821, and the missions were secularized in 1833 to turn over large land holdings to
private citizens. Four ranchos were created in the Temecula area, including Rancho Temecula that covered the
whole of what is now the Temecula Valley. The rancho period did not last long, as independence from Mexico
and the discovery of gold in the mid-1800s led to California joining the United States in 1850 and an influx of
white settlers into the region. Detailed information regarding the history of the region can be found in the cultural
resources report in Appendix B.

Cultural Resources Investigation

Records Search

A records check was completed in May 2021 through the Pechanga Cultural Resources Department’s GIS
database, which maintains all prehistoric cultural sites located within Pechanga’s Traditional Territory. No
previous cultural sites were identified in the records search. Another record search for the subject property was
requested from the Eastern Information Center in June 2021, but no reply has been received to-date due to the
backlog of requests resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic. The Pechanga Cultural Resources Department
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obtained an Eastern Information Center records search in January 2018, and no new archaeological data was
recorded at the Proposed Project site at that time. Detailed information on the records searches are provided in the
cultural resource report (Appendix B).

Field Survey

The Proposed Project site was initially surveyed by the Pechanga Tribal Historic Preservation Office in 2005,
when the parcels were mass-graded, with Pechanga Tribal Monitors observing all ground-disturbing activities.
This initial survey did not identify any historic properties, known archaeological sites, or cultural materials on
site. The site was re-surveyed in May 2021, and no new cultural resources were identified. Detailed information
on the surveys are provided in the cultural resource report (Appendix B).

Paleontological Resources

According to published geological mapping by Kennedy et al. (2007) at a scale of 1:100,000, the Proposed
Project site is underlain by young alluvial valley deposits (Holocene and late Pleistocene, 126,000 years old to
present) (Cohen et al. 2021). The Pauba Formation is mapped along Pechanga Parkway at the southern extent of
the Proposed Project site.

In 2003 at the Harveston residential development in Temecula, approximately 6 miles northwest of the Proposed
Project site, late Pleistocene (126,000 to 11,700 years old) age fossils were recovered. The fossils were found in an
unnamed sandstone (Rancholabrean North American Land Mammal Age) within young alluvial valley deposits and
included short-horned bison (Bison antiquus), mammoth (Mammuthus), extinct llama (Hemiauchenia) deer
(Odocoileus), and antelope (cf. Antilocapra) (Cohen et al. 2021; Hohman et al. 2020). Furthermore, middle
Pleistocene (Irvingtonian North American Land Mammal Age, approximately 781,000 to 126,000 years old) age
fossils were recovered from the Pauba Formation. These fossils included horse (Equus), sloth (Paramylodon), deer
(Odocoileus), and extinct llama (Hemiauchenia) (Cohen et al. 2021; Hohman et al. 2020).

Young alluvial valley deposits mapped at the surface of the Proposed Project site have a low potential to yield
paleontological resources. However, older, Pleistocene age sedimentary deposits, such as the unnamed sandstone
and Pauba Formation, and are considered to have a high potential to yield paleontological resources.
Implementation of mitigation measure MM-PAL-1 would ensure impacts to paleontological resources would be
less than significant.

3.5.2 Proposed Project Alternative

As discussed in Section 3.5.1, Affected Environment, and Appendix B, based on the field survey, archaeological
reports, and internal Tribal records, the Proposed Project site does not contain any known sacred, cultural, or other
archaeological resources, nor is the Proposed Project site part of a defined traditional cultural landscape or known
traditional cultural property. As a result, the Proposed Project Alternative is unlikely to have an adverse impact on
cultural resources. The potential occurrence for fossils at the Proposed Project site is low. Nonetheless,
inadvertent discoveries of cultural resources, including archaeological resources, human remains, or
paleontological resources, could occur during future construction of the Proposed Project Alternative. Any
inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources would be subject to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act as amended (36 CFR Section 800), NAGPRA (25 USC Section 3001 et seq.), and the
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 USC Section 470aa—mm). Mitigation Measure (MM-)CUL-
1 through MM-CUL-3 and MM-PAL-1 outline procedures for compliance with these applicable regulations in the
event of an unanticipated discovery of archaeological resources, human remains, or paleontological resource.
With adherence to applicable laws and implementation of mitigation measures, no adverse effects to previously
unknown cultural or paleontological resources would occur.

3.5.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Project site would not be taken into trust by the Tribe and
development would not occur in the near-term. As a result, no adverse impacts to cultural or archaeological
resources would occur.
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3.6 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES/ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
3.6.1 Affected Environment

The following discussion describes the existing socioeconomic and environmental justice issues in the vicinity of
the Proposed Project site.

3.6.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Executive Orders 12898

EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations, directs
federal agencies to develop an environmental justice strategy that identifies and addresses disproportionately high
and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income populations. The CEQ has oversight responsibility of the federal government’s
compliance with EO 12898 and NEPA, and, in consultation with the USEPA and other agencies, has developed
guidance to ensure environmental justice concerns are effectively identified and addressed.

According to guidance from the CEQ (1997) and USEPA (1998), agencies should consider the composition of the
affected area to determine whether minority populations, low-income populations, or Native American tribes are
present in the area affected by a proposed action, and, if so, whether there may be disproportionately high and
adverse environmental effects to those populations. The geographic scale of this analysis is the Census tract. Census
tracts are small, relatively permanent statistical subdivisions of a county designed to be relatively homogeneous units
with respect to population characteristics, economic status, and living conditions at the time of establishment.
Statistics of Census tracts provide a representation of a community’s racial and economic composition.

Communities may be considered “minority” if one of the following characteristics apply:

e The cumulative percentage of minorities within a Census tract is greater than 50% (primary method of
analysis); or

e The cumulative percentage of minorities within a Census tract is less than 50%, but the percentage of
minorities is meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general population or
other appropriate unit of geographic analysis (secondary method of analysis).

The following races are considered minorities under EO 12898:

American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian or Pacific Islander

Black, not of Hispanic origin
Hispanic

People of two or more races and classified as “other” were also considered to be minority races for the purpose of
this environmental justice analysis.

According to USEPA, either the county or the state can be used when considering the scope of the “general
population.” A definition of “meaningfully greater” is not given by the CEQ or USEPA, although the latter has
noted that any affected area that has a percentage of minorities above the state’s percentage is a potential minority
community, and any affected area with a minority percentage double that of the state’s is a definite minority
community under EO 12898.

Communities may be considered “low income” if one of the following characteristics applies:

e The median household income for a Census tract is below the poverty line (primary method of analysis); or
o Other indications are present that indicate a low-income community is present within the Census tract
(secondary method of analysis).
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In most cases, the primary method of analysis will suffice to determine whether a low-income community exists
in the affected environment. However, when a Census tract income may be just over the poverty line or where a
low-income pocket within the tract appears likely, the secondary method of analysis may be warranted. Other
indications of a low-income community under the secondary method of analysis include limited access to health
care, overburdened or older infrastructure, and dependence on subsistence living.

3.6.1.2 Environmental Setting

Economy and Employment

The most recent 5-year estimate for the American Community Survey (ACS) administered by the U.S. Census
Bureau is 2015-2019. The U.S. Census Bureau has not released its standard 2020 ACS 1-year estimates because
of the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on data collection. The average unemployment rate of people 16 years
of age and older from 2015-2019 was approximately 6.1% statewide, 7.5% for Riverside County, and 5.8% for
the City (U.S. Census Bureau 2020a). In 2019, the City and Riverside County had a labor force of 56,392 and
1,120,445, respectively (U.S. Census Bureau 2020a).

Demographics and Housing

In 2019, the population of Riverside County was 2,470,546, and the population of the City was 114,761. Between
2010 and 2019, Riverside County’s population increased by approximately 12.8% relative to its 2010 population
of 2,189,765, and the City’s population increased by approximately 14.7% compared its 2010 population of
100,013 (U.S. Census Bureau 2020a). The on-Reservation population of the Tribe is approximately 361, which
includes both members and nonmembers (U.S. Census Bureau 2020b).

Based on the 2012-2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates, Riverside County has 857,148 housing units, with a vacancy rate
of 13.8% (U.S. Census Bureau 2020c). The City has a 5.0% vacancy rate, with a total of 1,301 vacant units (U.S.
Census Bureau 2020d).

Property Taxes

The total assessed value of the southern parcel for fiscal year 2016-2017 was $7,121,978, and the total assessed
value of the northern parcel for fiscal year 2016-2017 was $4,553,396 (U.S. Department of the Interior 2021).
The collected property taxes for the southern parcel for fiscal year July 1, 2020 to June 30, 2021 were
$107,853.86, and the collected property taxes for the northern parcel in fiscal year July 1, 2020 to June 30, 2021,
were $68,953.44 (Riverside County Treasurer — Tax Collector 2020a, 2020b).

Environmental Justice
Census tracts that are analyzed within this EA include Census tracts 432.52 and T001, which contain the parcels
within the City and the Tribe’s Reservation, as well as adjacent Census tracts.

Race

The U.S. Census Bureau 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates provide the most current racial data available by
Census tract. The racial composition of the Census tracts is not expected to have changed substantially since the
time the data was reported. Table 3-7 displays the population of each minority race by Census tract in the vicinity
of the parcels.

The State of California has a 28.1% minority population out of over 39 million residents. The population in the
Census tract that includes the Tribe’s Reservation (Tribal Census tract T001) is composed of approximately 84.8%
minorities, qualifying it as a minority population. The Proposed Project site is also located within Census Tract
432.52. The population of Census Tract 432.52 is composed of approximately 30.0% minority population. Adjacent
Census tracts vary in minority population numbers, several of which include substantial minority populations.

Members of the Tribe, regardless of where they reside, are considered a minority population. The Tribe is
considered to be a minority community for the purposes of the required EO 12898 analysis.
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Table 3-7
Population Demographics, Income, and Employment - Proposed Project Alternative
Site and Adjacent Census Tracts
Percent of .
Area (State, County, Total Percent Minority Population Percelr:n of Lalaer bhizallzL
Al . . orce Household
Census Tract) ® Population (Non-White) Below Poverty c .
Levelc Employed Income
California State 39,512,223 28.1% 11.8% 63.3% $75,235
Riverside County 2,470,546 20.4% 11.3% 59.7% $67,005
City of Temecula 114,761 32.0% 6.8% 65.4% $96,183
Pechanga o o
Reservation (T001) 361 84.8% 21.8% 262 $75,625
432.52 9,584 33.1% 0.6% 62.3% $118,920
432.54 5,193 30.0% 3.9% 62.8% $84,261
432.08 5,039 57.1% — — —
432.48 4,670 36.7% 5.1% 63.6% $120,611
432.02 5,630 47.1% — — —
432.03 3,482 47.8 — — —

a  2015-2019 ACS Community Survey, 5-Year Estimates (U.S. Census Bureau 2020a).

b Pechanga Reservation is within Tribal Census Tract T001 per the U.S. Census Bureau ACS (U.S. Census 2020a). Data is approximate and does not
include margins of error.

¢ Recent data for Census Tracts 432.08, 432.02, and 432.03 related to poverty, employment, and median household income is not available.

Income

A low-income community is defined as a Census tract where the median household income falls below the
poverty limit. The U.S. Census Bureau uses a set of income thresholds that vary by family size and composition
to determine who is in poverty. If a family’s total income is less than the family’s threshold, then that family and
every individual in it is considered in poverty. The U.S. Census Bureau’s 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates is the
most current household income dataset available by Census tract. The Proposed Project site within the City of
Temecula is within Census Tract 432.52, which is surrounded by the following Census Tracts: 432.54, 432.08,
432.48, 432.02, and 432.03. Table 3-7 shows the median household income for the State of California, the County
of Riverside, the City, and each identified Census tract.

3.6.2 Proposed Project Alternative

Economy and Employment

The Proposed Project Alternative would result in a variety of benefits to the regional economy, including
increases in overall economic output and employment opportunities. Construction and operation of the Proposed
Project Alternative would generate temporary employment opportunities and wages that would be primarily filled
by the available labor force from Riverside County.

New one-time employment opportunities would be generated during the construction phase of the Proposed
Project Alternative. The model used in the Transportation Consistency Analysis estimates that 125 employees
would be present at the Proposed Project site during construction of the Proposed Project Alternative (see
Appendix C). Using an employment generation rate of one employee per 1,148 square feet, operation of the
Proposed Project Alternative would generate approximately 174 new direct employment positions (Southern
California Association of Governments 2001). Employment opportunities generated by future development of the
Proposed Project Alternative would include entry-level, mid-level, and management positions. Average salaries
offered are expected to be consistent with those of other Tribal and commercial facilities, and competitive in the
local labor market.

The anticipated increase in employment opportunities throughout the City could result in employment and wages
for persons previously unemployed, which would increase the ability of the population to obtain health and safety
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services, and would contribute to the alleviation of poverty among lower-income households. A significant impact
to the local unemployment rate would not be anticipated to occur. Overall, the Proposed Project Alternative
would result in short- and long-term beneficial impacts to the regional economy.

Tax Impacts

The Proposed Project Alternative would result in a variety of fiscal impacts. The Tribe would not pay corporate
income taxes on revenue or property taxes on Tribal trust land. However, potential effects on state and federal tax
revenues resulting from operation of the Proposed Project Alternative are expected to be positive as a result of
increased local, state, and federal tax revenues resulting from construction and operation of the Proposed Project
Alternative. For example, to the extent consistent with applicable law, state and federal income tax would be
collected from contractors and consultants paid to design and construct the Proposed Project Alternative, and state
and local sales tax would be collected on the sale of construction materials purchased by such contractors.
Further, while the Proposed Project site currently does not produce any sales and use tax revenue, once the
Proposed Project Alternative is operational, state sales and use taxes may be collected on transactions in a manner
consistent with California’s Regulation 1616, Federal Areas. However, the Proposed Project Alternative’s
increase in demand for public services would result in increased costs for local governments to provide these
services. Increase in demand for public services would be offset by mutual aid agreements, as discussed in detail
in Section 3.9, Public Services and Utilities.

The Proposed Project Alternative would result in loss of approximately $176,807.30 for Riverside County
property taxes ($107,853.86 collected for the southern parcel and $68,953.44 collected for the northern parcel in
fiscal year July 1, 2020 to June 30, 2021 [Riverside County Treasurer — Tax Collector 2020a, 2020b]). The total
property taxes collected in Riverside County during fiscal year 2020-2021 was $414.4 million (County of
Riverside 2021). Therefore, the loss of property taxes for the County of Riverside associated with transferring the
land into trust would be approximately 0.04%. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative would result in minor
long-term direct adverse impact to County of Riverside tax revenue.

Housing

Because indirect and induced employment opportunities from the Proposed Project Alternative would be
dispersed among a variety of different businesses throughout the region, it is expected that available employees
would already be located near these locations and would not require relocation. It is estimated that the increase in
employment generated by future development of the Proposed Project Alternative would result in approximately
125 workers during construction and approximately 174 new direct employment positions during operations
(Southern California Association of Governments 2001). As discussed above, the City’s housing market has a
5.0% vacancy rate, with a total of 1,301 vacant units (U.S. Census Bureau 2020d). Therefore, although not
anticipated, if any new employees would relocate to the City, it is anticipated that sufficient vacant homes would
be available to accommodate any potential increase in population resulting from impacts to the regional labor
market under the Proposed Project Alternative. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative is not expected to
stimulate regional housing development. A significant impact to the housing market would not occur.

Environmental Justice for Minority and Low-Income Populations

As discussed above, the population in the Census tract that includes the Tribe’s Reservation (Tribal Census Tract
T001) is composed of approximately 84.8% minorities, qualifying it as a minority population. The Proposed
Project site is also located within Census Tract 432.52, the population of which is composed of approximately
30.0% minority population. Adjacent Census tracts vary in minority population numbers, several of which include
substantial minority populations. As described throughout this section of this EA, after mitigation, all adverse
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project Alternative would be reduced. Furthermore, the Proposed Project
Alternative would not displace any residential populations or commercial properties in the vicinity of the
Proposed Project site. Beneficial effects to minority populations would occur as a result of the Proposed Project
Alternative’s beneficial impacts to the local economy (including the creation of permanent jobs). Beneficial
impacts include an increased revenue base for strengthening the Tribe’s government and Tribal services, as
described in detail below. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative would not result in disproportionately high
or adverse environmental effects to minority or low-income communities, including the Tribe.
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Effects to the Pechanga Band of Mission Indians

The Proposed Project Alternative would provide important economic and social benefits to the Tribe by
generating the revenue needed to fund Tribal services. Further, the Tribe aims to re-establish its historical land
base, which requires substantial revenues due to high acquisition costs. Revenue from the Proposed Project
Alternative would have a long-term beneficial impact on the Tribe. Economic development supports many tribal
government operations including (but not limited to): cultural and language preservation programs, environmental
and sustainability programs, tribal school and youth education programs, senior services, community health and
safety initiatives, and other government support activities. Therefore, the Proposed Project Alternative would
have beneficial socioeconomic impacts for the Tribe.

3.6.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Project site would not be taken into trust, and no development would
occur. Therefore, none of the potential effects identified under the Proposed Project Alternative would occur.

3.7 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION
3.71 Affected Environment

The following discussion describes the existing transportation and circulation environment in the vicinity of the
Proposed Project site. Information in this section was obtained from the Transportation Consistency Analysis
Technical Memorandum completed by Dudek in September 2021 (Appendix C).

3.7.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Wolf Creek Specific Plan

The Specific Plan (City of Temecula 2000) established land uses, zoning standards, and design guidelines to
ensure orderly and high-quality development of the approximately 557 acres located at the southern end of the
City. The northern parcel is zoned as Neighborhood Commercial (with 80,000 square feet) (see Figure 3-1,
Existing Land Use Designations), and the southern parcel is zoned as Community Commercial (with 120,000
square feet) (see Figure 3-1) in the Wolf Creek Specific Plan.

Temecula General Plan, Recent Traffic Volumes, and Analysis

The Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (June 2015) analyzed the critical roadway
segments and intersections within the Specific Plan area and the City (Attachment B to Appendix C of this EA).
The traffic study analyzed 19 intersections under Existing, Near-Term (Year 2019), and General Plan (Year 2035)
with and without project conditions. The traffic analysis included the planned local and regional improvements,
such as the SR-79 (Temecula Parkway)/1-15 freeway interchange and the Western Bypass project.

Table 3-8 summarizes the average daily traffic (ADT) volumes along Pechanga Parkway per traffic counts
collected by the City of Temecula in the year 2019 and the estimated ADT in the Pechanga Resort Hotel
Expansion TIA for the year 2019 and year 2035 traffic analysis. As shown in the table below, the ADT volumes
along Pechanga Parkway in the year 2019 were lower compared to the traffic volumes analyzed in the TIA. Due
to the COVID-19 pandemic restrictions most of urban and sub-urban area experienced non-typical traffic
conditions in year 2020-2021 and traffic volume is returning to normal in second half of the year 2021. Therefore,
year 2019 traffic volumes are generally considered representative of existing conditions for the purposes of traffic
analysis. The year 2019 and 2035 traffic volumes reflect the growth in traffic anticipated from development of
cumulative projects in the area along with ambient growth that would occur due to background growth in
population and employment. Therefore, it can be concluded that the traffic volumes included in the recent analysis
in the TIA accounted for growth in the area and provided a conservative analysis of both Year 2019 and Year
2035 conditions.
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Table 3-8
Average Daily Traffic Volumes along Pechanga Parkway

ADT per Pechanga ADT per Pechanga
ADT per City of Resort Hotel Resort Hotel
Roadway Segment Temeculal Expansion TIA Expansion TIA
Pechanga Parkway Year 2019 Year 2019 Year 2035

south of Rainbow Valley Boulevard 44,270 47,701 53,251

north of Via Gilberto 33,290 37,965 39,855

south of Wolf Valley Road 31,240 34,842 35,662

north of Deer Hollow Way 15,680 17,387 22,807

Notes: ADT — Average Daily Traffic
1 City of Temecula ADT accessed at Traffic-Count-Summary-PDF (temeculaca.gov).

Institute of Transportation Engineers

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) is an international educational and scientific association of
transportation professionals who are responsible for meeting mobility and safety needs. The ITE publishes
technical resources on a broad range of topics, from geometric design and safety to trip and parking generation.
Guidance on trip generation was adopted from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual (10th Edition), which includes
information on how to filter data to match local conditions.

3.7.1.2 Environmental Setting

Regional access to the Proposed Project site would be via I-15, SR-79, and Pechanga Parkway. Local access to
the Proposed Project site would be via Wolf Valley Road and Wolf Creek Drive. Figure 3-1 shows the existing
land uses, per the Specific Plan. The Proposed Project Alternative comprises two sites located to the north and
south of Wolf Valley Road (herein referred to as the northern parcel and southern parcel). Based on the Specific
Plan, access driveways to the northern and southern parcels would be provided along Wolf Valley Road. The
access from Wolf Valley Road would provide left-in/right-in and right-out access from each site. One full-access
driveway to each site would be provided from Wolf Creek Road (previously called Interior Loop Road per the
Specific Plan).
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Existing Roadways

Pechanga Parkway is built as a six-lane principal arterial from SR-79 to south of Via Eduardo, where it
transitions to a four-lane major arterial. South of Pechanga Road, Pechanga Parkway becomes a two-lane
undivided roadway as it becomes Pala Road. The posted speed limit is generally 45 miles per hour along
Pechanga Parkway, and on-street parking is prohibited. Several bus stops are located along the roadway. There is
a striped Class Il bike lane from Clubhouse Drive to Deer Hollow Way.

Wolf Valley Road is classified as a four-lane major arterial in the City of Temecula’s General Plan Circulation
Element (City of Temecula 2005b). Wolf Valley Road is currently constructed as a four-lane divided roadway
with striped Class Il bike lanes. The posted speed limit is generally 45 miles per hour, and on-street parking is not
allowed the Wolf Creek Road. Wolf Valley Road is signal-controlled at its intersection with Pechanga Parkway.
Wolf Valley Road between Pechanga Parkway and Wolf Creek Drive is constructed with two left-turn lanes that
would provide access into the Proposed Project site.

Wolf Creek Drive is classified as a two-lane collector in the City of Temecula’s General Plan Circulation
Element (City of Temecula 2005b). Wolf Creek Drive is currently built as a two-lane undivided roadway with
intermittent turn pockets. The posted speed limit varies between 25 and 35 miles per hour, and on-street parking is
generally prohibited. Wolf Creek Drive is signal-controlled at its intersection with Wolf Valley Road. The
Proposed Project site would have full access driveways from Wolf Creek Drive.

Pedestrian Facilities

The above-mentioned roadways are constructed with curbs, gutters, and sidewalks along both sides of the street.
There are pedestrian crosswalks with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps at the
intersections of Pechanga Parkway/Wolf Valley Road and Wolf Creek Drive/Wolf Valley Road.

Transit Facilities

The Riverside Transit Authority provides bus service in Riverside County. Route 24 provides service near the
Proposed Project site and connects the Promenade Mall and Temecula Valley Hospital. It operates at a frequency
of approximately 65 minutes on weekdays and weekends. The nearest bus stop for Route 24 is located along
Pechanga Parkway, near its intersection with Wolf Valley Road adjacent to the Proposed Project site.

Methodology

Information in this section was obtained from the Transportation Consistency Analysis Technical
Memorandum completed by Dudek in September 2021 (Appendix C). The traffic consistency analysis was
conducted with the Wolf Creek Specific Plan (Specific Plan or WCSP) (City of Temecula, 2000) as well as
General Plan Year 2035 traffic volumes (based on review of recent traffic study for the Pechanga Casino Resort
Hotel) to determine whether traffic impacts from the development of the project site were included and
adequately addressed in those documents.

3.7.2 Proposed Project Alternative

Operational Phase

The Proposed Project site is zoned as Community Commercial which generally includes a major store, detached
restaurants, grocery and/or drugstores and Neighborhood Commercial which generally includes grocery store,
drugstore, cleaners, beauty and barber shop, and fast-food services. These uses are considered local serving retail
uses which would attract trips from existing residential areas within the WCSP and adjoining areas. Consistent
with the Specific Plan, the Proposed Project Alternative would develop 200,000 square feet of commercial retail
uses. Using the applicable trip rates for commercial/retail uses (adopted from the ITE Trip Generation Manual),
the Proposed Project Alternative would generate 7,550 daily trips, including 188 AM peak-hour trips (117
inbound and 71 outbound) and 762 trips during the PM peak hour (366 inbound and 396 outbound). Pass-by
reduction refers to the trips that are generated from individuals using the roadway but not making a stop at the
site. The pass-by reduction rate was adopted from the ITE Trip Generation Handbook (3rd Edition). Using pass-
by reduction, the Proposed Project Alternative would generate net new 6,266 daily trips, including 156 AM peak
hour trips (97 inbound and 59 outbound) and 503 trips during the PM peak hour (242 inbound and 261 outbound).
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The daily trip generation from the Proposed Project Alternative (i.e., 6,266 daily trips) is significantly lower than
the 13,570 daily trips included in the traffic analysis conducted for the WCSP EIR., The traffic volumes from the
Proposed Project Alternative are consistent with the results included in the Traffic Impact Analysis for the
Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion and the General Plan Year 2035 conditions for the area (see Appendix C). The
Proposed Project would not add significant traffic to regional facilities such as SR 79 or 1-15 and would not be a
part of direct or cumulative impact to the intersections and roadway segments along those regional facilities.
Local roadway improvements to segments of Loma Linda Road, Wolf Valley Road and Wolf Creek Drive have
been incorporated and constructed over the years per WCSP.

Because development of the Proposed Project Alternative is projected to be within the daily trip threshold, no new
traffic impacts to the roadway segments and intersections (compared to the Specific Plan analysis and Pechanga
Resort Hotel Expansion traffic analysis) within the Specific Plan area and the surrounding area are anticipated.
Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to transportation would occur during the operations phase of the
Proposed Project.

Construction Phase

The construction trip generation of the Proposed Project Alternative was estimated using the construction phasing
and schedule included in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Memorandum (Appendix A). Proposed
Project Alternative construction would include site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and
architectural coating phases. The peak construction phase of the Proposed Project Alternative is expected to
generate approximately 356 daily trips, with 33 AM peak-hour trips (26 inbound and 7 outbound) and 33 PM
peak-hour trips (7 inbound and 26 outbound). With the application of passenger-car equivalence (PCE) factors to
truck trips,, the construction phase is expected to generate approximately 462 daily trips, with 47 AM peak-hour
trips (33 inbound and 14 outbound) and 47 PM peak-hour trips (14 inbound and 33 outbound). Construction trip
generation would be significantly lower than the Proposed Project Alternative’s operational trip generation.
Lastly, as identified in Section 2.2.2 above, the Proposed Project Alternative would be required to meet the
conditions of a City encroachment permit for minimizing traffic impacts from construction. This may include the
preparation of a Traffic Control Plan for construction components within the public right-of-way (roads) to ensure
safe passage of vehicles, bicycles or pedestrians through the work zone. Therefore, construction of the Proposed
Project Alternative would not have a significant effect to the adjacent roadway facilities and traffic.

3.7.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the subject property would not be taken into trust by the Pechanga Band of
Luisefio Indians, and development would not occur in the near-term. As a result, no adverse impacts resulting
from anticipated transportation increases would occur on the subject property from this alternative.

3.8 LAND USE
3.8.1 Affected Environment

The following discussion describes the existing land use condition in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site.

3.8.1.1 Regulatory Setting

State

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program

The State of California developed the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program to provide data to decision
makers for use in planning for the present and future of California’s agricultural land resources. To meet this goal,
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program’s objective is to provide maps and statistical data to the public;
academia; and local, state, and federal governments to assist them in making informed decisions for the best use
of California’s farmland. The program classifies lands into seven agriculture-related categories: Prime Farmland,
Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, Grazing Land, Urban and
Built-Up Land, and Other Land.
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Williamson Act

The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, commonly known as the Williamson Act, is designed to preserve
farmlands and open space lands by discouraging premature and unnecessary conversion to urban uses. Under the
provisions of the Williamson Act, landowners contract with the county to maintain agricultural or open space use
of their lands in return for a reduced property tax assessment. The contract is self-renewing, and the landowner
may notify the county at any time of intent to withdraw the land from its preserve status. Withdrawal involves a
10-year period of tax adjustment to full market value before protected open space can be converted to urban uses.
Alternatively, landowners can petition the a county’s Board of Supervisors to withdraw prematurely from a
Williamson Contract. To cancel a contract without instituting the 10-year tax adjustment period, the Board of
Supervisors make the required findings that the cancellation is consistent with the purposes of the Williamson
Act, and that cancellation is in the public interest.

Local

Although local land use policies would not apply to lands taken into federal trust, impacts to the community may
occur in terms of a federal project’s relation to growth and development visions, as described in the following
guidance documents.

City of Temecula General Plan

The City of Temecula General Plan is considered a blueprint for development in the City, and provides long-term
policy guidance for the community’s physical, economic, social, and environmental changes. The City’s General
Plan consists of 10 elements, including a Land Use Element. The Proposed Project site lies within the City’s
boundaries, as well as the planning boundaries set forth in the City’s General Plan. The City’s General Plan
designates the northern parcel as Neighborhood Commercial and the southern parcel as Community Commercial
(City of Temecula 2005b) (see Figure 3-1, Existing Land Use Designations).

The Community Commercial land use designation allows for retail, professional office, and service-oriented
business activities serving the entire community that typically occupy 10 to 50 acres of land and include in excess
of 100,000 square feet of floor area. Typical uses include traditional small-scale food markets (usually less than
30,000 square feet), drug stores, clothing stores, sporting goods, offices, hardware stores, childcare centers, other
retail and personal service uses, and community facilities. The Neighborhood Commercial designation allows for
smaller-scale business activities that generally provide retail or convenience services for local residents in
surrounding neighborhoods. Typical uses include traditional small-scale food markets (usually less than 30,000
square feet), drug stores, clothing stores, sporting goods, offices, hardware stores, childcare centers, other retail
and personal service uses, and community facilities. Neighborhood commercial centers usually are developed on
less than 10 acres of land and range between 25,000 and 75,000 square feet (City of Temecula 2005a).

City of Temecula Zoning Ordinance

One of the primary purposes of the City’s Zoning Ordinance is to implement the goals, policies, and programs of
the City’s General Plan, and to manage future growth and change in accordance with the General Plan. The
Zoning Ordinance provides information on the permitted uses in each zone, as well as development standards for
each zone. The Proposed Project site is zoned as Specific Plan in the City of Temecula Zoning Map (City of
Temecula 2018). Therefore, the Wolf Creek Specific Plan provides development standards for development of the
Proposed Project site.

Wolf Creek Specific Plan

The Proposed Project site is within the City’s Wolf Creek Specific Plan area, which is slated for development in
the City’s planning documents. The Specific Plan establishes land uses, zoning standards, and design guidelines
to ensure orderly, high quality development of the 557-acre Wolf Creek Specific Plan area. The northern parcel is
designated as Neighborhood Commercial in the Wolf Creek Specific Plan, and the southern parcel is designated
as Community Commercial (City of Temecula 2000).
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3.8.1.2 Environmental Setting

Regional Setting

The Proposed Project site is located within the incorporated boundaries of the City, in Riverside County,
California. The City is located in the southwestern portion of Riverside County and is largely developed with
residential and commercial uses. The City is bordered by the City of Murrieta to the north, unincorporated
Riverside County land to the east and west, and the Tribe Reservation to the south. I-15, SR-79, and Pechanga
Parkway currently provide regional access to the Proposed Project site.

Local Land Use and Setting

The approximately 20-acre Proposed Project site is composed of two APNs (962-020-026 and 962-010-007)
and is bordered by Wolf Creek Drive Street to the northeast, the Great Oak Trail and undeveloped space to the
southwest, and residential uses to the north and southeast. Wolf Valley Road traverses the site from the
northeast to southwest, and Pechanga Parkway is located approximately 112 feet southwest of the Proposed
Project site (see Figure 2-1).

The southern parcel is currently undeveloped. Similarly, the northern parcel is currently largely undeveloped, aside
from a small graded lot that stages construction equipment for nearby development. Existing land uses adjacent to
the Proposed Project site include residential uses to the north, northwest, south, and southwest; the Riverside County
Fire Station and the Wolf Creek Park to the northeast; and the Pechanga Resort Casino to the southwest. Local
access to the Proposed Project site would be provided via Wolf Valley Road and Wolf Creek Drive.

3.8.2 Proposed Project Alternative

As discussed in Section 1, Introduction, the Proposed Project Alternative would result in the approval of the
transfer of approximately 20 acres into federal trust status for the Tribe. The Proposed Project Alternative would
result in the reasonably foreseeable future development of the Proposed Project site associated with this transfer,
which is anticipated to involve approximately 200,000 square feet of commercial uses. Once the federal
government acquires the Proposed Project site in trust for the Tribe, the parcels would no longer be subject to City
land use regulations but would be under the civil regulatory jurisdiction of the Tribe and the federal government.

Land Use Plans

City planning documents currently in effect for the Proposed Project site include the City’s General Plan, Wolf
Creek Specific Plan, and the City’s Zoning Ordinance. Foreseeable future development of the Proposed Project
site associated with the Fee-to-Trust acquisition would result in development of 200,000 square feet of
commercial uses at the Proposed Project site. The Proposed Project site is zoned as Specific Plan in the City of
Temecula Zoning Map (City of Temecula 2005a). The northern parcel is designated as Neighborhood
Commercial in the City’s General Plan and the Wolf Creek Specific Plan, and the southern parcel is designated as
Community Commercial (City of Temecula 2000, 2005b). Per the City’s Municipal Code and General Plan, the
Neighborhood Commercial designation allows for smaller-scale business activities, which generally provide retail
or convenience services for the local residents in the surrounding neighborhood, and the Community Commercial
designation allows for retail, professional office, and service-oriented business activities that serve the entire
community (City of Temecula 2005a, 2021a). Per the City’s General Plan, the Community Commercial land use
designation typically occupies 10 to 50 acres of land and includes in excess of 100,000 square feet of floor area,
and Neighborhood commercial centers typically are developed on less than 10 acres of land and range between
25,000 and 75,000 square feet (City of Temecula 2005a).

Consistent with the Specific Plan and the City’s Municipal Code, it is anticipated that the Proposed Project
Alternative would result in development of approximately 200,000 square feet of leasable area designated for
commercial uses, which would include a mix of Community and Neighborhood Residential Commercial uses.
Therefore, future development of the Proposed Project Alternative would be consistent with the existing and
planned uses of the Proposed Project site. Overall, the Proposed Project Alternative would not result in a
significant impact associated with conflicts with local land use plans.
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Land Use Compatibility

As discussed above, existing land uses adjacent to the Proposed Project site include residential uses to the north,
northwest, south, and southwest; the Riverside County Fire Station and the Wolf Creek Park to the northeast; and the
Pechanga Resort Casino to the southwest. The Proposed Project site is planned for development by the City, which
the Proposed Project Alternative would be compatible with. The Proposed Project Alternative would not physically
disrupt neighboring land uses, prohibit access to neighboring parcels, or otherwise significantly conflict with
neighboring land uses. Although the proposed uses within the site are generally compatible with the residential
nature of the area and adjacent Pechanga Resort Casino, the increase in intensity of development within the site as a
result of the Proposed Project Alternative could result in conflicts with nearby sensitive land uses (including the
adjacent single-family homes to the southwest and northwest, and multi-family homes to the east of the Proposed
Project site). Potential conflicts may include air quality and noise impacts from construction activities and the
increase in traffic (Sections 3.3 and 3.11, respectively), and impacts to biological resources and cultural resources
during construction (Sections 3.4 and 3.5), which would result in potential short- and long-term adverse impacts.
Implementation of protective measures and BMPs identified in Section 2.2.3, and mitigation measures identified in
Section 4.0 would reduce potential adverse impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, the Proposed Project
Alternative would not result in significant impacts associated with land use compatibility.

3.8.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the site would not be taken into trust and would remain in its current condition.
No project-related development would take place on any part of the site in the near term, although it is possible
that the land would eventually be developed in accordance with the City General Plan. No land use conflicts
would occur under the No Action Alternative. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not result in adverse
impacts related to land use.

3.9 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

3.9.1 Affected Environment
The following discussion describes the existing public services and utilities in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site.

3.9.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Rancho California Water District 2020 Urban Water Management Plan

The 2020 Final Urban Water Management Plan prepared for the RCWD includes RCWD’s estimates for water
supply and demands through the year 2045. These projections, which are based on historical supply reliability
data, include scenarios for average/normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years (RCWD 2021b).

3.9.1.2 Environmental Setting

Water Supply
The Proposed Project site is located within the service area of the RCWD, an agency that provides water supply
services to customers within the Cities of Temecula and Murrieta, and some unincorporated areas of Riverside County.

Water Supply Infrastructure

The RCWD operates 31 potable water pump stations and 48 active potable groundwater production wells, and
maintains 39 potable water storage reservoirs with a capacity of 149.7 million gallons. RCWD’s potable water
system includes 950 miles of water pipelines that convey water from its source to water customers. In addition,
the RCWD owns an open surface water reservoir, Vail Lake, with a current storage capacity of 31,395 acre-feet
used to help recharge the groundwater basin using natural runoff. The RCWD operates six recycled water pump
stations and three active recycled water storage reservoirs, with a combined capacity of 7.5 million gallons, as
well as five recycled water storage ponds, with a total storage of 1,496 AFY. The recycled water system includes
58.9 miles of water pipelines and conveys recycled water for irrigation. The recycled water supply is from tertiary
facilities at the Santa Rosa Water Reclamation Facility and the seasonal storage ponds constructed adjacent to the
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reclamation facility. Recycled water is also received from the Temecula Valley Regional Water Reclamation
Facility, under agreement with the Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) (RCWD 2021b).

A Water System Plan was prepared as a part of the Specific Plan, which proposed construction of various new
water facilities to serve the Specific Plan development, including an 8-inch-diameter water line proposed along
Wolf Creek Drive, along the northeastern boundary of the Proposed Project site (City of Temecula 2000). Per
RCWD’s Water Facilities Master Plan, these water lines have been constructed. In addition to these water lines,
existing potable water mains are present along Wolf Valley Road and Pechanga Parkway (RCWD 2015). A
recycled water main line is also present along Wolf Valley Road, to the northeast of the site, and along Wolf
Creek Drive, to the northwest of the site (RCWD 2021b).

Water Supply Sources and Demand

The RCWD currently obtains its water supplies from the following primary water sources: local groundwater
from the Temecula Valley Groundwater Basin, imported State Water Project and Colorado River water from the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California via the EMWD and Western Municipal Water District, and
recycled water from the EMWD. Treated imported potable water is received from Metropolitan Water District’s
storage and filtration facility at Lake Skinner, directly into RCWD’s distribution system, through four turnouts
(RCWD 2021b).

Wastewater Service

The EMWD provides wastewater treatment to the Proposed Project site (RCWD 2021c). EMWD has four
operational regional water reclamation facilities (RWRFs), which have recently completed expansions and have a
combined capacity of 86,300 AFY. Inter-connections between the local collection systems serving each treatment
plant allow for operational flexibility, improved reliability, and expanded deliveries of recycled water (EMWD
2021a). The Temecula Valley RWRF currently provides wastewater treatment service to the City and the
Proposed Project site (EMWD 2021b). The Temecula Valley RWRF has a treatment capacity of 26,900 AFY
(EMWD 2021a).

At the time the Specific Plan EIR was adopted, there was no sewer infrastructure within the Specific Plan area.
The Tribe was slated to install a new 15-inch-diameter sewer main in Pala Road to serve the new development
proposed under the Specific Plan (City of Temecula 2001).

Solid Waste Service

Solid waste services for the City are currently contracted to private companies, including CR&R Incorporated
(City of Temecula 2005b; CR&R Incorporated 2021). The City’s solid waste is transferred to the El Sobrante and
Badlands Landfills, located in unincorporated areas of Riverside County. El Sobrante Landfill is located
approximately 31 miles northwest of the Proposed Project site, and the Badlands Landfill is located
approximately 34 miles northeast of the Proposed Project site (City of Temecula 2005b). El Sobrante Landfill is
permitted to receive up to 400 tons of solid waste per day and, as of May 2016, had an estimated maximum
capacity of 6,229,670 cubic yards (CalRecycle 2019a). Badlands Landfill is permitted to receive up to 4,800 tons
of solid waste per day and, as of January 2015, had an estimated maximum capacity of 34,400,000 cubic yards
(CalRecycle 2019b). Both the El Sobrante and Badlands Landfills are designated as a Class |11 landfill by the
state, and are permitted to receive construction and demolition waste, green materials, and mixed municipal
waste, among other waste types (CalRecycle 2019a, 2019b).

Recreation

The Proposed Project site is not currently used for sanctioned recreational purposes. Of the 39 parks managed by
the City, nine are within 1 mile of the Proposed Project site. The nearest are Wolf Creek Park, located adjacent to
the northern parcel to the east, and Wolf Creek Trail Park, located adjacent to the southern parcel to the east. In
addition, Loma Linda Park is located approximately 0.54 miles to the northwest of the Proposed Project site, and
Patricia H. Birdsall park is located approximately 0.55 miles to the southwest of the Proposed Project site (City of
Temecula 2021f).
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Electricity and Natural Gas
SCE provides electrical services to the Proposed Project site and vicinity, and SoCalGas provides natural gas
services to the Proposed Project site and vicinity (City of Temecula 2021e).

Southern California Edison

SCE generates, transmits, and distributes electric power to a 50,000-square-mile territory that includes the City,
Riverside County, and all or portions of 14 other California counties (SCE 2021a). The closest existing SCE
distribution infrastructure to the Proposed Project site is located approximately 1.2 miles north of the site, directly
south of SR-79 (SCE 2021b).

Southern California Gas Company

SoCalGas provides natural gas service to approximately 21.8 million consumers in over 500 communities within
a 24,000-square-mile service area in Central and Southern California. SoCalGas, the nation’s largest natural gas
distribution utility, provides natural gas service to customers throughout Riverside County, including the City
(SoCalGas 2021).

SoCalGas infrastructure in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site includes one high-pressure distribution line
located to the southwest of the Proposed Project site, along Pechanga Avenue, and one transmission line that
traverses from the southwest to the northeast, approximately 1.5 miles north of the Proposed Project site
(SoCalGas 2021).

Law Enforcement

The Proposed Project site is within the service boundary of the Temecula Police Department. The City contracts
with the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department, which handles all criminal matters in unincorporated areas and
provides incarceration facilities for all offenders (City of Temecula 2021b). More specifically, the Riverside
County Sheriff’s Department Southwest Station (Southwest Station) currently services the contract with the City
and the Proposed Project site (Riverside County Sheriff’s Department 2021). In addition to the Southwest Station,
there are two substations available to the public for police services at the Promenade Mall and in Old Town. The
Temecula Police Department currently employs officers at the rate of approximately one officer per 1,063
residents (City of Temecula 2021b).

The Pechanga Tribal Ranger Department has assisted the Tribe in exercising its Tribal sovereignty by providing
public safety services, enforcing Tribal ordinances, protecting Reservation residents, and maintaining a positive
relationship with outside law enforcement. The Pechanga Tribal Ranger Department provides law enforcement
services for the Reservation, and provides services such as dispatch, background investigations, animal control,
fleet, Tribal emergency response, evidence/property, Tribal rangers, traffic enforcement, schools resource
officers, court services, and community participation (Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians 2021d). ). Should the
Fee-to-Trust be approved, and absent an agreement otherwise, law enforcement of the Proposed Project site
would remain largely unchanged with the Temecula Police Department continuing to provide law enforcement to
the extent consistent with Public Law 280, as well as patrols by the Pechanga Tribal Ranger Department in its
security capacities.

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services

The Proposed Project site is located within the service boundaries of the Temecula Fire Department, which is
composed of one division chief, two battalion chiefs, and 60 firefighting personnel that serve from five fire
stations within the City. Each fire engine of the Temecula Fire Department is staffed with a four-person
paramedic assessment engine, which ensures a minimum of one pracademic and three emergency medical
technician (EMT)-level personnel at the scene of all emergencies, to provide emergency medical services (City of
Temecula 2021c). The closest station to the Proposed Project site is the Temecula Fire Department Station 92,
located adjacent to the southern parcel to the northwest, at 32211 Wolf Valley Road (City of Temecula 2021d).

The Pechanga Fire Department provides fire protection services to the Tribe’s Reservation. One of the Pechanga
Fire Department’s two Fire Stations is located at 45421 Pechanga Resort Drive, approximately 0.37 miles
southeast of the Proposed Project site. The Pechanga Fire Department’s firefighting apparatus consists of a Type I
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American La France engine, the American La France 100-foot Tiller Quint, a Type 1l engine, a Type Il engine,
and a Type Il water tender. The Pechanga Fire Department includes a fire chief, a division chief/fire marshal,
three battalion chiefs, six fire captains, six fire apparatus engineers, twelve firefighters, a fire inspector, an
emergency services coordinator, and nine fuels management crewmembers. In addition, the Pechanga Fire
Department employs twelve full-time firefighter paramedics, which provide emergency medical services to the
Reservation (Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians 2021e; Appendix E, Pechanga Fire Department Letter).

The closest medical facility to the Proposed Project site with a full-service emergency department is the Temecula
Valley Hospital, located at 31700 Temecula Parkway, approximately 1.3 miles northeast of the Proposed Project
site. The emergency department is open 24 hours a day, and is staffed by a team of physicians, registered nurses,
and other specialists (Temecula Valley Hospital 2021).

3.9.2 Proposed Project Alternative

Water Supply

CalEEMod output rates were used to estimate the average daily water usage associated with the Proposed Project
Alternative. Based on CalEEMod generation rates, future development anticipated under the Proposed Project
Alternative is anticipated to use approximately 14.81 MGY for indoor water use and approximately 9.08 MGY for
outdoor use, thus totaling water use of the Proposed Project Alternative to 23.89 MGY or 73.3 AFY (see Appendix
A, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis). Water that would serve future development under the Proposed
Project Alternative would be supplied by the RCWD. The total water demand experience by the RCWD in 2020 (the
most recent year for which actual use data are available) was approximately 57,667 AFY; demand is anticipated to
increase to 78,193 AFY by 2030 during a normal year and 81,378 AFY by 2030 during a single-dry year (RCWD
2021b). Therefore, the estimated annual water demand of the Proposed Project Alternative represents only 0.1% of
RCWD’s actual total demand in 2020, and less than 0.1% of RCWD’s projected total demand in 2030 during both a
normal and single-dry year. Lastly, RCWD has expressed its willingness to serve the Proposed Project site subject to
RCWD's processes, rules, and regulations. (Appendices F1 and F2, RCWD Letters).

Per the Specific Plan, development of the Wolf Creek Specific Plan area would require construction of a new on-site
water distribution system to serve the proposed uses. A Water System Plan was prepared as a part of the Specific Plan,
which proposed construction of various new water facilities to serve the Specific Plan development, including an 8-
inch-diameter water line proposed along Wolf Creek Drive, along the northeastern boundary of the Proposed Project
site (City of Temecula 2000). Per RCWD’s Water Facilities Master Plan, these water lines have been constructed. In
addition to these water lines, existing potable water mains are present along Wolf Valley Road and Pechanga Parkway
(RCWD 2015). A recycled water main line is also present along Wolf Valley Road, to the northeast of the site, and
along Wolf Creek Drive, to the northwest of the site (RCWD 2021b). Although the Proposed Project Alternative would
create an additional demand for additional potable water, the Proposed Project Alternative would be consistent with the
Specific Plan designation of the site. Therefore, development of the Proposed Project Alternative has been accounted
for in local water supply planning documents, and adequate water supply and water supply infrastructure exists to be
able to serve the Proposed Project Alternative. Therefore, short- or long-term adverse direct and indirect impacts would
not be significant. No mitigation is required.

Wastewater Service

CalEEMod output rates were used to estimate the average daily wastewater usage associated with the Proposed
Project Alternative. Based on CalEEMod generation rates, future development anticipated under the Proposed
Project Alternative is anticipated to use approximately 14.81 MGY for indoor water use, which equates to 14.81
MGY of wastewater (see Appendix A). As discussed above, wastewater generated by the Proposed Project
Alternative would be treated at the Temecula Valley RWRF, which currently has a capacity of 26,900 AFY
(EMWD 2021b). Therefore, the estimated annual wastewater treatment demand of the Proposed Project
Alternative represents less than 0.1% of Temecula Valley RWREF’s current capacity. In addition, although no
sewer infrastructure existed within the Specific Plan area at the time the Specific Plan EIR was drafted, a new 15-
inch-diameter sewer main in Pala Road was constructed to serve the new development proposed under the
Specific Plan (City of Temecula 2001). This 15-inch sewer main would accommodate wastewater treatment
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associated with the Proposed Project Alternative. Lastly, Eastern Municipal Water District has expressed its
willingness to serve the Proposed Project site (Appendix G, EMWD Letter). Therefore, no significant short- and
long-term direct or indirect adverse impacts to wastewater treatment service providers would occur. No mitigation
iS required.

Solid Waste Service

Future construction of the Proposed Project Alternative would result in a temporary increase in waste generation.
The waste stream would consist of excess construction materials, resulting in a short- and long-term direct
adverse impact. Waste that cannot be recycled would be disposed of at the El Sobrante and Badlands Landfills.

CalEEMod output rates were used to estimate the average solid waste associated with the Proposed Project
Alternative. Solid waste generated during future operations of the Proposed Project Alternative would result in
approximately 210 tons, or 56.7 cubic yards, of solid waste per year (0.6 tons per day), which is a negligible
amount compared to the existing capacities of the El Sobrante and Badlands Landfills. As described above, solid
waste generated by the Proposed Project Alternative would be disposed of at the EI Sobrante and Badlands
Landfills, which have a joint capacity of 40.6 million cubic yards (CalRecycle 2019a, 2019b). According to
CalRecycle, the El Sobrante landfill has 68% capacity remaining, an estimated cease operation date of 2051, and a
daily permitted throughput of 16,014 tons. Therefore, capacity at existing landfills would be able to accommodate
waste generated by the Proposed Action during future operations and the Proposed Action would not have
significant adverse effects on solid waste services. No mitigation is required.

Recreation

Because the Proposed Project Alternative would not result in a substantial increase in population or housing, as

discussed in Section 3.6.1, demand for additional recreation facilities would not increase substantially under the
Proposed Project Alternative. While the Proposed Project Alternative would be located in close proximity to the
existing parks, construction and operation of the Proposed Project Alternative would not impede access to these
facilities. Therefore, no significant short- or long-term direct or indirect adverse impacts to recreational facilities
would occur.

Electricity and Natural Gas

Under the Proposed Project Alternative, electricity would be obtained from SCE and natural gas would be
provided by SoCalGas. The Proposed Project site has been previously slated for development under the Specific
Plan. Therefore, development of the Proposed Project Alternative has been accounted for in various City planning
documents as well as SCE and SoCalGas projections, and it is not anticipated that implementation of the
Proposed Project Alternative alone would require upgrades to SCE’s or SoCalGas’ existing infrastructure. If
needed for future development, payment for electrical service and for any distribution infrastructure upgrades or
renovations necessary to provide service to the Proposed Project site would be negotiated through agreements
with SCE and SoCalGas. Therefore, no significant short- or long-term direct or indirect adverse impacts to
electricity and natural gas would occur.

Law Enforcement

As described in Section 3.9.1, above, the Proposed Project site is within the service boundary of the Temecula
Police Department. The City contracts with the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department for law enforcement
services (City of Temecula 2021b). The Temecula Police Department and the Riverside County Sheriff’s
Department would continue to provide law enforcement services to the Proposed Project Alternative. In
accordance with Public Law 280 (18 USC 1162; 28 USC 1360), when the land is taken into trust, the State of
California would exercise concurrent jurisdiction with the Tribe to enforce criminal laws against all individuals on
the property, and state criminal prosecutions committed by anyone on the Proposed Project site would continue to
be brought in California Courts. It is likely that the Pechanga Ranger Department will also be responsible for
patrolling Tribal lands, including the Proposed Project site, in its security capacities.
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The Proposed Project Alternative would result in future development of the Proposed Project site, resulting in an
increase in demand for law enforcement, which would result in a short- and long-term direct adverse impacts.
Future development would result in 200,000 square feet of commercial uses, consistent with the City’s zoning and
land use designations of the site and the Specific Plan. In addition, the City periodically reviews population
figures and revises its contract with the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department to maintain the level of police
protection services concurrent with anticipated growth (City of Temecula 2001). Future commercial uses
associated with Proposed Project Alternative would serve existing residents and would not introduce a substantial
increase in residents to the area. Therefore, because the Temecula Police Department and the Riverside County
Sheriff’s Department currently provide law enforcement services to the Proposed Project site, and because the
Proposed Project Alternative is consistent with development anticipated under the Specific Plan, it is not
anticipated that these existing law enforcement agencies would require additional facilities to continue to provide
services subsequent to the development of the Proposed Project Alternative. Therefore, no significant impacts to
law enforcement would occur.

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services

Equipment and vehicles used during construction activities may create sparks, which could ignite vegetation on
the Proposed Project site result in a short-term direct adverse impact. The use of power tools and acetylene
torches may also increase the risk of fire during construction. BMPs listed in Section 2.2.3 would ensure that
construction of the Proposed Project Alternative would not create a substantial fire hazard. Structural fire
protection would be provided through voluntary compliance with International Fire Code requirements, as
adopted under the Tribal Building and Safety Code for commercial structures, including requirements for fire
flow, sprinkler systems, and fire extinguishers. Therefore, with implementation of existing regulations and BMPs,
no significant impacts to fire protection and emergency medical services would occur during construction.

Although the Tribe has mutual aid agreements with the County of Riverside for public services, such as fire
protection, the Pechanga Fire Department would largely be expected to address any emergency issues, primarily
due to Pechanga Fire Department’s close proximity to the Proposed Project site. The Proposed Project Alternative
would introduce approximately 299 employees to the Proposed Project site (125 employees during construction
and 174 employees during operations), resulting in an increase in demand for fire protection and emergency
medical services, which would result in a short- and long-term direct adverse impacts. The Proposed Project site
has been previously slated for development under the Specific Plan and would be consistent with the land use
designations and zoning of the site. Therefore, development of the Proposed Project Alternative has been
accounted for in various City planning documents, as well as projections for fire protection and emergency
medical service needs. Therefore, due to the minimal increase in demand for fire protection and emergency
medical services, and because the Proposed Project Alternative would be consistent with the zoning and land use
designations of the site, is not anticipated to trigger the need to construct new facilities. In addition, the Pechanga
Fire Department has confirmed that it has the capacity to serve the Proposed Project site, as well as any
commercial development that takes place on the site, and would not be adversely affected by the addition to its
service area (Appendix E). Therefore, no significant impacts to fire protection and emergency medical services
would occur.

3.9.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the site would not be taken into trust, and no development would occur. No
additional public services would be extended to the site. Therefore, no increase in demand for any public services
would occur under the No Action Alternative.

3.10 VISUAL RESOURCES
3.10.1 Affected Environment

The following discussion describes the existing visual resources in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site.

March 2022 50 The Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians Fee-to-
Trust Application for the Wolf Valley Property
Environmental Assessment



3.10.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Development of the Proposed Project site is currently guided by the City’s General Plan and Municipal Code. The
visual resources regulatory setting is described in detail below.

Local

City of Temecula General Plan

Development of the Proposed Project site is currently guided by the City’s General Plan (City of Temecula
2005b). Components of the City’s General Plan, relevant to the topic of aesthetics are included below.

Community Design Element
This element includes the following goals and policies related to visual resources:

Policy 1.3: Develop design standards to enhance the visual character of commercial centers located adjacent to 1-15.

Policy 1.5: Maintain and incorporate natural amenities such as: rock outcroppings, indigenous vegetation, streams
and watercourses within proposed development projects.

Policy 2.1: Establish and consistently apply design standards and guidelines for both residential and non-
residential development.

Policy 2.5: Limit light and glare pollution through design standards for outdoor lighting, the use of low intensity
lights, and lighting that supports the continued use of the Mt. Palomar Observatory.

Policy 2.6: Enhance the visual identity of commercial districts.

Policy 3.2: Preserve the scale and character of residential development by creating appropriate transitions
between lower density and rural areas, and higher density development.

Goal 5: Protection of public views of significant natural features.

Policy 5.1: Work with the County of Riverside to protect surrounding hillside areas from inappropriate grading
and development that affects the visual backdrop of the valley.

Policy 5.6: Promote and implement underground utilities (cable, power, etc.) where feasible.

City of Temecula Municipal Code
The City’s Municipal Code provides the following requirements regarding lighting (City of Temecula 2021a).

17.08.070 Commercial/Office/Industrial Performance Standards
e C. Commercial Development Performance Standards
3. Site Planning and Design.
a. Pedestrian amenities in commercial developments should be provided to enhance the
opportunities for pedestrian circulation and social activities. Strategies to achieve this high degree
of pedestrian orientation and activity include, but are not limited to, the following:

iii. Provide pedestrian plazas and sidewalks of sufficient width adjacent to buildings along
with amenities such as special lighting, interesting paving materials, landscaping benches and
other street furniture.

17.22.232 Architectural Design Guidelines
H. Lighting.

1. Lighting shall be consistent with the Mount Palomar lighting ordinance. The lighting should not be
so intense that it calls attention to the project site. Timers and sensors shall be used to avoid
unnecessary lighting.
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2. Lighting should be low-voltage/high efficiency whenever possible.
3. Flashing, moving, high intensity or exposed light source type luminaries are not permitted.

4. Exterior lighting design shall address the issue of security. Parking areas, walkways, and building
entrances should be well lit for security and safety.

5. Exterior lighting should have a variation of fixtures and illumination levels to define the
organization of streets, walkways, and community facilities.

6. Neon and similar types of lighting are prohibited per Mount Palomar lighting ordinance.
7. Pedestrian light poles along sidewalks or pathways shall be between twelve and fifteen feet high.
8. Fixtures will be selected that compliment the architectural styles.

Wolf Creek Specific Plan

The Proposed Project site is located within the Wolf Creek Specific Plan area, which provides design guidelines
for the Specific Plan area, including the Proposed Project site (referred to as the Village Center in the Specific
Plan). Per the Specific Plan, development within the Proposed Project site would comply with the following
design standards (City of Temecula 2001).

3. Building Scale and Design
a. Architectural design throughout the Village Center shall be restricted to compatible styles. This guideline
shall not be interpreted to restrict architectural design to solely one architectural style, as such uniformity
often creates a dull or prefabricated ambience. Instead, styles that are similar in massing, rooflines,
fenestration, details, and materials shall be allowed subject to the Planning Director’s approval.

b. Building scale shall relate to surrounding structures, i.e. no building shall exceed the scale of the adjacent
planning area buildings by more than a two-to-one ratio, unless such building or structure is designed as a
landmark facility (i.e. monumentation).

d. Building materials shall be consistent throughout the Village Center. A variety of building materials that
exhibit similar qualities will be allowed subject to the Planning Director’s approval. This guideline does not
limit the buildings in the Village Center to solely one building material or type. Instead, it is intended to
encourage a rick variety of compatible building materials displaying similar texture, tone, materials, or style.

e. Commercial buildings may incorporate second and third story mixed-uses, i.e. residential or office facilities
maybe located above any commercial use When mixed uses are combined within a single structure the
intensity of use shall decrease as the floors of the structure increase.

g. The landscape area provided shall be in scale with the mass of the building s Parking areas shall be fully
screened from the street.

6. Village Center Commercial
The Wolf Creek Village Center area shall incorporate the following Site Planning concepts to ensure that the
planning and design of the Village works towards creating a sense of place.

b. Building Siting, including clustering articulation of massing a system of roofs screening and setbacks.
1. Commercial residential and public buildings within the Village Center shall maintain the street edge
This means buildings shall be clustered and sited at or near the street.

3.10.1.2 Environmental Setting

Aesthetics

A viewshed is the geographical area that is visible from at least one location, referred to as a viewpoint. Each
viewpoint provides a line of sight of the viewshed. The visual experience of an object within a viewshed is
composed of the overall visibility of the object within the viewshed, the amount of time the object is exposed to
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viewers within the viewshed, the distance of the viewer from the object, and the number of viewers anticipated to
experience the viewshed.

There is no comprehensive list of specific features that automatically qualify as scenic resources; however, certain
characteristics can be identified that contribute to the determination of a scenic resource. The following is a partial
list of visual qualities and conditions that if present, may indicate the presence of a scenic resource:

A tree that displays outstanding features of form or age

A landmark tree or a group of distinctive trees accented in a setting as a focus of attention

An unusual planting that has historical value

A unique, massive rock formation

A historic building that is a rare example of its period, style, or design, or that has special architectural

features and details of importance

A feature specifically identified in applicable planning documents as having a special scenic value

e A unique focus or a feature integrated with its surroundings or overlapping other scenic elements to form
a panorama

e A vegetative or structural feature that has local, regional, or statewide importance

Proposed Project Site

The Proposed Project site is within the southern area of the City. Topography is relatively flat and slopes from
approximately 1,064 feet AMSL to the north to approximately 1,086 feet AMSL to the south, resulting in an
approximately 23-foot difference in elevation from the northwest corner to the southeast corner. The topography
surrounding the Proposed Project site is also generally flat, with mountainous terrain located approximately 0.5
miles to the southwest and 1.4 miles to the southeast of the Proposed Project site. One existing graded area,
developed with fencing and a temporary structure, is currently present in the southern portion of the northern
parcel. This area is currently used for staging for nearby development. The Proposed Project site is surrounded by
development on all sides. The nearest residences to the Proposed Project site include single-family homes located
to the northwest, southeast, and east of the site. Additional development adjacent to the Proposed Project site
includes the Wolf Creek Park, adjacent to the northeast, and the Riverside County Fire Station, adjacent to the
east. Located approximately 200 feet to the southwest of the site, across Pechanga Parkway, is the existing
Pechanga Resort Casino and additional single-family residences.

Scenic Highways

There are no state designated scenic highways or roads adjacent to or near the vicinity of the City; however, 1-15,
located approximately 1.5 miles west of the Proposed Project site, is considered an eligible State Scenic Highway
(Caltrans 2021).

Scenic Resources

The City’s General Plan identifies topographical features, such as the western escarpment and southern ridgelines,
hillsides in the northern area, natural drainage courses, and environmental resources of the Santa Margarita River
as scenic resources, that should be protected from insensitive development and activities. Public views to these
areas should be maintained to the extent possible (City of Temecula 2005b). The Proposed Project site is located
in a highly developed area and surrounded by development. No scenic resources are located in the vicinity of the
Proposed Project site.

Lighting and Shadow

The Proposed Project site is currently undeveloped. One existing graded area, developed with fencing and a
temporary structure, is currently present in the southern portion of the northern parcel. This area is currently used
for staging for nearby development, and may result in existing minimal levels of lighting from construction
equipment. No significant sources of lighting, shadow, or glare are currently present on the Proposed Project site.
Sources of nighttime lighting and glare in the vicinity of the site include street lights and adjacent residential and
commercial development, as well as the existing Riverside County Fire Station and Wolf Creek Park.
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3.10.2 Proposed Project Alternative

Aesthetics

Although no development is proposed at the Proposed Project site at this time, it is anticipated that
implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative would result in future development of the Proposed Project
site. Future development could result in 200,000 square feet of commercial uses, resulting in a long-term direct
adverse impact to aesthetics. However, as stated in Section 2.2.2 above, although not required, the Tribe will
design the commercial development to be functionally consistent with the City’s lighting and architectural design
guidelines as identified in the City’s Community Design Element and the Wolf Creek Specific Plan. Therefore,
the Proposed Project Alternative would be consistent with the City’s zoning and land use designations of the site,
and the Specific Plan. The nearest residential development to the Proposed Project site are the residences
northwest and southeast of the Proposed Project site. However, as discussed in Section 3.10.1.1, above, the
Specific Plan provides standards for development of the Proposed Project site, which would ensure that future
development of the Proposed Project Alternative would not significantly exceed the bulk and scale of surrounding
development. In addition, the Proposed Project Alternative would be visible from nearby roadways, including
Pechanga Parkway and Wolf Creek Drive. However, because the Proposed Project site is located in a highly
developed area, is surrounded by development on all sides, and would comply with the Specific Plan standards for
development, the Proposed Project Alternative would be consistent with the surrounding area. Lastly, the proposed
development would not block views of scenic resources or from scenic highways in the vicinity of the Proposed
Project site, as none are present nearby (Caltrans 2021; City of Temecula 2005b). Therefore, the Proposed Project
Alternative’s impacts to aesthetics would not be significant.

Lighting

The Proposed Project Alternative would introduce new sources of light to the Proposed Project site during
construction and operations for aesthetic and security purposes, resulting in a short- and long-term direct adverse
impacts to lighting. However, proposed lighting would be similar to the sources of light from nearby
development. This lighting associated with the Proposed Project Alternative would constitute an increase over the
existing ambient light levels on the Proposed Project site; however, as stated in Section 2.2.2 above, lighting
proposed on site would meet the City’s lighting requirements and the Wolf Creek Specific Plan. Therefore, no
significant adverse impacts associated with lighting would occur.

3.10.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the site would not be taken into trust, and no development would occur.
The site would remain in its current state. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would have no impact related
to visual resources.

3.1 NOISE
3.11.1 Affected Environment

The following discussion describes the existing noise environment in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site.

3.11.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Local

City of Temecula General Plan

The City of Temecula’s General Plan Noise Element has the following exterior building noise standards: 65 A-
weighted decibels (dBA) community noise equivalent level (CNEL) for low- and medium-density single-family
residences; 70 dBA CNEL for high-density and multi-family residences; 70 dBA CNEL for commercial and
office uses; 65 dBA CNEL for schools and open space where quiet is a required basis for the land use; and 70
dBA CNEL for institutional land uses other than schools (City of Temecula 2005b).
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3.11.1.2 Environmental Setting

Existing traffic is the primary source of ambient noise at the Proposed Project site. Noise-sensitive land uses in
the vicinity include single-family residences, a school, and a park. No existing sources of groundborne vibration
(aside from vehicular traffic, which produces relatively low levels) are located in the vicinity.

3.11.2 Proposed Project Alternative

Although no development is proposed at the Proposed Project site at this time, it is anticipated that
implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative would result in future development of the Proposed Project
site. Future development would result in 200,000 square feet of commercial uses, consistent with the City’s
zoning and land use designations of the site, and the Specific Plan.

Construction Noise

Construction noise could result in short-term direct adverse impacts to existing nearby residences. The Specific
Plan established that noise from construction activities, while relatively high at times, would generally occur
within the allowable hours for construction set forth in the City’s Noise Ordinance (Section 8.32 of the
Temecula Municipal Code). As stated in Section 2.2.2 above, although it would not be required, the Tribe
would voluntarily follow the City’s Noise Ordinance for allowable hours for construction activities to reduce
potential noise and vibration impacts. Because the Proposed Project Alternative would be consistent with the
uses anticipated in the Specific Plan and would voluntarily follow the municipal noise ordinance, noise during
construction would not be significant.

Construction Vibration

Construction activities that might expose persons to excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise could
cause a short-term adverse impact. Groundborne vibration information related to construction activities (including
demolition) has been collected by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (Caltrans 2020).
Information from Caltrans indicates that continuous vibrations with a peak particle velocity of approximately 0.1
inches per second begin to annoy people. The heavier pieces of construction equipment used for a project of this
type, such as bulldozers, would have peak particle velocities of approximately 0.089 inches per second or less at a
distance of 25 feet (DOT 2018). Groundborne vibration is typically attenuated over short distances. At the
distance from the nearest vibration-sensitive receivers (residences located to the northwest and southeast) to
where construction activity would typically be occurring (i.e., at the approximate centers of the northern parcel
and the southern parcel, approximately 300 feet and 400 feet, respectively), and with the anticipated construction
equipment, the peak particle velocity vibration level would be approximately 0.0021 inches per second for
receivers to the northwest, and approximately 0.0014 inches per second for receivers to the southeast. For
relatively brief periods of time, construction could occur relatively near to existing residences to the northwest
and southeast, depending on the ultimate site design. At a distance of 22 feet, the vibration threshold of potential
annoyance of 0.1 inches per second would be exceeded, resulting in annoyance; however, similarly to noise from
construction, such instances would be relatively short term and would occur only during daytime hours. As stated
in Section 2.2.2 above, the Tribe would voluntarily limit construction times during allowable hours of the day to
meet the City Noise Ordinance; therefore, vibrations from construction would be consistent with City standards.

The major concern with regards to construction vibration is related to building damage, which typically occurs at
vibration levels of 0.5 inches per second or greater for buildings of reinforced concrete, steel, or timber
construction. As discussed above, typical vibration levels associated with construction would be approximately
0.0021 inches per second or less, which is well below the threshold of 0.5 inches per second for building damage.
Therefore, impacts associated with vibration-produced damage would not be significant.

Operational Noise

Noise associated with operation of the Proposed Project Alternative would include off-site traffic noise generated
by vehicle trips, as well as on-site noise from mechanical equipment (generally consisting of heating, ventilation,
and air conditioning [HVAC] equipment), loading activities, and parking lot noise.
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Traffic Noise

Traffic noise impacts were assessed as part of the noise analysis for the Specific Plan (City of Temecula 2000). It
was determined that traffic noise would result in potentially significant adverse long-term direct impacts. As a
result, mitigation measures were set forth, including the requirement that affected residential planning areas
adjacent to Pala Road (now Pechanga Parkway) and Wolf Valley Road would require detailed noise assessments
and noise reduction measures, as needed. Additionally, developers are required to participate in noise mitigation
established by the City and to pay a fair share for mitigation associated with noise impacts associated with Wolf
Creek traffic. These mitigation measures have presumably been implemented at residential planning areas that
have been developed since the adoption of the Specific Plan or will be implemented in future residential
developments. With implementation of these mitigation measures, noise impacts from traffic to sensitive receivers
would be less than significant.

Specifically regarding the Proposed Project Alternative, a separate Transportation Consistency Analysis was
prepared (Appendix C). It was determined by the Transportation Consistency Analysis that the Proposed Project
Alternative would generate approximately 6,266 net new daily trips, which is slightly less than the number of
daily trips assigned to the roadway network per the General Plan Year 2035 model plot. Thus, the traffic volumes
from the Proposed Project Alternative are consistent with the results included in the Traffic Impacts Analysis for
the Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion as well as the General Plan Year 2035 conditions for the area (see
Appendix C). Because the Proposed Project Alternative would not generate any additional traffic beyond what
was estimated in previous analyses, the off-site traffic noise associated with the Proposed Project Alternative
would similarly be consistent with the findings of the Specific Plan. Therefore, short- and long-term direct and
indirect traffic noise impacts associated with the Proposed Project Alternative would not be significant.

On-Site Noise

Noise generated by HVAC equipment or other mechanical equipment, as well as from noise associated with the
parking and loading activities, has the potential to exceed City noise standards and result in nuisance at nearby
noise-sensitive uses (adjacent residences, the nearby park, and school), resulting in potential long-term direct
adverse impacts. However, as stated in Section 2.2 above, the Tribe would voluntarily comply with City noise
regulations, consistent with the Specific Plan. Thus, noise impacts would be not be significant.

Operational Vibration

During operation, no major sources of groundborne vibration are anticipated. Mechanical equipment, such as
from HVAC equipment, typically generates relatively low levels of vibration, and vibration from sources such as
heavy truck deliveries is typically low because trucks have flexible suspension systems and rubber tires, and
speeds within the Proposed Project site are low. Thus, long-term direct and indirect groundborne vibration
impacts during operation would not be significant.

3.11.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the site would not be taken into trust and would remain in its current condition.
No development would take place on any part of the site in the near term, although it is possible the land would be
eventually developed in accordance with the City General Plan and the Specific Plan. Therefore, the No Action
Alternative would not result in adverse impacts related to noise.

3.12 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
3.12.1 Affected Environment

The following discussion describes the existing hazards environment in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site.
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3.12.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Federal

At the federal level, human exposure to chemical agents, and in some cases environmental and wildlife exposure
to such agents, is regulated primarily by four agencies: USEPA, the Food and Drug Administration, the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), and the Consumer Product Safety Commission. USEPA
administers several Congressional statutes pertaining to human health and the environment, including the Clean
Air Act, which regulates hazardous air pollutants, and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (codified in
42 USC Section 6901 et seq.), which regulates land disposal of hazardous materials, defined as substances that
display one or more of the following characteristics: corrosivity, flammability, reactivity, or toxicity (40 CFR
Section 261). The Consumer Product Safety Commission plays a limited role in regulating hazardous substances;
it deals primarily with the labeling of consumer products. The Food and Drug Administration also plays a limited
role in regulating hazardous substances; it primarily regulates food additives and contaminants, human drugs,
medical devices, and cosmetics. OSHA regulations (codified in 29 CFR Parts 70-71, 22002205, 2400, and 1910)
require facilities to document the potential risk associated with the storage, use, and handling of toxic and
flammable substances. In addition to these regulatory agencies, the U.S. Department of Transportation regulates
the interstate transport of hazardous materials. The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 provides a Federal Superfund to clean up uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites,
as well as accidental releases of pollutants and contaminants into the environment. USEPA has the power to seek
out responsible parties and gain their cooperation in the cleanup. USEPA takes responsibility for hazardous sites
when the responsible party cannot be identified or fails to act.

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) addresses the sale, distribution, and labeling of
pesticides, as well as the certification and training of pesticide applicators. The FIFRA also establishes
recordkeeping and reporting requirements on certified applicators of restricted-use pesticides, as well as imposing
storage, disposal, and transportation requirements on registrants, and applicants for registration, of pesticides.
Pesticide use is regulated through requirements to apply pesticides in a manner consistent with the label. The
labeling requirement includes directions for use, warnings, and cautions, along with the uses for which the
pesticide is registered (i.e., pests and appropriate applications). Labeling requirements also include specific
conditions for the application, mixture, storage, and time period for re-entry to fields following pesticide
application, and when crops may be harvested after applications. If a pesticide is used in a manner contrary to its
labeling, the use constitutes a violation of the FIFRA.

State

“Hazardous material” is defined in CCR, Title 22, Division 4.5, Chapter 10, Article 2, Section 66260.10, as
“[Any] material that, because of its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses a
significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the environment if released into the
workplace or the environment. ‘Hazardous materials’ include, but are not limited to, hazardous substances,
hazardous waste, and any material that a handler or the administering agency has a reasonable basis for believing
that it would be injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to the environment if released into the
workplace or the environment.”

3.12.1.2 Environmental Setting

2016 Phase | Environmental Site Assessment

Hazardous materials are products or substances that, due to their characteristics or concentrations, could adversely
impact public safety or environmental health. A site visit to the Proposed Project site (i.e., “subject property”) was
conducted in August 2016. Although no buildings or ancillary structures were identified on site, a tractor and
small amounts of debris were observed in the northwestern part of the site, and a drainage inlet was noted in the
southeast area.

A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for the subject property was conducted by Marc Boogay,
Consulting Engineer (“Environmental Professional” per American Society for Testing and Materials [ASTM]
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specification), in August 2016 in accordance with ASTM Practice E 1527-3 ESAs, and included as Appendix D
of this EA. The purpose of the Phase | ESA was to identify any environmental conditions or hazards present on
the subject property that could adversely impact human health or the environment as a result of the Proposed
Project Alternative. Because the subject property is vacant land, no recognized environmental conditions,
historical recognized environmental conditions, or controlled recognized environmental conditions were observed
on site. However, the Phase | ESA identified a recognized environmental concern for soil conditions on the
subject property due to historical agricultural uses and illegal soil dumping. Very small amounts of debris, such as
mixed rubble, brick, cement, asphalt, concrete, pipe, sand, lumber, and steel scrap, were observed on the subject
property. No transformers were identified on site, and transformers located adjacent to the subject property
appeared to be in good condition and did not show signs of leaking. No signs warning of polychlorinated
biphenyls were observed on the transformers. A review of environmental and historical records obtained from
Environmental Data Resources Inc. supported observations that there are no aboveground storage tanks or
underground storage tanks on the subject property (Appendix D).

3.12.2 Proposed Project Alternative

Adverse impacts to human health or the environment from the release or storage of hazardous materials would
primarily occur during the construction phase. Incidents related to the release of hazardous materials that could
potentially occur include the incidental release of fuels, oils, and grease from construction equipment, as well as
the accidental release of hazardous-material-containing substances during their transport. Adoption of
construction BMPs, such as diesel emissions reduction strategies outlined by USEPA, reduce the chance for
accidental release of hazardous materials. Stormwater management BMPs, in accordance with a SWPPP for the
site, would also be implemented to prevent or reduce stormwater contamination, control sedimentation and
erosion, and comply with the requirements of the CWA in the event of a storm. Although hazardous materials
were not identified on site during the Phase | ESA (Appendix D), adoption of construction and stormwater BMPs
is necessary to minimize or eliminate adverse impacts from potentially undiscovered hazardous substances.

Small quantities of hazardous materials would be present on the subject property during the operational phase of
the Proposed Project Alternative. Hazardous materials could include cleaning chemicals, solvents, pesticides,
herbicides, fuels, and paints related to ongoing maintenance at the site. Small quantities of these hazardous
materials are commonly observed on most commercial properties and would not pose a threat to public health or
the environment. Therefore, with proper handling and storage of hazardous materials, implementation of the
Proposed Project Alternative would not result in significant adverse impacts.

3.12.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the subject property would not be taken into trust by the Pechanga Band of
Luisefio Indians, and development would not occur in the near-term. As a result, no adverse impacts resulting
from the generation, use, handling, or storage of hazardous materials would occur on the subject property from
this alternative.

3.13 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND INDIRECT EFFECTS
3.13.1  Cumulative Setting

Cumulative impacts are defined by the CEQ as effects “on the environment which result from the incremental
effect of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions” (40 CFR Section
1508.7). The City’s website was reviewed to identify future projects that may overlap with the Proposed Action.
General urban development, including housing projects, flood control structures, and various specific plans, is
anticipated to continue within the City of Temecula. However, none of these projects are located in the vicinity of
the Proposed Project site. The Tribe was also contacted to identify potential future projects. The Tribe is also
proposing some general development within the Tribe’s Reservation. More specifically, the Tribe is currently in
the application process for an additional development project, the Northern Boundary Application, located
approximately 2.3 miles northeast of the Proposed Project site. Therefore, no reasonably foreseeable future
actions would directly overlap with the Proposed Project Alternative.
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3.13.2 Cumulative Impacts

As discussed throughout Chapter 3, with implementation of the BMPs listed in Section 2.2.3 and the
mitigation measures in Chapter 4.0, the Proposed Project Alternative would not result in significant short- or
long-term direct adverse environmental impacts. General development would result in an increase in traffic
and air quality impacts. However, when combined with the minimal impacts associated with the Proposed
Project Alternative, impacts would not constitute significant adverse cumulative effect. In addition, it is
anticipated that any future actions would implement similar BMPs or mitigation measures to reduce
potentially significant impacts associated with air quality, land and water resources, biological resources,
cultural resources, noise, transportation, and public services and utilities. Cumulative effects from continued
urban development would not be considered significant due to the Proposed Project Alternative being an
infill project that would comply and be consistent with existing zoning and land uses, and would have
beneficial impacts to the local and Tribal economies.

3.13.3 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, it is reasonably foreseeable that under future conditions, the site would be
developed consistent with the current land uses and zoning designations for the properties. Therefore, under
cumulative conditions, the No Action Alternative would likely result in similar cumulative effects as those
described above for the development alternatives.

3.13.4 Indirect Effects

According to CEQ regulations, indirect effects are removed in time or in distance from a project, but are caused
by the project and are reasonably foreseeable. These include growth-inducing effects, as well as changes in land
use, population density, and related effects on natural systems (40 CFR Section 1508.8).

Growth-Inducing Effects

Although the Proposed Project Alternative is considered an anchor for downtown development within the City,
construction and operation would not in itself induce growth. The number of new employees requiring new
facilities (including housing and schools) would not be significant (refer to Section 3.9, Public Services and
Utilities); as such, no new housing, schools, or other facilities would be constructed as a result of development on
the Proposed Project Alternative.

The Proposed Project Alternative’s contribution to the planned development of the City has the potential to
induce economic growth within the City. This output would be generated from direct, indirect, and induced
economic activity. Indirect and induced output could stimulate further commercial growth; however, such demand
would be diffused and distributed among a variety of different sectors and businesses in the City. As such,
significant regional commercial growth-inducing impacts would not be anticipated to occur under the Proposed
Project Alternative. Furthermore, if the Proposed Project Alternative were not approved, similar levels of
economic growth in the area would still be likely to occur in the future. Development throughout the City is
subject to the City General Plan policies and environmental review requirements pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act. Therefore, no significant adverse growth-inducing effects relevant to any
environmental issue area would occur.
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SECTION 4.0

MITIGATION MEASURES

NEPA requires that, if a project would have significant adverse effects on the environment, mitigation for those
impacts must be identified. Mitigation consists of the following (40 CFR 1508.20):

oo o

of the action.

Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.

Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.
Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment.

Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life

e. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

Mitigation measures to be implemented during construction and operation of the Proposed Project Alternative are
summarized in Table 4-1. All mitigation is enforceable because it is inherent to the project design and/or required
through provisions of federal or state statute.

Table 4-1

Proposed Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Project Alternative

Resource Area

Proposed Mitigation

Biological Resources

MM-BIO-1: Pre-construction surveys for burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) shall be
completed within areas of suitable habitat (i.e., flatter portions of the site) in accordance
with the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, published by the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (2012), with the first survey conducted between 30 days and 14 days
prior to initiation of project-related activities, and the second within 24 hours of project-
related activities. If an active burrowing owl burrow is detected within 500 feet of the impact
footprint, avoidance and minimization measures shall be implemented in accordance with
the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation guidelines or agreed upon by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, including implementation of a non-disturbance buffer and
monitoring of the burrow to ensure activities are not adversely affecting the burrow. If
activities will occur within this zone, then work must occur outside of the nesting season,
or until it can be shown that the birds have finished nesting, at which point passive
relocation may occur.

MM-BIO-2: Vegetation removal shall be conducted during the non-nesting season for
migratory birds to avoid direct impacts. A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-
construction nesting bird survey within 3 days prior to vegetation- or ground-disturbing
activities if such activities are proposed during the nesting season (February 1 through
September 15). The survey shall include 100% coverage of the Proposed Project site. If
no active avian nests are found during the survey, no further work in this regard is
required.

If an active avian nest is discovered during the survey, they shall be flagged and a 200-
foot buffer shall be fenced around the nest. A biological monitor shall visit the site once a
week during ground-disturbing activities to ensure that all fencing is in place and no
sensitive species are being impacted. If such activities are delayed or suspended for more
than 7 days after the survey, the site shall be resurveyed. Should eggs or fledglings be
discovered in any nest, these resources shall not be disturbed until the young have
hatched and fledged (matured to a stage that they can leave the nest on their own). Once
the qualified biologist has determined that young birds have successfully fledged or the
nest has otherwise become inactive, a monitoring report shall be prepared and submitted
to the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians (Tribe) for review and approval prior to
reinitiating vegetation- and/or ground-disturbing activities within the buffer area. The
monitoring report shall summarize the results of the nest monitoring, described
construction restrictions currently in place, and confirm that construction activities can
proceed within the buffer area without jeopardizing the survival of the young birds. This
measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the Tribe.
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Table 4-1

Proposed Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Project Alternative

Resource Area

Proposed Mitigation

Cultural Resources

MM-CUL-1: A Pechanga Tribal Monitor(s) and an archaeologist from the Pechanga Tribal
Historic Preservation Office shall monitor ground-disturbing activities associated with any
future development project(s). The Tribal Monitor and archaeologist shall have authority
to stop and redirect grading in the immediate area of a find to evaluate the find and
determine the appropriate next steps. The evaluation shall include culturally appropriate
temporary and permanent treatment, which may include avoidance of cultural and
archeological finds; in-place preservation; or re-burial on the property in an area not
subject to future disturbance for preservation in perpetuity with agreement of the
landowner.

MM-CUL-2: In the event that Native American cultural resources are discovered during
ground-disturbing activities, all work within 50 feet of the find(s) shall cease and the Tribal
Historic Preservation Officer and a qualified archaeologist from the Pechanga Cultural
Resources Department shall be immediately contacted to assess the find(s). Work outside
the immediate vicinity of the find may continue during this assessment period.

MM-CUL-3: If human remains are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, the
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) shall apply. All work
within 50 feet of the find(s) shall cease and all reasonable efforts shall be made to protect
the human remains and any other cultural items from further impact. The responsible Tribal
official must be notified immediately and the applicable provisions of NAGPRA shall be
followed.

Paleontological Resources

MM-PAL-1: Prior to commencement of any grading activity in areas of moderate to high
paleontological sensitivity, the applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist per the
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) (2010) guidelines. The paleontologist shall
prepare a Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP) for the
Proposed Project. The PRIMP shall be consistent with the SVP (2010) guidelines and
shall outline requirements for pre-construction meeting attendance and worker
environmental awareness training; where monitoring is required based on construction
plans and/or geotechnical reports; procedures for adequate paleontological monitoring
and discoveries treatment; and paleontological methods, including sediment sampling for
microvertebrate fossils, reporting, and collections management. The qualified
paleontologist shall attend the pre-construction meeting and a paleontological monitor
shall be on site during rough grading and other significant ground-disturbing activities in
areas of previously undisturbed, moderate and/or high paleontological sensitivity. In the
event that paleontological resources (e.g., fossils) are unearthed during grading, the
paleontological monitor shall temporarily halt and/or divert grading activity to allow for
recovery of paleontological resources. The area of discovery shall be roped off with a 50-
foot-radius buffer. Once documentation and collection of the find are completed, the
monitor may remove the rope and allow grading to recommence in the area of the find.
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SECTION 5.0
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Consulted

California Department of Conservation
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The Department of Conservation was consulted for their Preliminary Geologic Map of the Murrieta 7.5-
Minute Quadrangle, Riverside County, California; Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation;
Quaternary Surficial Geology of Southern California; 2018 Data Viewer; The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Act; and Seismic Hazards Mapping Act.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
CDFW was consulted for a List of Vegetation Alliances and Associations.

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
CalRecycle was consulted for information on El Sobrante Landfill and Badlands Sanitary Landfill.

California Department of Transpc_)rtation o
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
Caltrans was consulted for its California State Scenic Highway System Map.

California Department of Water Resources
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The Department of Water Resources was consulted for the Temecula Valley Groundwater Basin
Bulletin 118, Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) 2019 Basin Prioritization
Frequently Asked Questions, and SGMA Basin Prioritization Dashboard.

California Native Plant Society _ o
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The California Native Plant Society was consulted for a list of rare and endangered plants.

City of Temecula
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The City of Temecula was consulted for information regarding the Specific Plan, General Plan, Zoning Map,
and Municipal Code, as well as information regarding existing public services, including law enforcement,
fire protection, parks, utilities, and solid waste. (Western Riverside County MSHCP)

County of Riverside _ o
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The County of Riverside was consulted for its Fiscal Year 2021/2022 Recommended Budget State Schedules.

County of Riverside Treasurer
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The Riverside County Treasurer was consulted for its Annual Secured Property Tax Bill for Fiscal Year July
1, 2020, through June 30, 2021.

Eastern Municipal Water District
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The EMWD was consulted for information on wastewater services, including the Temecula
Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility, and the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.
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Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
FEMA was consulted for the Guidelines for Implementing Executive Order 11988, Floodplain
Management, and Executive Order 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management
Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input; and the FEMA
Flood Map Service Center, Map 06065C3305G.

Native American Heritage Commission:
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The Native American Heritage Commission was contacted for a list of additional tribes in the vicinity of the
Proposed Project site.

Rancho California Water District
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The RCWD was consulted for its Water Facilities Master Plan, Urban Water Management Plan, and Sewer
Facilities Master Plan.

Southern California Association of Governments
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The Southern California Association of Governments was consulted for its Table |1-A Derivation
of Square Feet per Employee Based on: Median Employees per Acre, per Median Far.

State Water Resources Control Board
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The SWRCB was consulted for its Regional Water Quality Board Directory.

University of California Davis
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The University of California Davis was consulted for the California Water Indicators Portal (CWIP)
— Department of Environmental Science and Policy, Lower Temecula Creek.

U.S. Census Bureau
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The U.S. Census Bureau was consulted for its American Community Survey, My Tribal Area
Census data, and Riverside County and Temecula City Census data.

U.S. Department of Agriculture _ o
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
USDA was consulted for its Archaeological Resources Protection document.

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), Pacific Regional Office
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
The BIA was consulted regarding the scope and content of this EA.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
USFWS was consulted for the list of threatened and endangered species inquiry (IPaC), National
Hydrography Dataset, and National Wetland Inventory.

U.S. Geological Survey
Summary of Consultation and Coordination:
USGS was consulted for A Tapestry of Time and Terrain pamphlet.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Lindsey Dollman, Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians

From: Matthew Morales, Dudek

CC: Jonathan Rigg, Dudek; Michele Fahley, Pechanga Band of Luisefo Indians

Subject: Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis for the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians Fee-To-
Trust Application for the Wolf Valley Property

Date: August 19, 2021

Attachment A: CalEEMod Output Files

Dudek is pleased to submit this focused air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions assessment to assist in
environmental planning requirements for the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians (Tribe’s) Fee-To-Trust Application
for the Wolf Valley Property within the City of Temecula (City), Riverside County (County), California. This
memorandum estimates criteria air pollutants and GHG emissions from construction and operation of the
Proposed Project and evaluates the Project’s compliance with general conformity requirements under the federal
Clean Air Act. The contents and organization of this memorandum are as follows: brief project description; general
methodology and assumptions; air quality assessment, including a general conformity analysis; GHG emissions
assessment; a summary of conclusions; and references cited.

1 Project Description

The Proposed Action is the taking of approximately 20 acres contiguous to the Tribe’s reservation (i.e., the Wolf
Valley Property) into federal trust status for the Tribe to protect and restore Tribal homelands. Although the Tribe
has no current plans for development of the Proposed Action site, development of the Proposed Action site at a
future time is reasonably foreseeable. Due to the underling zoning and land use designation of the site, it is
assumed that the Proposed Action site would be developed with commercial uses (Proposed Project). Consistent
with the Wolf Specific Plan, it is anticipated that the Proposed Project would result in development of
approximately 200,000 square feet of leasable area designated for commercial uses and associated parking
(approximately 1,100 parking spaces).

2 General Methodology and Assumptions

2.1 Construction

Emissions from Proposed Project construction activities were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) Version 2020.4.0. CalEEMod is a statewide computer model developed in cooperation with air
districts throughout the state to quantify criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions associated with the construction
and operational activities from a variety of land-use projects, such as residential, commercial, and industrial
facilities.
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To estimate Proposed Project emissions, it is assumed that construction of the Proposed Project would begin in
March 2025 and would last approximately 17 months, ending August 2026. The analysis contained herein is
based on the following assumptions (duration of phases is approximate):

e Site Preparation: 10 days

e Grading: 30 days

e Building Construction: 300 days
e Paving: 20 days

e Architectural Coating: 20 days

For the analysis, it was generally assumed that heavy construction equipment would be operating at the site 5 days per
week (22 days per month) during Proposed Project construction. In addition to construction equipment operation,
emissions from worker trips and vendor trucks (i.e., delivery trucks) were estimated based on CalEEMod defaults.
Vendor trucks transporting building materials were assumed for building construction and haul trucks were not
assumed for the import and export of earthwork material since soils are anticipated to be balanced on-site.

The construction equipment mix and estimated hours of equipment operation per day, as well as the estimated
construction-related vehicle trips, used for the Proposed Project’s air pollutant emissions modeling are based on
CalEEMod defaults and are shown in Table 1. Additional details regarding construction assumptions are provided
in the modeling output, Attachment A.
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Table 1
Construction Scenario Assumptions

Daily
Construction  Daily Worker  Daily Vendor Truck ~ Total Haul Truck Usage
Phase One-Way Trips One-Way Trips One-Way Trips Equipment Quantity Hours
Site 18 0 0 Rubber Tired 3 8
Preparation Dozers
Tractors/ Loaders/ 4 8
Backhoes
Grading 20 0 0 Excavators 2 8
Graders 1 8
Rubber Tired 1 8
Dozers
Scrapers 2 8
Tractors/ Loaders/ 2 8
Backhoes
Building 249 105 0 Cranes 1 7
Construction Forklifts 3 8
Generator Sets 1 8
Tractors/ Loaders/ 3 7
Backhoes
Welders 1 8
Paving 15 0 0 Pavers 2 8
Paving Equipment 2 8
Rollers 2 8
Architectural 50 0 0 Air Compressors 1 6
Coatings

Source: See Attachment A for details.

2.2 Operations

Emissions from the operational phase of the Proposed Project were also estimated using CalEEMod Version
2020.4.0. Operational year 2027 was assumed based on the first full year of Proposed Project operations.
During long-term operations, the Proposed Project would generate air pollutants and GHGs from mobile, energy,
and area sources, and GHGs would be generated by solid waste and water supply/wastewater generation.
CalEEMod was used to estimate emissions from all of these sources. Default daily vehicle trips were assumed for
the regional shopping center. In addition, default CalEEMod assumptions were used for the generation of
electricity associated with building energy, water supply, treatment, distribution and wastewater treatment, as
well as natural gas consumption, area sources (i.e., landscaping, consumer products, and architectural coatings
for building maintenance), and solid waste disposal.
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3 Air Quality

3.1 Air Quality Overview

The Proposed Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and is within the jurisdictional boundaries
of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), which has jurisdiction over Riverside County,
including Temecula. Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the federal and state governments have
established ambient air quality standards, or criteria, for outdoor concentrations to protect public health. Criteria air
pollutants that are evaluated include volatile organic compounds (VOCs), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), carbon
monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SOx), particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10
microns in size (PM1o), and particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns
in size (PM2.5). VOCs and NOx are important because they are precursors to ozone (0Os).

3.2 General Conformity Background

Under Section 176(c)(1) of the federal Clean Air Act, federal agencies that “engage in, support in any way or
provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve any activity”! must demonstrate that such actions
do not interfere with state and local plans to bring an area into attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). The program by which a federal agency determines that its action would not obstruct or
conflict with air quality attainment plans is called “general conformity.” The implementing regulations for general
conformity are found in Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 51, Subpart W.

Under the general conformity regulations, both the direct and indirect emissions associated with a federal action
must be evaluated. Subpart W defines direct emissions as:

[T]hose emissions of a criteria pollutant or its precursors that are caused or initiated by the Federal
action and occur at the same time and place as the action.

Indirect emissions are defined as:
[T]hose emissions of a criteria pollutant or its precursors that:

(1) Are caused by the Federal action, but may occur later in time and/or may be farther removed in
distance from the action itself but are still reasonably foreseeable; and

(2) The Federal agency can practicably control and will maintain control over due to a continuing program
responsibility of the Federal agency.

3.3 Attainment Status and General Conformity Thresholds

The first step in the general conformity analysis is the applicability analysis. The National Highway System
Designation Act of 1995, (Pub. L. 104-59) added section 176(c)(5) to the Clean Air Act to limit applicability of the

1 Title 40, Code of Federal Regulation, Part 51, Section 51.850.
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conformity programs to areas designated as nonattainment under section 107 of the Clean Air Act and
maintenance areas under section 175A of the Clean Air Act only. Therefore, only actions in designated
nonattainment and maintenance areas are subject to the regulation. In addition, the regulations recognize that
the vast majority of Federal actions do not result in significant increase in emissions and, therefore, include a
number of exemptions such as de minimis emission levels based on the type and severity of the nonattainment
problem.

Accordingly, a conformity determination is required for each criteria pollutant or precursor where the direct and
indirect emissions of the criteria pollutant or precursor in a federal nonattainment or maintenance area would
equal or exceed specified annual emission rates, referred to as “de minimis” thresholds. For Oz precursors (VOCs
and NOx) and particulate matter, the de minimis thresholds depend on the nonattainment classification’s severity;
for other pollutants, the threshold is set at 100 tons per year. The Pechanga Reservation is currently classified as
a federal nonattainment area for the 2015 Os standard (marginal) (EPA 2021a). In addition, the Riverside County
portion of the SCAB is currently classified as a federal nonattainment area for PM2s (serious), and a federal
maintenance area for PM1o, NO2 and CO (EPA 2021a). The Riverside County portion of the SCAB is unclassified
or attainment for the other federal standards. The relevant de minimis thresholds are shown in Table 2.

Table 2
General Conformity De Minimis Thresholds

Annual Emissions

Pollutant Attainment Status (tons per year)
VOC Nonattainment/Marginal (Os) 100
NOx Nonattainment/Marginal (Os) 100
PMas Nonattainment/Serious 70
PM1o Maintenance 100
co Maintenance 100

Source: EPA 2021a; EPA 2021b
Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; O3 = ozone; PM2s = particulate matter with an aerodynamic
diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns; PM1o = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10
microns; CO = carbon monoxide.

3.4  Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

3471 Construction

Construction of the Proposed Project would result in the temporary addition of pollutants to the local airshed
caused by on-site sources (i.e., off-road construction equipment and soil disturbance) and off-site sources (i.e.,
on-road vendor trucks and worker vehicle trips). CalEEMod was used to calculate the annual criteria air pollutant
emissions based on the construction scenario described in Section 2, General Methodology and Assumptions.
Table 3 presents the estimated annual emissions generated during construction of the Proposed Project. While
there are no applicable de minimis thresholds for SOx, as the SCAB is in attainment of the NAAQS for this
pollutant, estimated annual emissions for SOx are provided in Table 3 for disclosure. Details of the emission
calculations are provided in Attachment A.
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Table 3
Estimated Annual Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

co SO«
Tons per Year
2025 0.25 2.02 2.66 0.01 0.62 0.26
2026 1.14 1.10 1.63 <0.01 0.25 0.09
Maximum Annual Emissions 1.14 2.02 2.66 0.01 0.62 0.26
De Minimis Threshold 100 100 100 N/A 100 70
Exceeds threshold? No No No N/A No No

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM1o = coarse
particulate matter; PM2s = fine particulate matter; N/A = not applicable.
See Attachment A for complete results.

As shown in Table 3, the annual emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, PM1o, and PM2s would not exceed the applicable
de minimis thresholds; therefore, further analysis is not required for VOC, NOx, CO, PM1o, and PM2.s. As such, the
Proposed Project would be in compliance with the general conformity requirements and would not conflict with
local air quality attainment plans to achieve federal ambient air quality standards.

342 Operations

Table 4 presents the estimated annual area, energy, and mobile source emissions associated with operation of the
Proposed Project. Details of the emission calculations are provided in Attachment A.

Table 4
Estimated Annual Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
co SO«
Source Tons per Year

Area 0.85 <0.01 0.02 0.00 <0.01 <0.01
Energy <0.01 0.02 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Mobile 258 3.44 23.01 0.05 6.02 1.64
Total Project Operations 344 3.46 23.05 0.05 6.02 1.64
De Minimis Threshold 100 100 100 N/A 100 70

Exceeds threshold? No No No N/A No No

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM1o = coarse
particulate matter; PM2s = fine particulate matter; N/A = not applicable.
Totals may not sum due to rounding. See Attachment A for complete results.

As shown in Table 4, the annual emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, PM1o, and PM2.5 associated with the Proposed Project
would not exceed the de minimis thresholds; therefore, further analysis is not required for VOC, NOx, CO, PM1o,
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and PM2s. As such, the Proposed Project would be in compliance with the general conformity requirements and
would not conflict with local air quality attainment plans to achieve federal ambient air quality standards.

4  Greenhouse Gas Emissions

41 Greenhouse Gases Overview

A GHG is any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere; in other words, GHGs trap heat in the
atmosphere. As defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g), for purposes of administering
many of the state’s primary GHG emissions reduction programs, GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane
(CHa), nitrous oxide (N20), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), sulfur hexafluoride (SFs), and
nitrogen trifluoride. (See also Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15364.5.) Some GHGs, such as CO2, CH4, and N20, occur
naturally and are emitted into the atmosphere through natural processes and human activities. Of these gases,
CO2 and CHs are the predominant GHGs emitted from human activities. Manufactured GHGs, which have a much
greater heat-absorption potential than CO2, include fluorinated gases, such as HFCs, PFCs, and SFs, associated
with certain industrial products and processes.

The effect each GHG has on climate change is measured as a combination of the mass of its emissions and the
potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere, known as its global warming potential (GWP), which
varies among GHGs. Total GHG emissions are expressed as a function of how much warming would be caused by
the same mass of CO2. Thus, GHG gas emissions are typically measured in metric tons (MT) of CO2 equivalent
(COze).2

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such as temperature, precipitation, or wind
patterns, lasting for an extended period of time (decades or longer). The greenhouse effect, which is the trapping and
build-up of heat in the atmosphere near the Earth’s surface, is a natural process that contributes to regulating the
Earth’s temperature. Human activities that emit additional GHGs to the atmosphere increase the amount of infrared
radiation that gets absorbed before escaping into space, thus enhancing the greenhouse effect and causing the
Earth’s surface temperature to rise.

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has withdrawn its final guidance for Federal agencies on how to
consider GHG emissions and the effects of climate change in National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) reviews, a
Notice of Availability for which was published on August 5, 2016 (81 FR 51866). As explained in the Notice of
Availability, the withdrawn guidance was not a regulation. Pursuant to Executive Order 13783, “Promoting Energy
Independence and Economic Growth,”3 of March 28, 2017, the guidance has been withdrawn for further
consideration. Subsequently, in 2019, the CEQ published draft guidance for the consideration of GHG emissions
under NEPA. On January 20, 2021, however, President Biden rescinded the CEQ June 2019 Draft NEPA Guidance

2 The CO2 equivalent for a gas is derived by multiplying the mass of the gas by the associated GWP, such that metric
tons of CO2e = (metric tons of a GHG) x (GWP of the GHG). CalEEMod assumes that the GWP for CH4 is 25, which
means that emissions of 1 metric ton of CHs are equivalent to emissions of 25 metric tons of CO2, and the GWP for
N20 is 298.

3 Executive Order 13783, Promoting Energy Independence and Economic Growth, is available here:
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017,/03/31/2017-06576/promoting-energy-independence-and-
economic-growth.

13506

D U D E K 7 August 2021



Memorandum
Subject:  Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis for the Pechanga Wolf Valley Project

on Consideration of GHG Emissions and directed preparation of new guidance building on the August 2016 Final
Guidance for Federal Departments and Agencies on Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Effects
of Climate Change in NEPA Reviews. While there are currently no formal guidance or numeric thresholds for
evaluating project-generated GHG emissions in NEPA assessments, estimated Project-generated GHG emissions
are included herein for disclosure purposes.

42  GHG Emissions

421 Construction

Construction of the Proposed Project would result in GHG emissions that are primarily associated with use of off-
road construction equipment, and on-road vendor and worker vehicles. CalEEMod was used to calculate the
annual GHG emissions based on the construction scenario described in Section 2, General Methodology and
Assumptions. Table 5 shows the estimated annual GHG construction emissions associated with the Proposed
Project. Details of the emission calculations are provided in Attachment A.

Table 5
Estimated Annual Construction GHG Emissions
CHs N20
Metric Tons per Year
2025 633.32 0.09 0.03 643.43
2026 386.38 0.04 0.02 392.80
Total Project Construction Emissions 1,036.24

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CHa = methane; N20 = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent
See Attachment A for complete results.

As shown in Table 5, the estimated total Proposed Project-generated construction GHG emissions would be
minimal, estimated at approximately 1,036 MT COze.

4.2.2  Operations

Table 6 presents the area sources, energy usage, motor vehicles, solid waste generation, water usage and wastewater
generation GHG emissions associated with operation of the Proposed Project. Details of the GHG emission
calculations are provided in Attachment A.
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Table 6
Estimated Annual Operational GHG Emissions

CHa N20

Metric Tons per Year
Area 0.03 <0.01 0.00 0.03
Energy 481.39 0.04 0.01 483.89
Mobile 4,802.37 0.28 0.26 4,885.52
Solid waste 4263 2.52 0.00 105.61
Water supply and wastewater 56.80 0.49 0.01 72.53
Total Project Operational Emissions 5,547.59

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N20 = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent.
Totals may not sum due to rounding. See Attachment A for complete results.

As shown in Table 6, the annual emissions of GHGs associated with the Proposed Project would be approximately
5,548 MT CO2e¢ per year.

5  Summary

Neither construction emissions nor the operational emissions generated by the Proposed Project would exceed
the general conformity de minimis thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, PM1o, and PM2s, as shown in Tables 3 and 4.
Accordingly, the Proposed Project would be in compliance with the federal Clean Air Act and general conformity
requirements.

While there are no specific requirements for evaluating GHG emissions under NEPA, estimated Project-generated
GHG emissions are included for disclosure. As presented in Tables 5 and 6, the project is estimated to generate a
total of approximately 1,036 MT COze during construction and 5,548 MT CO2e per year during operations.

6  References
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0 Page 1 of 30 Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

Pechanga Wolf Valley
Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Regional Shopping Center . 200.00 . 1000sqft ! 4.59 ! 200,000.00 0
"""""" Parking Lot + 11000 = Space : 9.90 ©440,000.00 T

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.4 Precipitation Freq (Days) 28

Climate Zone 10 Operational Year 2027
Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 390.98 CH4 Intensity 0.033 N20 Intensity 0.004
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - 200 ksf commercial shopping center and associated parking
Construction Phase - Default duration of construction phases
Off-road Equipment - Default

Off-road Equipment - Default

Off-road Equipment - Default

Off-road Equipment - Default

Off-road Equipment - Default

Grading - Default

Trips and VMT - Default

On-road Fugitive Dust - Default




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0

Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Page 2 of 30

Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

Architectural Coating - Default
Vehicle Trips - Default trip rates
Consumer Products - Default
Area Coating - Default
Landscape Equipment - Default
Energy Use - Default

Water And Wastewater - Default
Solid Waste - Default

Table Name Column Name

Default Value

New Value

2.0 Emissions Summary




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0

Page 3 of 30

Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2025 E: 0.2513 1 20161 @ 26555 ! 7.0200e- ! 0.5432 @ 0.0731 ! 06163 ! 0.1882 : 0.0683 ! 0.2565 0.0000 : 633.3159 ! 633.3159 ' 0.0859 ' 0.0267 ! 643.4339
- ) ) ) 003 ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
----------- n : . : : . : : . bttt Bt : . : Fom-a
2026 = 11443 + 1.1010 + 1.6345 ' 4.2700e- * 0.2146 + 0.0394 +* 0.2540 ' 0.0579 + 0.0370 * 0.0949 0.0000 ' 386.3782 ' 386.3782 * 0.0435 ' 0.0179 ' 392.8050
- . . . 003 ., : . . . . . . . . .
Maximum 1.1443 2.0161 2.6555 7.0200e- 0.5432 0.0731 0.6163 0.1882 0.0683 0.2565 0.0000 | 633.3159 | 633.3159 | 0.0859 0.0267 | 643.4339
003
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2025 E: 0.2513 1 20161 @ 26555 ! 7.0200e- ! 0.5432 @ 0.0731 ! 06163 ! 0.1882 : 0.0683 ! 0.2565 0.0000 : 633.3155 ! 633.3155 ' 0.0859 ' 0.0267 ! 643.4335
- ) ) ) 003 ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
- ) ) ) ) ) ) ) 1
N - —————y === === = g mmmmsm—————— y——————— b b i
2026 = 11443 ' 1.1010 @ 1.6345 ! 42700e- ! 0.2146 ' 0.0394 ! 0.2540 ! 0.0579 ' 0.0370 ! 0.0949 0.0000 : 386.3780 ! 386.3780 ' 0.0435 ! 0.0179 ! 392.8048
- ) ) ) 003 ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
Maximum 1.1443 2.0161 2.6555 7.0200e- 0.5432 0.0731 0.6163 0.1882 0.0683 0.2565 0.0000 | 633.3155 | 633.3155 | 0.0859 0.0267 | 643.4335

003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0

Page 4 of 30

Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 3-1-2025 5-31-2025 0.8422 0.8422
2 6-1-2025 8-31-2025 0.6110 0.6110
3 9-1-2025 11-30-2025 0.6080 0.6080
4 12-1-2025 2-28-2026 0.6005 0.6005
5 3-1-2026 5-31-2026 0.6087 0.6087
6 6-1-2026 8-31-2026 1.2376 1.2376
Highest 1.2376 1.2376




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0

Page 5 of 30

Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 0.8515 ! 1.5000e- ' 0.0166 ! 0.0000 ! ! 6.0000e- ! 6.0000e- ! ! 6.0000e- ! 6.0000e- § 0.0000 : 00323 ' 00323 ! 8.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 0.0344
- V004 . . \ 005 , 005 \ 005 , 005 . . V005 .
----------- H : : : : : : : : Femmmmmeg -] : : :
Energy = 23700e- + 0.0216 + 0.0181 + 1.3000e- 1 '+ 1.6400e- * 1.6400e- * '+ 1.6400e- * 1.6400e- & 0.0000 ' 481.3863 + 481.3863 * 0.0391 ' 5.1200e- + 483.8881
o 003 ., ' , 004 . 003 . 003 . 003 . 003 ' ' ' . 003
""" Mobile | w 25842 1 34421 1 230136 + 00519 ' 59798 : 00416 ! 60214 1 15971 + 00390 | 16360 & 00000 :4,802.371+4,8023711 02785 + 02557 4885523
- L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} 8 L} L} L} 2
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 . 1 1
----------- B o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e g e e e e e e e e e e o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e o e e e e e = o = i o = = = = = = o e e e o o o o o o o o o o o o e e mmmmssmmmep = = = = = = e
Waste " ' ' ' ' ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 00000 ! 0.0000 426281 1 0.0000 @ 426281 ! 25193 ! 0.0000 * 1056093
- L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L}
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 .
----------- B o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e g e e e e e e e e e e o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e = = = o = = = = = = = e e e e o o o o o o o o o o o e o e mmmmsmsmmmep = = = = = =
Water " ' ' ' ' ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 00000 ! 0.0000 47000 ' 521000 ! 56.8000 ! 0.4871 ! 00119 : 725337
- L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L}
Total 3.4380 3.4638 | 23.0482 | 0.0521 5.9798 0.0433 6.0231 1.5971 0.0407 1.6377 47.3281 | 5,335.890 | 5,383.218 | 3.3240 0.2727 | 5,547.588
4 4 7
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Mitigated Operational
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Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 0.8515 ' 1.5000e- + 0.0166 ! 0.0000 ! 6.0000e- ! 6.0000e- ! ! 6.0000e- ! 6.0000e- & 0.0000 : 0.0323 @ 00323 ! 8.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 0.0344
- V004 . . \ 005 , 005 \ 005 , 005 . . V005 .
----------- S - - : - - : - - R o Lo - - :
Energy = 23700e- + 0.0216 ' 0.0181 '+ 1.3000e- * ' 1.6400e- ' 1.6400e- 1 ' 1.6400e- ' 1.6400e- & 0.0000 ' 481.3863 ' 481.3863 + 0.0391 1 5.1200e- * 483.8881
o 003 ., ' , 004 . 003 . 003 . 003 . 003 ' ' ' . 003
""" Mobile | w 25842 1 34421 1 230136 + 00519 ' 59798 : 00416 ! 60214 1 15971 + 00390 | 16360 & 00000 :4,802.371+4,8023711 02785 + 02557 4885523
- L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} 8 L} L} L} 2
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 . 1 1 1
----------- P o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e o e o e e = o e o o o o o o o o o S o o o o o o =SS mmmmommsep = = = = = =
Waste " ' ' ' ' ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 426281 1+ 0.0000 ' 426281 ! 25193 ! 0.0000 @ 105.6093
- L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L}
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- P o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e g e e e e e e e o o o o o o o = o o o i o o o o o o o S o o o o o o =SS mmmmsmmmsop = = = = = = o=
Water " ' ' ' ' ' 00000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 00000 ! 0.0000 47000 1+ 521000 ! 56.8000 ! 0.4871 ! 0.0119 : 725337
- L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L}
Total 3.4380 3.4638 | 23.0482 | 0.0521 5.9798 0.0433 6.0231 1.5971 0.0407 1.6377 47.3281 | 5,335.890 | 5,383.218 | 3.3240 0.2727 | 5,547.588
4 4 7
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 |NBio-CO2|Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 :Site Preparation +Site Preparation 13/1/2025 13/14/2025 ! 5! 10}
------- T T T T T T L T o e S T T T
2 *Grading *Grading 13/15/2025 14/25/2025 ! 5! 30}
_______ i 1 I L] [l [l D e et e e esessesesemeee.... .
3 *Building Construction *Building Construction 14/26/2025 16/19/2026 ! 5! 300:
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*Paving
¥

*Paving
¥

16/20/2026
dememmmmmaaaa

7/18/2026

Architectural Coating

'
Architectural Coating '

17/17/2026

8/14/2026

I

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 15

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 90

Acres of Paving: 9.9

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 300,000; Non-Residential Outdoor: 100,000; Striped Parking Area:

26,400 (Architectural Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount

Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Architectural Coating *Air Compressors ! 1

-.----.-.-.--...............'--------------------------_F________________.
Building Construction ECranes ! 1
-.----.-.-.--...............'___________________________F----------------.
Grading ; Excavators ! 2
............................'--------------------------_F----------------.
Building Construction EForinﬂs ! 3
-.----.-.-.--...............'--------------------------_F________________.
Building Construction EGenerator Sets ! 1
-.----.-.-.--...............'--------------------------_F________________.
Grading EGraders ! 1
e Sy S
Paving *Pavers ! 2
-.----.-.-.--...............'--------------------------_F________________.
Paving EPaving Equipment ! 2
e Sy
Paving *Rollers ! 2
-.----.-.-.--...............'--------------------------_F________________.
Grading ERubber Tired Dozers ! 1
-.----.-.-.--...............'--------------------------_F________________.
Site Preparation ERubber Tired Dozers ! 3
-.----.-.-.--...............'--------------------------_F________________.
Grading EScrapers ! 2

.--.-.--.-.--...............'---------------------------F----------------.
Building Construction ;Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 3

gy Sy

Grading = Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 2

gy Sy

Site Preparation = Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4

6.00! 78! 0.48
S N NSRRI
7.00! 231! 0.29
- - ———————————--I--------------
8.00! 158" 0.38

gy S VN AP Rp e

8.00! 89! 0.20

U TN

84

8.00! 0.74

S
8.00!

)

f e e e mmm e e —m— e = m e e
8.00! 130! 0.42
U AU
8.00! 132 0.36

N TR

8.00! 80! 0.38

N TN

0.40

8.00! 247!
S T
8.00!

1

T S TN
8.00! 367! 0.48
S N NSRRI
7.00: o7t 0.37
S N NSRRI
8.00: o7t 0.37

N TR

8.00! 0.37

Building Construction *Welders

T

...............

8.00*

Trips and VMT

Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Site Preparation . 7: 18.00: 0.00 0.00: 14.70: 6.90;} 20.00:LD_Mix :HDT_Mix HHDT
R T e S e L ST B B g P Ll LR LR T
Grading 81 20.00° 0.00 0.00! 14.701 6.90! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  IHHDT
B B e s L L L B T T T T e S
Building Construction E 9: 249.005 105.00 14.70: 6.90-3 20.00:LD_Mix :HDT_Mix HHDT
R et e R L Lk S B B e Lk L e L EE L L
Paving 6! 15.00: 0.00 0.00: 14.701 6.90! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
---------------- H + : : } / } } e
Architectural Coating = 1! 50.00: 0.00: 0.00: 14.70: 6.90: 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Site Preparation - 2025
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust : ! ' ! ' 00983 : 0.0000 ' 00983 ! 0.0505 : 0.0000 ' 0.0505 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000
- ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) L} L
mmmmmemmm==- ::-------'l"""""""':-------':-------'l"""""""':-------'l-------'l"""""""':-------'I' ------- b B : ------- ': """"""" ': ------- ': ------- ':' """"
Off-Road = 0.0124 + 0.1262 + 0.0896 + 1.9000e- 1 ' 5.4300e- + 5.4300e- * + 5.0000e- * 5.0000e- % 0.0000 + 16.7335 + 16.7335 + 5.4100e- + 0.0000 ' 16.8688
" ' . Vo004 . 003 , 003 1 003 , 003 . ' v 003 | .
Total 0.0124 0.1262 0.0896 | 1.9000e- | 0.0983 | 5.4300e- | 0.1037 0.0505 | 5.0000e- | 0.0555 0.0000 | 16.7335 | 16.7335 | 5.4100e- | 0.0000 | 16.8688

004 003 003 003
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

3.2 Site Preparation - 2025
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
----------- H : : : : : : : : T T g : : : L
Vendor = 00000 * 00000 : 0.0000 : 00000 : 00000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
""" Worker = 2.5000e- 1 1.70006- 1+ 2.4500e- 1 1.0000e- 1 9.9000e- + 0.0000 1 9.9000e- 1 2.60006- + 0.0000 + 2.7000e- & 0.0000 + 0.7037 1+ 0.7037 1+ 2.00006- + 2.00006- + 0.7093 |
o 004 , 004 ., 003 , 005 , 004 . \ 004 , 004 V004 : . v 005 , 005
Total 2.5000e- | 1.7000e- | 2.4500e- | 1.0000e- | 9.9000e- | 0.0000 | 9.9000e- | 2.6000e- | 0.0000 | 2.7000e- | 0.0000 0.7037 0.7037 | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 0.7093
004 004 003 005 004 004 004 004 005 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust ' ' ' ' 00983 ' 00000 ' 00983 ' 00505 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0505 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
- 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
5 5 50 5 0 0 500 00 0 (50 (0 (0 o o o o o o o o o b B P T b e Y e
Off-Road = 00124 ' 01262 ' 00896 ' 1.9000e- ! ! 5.4300e- ! 5.4300e- ! ' 5.0000e- ! 5.0000e- § 0.0000 ' 16.7335 ! 16.7335 ' 54100e- ! 0.0000 ' 16.8688
- . . V004 , 003 , 003 , , 003 , 003 . . \ 003 .
Total 0.0124 0.1262 0.0896 | 1.9000e- | 0.0983 | 5.4300e- | 0.1037 0.0505 | 5.0000e- | 0.0555 0.0000 | 16.7335 | 16.7335 | 5.4100e- | 0.0000 | 16.8688
004 003 003 003
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

3.2 Site Preparation - 2025
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
----------- H : : : : : : : : T T g : : : L
Vendor = 00000 * 00000 : 0.0000 : 00000 : 00000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
""" Worker = 2.5000e- 1 1.70006- 1+ 2.4500e- 1 1.0000e- 1 9.9000e- + 0.0000 1 9.9000e- 1 2.60006- + 0.0000 + 2.7000e- & 0.0000 + 0.7037 1+ 0.7037 1+ 2.00006- + 2.00006- + 0.7093 |
o 004 , 004 ., 003 , 005 , 004 . \ 004 , 004 V004 : . v 005 , 005
Total 2.5000e- | 1.7000e- | 2.4500e- | 1.0000e- | 9.9000e- | 0.0000 | 9.9000e- | 2.6000e- | 0.0000 | 2.7000e- | 0.0000 0.7037 0.7037 | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 0.7093
004 004 003 005 004 004 004 004 005 005
3.3 Grading - 2025
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust ' ' ' ' 01381 ' 00000 ' 0.1381 ! 00548 ' 00000 ! 0.0548 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
- 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
T N T —_— - —————g = === === P T Y Y ===
Off-Road = 00435 ' 04191 ' 03950 ! 9.3000e- ! ' 00170 ! 00170 ! ' 00156 ! 0.0156 0.0000 : 81.7593 ! 81.7593 ' 0.0264 ! 0.0000 ! 824204
L1} L} L} L} 004 L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
Total 0.0435 0.4191 0.3950 | 9.3000e- | 0.1381 0.0170 0.1550 0.0548 0.0156 0.0704 0.0000 | 81.7593 | 81.7593 | 0.0264 0.0000 | 82.4204

004
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
----------- H : : : : : : : : T T g : : : L
Vendor = 00000 * 00000 : 0.0000 : 00000 : 00000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
""" Worker = 8.5000e- 1 570006 1 8.1800e- 1 3.0000e- 1 3.30006- + 1.0000e- 1 3.3100e- 1 8.80006- + 1.0000e- + 8.9000e- & 0.0000 + 2.3458 1+ 23458 1 500006 + 6.00006- + 2.3643
o 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 ., 005 , 004 : . v 005 , 005
Total 8.5000e- | 5.7000e- | 8.1800e- | 3.0000e- | 3.3000e- | 1.0000e- | 3.3100e- | 8.8000e- | 1.0000e- | 8.9000e- | 0.0000 2.3458 2.3458 | 5.0000e- | 6.0000e- | 2.3643
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust ' ' ' ' 01381 ' 00000 ' 0.1381 ! 00548 ' 00000 ! 0.0548 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
- 1 1 1 1 1 [} 1 1 1 1
T N T —_— - —————g = === === P T Y Y T
Off-Road = 00435 ' 04191 ' 03950 ! 9.3000e- ! ' 00170 ! 00170 ! ' 00156 ! 0.0156 0.0000 & 81.7592 ! 81.7592 ' 0.0264 ! 0.0000 ! 824203
L1} L} L} L} 004 L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
Total 0.0435 0.4191 0.3950 | 9.3000e- | 0.1381 0.0170 0.1550 0.0548 0.0156 0.0704 0.0000 | 81.7592 | 81.7592 | 0.0264 0.0000 | 82.4203

004
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

3.3 Grading - 2025
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
----------- H : : : : : : : : T T g : : : L
Vendor = 00000 * 00000 : 0.0000 : 00000 : 00000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
""" Worker = 8.5000e- 1 570006 1 8.1800e- 1 3.0000e- 1 3.30006- + 1.0000e- 1 3.3100e- 1 8.80006- + 1.0000e- + 8.9000e- & 0.0000 + 2.3458 1+ 23458 1 500006 + 6.00006- + 2.3643
o 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 ., 005 , 004 : . v 005 , 005
Total 8.5000e- | 5.7000e- | 8.1800e- | 3.0000e- | 3.3000e- | 1.0000e- | 3.3100e- | 8.8000e- | 1.0000e- | 8.9000e- | 0.0000 2.3458 2.3458 | 5.0000e- | 6.0000e- | 2.3643
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 005
3.4 Building Construction - 2025
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.1217 1 1.1098 ' 1.4315 ! 2.4000e- ! ' 00470 ' 0.0470 ! v 0.0442 1 0.0442 0.0000 1 206.4083 ! 206.4083 ' 0.0485 ! 0.0000 ! 207.6213
L1} L} L} L} 003 L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
Total 0.1217 1.1098 1.4315 | 2.4000e- 0.0470 0.0470 0.0442 0.0442 0.0000 | 206.4083 | 206.4083 | 0.0485 0.0000 | 207.6213

003
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3.4 Building Construction - 2025
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 00000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
----------- S : : : : : : : : . ETT T : : : L
Vendor = 9.8400e- * 0.3178 + 0.1248 + 1.5800e- * 0.0590 + 2.6500e- + 0.0617 *+ 0.0170 1+ 2.5300e- + 0.0196 0.0000 * 152.0801 * 152.0801 & 1.7100e- + 0.0224 1 158.8001
o003 . . v 003 . v 003 . . v 003 . . . v 003 . .
"7 Worker  m 0.0628 1 00425 1 06040 1 1.8900e- 1 002436 1+ 1.0500e- 1 02446 1 00647 1+ 9.7000e- + 0.0656 & 0.0000 + 173.2851 + 173.9851 + 3.79006- + 4.26006- + 174.6497
- . : v 003 \003 . Vo004 : . i 003 , 003 ,
Total 0.0726 | 0.3603 0.7288 | 3.4700e- | 0.3026 | 3.7000e- | 0.3063 0.0817 | 3.5000e- | 0.0852 0.0000 | 325.3652 | 325.3652 | 5.5000e- | 0.0267 | 333.4498
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 0.1217 ' 11098 ! 14315 ! 2.4000e- ! ' 00470 ' 0.0470 ! v 0.0442 1 0.0442 0.0000 ' 206.4081 ! 206.4081 ' 0.0485 ! 0.0000 ! 207.6211
L1} L} L} L} 003 L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
Total 0.1217 1.1098 1.4315 | 2.4000e- 0.0470 0.0470 0.0442 0.0442 0.0000 | 206.4081 | 206.4081 | 0.0485 0.0000 | 207.6211

003
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Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

3.4 Building Construction - 2025
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 00000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
----------- S : : : : : : : : . ETT T : : : L
Vendor = 9.8400e- * 0.3178 + 0.1248 + 1.5800e- * 0.0590 + 2.6500e- + 0.0617 *+ 0.0170 1+ 2.5300e- + 0.0196 0.0000 * 152.0801 * 152.0801 & 1.7100e- + 0.0224 1 158.8001
o003 . . v 003 . v 003 . . v 003 . . . v 003 . .
"7 Worker  m 0.0628 1 00425 1 06040 1 1.8900e- 1 002436 1+ 1.0500e- 1 02446 1 00647 1+ 9.7000e- + 0.0656 & 0.0000 + 173.2851 + 173.9851 + 3.79006- + 4.26006- + 174.6497
- . : v 003 \003 . Vo004 : . i 003 , 003 ,
Total 0.0726 | 0.3603 0.7288 | 3.4700e- | 0.3026 | 3.7000e- | 0.3063 0.0817 | 3.5000e- | 0.0852 0.0000 | 325.3652 | 325.3652 | 5.5000e- | 0.0267 | 333.4498
003 003 003 003
3.4 Building Construction - 2026
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 00834 ' 07607 ' 09812 ! 1.6400e- ! ' 00322 ' 00322 ! v 0.0303 ' 0.0303 0.0000 ' 141.4709 ! 141.4709 + 0.0333 ! 0.0000 ' 142.3023
L1} L} L} L} 003 L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
Total 0.0834 | 0.7607 0.9812 | 1.6400e- 0.0322 0.0322 0.0303 0.0303 0.0000 | 141.4709 | 141.4709 | 0.0333 0.0000 | 142.3023

003
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Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

3.4 Building Construction - 2026
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 00000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
----------- S : : : : : : : : . T : : : A
Vendor = 6.6600e- * 0.2156 + 0.0847 + 1.0600e- * 0.0405 + 1.8100e- + 0.0423 + 0.0117 + 1.7300e- + 0.0134 0.0000 * 102.3387 * 102.3387 + 1.2100e- + 0.0151 1+ 106.8535
o003 . . v 003 . v 003 . . v 003 . . . v 003 . .
""" Worker = 00405 1 00263 1 03881 1 1.2500e- 1 01670 1 6.8000e- 1 01676 1 00443 1+ 6.3000e- + 0.0450 & 0.0000 + 115.0718 + 115.0718 + 2.36006- + 2.75006- + 115.9494
- . : v 003 Vo004 . Vo004 : . i 003 , 003 ,
Total 0.0471 0.2419 0.4728 | 2.3100e- | 0.2074 | 2.4900e- | 0.2099 | 0.0560 | 2.3600e- | 0.0584 0.0000 | 217.4104 | 217.4104 | 3.5700e- | 0.0178 | 222.8029
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 00834 ' 07607 ' 09812 ! 1.6400e- ! ' 00322 ' 00322 ! v 0.0303 ' 0.0303 0.0000 ' 141.4707 1 141.4707 + 0.0333 ! 0.0000 ! 142.3021
L1} L} L} L} 003 L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
Total 0.0834 | 0.7607 0.9812 | 1.6400e- 0.0322 0.0322 0.0303 0.0303 0.0000 | 141.4707 | 141.4707 | 0.0333 0.0000 | 142.3021

003
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Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual
EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

3.4 Building Construction - 2026
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
----------- H : : : : : : : : T L : : : P
Vendor = 6.6600e- * 0.2156 + 0.0847 + 1.0600e- + 0.0405 + 1.8100e- * 0.0423 + 0.0117 + 1.7300e- * 0.0134 0.0000 '+ 102.3387 + 102.3387 + 1.2100e- + 0.0151 1+ 106.8535
o003 . . v 003 . v 003 . . v 003 . . . v 003 . .
""" Worker = 00405 1 00263 1 03881 1 1.2500e- 1 01670 1 6.8000e- 1 01676 1 00443 1+ 6.3000e- + 0.0450 & 0.0000 + 115.0718 + 115.0718 + 2.36006- + 2.75006- + 115.9494
- . : v 003 Vo004 . Vo004 : . i 003 , 003 ,
Total 0.0471 0.2419 0.4728 | 2.3100e- | 0.2074 | 2.4900e- | 0.2099 0.0560 | 2.3600e- | 0.0584 0.0000 | 217.4104 | 217.4104 | 3.5700e- | 0.0178 | 222.8029
003 003 003 003
3.5 Paving - 2026
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 9.1500e- ' 00858 ! 0.1458 ! 2.3000e- ! ! 4.1900e- ! 4.1900e- ! ' 3.8500e- ! 3.8500e- § 0.0000 @ 20.0193 ! 20.0193 ! 6.4700e- ! 0.0000 ! 20.1811
o 003 . V004 , 003 , 003 , , 003 , 003 . . \ 003 .
"""""'::-------'l"""""""':-------'l-------'l"""""""':-------'l-------‘:"""""""':------- ------- b B : ------- ': """"""" ': ------- ': ------- ':' """"
Paving = 00130 ! ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
Total 0.0221 0.0858 0.1458 | 2.3000e- 4.1900e- | 4.1900e- 3.8500e- | 3.8500e- | 0.0000 | 20.0193 | 20.0193 | 6.4700e- | 0.0000 | 20.1811
004 003 003 003 003 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0

Page 17 of 30

Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

3.5 Paving - 2026
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
----------- H : : : : : : : : T T g : : : L
Vendor = 00000 * 00000 : 0.0000 : 00000 : 00000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
""" Worker = 4.0000e- 1 2.60006- 1 3.83006- 1 1.0000e- 1 1.65006- + 1.00006- 1 1.6600e- 1 440006~ + 1.0000e- + 4.4000e- & 0.0000 + 11364 1+ 11364 1+ 2.00006- + 3.00006- + 1.1451 |
o 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 ., 005 , 004 : . v 005 , 005
Total 4.0000e- | 2.6000e- | 3.8300e- | 1.0000e- | 1.6500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.6600e- | 4.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 4.4000e- | 0.0000 1.1364 1.1364 | 2.0000e- | 3.0000e- | 1.1451
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 9.1500e- ' 00858 ' 0.1458 ! 2.3000e- ! ' 4.1900e- ! 4.1900e- ! ' 3.8500e- ! 3.8500e- § 0.0000 ' 20.0192 ! 20.0192 ' 6.4700e- ! 0.0000 ' 20.1811
o 003 . V004 , 003 , 003 , , 003 , 003 . . \ 003 .
mEmmmEmEmsse-- ::-------'l"""""""':-------'l-------'l"""""""':-------'l-------'l"""""""':-------':' ----------- : ------- ': """"""" ': ------- ': ------- ':' """"
Paving = 00130 ! ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
Total 0.0221 0.0858 0.1458 | 2.3000e- 4.1900e- | 4.1900e- 3.8500e- | 3.8500e- | 0.0000 | 20.0192 | 20.0192 | 6.4700e- | 0.0000 | 20.1811
004 003 003 003 003 003
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Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

3.5 Paving - 2026
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
----------- H : : : : : : : : T T g : : : L
Vendor = 00000 * 00000 : 0.0000 : 00000 : 00000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
""" Worker = 4.0000e- 1 2.60006- 1 3.83006- 1 1.0000e- 1 1.65006- + 1.00006- 1 1.6600e- 1 440006~ + 1.0000e- + 4.4000e- & 0.0000 + 11364 1+ 11364 1+ 2.00006- + 3.00006- + 1.1451 |
o 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 ., 005 , 004 : . v 005 , 005
Total 4.0000e- | 2.6000e- | 3.8300e- | 1.0000e- | 1.6500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.6600e- | 4.4000e- | 1.0000e- | 4.4000e- | 0.0000 1.1364 1.1364 | 2.0000e- | 3.0000e- | 1.1451
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 005
3.6 Architectural Coating - 2026
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 0.9882 ! ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
- 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
5 5 0 5 50 5 500 0 0 (50 (0 0 o o o o o o o o o b B P T i e Y T
Off-Road = 1.7100e- ' 0.0115 * 0.0181 ' 3.0000e- ! ' 5.2000e- ' 5.2000e- ! ! 5.2000e- ! 5.2000e- § 0.0000 @ 25533 ! 25533 ' 1.4000e- ! 0.0000 ' 25567
o 003 . V005 \ 004 , 004 , \ 004 , 004 . . \ 004 .
Total 0.9899 0.0115 0.0181 | 3.0000e- 5.2000e- | 5.2000e- 5.2000e- | 5.2000e- | 0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 | 1.4000e- | 0.0000 2.5567
005 004 004 004 004 004
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Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2026
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
----------- H : : : : : : : : T T g : : : L
Vendor = 00000 * 00000 : 0.0000 : 00000 : 00000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
""" Worker = 1.3300e- 1 870006- 1 00128 1 4.0000e- 1 5.50006- + 2.0000e- 1 5.5200e- 1 1.46006- + 2.0000e- + 1.4800e- & 0.0000 + 3.7880 1+ 3.7880 1 8.00006- + 9.00006- + 3.8169 |
o 003 , 004 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 . 005 , 003 : . v 005 , 005
Total 1.3300e- | 8.7000e- | 0.0128 | 4.0000e- | 5.5000e- | 2.0000e- | 5.5200e- | 1.4600e- | 2.0000e- | 1.4800e- | 0.0000 3.7880 3.7880 | 8.0000e- | 9.0000e- | 3.8169
003 004 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 005 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 0.9882 ! ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L} L] L} L} L} L}
- 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
5 5 0 5 50 5 500 0 0 (50 (0 0 o o o o o o o o o b B P T i e Y T
Off-Road = 1.7100e- ' 0.0115 * 0.0181 ' 3.0000e- ! ' 5.2000e- ' 5.2000e- ! ! 5.2000e- ! 5.2000e- § 0.0000 @ 25533 ! 25533 ' 1.4000e- ! 0.0000 ' 25567
o 003 . V005 \ 004 , 004 , \ 004 , 004 . . \ 004 .
Total 0.9899 0.0115 0.0181 | 3.0000e- 5.2000e- | 5.2000e- 5.2000e- | 5.2000e- | 0.0000 2.5533 2.5533 | 1.4000e- | 0.0000 2.5567
005 004 004 004 004 004
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Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2026
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PMi0 | PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauing = 00000 & 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 00000 ! 00000 : 0.0000 ' 00000 § 00000 : 00000 { 00000 : 00000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 1]
----------- H T d d T d d T d L T Trr -y T d d Femmm--
Vendor  w 00000 : 00000 : 00000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 & 0.0000 & 0.0000 : 0.0000 4% 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
""" Worker = 1.3300e- 1 870006- 1 00128 1 4.0000e- 1 5.50006- + 2.0000e- 1 5.5200e- 1 1.46006- + 2.0000e- + 1.4800e- & 0.0000 + 3.7880 1+ 3.7880 1 8.00006- + 9.00006- + 3.8169 |
o 003 , 004 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 . 005 , 003 : . v 005 , 005
Total 1.3300e- | 8.7000e- | 0.0128 | 4.0000e- | 5.5000e- | 2.0000e- | 5.5200e- | 1.4600e- | 2.0000e- | 1.4800e- | 0.0000 | 3.7880 | 3.7880 | 8.0000e- | 9.0000e- | 3.8169
003 004 005 003 005 003 003 005 003 005 005

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
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Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

Pechanga Wolf Valley - Riverside-South Coast County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated E: 2.5842 : 3.4421 : 23.0136 : 0.0519 : 5.9798 : 0.0416 : 6.0214 : 1.5971 : 0.0390 : 1.6360 0.0000 ! 4,802.371 : 4,802.371 : 0.2785 : 0.2557 : 4,885.523
. : : : : : : : : : 8y 8 : .
----------- B = e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e A = = m e e e e e e = = = — e e m— == —p === ===
Unmitigated = 25842 1 3.4421 1 23.0136 * 0.0519 + 59798 + 0.0416 +* 6.0214 + 15971 + 0.0390 * 1.6360 = 0.0000 4,802.371*4,802.371+ 0.2785 +* 0.2557 1 4,885.523
- . . . . . . . . . . .8 . 8 . . V2
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Parking Lot : 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
Regional Shopping Center M 7,5650.00 1 9,224.00 4220.00 * 15,817,805 . 15,817,805
Total | 755000 9,224.00 422000 | 15,817,805 | 15,817,805
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW JH-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Parking Lot * 1660 ' 840 ! 6.90 * 000 ' 000 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
e EEEEEE R EEE R e L .. il [ [ PR R e
Regional Shopping Center ¢ 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 * 1630 : 6470 19.00 . 54 . 35 . 11
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use | oo | wmt | wr2 | wmov | tHot | whp2 | mHD | HHD | oBus | usus | mcy | sBus | wH
Parking Lot : 0.544951: 0.0569221 0.1751291 0.132247' 0.024165! 0.006855! 0.011655! 0.018450! 0.000608! 0.000293! 0.023172! 0.001089! 0.004464
------------------------ b--------% + + : : : : + : : :
Regional Shopping Center ' 0.544951:  0.056922: 0.175129' 0.132247: 0.024165' 0.006855' 0.011655' 0.018450' 0.000608: 0.000293: 0.023172* 0.001089* 0.004464

5.0 Energy Detail
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Date: 8/6/2021 3:12 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Not Applied

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Electricity = ' ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 457.9062 + 457.9062 + 0.0387 + 4.6800e- ' 460.2685
Mitigated & . . . . . . . . : . . . \ 003
" Electricity = ' ' V V ' 0.0000 1 00000 1 1 00000 1 00000 & 00000 »457.0062 1 457.0062 1 0.0387 1+ 4.68006- + 460.2685
Unmitigated o . : . : : : : : : . : : i 003
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L} 1 1 1 1
----------- B o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ] i e e e e ey T e m m e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e SEEE s e = = = = = =
NaturalGas = 2.3700e- ' 0.0216 + 0.0181 ' 1.3000e- ! 1 1.6400e- + 1.6400e- ! ' 1.6400e- + 1.6400e- i 0.0000 ' 234801 ' 23.4801 ! 4.5000e- ' 4.3000e- ' 23.6196
Mitigated = 003 . V004, \ 003 , 003 , v 003 , 003 . . V004 , 004
----------- B = g o o e e e e e e o = = = = R = = g e e g = = m = =
NaturalGas = 2.3700e- * 0.0216 ' 0.0181 : 1.3000e- ' 1.6400e- * 1.6400e- ' 1.6400e- * 1.6400e- = 0.0000 ' 23.4801 ' 23.4801 ' 4.5000e- * 4.3000e- * 23.6196
Unmitigated & 003 | . \ 004 . 003 , 003 . 003 , 003 . v 004 . 004 .
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Parking Lot ! 0 " 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
) 1] ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
----------- Rt | : : . : : . : : i Rt . : : R
Regional ' 440000 :' 2.3700e- + 0.0216 +* 0.0181 + 1.3000e- * ' 1.6400e- * 1.6400e- * ' 1.6400e- * 1.6400e- 0.0000 * 23.4801 ' 23.4801 * 4.5000e- * 4.3000e- * 23.6196
Shopping Center & o 003 | . v004 . , 003 , 003 . , 003 . 003 . . v 004 , 004
[0
Total 2.3700e- 0.0216 0.0181 1.3000e- 1.6400e- | 1.6400e- 1.6400e- | 1.6400e- 0.0000 23.4801 23.4801 | 4.5000e- | 4.3000e- | 23.6196
003 004 003 003 003 003 004 004
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Parking Lot ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) )
) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) 1 ) ) )
----------- - o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e o = = = = = = o e e e e e e e o e e mmEmEmSmmmmmsep = = = = =
Regional ' 0.0216 ! 0.0181 + 1.3000e- ! ! 1.6400e- * 1.6400e- ! ! 1.6400e- ! 1.6400e- 0.0000 '+ 23.4801 '+ 23.4801 ' 4.5000e- ' 4.3000e- * 23.6196
Shopping Center ; ' v 004, , 003 , 003 , , 003 , 003 ' ' \ 004 , o004
Total 2.3700e- 0.0216 0.0181 1.3000e- 1.6400e- | 1.6400e- 1.6400e- | 1.6400e- 0.0000 23.4801 23.4801 | 4.5000e- | 4.3000e- | 23.6196
003 004 003 003 003 003 004 004
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Parking Lot + 154000 :' 27.3112 + 2.3100e- ' 2.8000e- * 27.4521
. i v 003 , 004 |
----------- i : :
Regional v 2.428e :' 430.5950 *+ 0.0363 * 4.4100e- * 432.8164
Shopping Center ;  +006 & ' . 003
[0
Total 457.9062 0.0387 4.6900e- | 460.2685
003
Mitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Parking Lot ' 154000 :' 27.3112 + 2.3100e- ' 2.8000e- * 27.4521
. i i 003 , 004 |
----------- {RRORRRY SR VO N N
Regional 1 2.428e :' 430.5950 ! 0.0363 ' 4.4100e- * 432.8164
Shopping Center 1  +006 & ' \ 003
e
Total 457.9062 0.0387 4.6900e- | 460.2685
003

6.0 Area Detail
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 08515 + 1.5000e- + 0.0166 * 0.0000 * ' 6.0000e- * 6.0000e- * ' 6.0000e- * 6.0000e- 0.0000 * 0.08323 +* 0.0323 '+ 8.0000e-
. V004 . : i 005 , 005 . 005 ., 005 : : . 005
----------- B = = = = = e e = e = = e = = = e e = = = = = e = = = = e = = e = = == = e = == = = =g = = === e e e = ——————
Unmitigated = 0.8515 ® 1.5000e- * 0.0166 ' 0.0000 ' 6.0000e- * 6.0000e- * ' 6.0000e- * 6.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0323 : 0.0323 ' 8.0000e-
. V004 . . . 005 , 005 \ 005 . 005 . . . . 005
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.0988 ! ! ! ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 + 0.0000
Coating - ' ' ' . . ' ' . . ' ' .
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 [} 1 1 1
----------- B o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e Ry = e e e e e e e e e e e e o = m = = e e e e e e e e o e e e e mmmmSmmmmmmsep = = = = =
Consumer = 0.7511 ! ! ! ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 + 0.0000
Products :: ] ] ] : : ] ] : : ] ] :
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 [} 1 1 1
"""""" A —y -t L ——————— 0 0 0 o o M RS mmmmmmmmm——— = === ===
Landscaping = 1.5200e- ' 1.5000e- ! 0.0166 ! ' 6.0000e- ! 6.0000e- ' 6.0000e- 0.0000 * 0.0323 +* 0.0323 ! 8.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0344
w003 , 004 H . 005 V005 , 005 . . v 005 .
Total 0.8515 1.5000e- 0.0166 0.0000 6.0000e- | 6.0000e- 6.0000e- | 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0323 0.0323 8.0000e- 0.0000 0.0344
004 005 005 005 005 005
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Mitigated
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural =1 0.0988 ! : : v © 00000 + 0.0000 ! © 00000 & 00000 } 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000
Coating -: ' ' ' : ' ' : ' ' : : ' ' :
----------- H d d T d d T d d T -y d d T Femmman
Consumer = 0.7541 ' X ' ' 00000 + 0.0000 ' 00000 + 00000 & 00000 ' 00000 '+ 00000 ' 00000 + 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Products . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
" Landscaping = 1.5200e- 1 1.5000e- 1 0.0166 1 0.0000 1 ' 6.0000e- 1 6.00006- 1 ' 6.0000e- 1 6.0000e- & 00000 + 00323 1+ 00323 1 8.0000e- 1 00000 *+ 00344 |
o 003 , 004 . : \ 005 , 005 \ 005 , 005 : : V005 ,
Total 0.8515 | 1.5000e- | 0.0166 | 0.0000 6.0000e- | 6.0000e- 6.0000e- | 6.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0323 | 00323 | 8.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0344
004 005 005 005 005 005

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated b 56.8000 0.0119 1 72.5337

" -r
Unmitigated b 56.8000

------ -
0.0119 ! 72.5337

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Outj| Total CO2 CH4 N20
door Use

CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Parking Lot ! 0/0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' [ ' [ [
Ll " J )
----------- I = = = = e e o e e e = = = = =
Regional 1 14.8145/ :- 56.8000 ! 0.4871 ! 0.0119 ! 72.5337

Shopping Center ; 9.07986 & ' '
i

Total 56.8000 0.4871 0.0119

72.5337
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Outj| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Parking Lot ! 0/0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
___________ .: : : v
Regional 1 14.8145/ :' 56.8000 * 0.4871 + 0.0119 + 725337
Shopping Center 3 9.07986 & . . .
[0
Total 56.8000 0.4871 0.0119 72.5337
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Category/Year
Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

MT/yr

Mitigated b 42.6281 0.0000 :105.6093
-

-
Unmitigated b 42.6281

-
0.0000 ! 105.6093

R F
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8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed

Land Use tons MT/yr

Parking Lot ! 0 :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' h ' [ [
----------- (A : : Fmmmmm--
Regional v 210 4 426281 + 25193 + 0.0000 : 105.6093
Shopping Center , " ' . .
[0
Total 42.6281 2.5193 0.0000 105.6093
Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Parking Lot ! 0 :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' h ' [ [
' [0 ' [ [
"""""" S e S e = = = = = ==
Regional v 210 :- 42.6281 + 25193 '+ 0.0000 ' 105.6093
h L] 1] L} L} L}
Shopping Center , b ' ' '
&
Total 42.6281 2.5193 0.0000 105.6093

9.0 Operational Offroad
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Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Boilers
Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type
User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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605 THIRD STREET
ENCINITAS, CALIFORNIA 92024

[ 760.942.5147 F 760.632.0164

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

To: Lindsey Fletcher Dollman, Pechanga Indian Reservation

From: Sabita Tewani, AICP, Transportation Planner

Subject: Transportation Consistency Analysis for the Wolf Valley Property, Riverside County
Date: September 30, 2021

cc: Jonathan Rigg, Project Manager;

Michele Fahley, Pechanga Indian Reservation;
Dennis Pascua, Transportation Services Manager

Figures: 1 - Project Location
2 - Existing Land Use
Attachments: A - Excerpts from Wolf Creek Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report

B - Excerpts from Traffic Impact Study for the Pechanga Casino Resort Hotel (LLG, 2015)

The following technical memorandum (memo) provides a Transportation Consistency Analysis to assist in
environmental planning requirements for the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians’ (Tribe) Fee-To-Trust Application
for the Wolf Valley Property adjacent to the City of Temecula (City) in Riverside County (County). This memo includes
a transportation consistency analysis of the Proposed Project with the Wolf Creek Specific Plan (Specific Plan or
WCSP) (City of Temecula, 2000) as well as General Plan Year 2035 traffic volumes (based on review of recent
traffic study for the Pechanga Casino Resort Hotel) to determine whether traffic impacts from the development of
the project site were included and adequately addressed in those documents.

1.0 Project Description and Setting

The Proposed Action is the taking of approximately 20 acres land contiguous to the Tribe’s reservation (i.e., the
Wolf Valley Property) into federal trust status for the Tribe to protect and restore Tribal homelands. Although the
Tribe has no current plans for development of the Proposed Action site, development of the Proposed Action site at
a future time is reasonably foreseeable. Due to the underling zoning and land use designation of the site, it is
assumed that the Proposed Action site would be developed with commercial uses (Proposed Project). Consistent
with the Specific Plan, it is anticipated that the Proposed Project would result in development of approximately
200,000 square feet of leasable area designated for commercial uses and associated parking (approximately
1,100 parking spaces).

Figure 1 shows the location of the Proposed Project. Regional access to the Proposed Project would be via Interstate
(I) 15, State Route (SR) 79 and Pechanga Parkway. Local access to the Proposed Project would be via Wolf Valley
Road and Wolf Creek Drive. Figure 2 shows the existing land use proposed for the project site per the Specific Plan.
The Proposed Project comprises of two sites located to the north and south of Wolf Valley Road (herein referred to
as the north site and south site). Based on the Specific Plan, project access driveways to North and south site would
be provided along Wolf Valley Road. The access from Wolf Valley Road would provide left-in/right-in and right-out
access from each site. One full access driveway to each site would be provided from Wolf Creek Road (previously
called Interior Loop Road per the Specific Plan).
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Technical Memorandum
Subject: Transportation Consistency Analysis for the Wolf Valley Property, Riverside County

Existing Roadways
Descriptions of the local roadways that would serve the Proposed Project are provided below:

Pechanga Parkway is built as a Six-Lane Principal Arterial from SR-79 to south of Via Eduardo, where it transitions
to a Four-Lane Major Arterial. South of Pechanga Road, Pechanga Parkway becomes a two-lane undivided roadway
as it becomes Pala Road. The posted speed limit is generally 45 mph along Pechanga Parkway and on-street parking
is prohibited. Several bus stops are located along the roadway. There is a striped class Il bike lane from Clubhouse
Drive to Deer Hollow Way.

Wolf Valley Road is classified as a Four-Lane Major Arterial on the City of Temecula’s General Plan Circulation
Element. Wolf Valley Road is currently constructed as a four-lane divided roadway with striped class Il bike lanes.
The posted speed limit is generally 45 mph and on-street parking is not allowed the Wolf Creek Road. Wolf Valley
Road is signal-controlled at its intersection with Pechanga Parkway. Wolf Valley Road between Pechanga Parkway
and Wolf Creek Drive is constructed with two left-turn lanes that would provide access into the Proposed Project.

Wolf Creek Drive is classified as a Two-Lane Collector on the City of Temecula’s General Plan Circulation Element.
Wolf Creek Drive is currently built as a two-lane undivided roadway with intermittent turn pockets. The posted speed
limit varies between 25- 35 mph and on-street parking is generally prohibited. Wolf Creek Drive is signal-controlled
at its intersection with Wolf Valley Road. The Proposed Project sites would have full access driveways from Wolf
Creek Drive.

Pedestrian Facilities

The above-mentioned roadways are constructed with curbs, gutters, and sidewalks along both sides of the street.
There are pedestrian crosswalks with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps at the
intersections of Pechanga Parkway/Wolf Valley Road and Wolf Creek Drive/Wolf Valley Road.

Transit Facilities

The Riverside Transit Authority (RTA) provides bus service in Riverside County. Route 24 provides service near the
Proposed Project and connects the Promenade Mall and Temecula Valley Hospital. It operates at a frequency of
approximately 65 minutes on weekdays and weekends. The nearest bus stop for Route 24 is located along Pechanga
Parkway, near its intersection with Wolf Valley Road adjacent to the Proposed Project.

2.0 Transportation Consistency Analysis

Following documents were reviewed to prepare the consistency analysis for the Proposed Project:

o  Wolf Creek Specific Plan and Environmental Impact Report (August 2000)

e Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (June 2015) and the Year 2035 General
Plan Daily Traffic Volumes included in the TIA.
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2.1 Wolf Creek Specific Plan

The Specific Plan (City of Temecula, 2000) established land uses, zoning standards, and design guidelines to
ensure orderly and high-quality development of the approximately 557 acres located at the southern end of the
City. It included 24 planning areas (PA) and the Proposed Project is within PA-12- Neighborhood Commercial [(with
80,000 square feet or 80 thousand square feet (TSF)] (i.e., the north site, as shown on Figure 2) and PA-13
Community Commercial (with 120,000 square feet or 120 TSF) (i.e., the south site, as shown on Figure 2). Hence,
a total of 200 TSF of commercial use was included and analyzed in the WCSP Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
(August 2000). Relevant excerpts from the WCSP and EIR are included in Attachment A of this memorandum.

The results of the traffic analysis from the Wolf Valley Ranch Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised), prepared by Robert
Kahn, John Kain & Associates, December 17, 1998, were included in the Transportation and Circulation section of
the WCSP EIR.

As shown in the excerpt from Transportation and Circulation section of the WCSP EIR (Table 11, Trip Generation with
Schools) the trip generation for the two commercial sites was estimated to be 5,906 average daily trips (ADT) for the
north site and 7,664 ADT for the south site, for a total of 13,570 ADT™. A total of 15 intersections were analyzed in
the traffic analysis for Future Year 2002 and Future Year 2015 conditions with and without the WCSP Project. Based
on the traffic analysis study following improvements and mitigation measures were recommended for the WCSP:

e The widening of the Pala Road Bridge crossing of Temecula Creek to 4 lanes (with an ultimate capacity of
6 lanes) - This road bridge is currently constructed as a 6-lane roadway.

e The widening of Pala Road (currently Pechanga Parkway) between Hazit's Market to SR79 to 4 lanes -
Pechanga Parkway is built as a Six-Lane Principal Arterial from SR-79 to south of Via Eduardo (which
includes the segment between Hazit’s and SR79), where it transitions to a Four-Lane Major Arterial, south
of Pechanga Road.

e The widening of SR79 (Temecula Parkway) from Pala Road to I-15 to 8 lanes, and from Avenida de Mission
to Pala Road (currently Pechanga Parkway) to 6 lanes - SR 79 or Temecula Parkway is constructed as 6
lane roadway between Avenida de Mission and Pechanga Parkway. However, widening of SR-79 to 8 lanes
has not been implemented and there are no known plans available for it.

As such all the regional and local roadway improvements to segments of Loma Linda Road, Wolf Valley Road and
Wolf Creek Drive have been incorporated and constructed over the years per WCSP. However, even though the
Proposed Project is consistent with the WCSP, it was not constructed within the time frame (i.e., Future Year 2015)
analyzed in the plan and a lot of development has since occurred in the City. Therefore, a review of the traffic
forecast and travel model results used in a traffic study prepared more recently in the City was conducted to ensure
consistency of the Proposed Project.

1 Total trip generation of 5,906 ADT (i.e. 73.2 trips per TSF X 80 TSF) and 7,664 ADT (i.e. 63.87 trips per TSF X 120
TSF) for a total of 13,570 ADT was included and analyzed in the WCSP EIR.
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2.2 Temecula General Plan and Recent Traffic Volumes and Analysis

To show consistency of the Proposed Project with the current Temecula General Plan, the traffic forecast for horizon
year 2035 included in a recent traffic study in the City was reviewed. The Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion that
was constructed a few years ago on the Pechanga Casino site located at the southwest corner of Pechanga
Parkway/Wolf Valley Road intersection, just opposite the Proposed Project. The Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), June 2015 prepared by LLG analyzed the critical roadway segments and intersections
within the WCSP area and the City. The traffic study analyzed 19 intersections under Existing (Year 2015), Near-
Term (Year 2019) and General Plan (Year 2035) with and without Project conditions. The traffic analysis included
the planned local and regional improvements such as the SR-79 (Temecula Parkway)/I-15 freeway interchange?
and the Western Bypass3 project.

Table 1 summarizes the ADT volumes along Pechanga Parkway per traffic counts collected by the City of Temecula
in the year 2019 and the estimated ADT in the Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion TIA for the year 2019 and year
2035 traffic analysis. As shown in the table below, the ADT volumes along Pechanga Parkway in the year 2019
were lower compared to the traffic volumes analyzed in the TIA. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic restrictions most
of urban and sub-urban area experienced non-typical traffic conditions in year 2020-2021 and traffic volume is
returning to normal in second half of the year 2021. Therefore, year 2019 traffic volumes are generally considered
representative of existing conditions for the purposes of traffic analysis. The year 2019 and 2035 traffic volumes
reflect the growth in traffic anticipated from development of cumulative projects in the area along with ambient
growth that would occur due to background growth in population and employment. Therefore, it can be concluded
that the traffic volumes included in the recent analysis in the TIA accounted for growth in the area and provided a
conservative analysis of both Year 2019 and Year 2035 conditions.

Table 1. Average Daily Traffic Volumes along Pechanga Parkway

ADT per Pechanga ADT per Pechanga
ADT per City of Resort Hotel Resort Hotel

Roadway Segment Temecula?l Expansion TIA Expansion TIA

south of Rainbow Valley Boulevard 44,270 47,701 53,251
north of Via Gilberto 33,290 37,965 39,855

south of Wolf Valley Road 31,240 34,842 35,662

north of Deer Hollow Way 15,680 17,387 22,807

Notes: ADT - Average Daily Traffic
1 City of Temecula ADT accessed at Traffic-Count-Summary-PDF (temeculaca.gov).

2 The freeway interchange improvements at SR-79 (Temecula Parkway) / I-15 are assumed to be completed by Year
2035. This project reconfigures the southbound ramps using a partial cloverleaf design for the southbound off-ramp,
connecting to Temecula Parkway opposite Old Town Front Street. In addition, the project will improve the intersection
at Temecula Parkway and the I-15 Northbound Ramps with additional turn lanes and an HOV on-ramp lane, retaining
its existing diamond configuration.

3 The Western Bypass project would construct a new road from the western terminus of Temecula Parkway to Vincent
Moraga Drive, the road that leads directly to Diaz Road. This new road is intended to access potential new
development in the vicinity and to relieve traffic on I-15 and Old Town Front Street.
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The traffic analysis of the General Plan (Year 2035 conditions) identified significant direct and cumulative impacts
to the following intersections and roadway segments:

e Pechanga Parkway/Wolf Valley Road
e SR-79/1-15 southbound ramps

e SR-79/La Paz Road

e SR-79/Margarita Road

e Roadway segments of SR-79 between Old Town Front Street to La Paz Road, and La Paz Road to
Pechanga Parkway

Relevant excerpts from the traffic study are included in Attachment B of this memorandum.

It should be noted that the improvements at the Pechanga Parkway/Wolf Valley Road intersection have also been
constructed and the intersection is forecast to operate acceptably under Near Term and General Plan Year 2035
condition. Although impacts to the SR-79/1-15 southbound ramps were considered significant and unavoidable in
the TIA, the Pechanga Tribe contributed approximately $14 million in fees towards the programmed interchange
improvements which have already been constructed. Widening of SR-79 to the standards of an eight-lane
Expressway between I-15 and Pechanga Parkway has not been implemented and therefore, the roadway segment
of SR-79 between Old Town Front Street and Pechanga Parkway and the intersections identified along it are not
considered to be mitigated. The Proposed Project site is zoned as Community Commercial which generally includes
a major store, detached restaurants, grocery and/or drugstores and Neighborhood Commercial which generally
includes grocery store, drugstore, cleaners, beauty and barber shop, and fast-food services. These uses are
considered local serving retail uses which would attract trips from existing residential areas within the WCSP and
adjoining areas. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not add significant traffic to regional facilities such as SR
79 or I-15 and would not be a part of direct or cumulative impact to the intersections and roadway segments listed
above.

3.0 Trip Generation Analysis

31 Project Trip Generation

To substantiate the project’s traffic volumes with daily volumes included in the WCSP EIR described above, a trip
generation analysis was prepared to compare the project’s daily and peak hour traffic volumes with the traffic that
would be generated from the currently designated retail/commercial uses. The trip generation analysis was
conducted consistent with the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation, 10t Edition (2017). Trip
reductions for pass-by trips pursuant to the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 3@ Edition were applied to Proposed
Project. Some of the trips generated by retail uses within the Proposed Project would be pass-by trips, or trips whose
primary destination are not those uses. These would include trips such as a work-to-home trip that stops at a
restaurant or retail on the way home from work. These trips would not be new trips generated by the project; rather,
they are trips that are already on the roadway network that would make a stop at the project site. As mentioned
above, the trips generated from the Proposed Project would be local (i.e. within the WCSP and adjoining Specific
Plan areas) and are not likely to use the regional transportation facilities such as SR-79 and I-15 in the area.

13506

DUDEK 5 August 2021



Technical Memorandum
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Table 2. Project Trip Generation Summary

Daily Trip AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Trip Rates?
Shopping Center (ITE Code 820) | 37.75/TSF | 058 | 0.36 | 094 | 1.83 | 1.98 | 3.81
Trip Generation
No of AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Proposed Project | 200 TSF 7,550
Retail pass-by trips?2 -1,284 -20 -12 -32 -124 -135 -259
Trip Generation (w/ pass-by) 6,266 97 59 156 242 261 503

Notes: TSF - thousand square feet
2 Trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 10th Edition, 2017.
3 Pass-by trip rates from the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 3rd Edition - Table E.9 provided for Shopping Center (820), Pass-by
and Non-Pass-By Weekday, PM Peak Period (34%). AM and Daily pass-by reduction assumed to be half of the PM period.

Consistent with the WCSP, the Proposed Project would develop 200 TSF of commercial retail uses. The WCSP EIR
included trip generation from PA-12 and PA-13 using the trip generation rates for small retail as 73.82 trips per TSF
and large retail as 63.87 TS, respectively. However, the most recent and currently used ITE trip generation rate for
commercial/retail use is Shopping Center ITE Code 820 which is 37.75 trips per TSF. As shown in Table 2, using the
currently applicable trip rate for commercial/retail uses, the Proposed Project would generate 7,550 daily trips, 188 AM
peak hour trips (117 inbound and 71 outbound), and 762 trips during the PM peak hour (366 inbound and 396
outbound). As shown in the Table 2, using pass by reduction, the Proposed Project would generate net new 6,266
daily trips, 156 AM peak hour trips (97 inbound and 59 outbound), and 503 trips during the PM peak hour (242
inbound and 261 outbound).

The daily trip generation from the Proposed Project (i.e., 6,266 daily trips) is significantly lower than the 13,570daily
trips included in the traffic analysis conducted for the WCSP EIR. .Additionally, the trip generation from the Proposed
Project site is included in the TIA for the Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion as well as the General Plan Year 2035
conditions for the area. Therefore, if the development of the Proposed Project is within this daily trip threshold, no
traffic impacts to the roadway facilities within the WCSP and the surrounding area are anticipated.

3.2 Construction Trip Generation

The construction trip generation of the Project was estimated using the construction phasing and schedule
included in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Report of the project, prepared by Dudek. The Project
construction would include site preparation, grading, building construction, paving and architectural coating
phases. None of the construction phases would overlap and the building construction phase would generate the
peak number of workers and vendor truck trips. Table 2 provides a summary of worker and vendor trips
associated with the peak phases of construction.
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Table 2. Peak Construction Trip Generation Summary

Dally AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Trip Generationt

Workers 125 workers 250 19 0 19 0 19 19

Vendor Trucks 53 trucks 106 7 7 14 7 7 14
Total 356 26 7 33 7 26 33

Trip Generation w/PCE®

Workers (1.0 PCE)2 125 workers 250 19 0 19 0 19 19

Vendor Trucks (2.0 PCE)3 | 53 trucks 212 14 14 28 14 14 28
Total (w/PCE) 462 33 14 47 14 33 47

Source: Air Quality and GHG Report, Dudek

Notes: PCE = passenger car equivalent.

1 Trips have been rounded to the nearest whole number; rounding errors may be present.

2 PCE factor of 1.0 was utilized for worker passenger cars. The analysis assumes that approximately 15% of the construction workers
will arrive during the AM peak hour and leave during the PM peak hour and each. Workers would generate two trips per day.

3 PCE factor of 2.0 was utilized for vendor trucks. Vendor trucks are assumed to be distributed across the work shift. Each truck would
generate two daily trips per day.

As shown in Table 4, the peak construction phase of the Project is expected to generate maximum number of trips,
i.e., approximately 356 daily trips, with 33 AM peak-hour trips (26 inbound and 7 outbound), and 33 PM peak-hour
trips (7 inbound and 26 outbound). With the application of passenger-car equivalence (PCE) factors to truck trips, the
Proposed Project would generate 462 PCE daily trips, with 47 PCE trips during the AM peak hour (33 inbound and 14
outbound) and 47 PCE trips during the PM peak hour (14 inbound and 33 outbound). The construction trip generation
would be significantly lower than the Proposed Project’s operational trip generation shown in Table 2. Therefore,
construction of the Proposed Project would not have a significant effect to the roadway facilities around it.

4.0 Findings and Recommendations

e The Proposed Action is the taking of approximately 20 acres of land contiguous to the Tribe’s reservation
(i.e., the Wolf Valley Property) into federal trust status for the Tribe to protect and restore Tribal homelands.

e Consistent with the Specific Plan, it is anticipated that the Proposed Project would result in development of
approximately 200,000 square feet of leasable area designated for commercial uses and associated
parking (approximately 1,100 parking spaces).

e Using the applicable trip rates for commercial/retail uses, the proposed project would generate 7,550 daily
trips, 188 AM peak hour trips (117 inbound and 71 outbound), and 762 trips during the PM peak hour
(366 inbound and 396 outbound). Using pass by reduction, the proposed project would generate net new
6,266 daily trips, 156 AM peak hour trips (97 inbound and 59 outbound), and 503 trips during the PM
peak hour (242 inbound and 261 outbound). Local roadway improvements to segments of Loma Linda
Road, Wolf Valley Road and Wolf Creek Drive have been incorporated and constructed over the years per
WCSP. The Proposed Project site would generally include uses that are considered local serving retail uses
which would attract trips from existing residential areas within the WCSP and adjoining areas. Therefore,
the Proposed Project would not add significant traffic to regional facilities such as SR 79 or I-15 and would
not be a part of direct or cumulative impact to those intersections and roadway segments.
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e Because the daily trip generation from the Proposed Project (i.e., 6,266 daily trips) is significantly lower
than the 13,570 daily trips included in the traffic analysis conducted for the WCSP EIR and the local
roadway improvements within the WCSP have already been completed, therefore, no traffic impacts to the
roadway facilities within the WCSP and the surrounding area are anticipated.

5.0 References

City of Temecula. 2000. Wolf Creek Specific Plan. Specific Plan No. 12. August 2000

City of Temecula. 2005. Temecula General Plan. July 1, 2020. Accessed at https://temeculaca.gov/345/General-Plan

City of Temecula. 2019. Traffic-Count-Summary-PDF (temeculaca.gov)
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2.6 Transportation and Circulation

Buckground

A comprehensive traffic study was prepared to analyze the impacts of the proposed project on
the surrounding road network. Study findings, analysis, and recommendations are summarized
here. A complete copy of the study, titled Wolf Valley Ranch Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised),
Temecula, California, December 17, 1998 and prepared by Robert- Kahn, John Kain &
Associates, is contained in the technical appendix to this EIR, copies of which are on file at City

Hall.

The traffic analysis uses several technical terms requiring definition. First, the study describes
traffic conditions at intersections in terms of Level of Service, or LOS. The LOS is ranked on
ascale of A to F, with A representing free-flow traffic and F representing worst-case conditions.
Table 8 provides descriptions for LOS A through F. Goal 1 of the Temecula General Plan
Circulation Element provides that the City will “strive to maintain a LOS D or better at all
intersections within the City during peak hours and LOS C or better during non-peak hours™.

Table 8
‘Level of Service
LEVEL OF SERVICE “ DESCRIPTION
A LOS A’ represents free flow. Individual users are virtually unafiected by the pres-

ence of others in the traffic stream

B -LOS "B’ is in the range of stable flow, but the presence of other users in the traffic
stream begins to be noticeable. Freedom to select desired speeds is relatively
unaffected but there is a slight decline in the freedom to maneuver.

c : LOS "C" is in the range of stable flow, but marks the beginning of the range of ﬂow in
which the operation of individual users becomes significantly affected by interactions
with others in the traffic stream.

D LOS “D" represents high-density but stable flow. Speed and freedom to maneuver
are severely restricted, and the driver experiences a generally poor level of comfort
and convenience.

E LOS "E" represents: operating conditions at or near the capacity level. All speeds ,ere

“reduced to a low, but relatively uniform value. Small increases in flow will cause
breakdowns in traffic movement.

F LOS “F"is used to defrne forced or breakdown flow. This condition exists wherever
the amount of traffic approaching a point exceeds the amount whxch can traverse the
point. Queues form behind such locations.

Source: Wolf Valley Ranch Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised), Temecula, California, Robert Kahn, John Kain &
Associates, December 17, 1998.
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Also, the traffic analysis focuses on the peak travel periods when the most number of vehicles -

can be expected to be using the roadways. These peak periods are defined as the morning, or
a.m. peak (7:00 to 9:00) and the evening, or p.m. peak (4:00 to 6:00). These are periods when
residents are leaving for work and school (2.m.) and returning from work (p.m.).

Finally, the analysis focuses on traffic operating conditions at roadway intersections.
Intersections represent points where vehicle (and pedestrian) traffic can be controlled to regulate
flow. ‘

For the purpose of long-term transportation planning, this analysis looks at worst-case traffic
conditions associated with the project. Worst-case conditions assume that the three school sites.
shown on the land use plan are developed with schools instead of the alternative plan to develop
the school sites with residential uses. The traffic engineer’s initial analysis found that the
proposed project with schools would generate approximately 42,036 trip ends per day, compared
to 38,527 for the alternative involving no schools. Therefore, the alternative containing schools
is considered the worst-case scenario and is analyzed in this section.

Existing Conditions

The Wolf Creek site fronts on Pala Road, approximately: two miles east of the I-15 freeway. Pala |

Road is a two-lane undivided roadway. At the Temecula Creek crossing, Pala Road consists of
a narrow two-lane bridge. Other roadways serving the site are shown on Figure 10. Access to
the site is obtained from Pala Road, Loma Linda Road, and Wolf Valley Road. All roads in the
project vicinity consist of two-lane undivided roadways.

The City's General Plan Circulation Element provides for several of the regional roadways to be

widened to meet long-term growth needs. The City of Temecula is in the process of updating

the City’s Circulation Element, which may include additional changes. The existing Circulation

Element designates Pala Road as a six-lane urban arterial from State Route 79 South (SR 79S)
-to approximately Loma Linda Road, where it will transition to a four-lane arterial. Wolf Valley

Road, which traverses the project site, and Fairview Avenue are shown in the Circulation
' Element as four-lane secondary roadways (Figure 11).

Existing Roadway Volumes

To identify existing roadway conditions and service levels in the project vicinity, a.m. and p.m.
peak period traffic counts were obtained at the following intersections:

I-15 southbound ramp at SR 79S
I-15 northbound ramp at SR 79S
Bedford Court at SR 79S

La Paz Street at SR 79S

Pala Road and SR 79S8
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* Pala Road and Rainbow Carfyon~Road

e Pala Road and Clubhouse Drive
¢ Pala Road and Murfield Drive

¢ Pala Road and Loma Linda Road
¢ Pala Road and Via Consuelo

¢ Pala Road and Wolf Valley Road
¢ Pala Road and the proposed Interior Loop Road
' Pala Road and Fairview Avenue
¢ Pala Road and Pechanga Road

¢ Margarita Road at SR 79S

Table 9 reports the existing LLOS conditions for the a.m. and p.m. peaks at these intersections.
As Table 9 indicates, several intersections currently experience extremely poor operating
conditions (LOS E and F) during both the am. and p.m. peak periods. Currently, the
intersections of SR 79S and Pala Road, La Paz, and Margarita Road are signalized. Problematic
locations include the north- and southbound ramps to the I-15 freeway at SR 79S; Bedford Court
at SR 79S; and Pala Road at Loma Linda Road.

Table 9
Existing Intersection Conditions
Traffic Level of Serviée Level of Service
Intersection Control a.m. peak p.m. peak

|-15 SB ramps at SR 79S AWS F F

I-15 NB ramps at SR 795 _AWS F F
Bedford Court at SR 79S TS E F_
La Paz St/SR 79S TS D F
Pala Rd/SR 79S TS C D
Pala Rd/Rainbow Cyn Rd TS B C .
Pala Rd/Clubhouse Dr CSS A A
Pala Rd/Murfield Dr _Css A A
Pala Rd/Loma Linda Rd AWS F F
Pala Rd/Via Consuelo CSS A _A
Pala Rd/Wolf Valley Rd AWS B C
Pala Rd/Pechanga Rd ' css A A
Margarita Rd/SR 79S TS Cc C

Abbreviations: AWS=all way stop; CSS=cross street stop ‘
Source: Wolf Valley Ranch Traffic Impact Analysis, (ﬁeggsed) Temecula, California, Robert Kahn,
John Kain & Associates, December 17,1998."
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As noted in the Project Description section of this EIR, several regional roadway improve- ‘ ;
ments are currently underway and may be completed prior to initiation of any construction 7
activity on the Wolf Creek site, including:

*  The widening of the Pala Road Bridge crossing of Temecula Creek to 4 lanes (with
a ultimate capacity of 6 lanes); _

*  The widening of Pala Road between Hazit’s Market to SR 79S to 4 lanes; and

¢  The widening of SR79S from Pala Road to I-15 to 8 lanes, and from Avenida de
Mission to Pala Road to 6 lanes.

Threshold for Determining Significance

A significant impact is expected to occur if the project would “cause an increase in traffic which
is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.” Goal 1 in
the City's General Plan Circulation Element indicates that the City will "strive to maintain a LOS.
D or better at all intersections within the City during peak hours and LOS C or better during non-
peak hours."

Environmental Impacts

This section identifies project impacts on the circulation system both before and after planned
roadway improvements. The methodology involves estimating the number of peak-hour trips
generated by the project, distributing those trips to the local and regional road networks,
projecting future traffic generation of other projects in the region that will contribute to future
traffic volumes, and assessing future traffic volumes and conditions both without and with Wolf
Creek traffic. -

For the purpose of this analysis, the year 2002 is assumed to be the first year that Wolf Creek
will contribute to traffic volumes, with the year 2015 assumed to be the buildout year.

Trip Generation

Trip generation is the amount of traffic attracted to and produced by a new development. Trip
generation is calculated based upon the specific land uses within a development. For the Wolf
Creek Specific Plan, the traffic generation factors shown in Table 10 were used to estimate the
future average daily, a.m. peak, and p.m. peak traffic volumes generated by the project under the
worst-case scenario (development of the school sites with schools). As shownin Table 11, such
new development is projected to generate approximately 42,036 trip ends per day, with 3,523
vehicles per hour during the a.m. peak and 4,088 vehicles per hour during the p.m. peak.
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Table 10
Trip Generation Rates

Peak Hour
a.m. p.m.
Land Use " Unit :
. in out in out Daily
Single-family Residential du 019 | 056 | 065 | 0.36 9.57
Multi-family Residential du 009 [ 038 | 038 | 0.20 6.59
Elementary School - student 017 | 0.12- | 0.01 | 0.01 1.02
Middie School #tudent -1-026 | 020 | 0.08 | 0.08 1.45
High School - student: 032 | 0.14 | 0.06 | 0.09 1.79
Library 1} ksf 0.76 | 0.30 | 3.40 | 3.69 54.00
Commercial
Small Retait (80 ksf) © kst 1.07 .68 3.25 3.52 73.82
Large Retail (120 ksf) kst 091 | .58 283 | 3.07 63.87
Parks " ac 100 | 1.00 | 200 | 200 50.00
~ Table 11
Tnp Generation
-with Schools
Peak Hour
a.m. p.m.
Traffic
Zone Land Use In out in out | paily
1 High School 672 294 126 189 3,759
2 Single-family Residentiat 61 180 209 116 3.072
Multi-family Residential 23 97 97 - 51 1,687
Commercial Retail 109 70 340 368 7.664
Park 5 5 9 9 225
3 Single-family Residential . 49 145 168 93| 2479
Commercial Retail 86 54 260 282 5,906
Single-family Residential 23 67 78 43 ] 1,148
5 Single-family Residential 129 -381 443 245 6,517
Library 23 9 102 |- 111 1,620
6 Single-family Residential 77 227 263 146 3.876.
Multi-family Residential 18 76 76 40 1,318
Elementary School 105 74 6 6 627
Middie School 244 188 75 75 1,363
Park 16 16 31 31 775
TOTAL | 1.640 | 1,883 2,283 | 1,805 ] 42,036

Abbreviations: du=dwelling unit; ksf= thousand square feet; ac=acre

Wolf Valley Ranch Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised), Temecula, Califomia. Robert Kahn, John Kam
& Associates, December 17, 1998.

Source:
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Trip Distribution and Assignment ' ‘A-.}

Project traffic was distributed to the regional road system based upon existing travel patterns
and anticipated patterns, assuming completion of the road network shown on the General
Plan Circulation Plan. Detailed trip assignment information is contained in the traffic study
in the EIR technical appendix.

Other Traffic

To provide a complete picture of future traffic conditions, the traffic engineer projected future
volumes, including new trips expected to be generated by the Pechanga Casino and estimated
future background traffic volumes for the years 2002 and 2015. The 2002 figure assumes a 9
percent annual growth rate (based on past trends) over a 4-year period (1998-2002). For year
2015, volumes were derived using the City of Temecula subregional travel demand model.

Future Traffic Conditions Without Project - Year 2002

The traffic study examined future traffic conditions at the 13 study intersections cited above and
at 2 new intersections expected to be created by 2002. The analysis found that without Wolf
Creek traffic, and assuming no roadway improvements beyond current conditions, the following
intersections will operate at LOS E or F during peak periods, without improvements:

1-15 northbound and southbound ramps at SR 79S (LOS F in a.m. and p.m.),
Bedford Court at SR 79S (LOS F in a.m. and p.m.),

La Paz Street at SR 79S (LOS F in a.m. and p.m.),

Pala Road at Rainbow Canyon Road (LOS F in p.m. peak),

Pala Road at SR 79S and Loma Linda Road (LOS F in a.m. and p.m. )

Pala Road at Clubhouse Drive (LOS F in p.m.),

Pala Road at Loma Linda Road (LOS F in a.m. and p.m.), and .

Pala Road at Wolf Valley Road (LOS F in p.m.).

All other study intersections will experience operatmg conditions of LOS D or better without
improvements.

If future physical roadway improvements (pursuant to existing plans) include installation of
traffic signals at the I-15 ramps and at Pala Road at Murfield Drive, Loma Linda Road, and Wolf
Valley Road, and additional turn or through lanes existing at the I-15 ramps, Bedford Court at
SR 798, La Paz at SR 79S, and Pala Road at SR 798, all impacted intersections will operate at
LOS D or better during peak periods.
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Future: Conditions with Project - Year 2002 -

If Wolf Creek traffic is added to future traffic volumes, those intersections listed above will be
further impacted by project-related traffic. Also, assuming no improvements, the following
additional intersections will experience a decline in LOS:

Pala Road at Rainbow Canyon Road, to LOS D in the p.m,,

Pala Road at Clubhouse Drive, toLOS F in the p.m.,

Pala Road at Murfield Drive, to wLOS F in the a.m. and LOS F in p.m., and
Pala Road at Wolf Valley Road to LOS F in the a.m.

In the absence of any roadway impro&ements, project traffic impaéts will be significant.

The planned traffic improvements described above, combined with a traffic signal at Pala Road
and Via Consuelo and additional turn and through lanes at Pala Road and Via Consuelo will
improve all intersections to LOS D or better during peak periods, thereby reducing year 2002
impacts to less-than-significant levels.

Future Traffic Conditions Without Projed - Year 2015

The traffic study assumed that over the long term, regional roadway improvements would be
completed by 2015. These 1mprovements include installation of traffic signals at the I-15 north-
and southbound ramps, and Pala Road at Clubhouse Drive, Murfield Drive, Loma Linda Road,
Via Consuelo, Wolf Valley Road, and }‘Falmew Avenue. Other improvements include provision
of additional turn or through lanes at the I-15 ramps, Bedford Court at SR 79S, and La Paz at SR
798, and all Pala Road study mtersectlons except at Pala Road at Pechanga Road, and Margarita
Road at SR 79S.

With these improvements, consistent with General Plan policy, all study intersections will
operate at LOS D or better during the peak periods without Wolf Creek traffic (Table 12).
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Table 12

Future Traffic Conditions
Without and With the Project

Level of Service Level of Service
_ without Project with Project
Traffic ‘
Intersection Control' a.m. p-m. a.m. p-m.

15 Fwy. SB Ramps at SR 79S 1S c D D D

I1-15 Fwy. NB Ramps at SR 795 TS B c B c

Bedford Court at SR 795 TS B B C C

La Paz'St. SR 795 TS c c c D
Pala Rd. at:

SR-79 TS Cc C D D

Rainbow Cyn. Rd. TS B B B C

- Clubhouse Dr. TS B A B C

Murfield Dr. TS B A B C

Loma Linda Rd. TS C B C C

Via Consuelo TS A A ‘B C

Wolf Valley Rd. TS B B B D

Interior Loop Rd. TS - - B B

" Fairview Ave. TS B B B B

Pechanga Rd. CSS A A A A

| Margarita Rd. at SR 79 13 D D D D

1. TS = Traffic Signal
CSS = Cross Street Stop

Source: Wolf Valley Ranch Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised), Temecula, California, Robert Kahn, John
Kain & Associates, December 17, 1998.
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Future Conditions with Project - Year _201[5

The traffic volumes to be generated by the Wolf Creek project were added to the background
volumes for year 2015 to determine pro_lect impacts in the long term. The analysis assumed that
in addition to the traffic i 1mprovements described above; a traffic signal at Pala Road and Interior
Loop Road and additional turn or through lanes at Pala Road and Via Consuelo, Interior Loop
Road, Wolf Valley Road, and Fairview Avenue will be completed. All intersections will
continue to operate at LOS D or better during peak periods (Table 12). However, the project
traffic will result in a slight LOS decline at the following locations:

* Bedford Court at SR 79S to LOS C in the a.m. and p.m.,

La Paz Street to LOS C in the p.m.,,

Pala Road and SR 79S to LOS C in the a.m. and p.m.,

Pala Road and Rainbow Canyon Road to LOS C in the p.m.,

Pala Road.and Clubhouse Driveito LOS C in the pm,

Pala Road and Murfield Drive to LOS Cin the p.m.,

Pala Road and Loma Linda Road to LOS C in the p.m.,

Pala Road and Via Consuelo to LOS B in the am. and LOS Cin the p-m., and
Pala Road and Wolf Valley Road to LOS D in the p.m.

The slight declines in service levels resulting from the project at buildout are not significant. All
intersections will operate at or better than the City's peak-hour level of service goal of “LOS D"
or better,” assuming installation of all i 1mprovements outlined above Thus, at project build out,
impact will be less than significant.

Pala Road Bridge

Currently, the portion of Pala Road at the Temecula Creek bridge is carrying approximately
16,300 vehicles per day (ADT). This two-lane, undivided collector street has a traffic carrying
capacity of approximately 14,000 to 15 ,000 vehicles per day at LOS D according to City of

. Temecula standards.

' Improvements to the bridge are included in the City’s Capital Improvement Plan, which

coordinates the financing and schedulmg of major public projects. The Temecula Creek bridge
program is approved and entirely funded and construction improvements have begun. Bridge
improvements will be paid by Assessment District No. 159, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and
the City. The reconstructed bridge w;ll be completed and striped as a four-lane arterial by the
year 2002 (project completion), with the capacity for six lanes by the year 2015.

According to City of Temecula standards, an Arterial Highway (4-lane divided) can have a traffic
carrying capacity of approximately 34,000 to 45,000+ vehicles per day at LOS D. As shown in
Table 13, the portion of Pala Road at the Temecula Creek bridge crossing is projected to be

“approximately 26,100 vehicles per day in 2002 traffic conditions with areawide growth for 4
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years, and the entire project (that is, 2,601 residential units and 20 acres of commercial '

development). This is within the LOS D capacities for an Arterial Highway (4-lane divided).

Table 13.depicts the ADTs and capacities for the portion of Pala Road at the Temecula Creek
bridge crossing. -As shown in Table 13, the Pala Road section is projected to operate within LOS
D with the project after the year 2015.

Table 13 .
Pala Road Bridge Traffic Analysis
Traffic
Volume :
Conditions Improvements (ADT) .| Los D Capacity

Existing 7 2 lanes undivided (Collector) 16,300 14,000 - 15,000
Year 2002 Without 4 lanes divided (Arterial) 23,000 34,000 - 45,000+
Wolf Valley Ranch Traffic - : -

' Year 2002 With Wolf Valley Ranch Traffic . | 4 lanes divided (Artérial) 26,100 34,000 - 45,000+
Post 2015 Without 6 lanes divided (Modified Ur- 39,700 | 53,000 - 70,000+
Wolf Valtey Ranch Traffic ban Arterial)

Post 2015 With 4 6 lanes divided (Modified Ur- 58,400 53,000 - 70,000+
Wolf Valley Ranch Traffic ban Arterial)

Source: Wolf Valley Ranch Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised), Robert Kahn, John Kain & Associates, December 17, 1998.

Traffic Signals

The City’s traffic signal program includes the addition of traffic signals at Pala Road and Loma
Linda, and Pala Road and Wolf Valley Road. Traffic signals at these two locations have been
approved and are entirely funded through the City’s Development Impact Fee program.
Installation of these traffic signals are scheduled for fiscal year 1999-2000 (by-November of
2000).

Other Traffic Considerations

No building permits for the Wolf Creekpfojeét will be permitted to proceed until the following
ongoing and planned improvement have been completed:

Pala Road Bridge widening,
Interim interchange improvements at I-15/SR 798,
Widening of SR 79S between Pala Road and I-15, and
~ Widening of Pala Road to 4 lanes between Clubhouse Drive and Loma Linda Road.
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As indicated above, the City is currently updating the General Plan Circulation Element. That
portion of Loma Linda Road adjacent to the project site may be designated as a 78-foot right-of-
way road section. The City may requlre this improvement as part of the project conditions of
approval. :

Summary of Traffic Impacts

Assuming that roadway and intersectiion iinprovements are implemented as planned over the
short and long terms, project impacts in the year 2002 and in the long term (year 2015) will be
less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

On-site Improvements

The traffic study indicates that the following on-site roadway improvements must be
incorporated into the project to reduce impacts to acceptable levels: -

1. In conjunction with project development, Pala Road from 300 feet south of Loma Linda
Road to Fairview Avenue will be constructed at its ultimate half-section width as an
Arterial Highway (110-foot nght-of-way) Pala Road should be improved at a half-section |
width as an Urban Arterial nghway (134-foot right-of-way) from Loma Linda Road to a
point 300 feet south of the Loma Linda intersection, and then transition to the Arterial
Highway section. A l4-foot-w1de landscaped median shall be constructed in accordance
with City standards.

2. Inconjunction with project development, Wolf Valley Road from Pala Road to the eastern
project boundary will be constructed at its ultimate cross-section width as a Secondary
Highway (88-foot right-of-way) in conjunction with adjacent development.

3.- In conjunction with project development, construct Loma Linda Road from Pala Road to
Via Del Coronado to its ultimate half-section width as a Collector (66-foot right-of-way)
in conjunction with adjacent development, or a 78-foot roadway if the Circulation Element
Update of the General Plan is approved.

4. In conjunction with project development Fairview Avenue from Pala Road to the eastern
project boundary will be constructed at its ultimate half-section width as a Secondary
Highway (88-foot right-of-way).

5. Site distance at each entrance to ‘the project shall be reviewed with respect to standard
Caltrans/City of Temecula sight-distance standards at the time of preparation of tentative
maps.
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Off-site Improvements

The traffic study and Circulation Element Update of the General Plan indicate that the following
off-site roadway improvements must be accomplished to reduce impacts to acceptable levels:

6. Property owner(s) within the project area, or the developer(s), shall contribute to the
construction of the Pala Road bridge crossing of Temecula Creek on a fair-share basis
through Assessment District No. 159.

7.  Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the Wolf Creek Specific Plan, the Pala
Road bridge crossing of Temecula Creek shall be constructed to accommodate four travel

lanes, consistent with plans approved by the City of Temecula. At the time.of tentative.

subdivision map approval or commercial development plan approval, traffic volumes at the
Pala Road bridge shall be monitored and approval may be subject to’ confirmation of
available bridge-carrying capacity.

8.  Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the following improvements shall have been
completed to the satisfaction of the City:

e Interim interchange improvements at I-15/SR 79S,
~ Widening of SR 798 between Pala Road and I-15, and
*  Widening of Pala Road to 4 lanes from Clubhouse Drive to Loma Linda Road.

9. The developer(s) shall design and install traffic signals for project-impacted intersections
when warranted, as determined by the Department of Public Works.

Transportation System Management Adtions

10. To accommodate transit services within the specific plan; bus turnouts shall be provided
at locations designated by Riverside Transit Agency or the City of Temecula Department
of Public Works. Safe pedestrian access to and from the bus turnout shall be provided.

Additional Measures
11. Subsequent focused traffic studies may be required as the project develops to identify actual
future conditions and to determine whether additional improvements are required of the

project to meet City LOS objectives.

12. Phased on-site street improvements will be identified and prioritized at the subdivision map
stage. .
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Level of Significance After Mitiguﬁonlj

After mitigation at the local and regional levels, all intersections will operate at LOS D or better
during peak hours. Therefore, impactwill beless than significant.

NOTES AND REFERENCES:

1. Wolf Valley Ranch Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised), Temecula, California. Robert Kahn, John Kain and
Associates. December 17, 1998,

2. Letter to Camille Bahri; Spring Pacific Properties, from Ali Moghadam, Temecula Senior Engineer. March
25, 1999. : _
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& ASSOCIATES INC

S'ep,t'e'rh‘ber' 25 2000 |

' Mr Camllle Bahn .
SPRING PACIFIC PROPERTIES
10630 Town Center Drive, Suite 129
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

~ Subject: - Wolf Creek Revised Land Use Plap
Dear Mr. Bahri:

The “firm' of RKJK -& ASSOCIATES, INC. (RKJK) is pleased to' provide this -trip
generation comparison. of the original DEIR (draft environmental imsact report) land use
plan with the revised land use plan, which-is currently being processed through-the City
of Temecula. The revised land use plan eliminates the high school sile and
incorporates a regional park within the development. This change in land use along
-with -other changes to residential. development has . s;gmﬁcantiy reduced  the trip
.generanon from the propased project. - :

RKJK has assumed that the 40-acre regnonal park would mclucie a sports oomplex
within the Wolf Creek development.. The trip generation rates utilized for the regional '
park are significantly greater than standard city parks and refiect high intensity use of
the sport complex. Trip generation rates for the regional park have: been obtained from
the San Diego Association of Governments and have been applied to: weekday

.. conditions. This is a conservative assumption, since the peak park usage will occuron
 weekends, when normal am/pm peak hour traffic is- substantially less than during
‘weekedays. Even considering the higher generation uses within the sports complex,
elimination of the high school and changes to the residentia  development have
sngmﬁcantly reduced the trip generanon of the project.

" The trip generation rates utilized in the DEIR for the rewsed Iand u:.e plan are shown in
‘Table 1. These rates have been developed based upon data collscted by the Institute
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and the San Diego Association ¢f Governments.. The
buildaut project trip generation utilized in the DEIR is shown in.Tzble 2.. This mcludes
the trip generation anticipated for the previous high school use for the proposed regional

* park. The DEIR land uses would have generated 42,036 trip ends per day with 3,523
vehicles per hour during. the AM peak hour and 4,088 vehicles per hour during the PM
peak hour. The land use and trip generation charactenstlcs for the: DEIR land uses are
-shown.in Table 2. .

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING « GIS # TRAFFIC/ACOUSTICAL I NGINEERING
1601 Dove Strect, Suite 290 « Newport Beach, CA 92660 # Phone: 19491 474-0809 « Fax: (949) £74.0902
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Mr. Camilie Bahri
SPRING PACIFIC PROPERTIES
September 25, 2000

‘ Page 2

RKJK has assumed a very conservative trip generation rate for te regional park (50
trip-ends per day per acre). This reflects a high intensity use such-as a sports complex
with substantial amount of activity. Trip generation for typical city/county parks would
be substantially less (Iess than & trip-ends per day per acre) than was -assumed in-this
trip generation comparison. It is not anticipated that the replacement of the high schoal
would have any negative impacts . upon peak hour traffic conditions, which were used {o
determine the appropriate roadway improveménts needed in that area.

Itis standard traffic engineering practice to design roadway |mprow=ments (intersections:
and roadway segments) based upon typical weekday AM or PM peak hour conditions.
RKJK has made a conservative assumption of traffic lmpacts for w2ekday conditions by

utilizing the higher (Saturday) trip generation. for the reglonal park 1or the trip generation

‘comparison. |t would be expected that during Weekdays this wouid be-somewhat less

than weekends; however, the higher rate has been considerad for purposes of the trip

generation comparison. As noted above, roadway requirements are determined based

upon typical weekday trip generation characteristics, which have been utmzed in this

traffic study and the City’s circulation element. I

The trip generation for the revised project currently being processed through the City of

Temecula are shown in Table 3. The revised land uses would generate 36,413 trip

. ends per day with 2,486 vehicles per hour during the AM peak hour and 3,509 vehicles
per hour during the PM peak hour. The land use and trip generat on characteristics for
the revised land uses are shown in Table 3. '

The revised land use plan for the Wolf Creek development genera‘es significantly fewer
daily and AM/PM peak hour trips than the project, which was reviewed in the DEIR.
Table 4 provides a trip generation comparison between the revisid land uses and the
plan analyzed in the DEIR. The proposed plan would generate 5,523 trip ends per day
less than the land use plan analyzed in the DEIR. Furthermore, the revised plan would
generate 987 vehicles per hour less during the AM peak hour and 579 vehicles per hour
less during the PM peak hour than the plan analyzed in the DEIR. As shown in Table 4,
the revised land use plan for Wolf Creek would generate significantly fewer trips than
analyzed in the DEIR.
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« Mr. Camille Bahri
SPRING PACIFIC PROPERTIES
September 25, 2000
Page 3

RKJK apprec;ates thus opportumty to prowde this addmonai lnform atlon w;th respect to‘
the trip generation characteristics of the revised land use plan for Woif Creek.  If you
have any questuons regardmg this.ocneed further review, please sall us. at (949) 474-
0808. - = o

Sincereiy,

@Q\w-\f—u

Robert Kahn P. E
Prmcxpal

RK wg/1 1391 -
JN:1065-98-02
Attachments
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‘ TABLE 4

TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON
PEAK HOUR
AM
. LAND USFE PLAN ouTt

DEIR Plan 1,840 4,833
Reviaad Plan 988 1,523
Differences ST7 31

Raduciion from DEIR Plan o ~41.3 -18.4
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Wolf Creek Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring Matrix

impact

Mitigation Measures

Time Frame/
Monitoring Milestones

Responsible
Monitoring Part

Transportation and Circulation

Assuming that roadway and
intersection improvements in the
area are implemented as planned
over the short-term and long-
terms, project impacts in the year
2002 and in the long term (year

2015) will be less than significant.

The project traffic study indicates
that specific roadway
improvements will be required of

the developer to mitigate impact .

directly attributable to the project.
These measures, which will
become project conditions of
approval, are indicated here as

‘| measures 1-10. : :

As a standard requirement, the
developer will pay Development
Impact Fees, a portion of which
the City uses to fund regional
circulation improvements.

1. In conjunction with project development, Pala Road from 300 feet
south of Loma Linda Road to Deer Hollow (formerly Fairview
Avenue) will be constructed at its ultimate half-section width as an
Arterial Highway (110-foot right-of-way). Pala Road should be
improved at a half-section width as an Urban Arterial Highway (134-
foot right-of-way) from Loma Linda Road to a point 300 feet south of
the Loma Linda intersection, and then transition to the Arterial
Highway section. A 14-foot-wide landscaped median shall be
constructed in accordance with City standards.

Prior to the issuance of
the first building permit

Public Works

Building and Safety

2. In conjunction with project development, Wolf Valley Road from
Pala Road to the eastern project boundary will be constructed at its
ultimate cross-section width as a Modified Secondary Highway (110-
foot right-of-way) in conjunction with adjacent development.

At the time of construction
within Planning Areas
along Wolf Valley Road,
or as directed by Public
Works

Public Works

Building and Safety

-3. In conjunction with project development, construct Loma Linda
Road from Pala Road to Via Del Coronado to its ultimate half-
section width as a Collector (66-foot right-of-way) in conjunction with
adjacent development, or a 78-foot Principal Collector roadway if the
Circulation Element Update of the General Plan is approved.

Prior to the issuance of

-the first building permit

Public Works

Building and Safety

4. In conjunction with project development, Deer Hollow from Pala
Road to the eastern project boundary will be constructed at its
ultimate half-section width as a Secondary Highway (88-foot right-of-
way).

At the time of construction
within Planning Areas
along Fairview Avenue, or
as directed by Public
Works

Public Works

Building and Safety

5. Site distance at each entrance to the project shall be reviewed
with respect to standard Caltrans/City of Temecula sight-distance
standards at the time of preparation of tentative maps.

During review of tentative
maps and development
proposals

Public Works

Building and Safety

6. Property owner(s) within the project area, or the developer(s),
shall contribute to the construction of the Pala Road bridge crossing
of Temecula Creek on a fair-share basis through Assessment
District No. 159.

Prior to the issuance of
building permits on
affected properties

Public Works

Building and Safety
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Wolf Creek Specific Plan Mittgation Monitoring Matrix
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Time Frame/ Responsible
Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring Milestones | Monitoring Part
7. Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the Wolf Creek | Prior to the issuance of Public Works
Specific Plan, the Pala Road bridge crossing of Temecula Creek the first building permit
shall be constructed to accommodate four travel lanes, consistent o
with plans approved by the City of Temecula. At the time of Building and Safety
tentative subdivision map approval or commercial development plan
approval, traffic volumes at the Pala Road bridge shall be monitored
and approval may be subject to confirmation of available bridge-
carrying capacity. »
8. Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the following Prior to the issuance of Public Works
improvements shall have been completed to the satisfaction of the the first building permit
City:
y Building and Safety
» . Interim interchange improvements at I-15/SR 795,
. Widening of SR 79S between Pala Road and I-15, and o 2
. Widening of Pala Road to 4 lanes from Clubhouse Drive to
Loma Linda Road. .
9. The developer(s) shall design and install traffic signals for project- | As determined by Public Public Works
impacted intersections when warranted, as determined by the Works
Department of Public Works. .
' Building and Safety
10. To accommodate transit services within the specific plan, bus During review of tentative | Public Works
turnouts shall be provided at locations designated by Riverside maps and development
Transit Agency or the City of Temecula Department of Public Works. } proposals o
Safe pedestrian access to and from the bus turnout shall be Building and Safety
provided.
Riverside Transit
Agency
11. Subsequent focused traffic studies may be required as the Ongoing, as directed by Public Works
project develops to identify actual future conditions and to determine | Public Works
whether additional improvements are required of the project to meet
City LOS objectives. )
12. Phased on-site street improvements will be identified and During review of tentative | Public Works
prioritized at the subdivision map stage. maps
Building and Safety
Wolf Creek Specific Plan 8 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Attachment B

Excerpts from Traffic Impact Study for the Pechanga Casino
Resort Hotel (LLG 2015)







TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
PECHANGA RESORT HOTEL EXPANSION

Temecula, California
June 29, 2015

LLG Ref. 3-04-1430

LINSCOTT
LAW &

GREENSPAN

engineers

Linscott, Law &
Greenspan, Engineers

4542 Ruffner Street
Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92111
858.300.8800 v
858.300.8810 F
www.llgengineers.com



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion Project (“Project”) proposes development of 4 star plus hotel
project to include the north and south hotel towers (569 rooms), ballroom/convention hall with
prefunction space, extension of the existing lobby to new spaces (including tenant improvements to
existing office spaces; existing ballroom prefunction; re-work of transitional areas and second level
walkway added to existing lobby), a resort pool area with performance stage, and a detached spa
building. The roof of the ballroom will be a ‘park’ setting with green roof.

The project also includes re-work of site utilities, fire service, underground parking, and re-
developed vehicle circulation including porte cochere, landscaping, circulation tunnels for valet, and
additional parking.

Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (LLG) have prepared a traffic impact study to evaluate the
effects of the Project on the local roadway circulation system. The analysis includes review of
nineteen intersections and eight roadway links, comprised of nineteen individual street segments.
Weekday AM/PM commuter peak hours and the Saturday PM peak hour were evaluated for the
following scenarios:

= Existing

= Existing + Project

=  Near-Term (Year 2019)

= Near-Term (Year 2019) + Project

= General Plan (Year 2035)

= General Plan (Year 2035) + Project

The analysis utilized a Synchro network provided to LLG by the City of Temecula which included
intersection timing and geometric information.

Existing traffic counts were conducted in November 2014 when local schools were in session.
General Plan (Year 2035) traffic volumes were forecasted for the study area using the 2035 RivTAM
Traffic Model conducted for the Altair Specific Plan project. The traffic volumes represent LLG’s
best efforts of forecasting General Plan (Year 2035) conditions with the most recent modeling
information available at the time this report was prepared. Extensive coordination was made with
current studies underway for adjacent, large-scale development including the Altair Specific Plan,
the Temecula Creek Inn Project, the Uptown Jefferson Specific Plan, as well as the City’s 2015 list
of cumulative projects.

The analysis revealed one (1) direct project impact, and six (6) cumulative project impacts. Direct
impact mitigation is proposed to widen Pechanga Parkway from 4-to-6 lanes from south of Via
Gilberto to the North Casino Driveway. Cumulative impact mitigation includes the contribution of
fair-share monies towards improvements along SR-79 (Temecula Parkway) from Interstate 15 to
Margarita Road.

N

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers . LLG Ref. 3-04-1430
I Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion
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11.0 GENERAL PLAN (YEAR 2035) CONDITIONS

The following section presents the analysis of study area intersections and roadway links under
General Plan (Year 2035) conditions with and without the proposed Project.

11.1 Planned Local and Regional Improvements

In assessing the impacts of the proposed development, it was necessary to review planned, on-going,
and future roadway improvements in the study area.

For the purposes of this traffic study, the implementation of local and regional roadway
improvements were assumed in place based on coordination with City staff and a review of
approved traffic studies in the area. The following street system improvements were assumed for the
General Plan (Year 2035) conditions:

= The freeway interchange improvements at SR-79 (Temecula Parkway) / I-15 are assumed
to be completed by Year 2035. This project will reconfigure the southbound ramps using a
partial cloverleaf design for the southbound off-ramp, connecting to Temecula Parkway
opposite Old Town Front Street. In addition, the project will improve the intersection at
Temecula Parkway and the I-15 Northbound Ramps with additional turn lanes and an HOV
on-ramp lane, retaining its existing diamond configuration. These improvements are
currently anticipated to be completed by Year 2020. The project plans for this improvement
are included in Appendix A.

= The Western Bypass project would construct a new road from the western terminus of
Temecula Parkway to Vincent Moraga Drive, the road that leads directly to Diaz Road. This
new road is intended to access potential new development in the vicinity and to relieve traffic
on [-15 and Old Town Front Street.

Neither the Eastern Bypass nor the Southern City Interchange were assumed in the buildout
condition based on the likelihood that both improvements would require right-of-way through the
Pechanga tribal lands which cannot be granted due to the inevitable disturbance of sensitive cultural
sites any such alignment would require. SR-79 (Temecula Parkway) was also not assumed built out
to its 8-Lane Expressway standard between I-15 and Pechanga Parkway, as proposed in the City’s
Circulation Element.

Figure 11-1 shows the Year 2035 Conditions Diagram.

11.2  Traffic Volumes

General Plan (Year 2035) traffic volumes were forecasted for the study area using the 2035 RivTAM
Traffic Model conducted for the Altair Specific Plan project. The traffic volumes represent LLG’s
best efforts of forecasting General Plan (Year 2035) conditions with the most recent modeling
information available at the time this report was prepared.

N

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-04-1430
56 Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion
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The model used includes the proposed Eastern Bypass network improvements which includes a
future arterial aligned opposite Deer Hollow Way, connecting to I-15 at a new interchange. For the
purposes of this traffic study, the daily volumes on this potential future arterial were manually
reassigned to the existing network, primarily to SR-79 (Temecula Parkway).

Based on the projected forecast ADT volumes, the General Plan (Year 2035) peak hour volumes
were calculated based on the existing relationship between ADT and peak hour volumes. The
forecast volumes were also checked for consistency between intersections, where no driveways or
roadways existing between intersections, and were compared to existing volumes for accuracy.
Additionally, the forecasted peak hour volumes were checked for consistency against the General
Plan (Year 2035) peak hour volumes developed by Fehr & Peers using the Uptown Jefferson
Specific Plan model, at common intersections.

Figure 11-2 depicts the General Plan Year 2035 Without Project traffic volumes.

Project traffic volumes for Year 2035 were subject to minor modification to account for the network
improvements described in the previous section. Otherwise the overall regional distribution as well
as the total trip generation is the same as in the near-term scenarios. Figure 11-3 depicts the Year
2035 Project Trip Distribution. Figure 11-4 depicts the Year 2035 Project Traffic Volumes.

Figure 11-5 depicts the Year 2035 With Project traffic volumes for the study area.

Appendix H contains the Year 2035 traffic volume forecasts.

N

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-04-1430
57 Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion

N:\1430\2014 work\Report\First Submittal\1430 First Submittal TIA (C) - 2015.docx



@ @ @ ® @
€ 8
£ 3
S ™ £ LCL o =
o888 ~—184/111 So B |E%-416/735 8 =
s83 «~—85/91 530G |z—s6/102 5 <—388/790 >~ 1,696/1,070
) l L »—93/63 ) l N 433152 J L »— 819489 «—1,072/ 952
1st St Santiago Rd SR-79 SR-79 SR-79 o
68— [ ) T r 9/24 A b T r 197/634— |, 58/128—" |, h T ( = k
N o T N o 8 8~ o S’\
78/205— |z S & I 61/110— = 162/162~ \E 1416/182— |E § 33 h <
50/173 T ocg 0/5 S g o e = )
~ g ¥s® ~ Ts 5 =8 ) = 2
3 2 2 23 %,
o pi i 5/7‘
3\n faRy
® ® @ 3\
S \@
2Z\>
~ S o 9 228 @
s = *—219/321 >g - 126/126 -~ *—170/226
22g <—2,537/1,900 <—1,324/818 L] <~—1,470/1,172 NI <—0975/796
N o N — o N < -
) l L 17118 »— 254513 ) l L ¥ 521122 J l L »— 2491386
SR-79 SR-79 SR-79 SR-79 \
<
58/222 ‘,l Jo ! 218D 51 j: 85/199 ~ |= Tl i cf: 216/ 457 l l g ee SR-19
1,905/ 2,606—> S5 1256/1628— [ £ 8 1209/1889— [E I I = 761/1371— | IS & A D
U~ |22 %9/1502~ | = 2 50/87~ |& 3 28 B1R~ [T Z52 : O £ I/ (8)
8 =8 E ESB= o\ S %o S 3=
o ) S . D N =
c 8 3 H 3 16,144 qE 3| s 115
6
® . @ @ 25 79
38 Se z Sq SO
S5 EINEN] *— 257/163 >3 - 47/125 oS *— 445/232 )
8382 238 | =5/ 285 | <7 S8y | /28 A
N~ — ™ =& ™m = /}
) l © ) l L ¥ 52129 ) l W 1116 ) l L »—225/187 9%
—— <
Rainbow Vly BI Loma Linda Rd Via Consuelo Ct Wolf Crk Dr N Via Eduardo Wolf Vly Rd %
188 /620 —* ;ll 96 /73 Sllg 9/29 ;ll! 23/12-A Sll!
951410 ~ % 88 12/3— a; s8 < 7/12— § °53 22/23— a; te8
S = 6/5~ |2 & 121200~ |2 3 50/25—~ |2 58
s 7 g g g £ 5 g 3 &,
g = g8 = 8 o 8 > /2?0 &
& > 75 < TomaLn®®
Ny
® @ S N 3
>
% 8 g g8 8 $ 40,694
wn =~ = ™ 0 o O \Q @ .
- ai o —_ - S - o3 . .
&< S 88 = 8 Y
N = 28 S 15
J ! J 2 .
North Csno Dwy Casino Dwy Pchnga Resort Dr Service Ent \Qﬁ%
A A A
111/357 > :\n l 24172 z l 68/229 51 l #IB~ |z l
13138~ | 25 6/10~ | & 28~ |§ €% £ 2
© ™ © = © W0 © =
ey g ey e
@ @« @© @ [ © c @
3 3 3 3
o o o o
5 2 B«
% 23 2 28,522
8§I8 o X2 .
5383 L L ~
2 % N gge/;tjg % g zlltasﬁée % g 22%155 @ Study Intersections
J \ 4 N - \ & . 22,293
am/pm=. AM/PM Intersection : g&“
Wolf Crk Dr S Deer Hollow Rd Pechanga Rd . S
~  Peak Hour Volumes 16,907 ) N
A h d ; ' a >/
gl 211 4 T XXXX  Average Daly Tr B S S5
~ g ez = 8BS 5= erage Dally 111ps . 17,387 [ <
2oeq 223 - 3~ 2
s ~ s % Y . @ . {\Q
5 S e .
& £ £ PECHANGA & A
; > .Q
nlaijj”f TCASINO Q%(\;Q%QQ’
‘}%fﬁﬁ‘i" LSS
R P& (18)
N\
< a9
Pe
Cha,
)
Qa;po,
o
o
Q0
m "
[=5
N:\1430\2014 Work\Figures Figure 9-3
LINSCOTT Date: 06/29/15

Law &

GREENSPAN

engineers

Weekday Near-Term (2019) + Project Traffic Volumes

PECHANGA RESORT & CASINO






@ @ ® @
fra
E
3
A
R D Not Exi R
TS H setemord oes Not Exist SR79 H SRT9 (1)
= t =)
, = | o N N\
< 5 \ S N
3 5 S \® P
= o e . go?\
s 9 2 \
= 2 = 2\& s
[} i o 2
B\
>
® ® @ 2 3
< AR
5 @ \:@
2
R B R B
o SR-79 o] SR-79 o SR-79 o] SR-79
- &
E] <
& E B (3) >
o © o QL
e = & H o 6, &
& 2 2 5 0 2R
K & 2 & e
S o0
NG
B B B
Rainbow Vly BI o] Via Consuelo Ct B Wolf Crk Dr N Via Eduardo o] Wolf Vly Rd 9
H H £ H
o o o o
s S s S
= = = =
& & & &
North Csno Dwy H Casino Dwy H Pchnga Resort Dr H Service Ent @
> > > >
H H H H
o o o o
) S s S
= = = =
3 3 3 3
o [N o o
#  Number of Travel Lanes
D/U Divided / Undivided Roadway
= _
H Wolf Crk Dr S H Deer Hollow Rd Pechanga Rd AL Turn Lane Conﬂgurahons
H H ©f Intersection Control
o o
) S - XX Posted Speed Limit
< < o .
E; E; g Two-Way Left-Turn Median
ro.  Right-Turn Overlap
—=—— (ated Access

Note: Network changes from existing shown in BOLD.

Jedegs, 5
Smith Ry

oD ) 79

%
7y
\96’/7'ta Rd
(3
SRT°
%
Ko,y
/}6’
7
f
%
NP
> \\z\%
N
\@‘
é&bo @ >
Q_
A 4 S
& ) A
S, 3 <
T F '16) &
. N D /S
PECHANGA &% Xy
RESORT -\.mwu QQ, ‘.ﬂo
I € E& X &
\ 62)@: /// N
i 19 bl
e )
S~ P,
¢ e%”ga/?
7]
-
=B
[
I 1)
o

N:\1430\2014 Work\Figures
LINSCOTT Date: 04/14/15

LAW &

GREENSPAN

engineers

Figure 11-1

General Plan (Year 2035) Conditions Diagram

PECHANGA RESORT & CASINO






@ @ ® 7 @
E
88 $8 ¢
QLS ®—230/140 g2¢% & - 550/ 700
S8 <—100/110 S 28 =z <«—860/260 *— 2070/ 1300
< o N - ™ [e]
) l N »—120/80 ) l L »— 8501540 <—1,440/1,090
Tstst Santiago Rd Does Not Exist SR-79 SR-79 o N
0110~ |0 T r 20/30 3 T r 80/170—" |, y T r SN \
n o 9 o o o9 a8 o w o S’\
0/240— |2 K8 & 140/540—g] S 9 18%0/2450— |E S 5 § ¥ T
60/210 L sSSo 1701310 ~&\ g3 = €35 g Y
RNEEEE ~a\ 885 =8 & 2 S 2
8 - 2 7 3 %
[] = O% 2, é’f/‘ta Rd
=\
® ® @ s\
3.\
o -
S 2_8 gs8sg &
Sgr ®—340/410 Sgd *-170/130 SS9 ®— 460/ 380
238 <—3,150/2,250 <—1,700/1,100 238 <—1,650/1,620 288 <—1,120/1,100
™ < NN N~ N
) l L 20120 »—290/900 ) l N »—80/130 J l N »— 300/ 470
SR-79 SR-79 SR-79 SR-79
<
100/390 — b T d 5/105 N T 100220~ | D T r 300/500 —* ) T r 19
o o o E‘ o o S o oo o o o SP\
2,650/ 2,850— S 1,750/1980— [ & © 1900/2380— [E B2 = 1200/1630— |2 & 5 3 S
10/40~ |2 89K 1190/1620~ |& = g 100/100~ |5 s & 8 0180~ [T g2 S e % e I e
3 3 33 S = S o 6, 'b'Q S
= s S S 0p & g[S 0
£ g - 5 g 'S B[ £ 5330
[%5)
50
® . @ @ 220 79
-8 g g f e PN 51,30
3 3 S 3 ,
= s 8 3 3 %—320/210 258 *—70/160 &3 < ®—500/270 ) o A
S-S S o8 <—10/20 sS3 ~—5/10 sS8 ~—40130 S
™ = D - — - — /}
) l © ) l L »—60/40 ) l L »—10/20 ) l L »—220/180 9%%
—— <
Rainbow Vly Bl Loma Linda Rd Via Consuelo Ct Wolf Crk Dr N Via Eduardo Wolf Vly Rd e %
510/ 700 —* y T 120/ 100 —* ) T r 20/50 b T d 407120 N T r
201450~ | 85 20/10— [ 22 F 10/15— |§ 982 55— |§ 88K
§§§ 10/10 ~ %328 10120 ~ §S§2 60/30~ | 2gg
258 g B = 2 I %,
g o g - g - & & ‘??9 Q
& i) R > Lomaun®
@ @ S RSN
= §
s g & 28 2 S @ 40,000
S g3 g2 8 5 :
G 5g 28 =g €
8 S8 15
J J J J .
North Csno Dwy Casino Dwy Pchnga Resort Dr Service Ent \\Qﬁ%
70120~ |2 ) T 60/200 b T 100/310 3 T 30/50 ~ T 2
2 oo E o o E‘ [=3=) E o {\
w40~ [ 10/30—~ | 88 /60~ | B8 z g <
s 8- $3ss &cg =
58 558 5~ 8 58
S 3 s - 3 g
o o o o
13,800
o oo o 27,300
53 83 38 :
s X—50/70 83 X— 520/ 250 28 *—370/180 @ Study Intersections
l L »— 230160 l L »— 120190 l L »—30/10 . ) 24,000 5
am/pm = AM/PM Intersection /& @) N &
Wolf Crk Dr S Deer Hollow Rd Pechanga Rd \ .
+'F P pE ~ Peak Hour Volumes B A 20,900 o A
gge £2¢g S8 T N 15 . 5 o /e
% S3 c B8 8z XXXX  Average Daily Trips S o © 22400 )5 WS
gs® £gs 2 & F F ) - @
5 S e -~ Gated Access o N LS
& & £ PECHANGA &9
RESORT CASINO Q) Q
-~ & (RN \ /
EZ/N T &L X (18)
P&
Ny 1)
4
//
-~
S o)
Char
9a
o
=8
Qo
o
[=5
N:\1430\2014 Work\Figures Figure 11-2
LINSCOTT Date: 06/29/15

Law &

GREENSPAN

General Plan (Year 2035) Traffic Volumes

PECHANGA RESORT & CASINO

engineers







©) @ ® iz @
15
s~ 5%
o = 0
35 § %4— 5% *~ 25%
| W | 15% —25%
TSt ot Santiago Rd Does Not Exist SR79 SR79 a
o) —» —
5 L 5% |a & 35%— |4 o <6
£ © 2 8 & 2
E % 2 1,
o o o %e
O L hil /7'ta R
d
® ® @ 2
2
g 5,
o <
2 [F20% \=
—50% —20% ~—20% | 5%
0
SRS SR79 SR79 SRS 59 25
o "
50% — 50%~ |1 20%— |E 20%— |17 = g
s £ S s
o © - AT RTe) S/
g gL 5 = 0 %Qf& Sf 9
& 5 2 < N 21
5 I K 3 ol €
54 N
S0
® @ &) N oW 79
iy —
R 2 2 = R 6) (7) 2,
o Te) © S R NN
M~ M~ o M~ (o] 0 %
| ) 2% | | ~10% %)
Rainbow Vly Bl Lofha Linda Rd Via Consuelo Ct Wolf Crk Dr N Via Eduardo Wolf Vly Rd e %
5% ;“To 1%~ [z L0 2%~ ;\OL ;Lf; %
2 ENPEN NN g 3%
S = S~ SN S o — o
2 3 = 3 = ) 0
E § § § % N N %G L/
> RY % A
2 2 Loma ¥
o o S 7,
® ® = = k >
~ - (S
X R 2R o2 '
S o »— N &
> > o) o 15
} | 2 2 S5
North Csno Dwy Casino Dwy T Pchnga Resort Dr Service Ent \\Q}\Q\
0, 0, >
s 1 7% |z 47% éiL 3%~ EL S
SN 2%~ [g @ 3%~ [EESS £ 5 S
2o 2 2 N SN
£ = k] £ —
o
oS S S ® Sty nersect o )
0 Te) “_EO udy Intersections S
J o 5% L 5% g S
X% | X% 2 Inbound / Outbound %% S &
Wolf Crk Dr S Deer Hollow Rd Pechanga Rd *" X Local Trip Distribution 4 @ I \\<§‘
26§/°J g ‘L To g To XX%  Regional Trip Distribution °{®Q§ @ s @39
2%~ |£ N & N - ~ é§° © = §
© © & o} >
5 5 2 SRS A 16, &
& & £ PECHANGA &8 o W
RESORT CASINO Q) %Q
| fﬁ:" R Qg’ \& N
I £ g} 50
a O
Pe
Cha,
N
9a Ry
e
©
o
x "
[=%
N:\143012014 WorkIFigures Figure 11-3
LINSCOTT Date: 06/29/15

LAW &

GREENSPAN Year 2035 Project Tl'lp Distribution

PECHANGA RESORT & CASINO







@ @ ® 3 @
L§ *-3/8
£ 2 ol <18 x_15/40
| N O o9/ «—15/40
TStSt Santiago Rd Does Not Exist SR79 SR79 0
; OTO 8/6— 53/40— |, cf: 2\ 0N
E & g % = ¥ QJ()?\6
LCL e x g Ao
S B 2 2 s 2
8 ¥ = sé\ fg%faRd
® ® @ S
<@
«~—30/80 —30/24 ~—30/24 T ~—30/24
SRT9 SRT9 SRT9 SR79
761 60— 76160 ~ §1£ 2in— [E 12/32— . l nf e R
i E B >
2 R 2 g O % & (8)
£ k] 2 = 'oeq Ny oS
P 8 H 3 o= lA
] = - 4 e ,g.; (% 8
2
® @ @ & 79
2 g 2 8 o )
g g 3/2 C o 15/12 8%9)
} Ve } V- 2
Rainbow Vly BI Loma Linda Rd Via Consuelo Ct Wolf Crk Dr N Via Eduardo Wolf Vly Rd 2&
so [22 ] o~ 22 ] 0 e~ [2) ] 21!
csd =25 e =g <23
& & g & &> ¥ o
@‘ 9&'0 > 0. cqu Loma \,'\“«6
® ® N
Q 3
g ] 'S :
s : g e .8 (§ O
| } J | J 15
North Csno Dwy Casino Dwy Pchnga Resort Dr Service Ent
> l 29/79 - z l 28/75 " ?ll 25~ |z l
g3 113~ |& I 25~ | =% g3
s g9 g 7 ERS
c e < f=4 =
I i = i
K kK K g
22 @ o = @  Study Intersections
J 1 l L %716 L *-8/6
am/pm=. AM/PM Intersection g&“
Wolf Crk Dr S Deer Hollow Rd Pechanga Rd ~ ©
s |01 El Peak Hour\/olumes S8
i g 5 5 5 XXXX  Average Daily Trips <
= i = .
3 3 < . . S : S
& & £ PECHANGA &3¢ T N
Hl\#l CASINO Q) %Q
‘,ﬂrﬁ:‘f hS S )
Al
| < %
Pecy
a”ga;p
o
: ‘)
Qo
o)
[=5
N:\1430\2014 Work\Figures Figure 11-4
LINSCOTT Date: 06/29/15
LAW &
GREENSPAN General Plan (Year 2035) Project Traffic Volumes

engineers

PECHANGA RESORT & CASINO






@ @ ® 5 @
E
] $8 ¢
g8 - 230/140 g 28 g “-s5e/78
38 <—100/110 S 28 o +—863/268 ~—2,085/1,340
< o N - ™ [e]
) l N »— 120180 ) l N 859564 «—1,455/1,130
Tstst Santiago Rd Does Not Exist SR-79 SR-79 o N
0110~ | T ¢ 20/30 3 T r 80/170—" |, y T r SN \
N o o o o o o 8 o v o S\
0/240— |2 8 & 14g/546—g S S @ 1943/242— |E S 5§ h g
fee badhadis! IT6 2 -
60/210 ~ LgL gge 70310~ 2\ 282 S8 g o 5&“\\&
S g z° = 5 %
IS ) < =) Vs,
2\2 taRrg
= \-
® ® @ 2\e
2.\ =
g_8 8_8 g€g @
Sgr ®—340/410 “gd *-170/130 SSF ®— 460/ 380
238 <—3,180/2,330 <—1,700/1,100 2358 <—1,680/1,644 28R <—1,150/1,124
™ < NN N~ N
) l N 420120 »— 3201924 ) l N »—80/130 ) l N »— 3081476
SR-79 SR-79 SR-79 SR-79
<
100/390 — b T d 5/105 Nr 100220 | D T r 300/500 —* ) T r 19
o o o E‘ o o S o oo o ® © SP\
2,72612,910— SS9 1,750/1980— | 8 2 1912/241— [E 5 2 2 122/1660— |2 & 3 3 S
040~ |2 828 1266/1680~ |& = g 100/100~ |5 s & 8 0180~ [T g2 e ) e 3 e
N 883 = S = ¥3 & 6 A% S
o S 9 z S \?q \/rb' of S A
E g - E & O 8| g 539
[%5)
&
@ = =] @ = @ © e’)& 79
> 3 Py & 4
g3 %8 = =g %
] 8§38 *—320/210 Sz ®—70/160 SN *—500/270 9
S853 S88 | —wi2 SsSg | =5/ S9g |~/ Koy
™ M - — - — /}
) l © ) l L 4 63/42 ) l L »—10/20 ) l L »—235/192 9%
f
—— <
Rainbow Vly BI Loma Linda Rd Via Consuelo Ct Wolf Crk Dr N Via Eduardo Wolf Vly Rd %
510/ 700 —* N T 120/ 100 —* b T r 20/50 b T ( 407120 N T r
28/456~ [ B 8 20/10— [ 28 F 0/55— | 852 5/5— | 83K
§g§ 12112~ %:‘58 13/22 ~ §:1§2 60/30~ |S ﬁgg
g Y9 g © £ 5 g g- %5
g o & - & - & - > )
N %NS ¥ Tomaun®
N ) 9
& S
0
S = © o N 43,174
8- S N = L .
= = S3 83 S @ :
R & 88 S8 <
J ! J J .
North Csno Dwy Casino Dwy Pchnga Resort Dr Service Ent \\Qﬁ%
A A A
70/270 z :l l 46/133 z l 751255 z 1 l 8149~ |z l
10/40~ | T8 712~ |€ g BIR~ | =8 z S
EX e SRg e
2 > 2 o 2 sy 2R
@ pe) I S‘ E (=21 g (=2
ER= B 8 g
o o o o
08 o 28 2 o 30,962
s3Is od L2 .
s8a | a e Tl = @ sty ntersectons 25,953
PR S N Ol . '
am/pm=. AM/PM Intersection : @
Wolf Crk Dr S Deer Hollow Rd Pechanga Rd ~ Peak Hour VOIUmeS 21.267 » > \\S$
38/145 —* E\ll! El! lo @ " a erl:z\Q
. . ; Y/ &
VRN SES S B8 g2 XXXX  Average Daily Trips 22807 Jg S/S
2Y¥g3 2as - g8 : 2
s 3 5 w % Y @ * \Q)
g g g PECHANGA &6 e
. ) § Q
RESORT * CASING %(\,Q& @
- & 2 ‘&
PN MR
3 P ¥ (18)
N\
< 19
Pe
he
a”ga;p
o
o
Q0
o
[=5
LINSCOTT g:\t143(§>g/22091ésvvork\ﬂgures Figure 11-5
ate:
LAW &
GREENSPAN General Plan (Year 2035) + Project Traffic Volumes

engineers

PECHANGA RESORT & CASINO







12.0 GENERAL PLAN (YEAR 2035) ANALYSIS

The following section presents the analysis of study area intersections and roadway links under
General Plan (Year 2035) conditions with and without the proposed Project.

12.1  General Plan (Year 2035) Intersection Operations
12.1.1 General Plan (Year 2035)

Table 12-1 summarizes the General Plan (Year 2035) intersection operations. As seen in
Table 12-1, the following study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS F under this
scenario:

= Intersection #3. SR-79 / I-15 Southbound Ramps — LOS F (PM peak hour)
= Intersection #5. SR-79 / La Paz Road — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)
= Intersection #8. SR-79 / Margarita Road — LOS F (PM peak hour)

Appendix | contains the Year 2035 Without Project peak hour intersection calculation worksheets.

12.1.2 General Plan (Year 2035) + Project

Table 12-1 also summarizes the General Plan (Year 2035) + Project intersection operations. As seen
in Table 12-1, the following study area intersections are calculated to degrade to, or continue to
operate at LOS F conditions with the addition of Project traffic:

= Intersection #3. SR-79 / 1-15 Southbound Ramps — LOS F (PM peak hour)

= Intersection #5. SR-79 / L.a Paz Road — LOS F (AM/PM peak hours)

= Intersection #8. SR-79 / Margarita Road — LOS F (AM/PM peak hour)

= Intersection #12. Pechanga Parkway/ Wolf Valley Road — LOS F (PM peak hour)

Based on City of Temecula significance criteria, four (4) significant cumulative impacts were
calculated with the addition of Project traffic at the intersections above.

It should be noted that localized improvements in LOS occur on Pechanga Parkway at the driveways
as compared to the “without Project” condition based on planned improvements discussed in Section
7.2.

Appendix J contains the Year 2035 With Project peak hour intersection calculation worksheets.
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TABLE 12-1
YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Control Year 2035 without Year 2035 with
Intersection Type Peak Project Project A Sig? ¢
Hour Delay
Delay® LOSP Delay LOS
1. 1st Street / ) AM 24.6 C 24.7 C 0.1
Old Town Front Street Signal PM 52.0 D 53.0 D 1.0 No
2. SR-79/ DNE AM - — — — — o
Old Town Front Street PM — — — — —
3. SR-79/ Old Town Front St / . AM 48.2 D 53.6 D 5.4
I-15 Southbound Ramps Signal PM 90.3 F >100.0 F >10.0 Yes
4. SR-79/ . AM 36.2 D 36.2 D 0.0
1-15 Northbound Ramps Signal | pypp 38.9 D 38.9 D 0.0 No
5. SR-79/ . AM >100.0 F >100.0 F >10.0
La Paz Street Signal | ppp | >1000 F >100.0 F >10.0 Yes
6. SR-79/ . AM 28.9 C 29.6 C 0.7
Pechanga Parkway Signal PM 473 D 47.3 D 0.0 No
7. SR-79/ Signal AM 12.7 B 16.9 B 4.2 No
Jedediah Smith Road PM 33.6 C 33.6 C 0.0
8. SR-79/ Signal | AM 322 b 96.4 13 A0 Yes
Margarita Road PM 80.4 F 99.1 F >10.0
9.  Pechanga Parkway / . AM 17.9 B 21.9 C 4.0
Rainbow Valley Boulevard Signal PM 42.9 D 47.6 D 4.7 No
10.  Pechanga Parkway / . AM 15.6 B 43.1 D 27.5
Loma Linda Road Signal | ppyy 262 C 47.1 D 209 No
11.  Pechanga Parkway / Signal AM 8.0 A 9.7 A 1.7 No
Wolf Creek Drive North PM 14.4 B 7.2 A (7.2)
12.  Pechanga Parkway/ . AM 38.6 D 38.6 D 0.0
Wolf Valley Road Signal | pyg 34.2 C 84.1 F >10.0 Yes
13.  Pechanga Parkway/ . AM 3.8 A 7.8 A 4.0
North Casino Drive Signal PM 12.7 B 19.1 B 6.4 No
14.  Pechanga Parkway/ . AM 6.5 A 3.9 A (2.6)
Casino Drive Signal PM 12.8 B 6.2 A (6.6) No
15.  Pechanga Parkway / Signal AM 5.8 A 6.6 A 0.8 No
Pechanga Resort Drive PM 15.0 B 9.6 A 5.4)
Continued on next page
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TABLE 12-1
YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Control Year 2035 without Year 2035 with
. . C
Intersection Type Peak Project Project A Sig? d
Hour Delay
Delay® LOS" Delay LOS
Continued from previous page
16. Pechanga Parkway / MSSC AM 10.1 B 10.7 B 0.6 No
Bus/Service Vehicle Entrance PM 9.3 A 9.6 A 0.3
17.  Pechanga Parkway / Signal AM 11.1 B 214 c 10.3 No
Wolf Creek Drive South PM 10.6 B 23.9 C 13.3
18.  Pechanga Parkway / Signal AM 36.3 D 37.1 D 0.8 No
Deer Hollow Way PM 21.8 C 21.8 C 0.0
19.  Pechanga Parkway / MSSC AM 20.5 c 20.8 c 0.3 No
Pechanga Road PM 18.6 C 18.9 C 0.3
Footnotes:
a.  Average delay shown in seconds. SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED
b LOS=Levelof Service DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS ~ DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
c. Increase in delay due to Project traffic.
d.  Sig = Significant Project impacts based Delay LOS Delay LOS
on Significance Criteria. 0.0 < 10.0 A 0.0 < 10.0 A
10.1 to 20.0 B 10.1to 15.0 B
20.1to 35.0 C 15.1t0 25.0 C
35.1t0 55.0 D 25.1t0 35.0 D
55.1t0 80.0 E 35.1t0 50.0 E
> 80.1 F > 50.1 F
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12.2  General Plan (Year 2035) Roadway Links Operations
12.2.1 General Plan (Year 2035)

Roadway link analyses were conducted for critical roadways in the study area under General Plan
(Year 2035) without Project conditions. Table 12-2 reports the roadway link operations during peak
hour conditions. The following roadway links operate at LOS F under General Plan (Year 2035)
conditions, in at least one direction for one or more peak periods:

= Old Town Front Street: 1st Street to SR-79 (Temecula Parkway)
= SR-79 (Temecula Parkway): Old Town Front Street to Paz Road
= SR-79 (Temecula Parkway): La Paz Road to Pechanga Parkway

Appendix | also contains the General Plan (Year 2035) roadway link worksheets.

12.2.2 General Plan (Year 2035) + Project

Roadway link analyses were conducted for critical roadways in the study area under General Plan
(Year 2035) + Project conditions. Table 12-2 reports the roadway link operations during peak hour
conditions. The majority of roadway links operate at LOS E or better under General Plan (Year
2035) + Project conditions, with the exception of the following, calculated to operate at LOS F in at
least one direction for one or more peak periods:

= Old Town Front Street: 1st Street to SR-79 (Temecula Parkway)
= SR-79 (Temecula Parkway): Old Town Front Street to Paz Road
= SR-79 (Temecula Parkway): La Paz Road to Pechanga Parkway

Based on City of Temecula significance criteria, no significant cumulative impacts were calculated
with the addition of Project traffic, as the decrease in average speed is less than or equal to the
allowable 1.0 MPH at LOS F-operating locations.

Appendix J also contains the General Plan (Year 2035) + Project roadway link worksheets.

N

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 3-04-1430
66 Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion

N:\1430\2014 work\Report\First Submittal\1430 First Submittal TIA (C) - 2015.docx



TABLE 12-2
GENERAL PLAN (YEAR 2035) ROADWAY LINK OPERATIONS

» General Plan General Plan +
Roadway Link Direction Hi?nl; Project A Sig? ¢
Speed? ‘ LOS Speed ‘ LOS
Old Town Front Street
NB AM 18.2 D 18.1 D (0.1) No
1t Street to SR-79 ™M 9.4 F 9.1 F (0.3) No
SB AM 12.3 F 12.3 F 0.0 No
PM 14.0 E 14.0 E 0.0 No
SR-79
EB AM 21.3 D 18.4 E (2.9) No
Old Town Front Street to PM 13.3 F 13.3 F 0.0 No
La Paz Rd WB AM 18.2 E 17.0 E (1.2) No
PM 20.5 E 19.9 E (0.6) No
EB AM 23.6 D 23.6 C 0.0 No
La Paz Rd to Pechanga PM 17.6 E 17.6 E 0.0 No
Plowy WB AM 7.3 F 6.3 F (1.0) No
PM 6.4 F 6.0 F (0.4) No
EB AM 343 B 31.5 C (2.8) No
Pechanga Pkwy to Jedediah PM 20.4 E 20.4 E 0.0 No
Smith Rd WB AM 26.5 D 23.0 D (3.5) No
PM 354 B 354 B 0.0 No
EB AM 339 C 30.2 C (3.7) No
Jedediah Smith Rd to PM 25.6 D 25.2 D 0.4) No
Margarita Rd WB AM 334 C 32.9 C (0.5) No
PM 26.7 D 26.7 D 0.0 No
Pechanga Parkway
NB AM 29.1 B 27.2 C (1.9) No
SR-79 to Loma Linda Rd M 26.5 < 26.5 S 0.0 No
SB AM 31.9 B 28.8 B 3.1) No
PM 25.9 C 25.7 C (0.2) No
NB AM 40.2 A 359 A (4.3) No
Loma Linda Rd to Wolf PM 32.9 B 32.9 B 0.0 No
Valley Rd sB AM 29.9 B 29.9 B 0.0 No
PM 35.1 A 35.1 A 0.0 No
Continued on Next Page
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TABLE 12-2

GENERAL PLAN (YEAR 2035) ROADWAY LINK OPERATIONS

General Plan +
. Peak General Plan Proi .
Roadway Link Direction Hour roject Ac Sig? 4
Speed” | LOS® | Speed | LOS
Pechanga Parkway (continued)
NB AM 26.9 C 24.9 C (2.0) No
Wolf Valley Road to Deer PM 25.6 C 22.1 C (3.5 No
Hollow Way <B AM 24.8 C 22.7 C Q2.1 No
PM 24.4 C 23.9 C (0.5) No
Footnotes: SPEED (MPH)/LOS THRESHOLDS
%‘ Epeed in mﬂe.s per hour LOS ClassI ClassII  Class Il Class IV
. evel of Serv1.ce . " 5 s 0 o
c. A denotes project induced speed decrease B 3add 52835 52430 1925
d.  Sig = significant project impacts based on Significance p 52734 2208 >18.04 1319
Criteria D >2127 >17-22  >14-18 >9-13
E >16-21  >13-17  >10-14 >7-9
F <16 <13 <10 <7
LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers 68 LLG Ref. 3-04-1430

Pechanga Resort Hotel Expansion

N:\1430\2014 work\Report\First Submittal\1430 First Submittal TIA (C) - 2015.docx



13.0 SITE ACCESS AND PARKING

13.1  Project Access

In conjunction with the development of the resort hotel and ancillary facilities as described in
Section 2.2, the Project intends to make various improvements to enhance access to and from the
Project site. No changes are proposed to the existing signalized access points at North Casino Drive
and Pechanga Resort Drive, or at the unsignalized, right-in/right-out bus/service entrance driveway.

The access point at Casino Drive (Intersection #14) is proposed to be converted to exit-only.

The Project proposes to create a fifth access point by connecting a partially completed driveway to
the existing intersection at Pechanga Parkway / Wolf Creek Drive South (Intersection #17). To
connect this access point the Project will need to remove fencing and sidewalk at the existing
intersection and complete signal modifications. No additional right-of-way for turn lanes is required
as a northbound left-turn pocket providing approximately 225 feet of storage is currently present in
the existing median (presently striped off by double yellow line). The following intersection
geometry is proposed, with protected left-turn phasing at all approaches.

Northbound — 1 left, 1 through, 1 through/right
Westbound — 1 left, 1 through/right
Southbound — 1 left, 1 through, 1 through/right
Eastbound — 2 lefts, 1 through/right

13.2  Parking

Project parking demand has been studied in parking analysis reports completed by Niche Advisors
dated March 5 and May 5, 2014 and peer reviewed by LLG in a memo dated August 15, 2014. These
analyses determined that the Design Day parking demand would be 7,161 spaces, with a peak
parking demand of 8,170 spaces. There are currently 7,204 on-site parking spaces including valet
and self-parking. The proposed Project will construct a 2,400 space parking garage. Construction of
the garage, the resort hotel, and the new entry drive will displace existing surface parking, leaving a
net addition of 1,128 new spaces. The new total of 8,332 parking spaces on the property would be
sufficient to accommodate Design Day and peak parking demand.
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14.0 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES

14.1  Significance of Impacts

Per City of Temecula significance thresholds and using the analysis methodology presented in this
report, development of the Project is calculated to result in the following significant impacts:

INTERSECTIONS
TRA-1. 3. SR-79/1-15 Southbound Ramps (Cumulative)
TRA-2. 5. SR-79/ La Paz Road (Cumulative)
TRA-3. 8. SR-79/ Margarita Road (Cumulative)
TRA-4. 12. Pechanga Parkway/ Wolf Valley Road (Direct & Cumulative)
STREET SEGMENTS
TRA-S. SR-79 (Temecula Parkway): Old Town Front St to La Paz Rd (Cumulative)
TRA-6. SR-79 (Temecula Parkway): La Paz Road to Pechanga Parkway (Cumulative)

14.2  Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce the Project’s contribution to less
than significant:

INTERSECTIONS

MM TRA-1. 3. SR-79/ 1-15 Southbound Ramps — Provide a fair-share contribution to the
construction of the planned I-15 Southbound Loop Ramp at SR-79 (Temecula
Parkway)

MM TRA-2. 5. SR-79/ La Paz Road — Provide a fair-share contribution to the planned
widening of SR-79 (Temecula Parkway) to 8-lane Urban Arterial standards as
identified in the City’s General Plan Circulation Element

MM TRA-3. 8. SR-79/ Margarita Road (Cumulative) — Provide a fair-share contribution to
the provision of a westbound right-turn lane on SR-79 (Temecula Parkway) to
accommodate future growth at this intersection

MM TRA-4. 12. Pechanga Parkway/ Wolf Valley Road —Widen Pechanga Parkway from
south of Via Gilberto to Pechanga Resort Drive

STREET SEGMENTS
MM TRA-5. SR-79: Old Town Front Street to La Paz Road — MM’s TRA-1 and TRA-2
above will mitigate this segment impact

MM TRA-6. SR-79: La Paz Road to Pechanga Parkway — MM’s TRA-1 and TRA-2 above
will mitigate this segment impact
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14.3  Post-Mitigation Operations

14.3.1 Existing + Project Intersection Operations
Table 14-1 shows Existing + Project mitigated intersection operations. As seen in Table 14-1, only
Pechanga Parkway / Wolf Valley Road is significantly impacted in this scenario, and mitigation
measure TRA-4 fully mitigates the impact.

Post-mitigation analysis worksheets for this and all other mitigation measures are contained in

Appendix K.
TABLE 14-1
EXISTING + PROJECT POST-MITIGATION INTERSECTION OPERATIONS
o Existin Existing + Project Fully
Mitigation Intersection Control | Peak g (Mitigated) Mitigated?
Measure Type Hour
Delay? LOSP Delay LOS
TRA-4 12. Pechanga Parkway/ ] AM — — — — ¢
- Wolf Valley Road Signal | pyp 54.8 D 33.6 C Yes
Footnotes:
a. Average delay shown in seconds. SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED
b LOS = Level of Service . _ DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS ~ DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
c. Peak hour not significantly impacted by Project
traffic. Operations not shown. Delay LOS Delay LOS
0.0 < 10.0 A 0.0 < 10.0 A
10.1 to 20.0 B 10.1to 15.0 B
20.1to 35.0 C 15.1to 25.0 ¢
35.1t0 55.0 D 25.1t0 35.0 D
55.1t0 80.0 E 35.1t0 50.0 E
> 80.1 F > 50.1 F
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14.3.2 Near-Term (Year 2019) Intersection Operations

Table 14-2 shows the Near-Term + Project mitigated intersection operations. Three locations are
significantly impacted in this scenario, including SR-79 / La Paz Street which is affected in both the
Weekday and Saturday period. As seen in Table 14-2, all impacts are fully mitigated by the

corresponding mitigation measure.

TABLE 14-2
OPENING YEAR (YEAR 2019) POST-MITIGATION INTERSECTION OPERATIONS
o Near-Term Near-Term + Project Fully
Mitigation Intersection Control | Peak (Mitigated) Mitigated?
Measure Type Hour
Delay® LOS" Delay LOS
Weekday
5. SR-79/ La Paz Street . AM — — — — ¢
TRA-2 Signal | pyp | 534 37.9 D Yes
12. Pechanga Parkway / . AM — — — — ¢
TRA-4 Wolf Valley Road Signal | pyp | 626 E 34.9 C Yes
Saturday
TRA-1 3. SR-79/I1-15 SB Ramps Signal PM 68.6 E 35.8 D Yes
TRA-2 | 5. SR-79/La Paz Street Signal PM 65.7 E 329 C Yes
Footnotes:
SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED

a. Average delay shown in seconds.
b. LOS = Level of Service
c. Peak hour not significantly impacted by Project

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS

traffic. Operations not shown. Delay LOS Delay LOS

0.0 < 10.0 A 0.0 < 10.0 A
10.1 to 20.0 B 10.1to 15.0 B
20.1to 35.0 C 15.1to 25.0 C
35.1to 55.0 D 25.1to 35.0 D
55.1to 80.0 E 35.1to 50.0 E

> 80.1 F > 50.1 F

>
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14.3.3 General Plan (Year 2035) Intersection Operations

Table 14-3 shows the Year 2035 mitigated intersection operations. Four locations are subject to
significant impacts in Year 2035. As seen in Table 14-3, all impacts are mitigated by the
corresponding mitigation measure except at the SR-79 / I-15 Southbound Ramps intersection, where
interchange improvements are assumed completed in the Year 2035, and no further feasible physical
mitigation exists. However, the Pechanga Tribe has contributed approximately $14 million in fees
towards the programmed interchange improvement, which is considered partial mitigation towards
this long-term cumulative impact.

TABLE 14-3
GENERAL PLAN (YEAR 2035) POST-MITIGATION INTERSECTION OPERATIONS
GP Year 2035 + Fully
Mitigation Intersection Control | Peak GP Year 2035 Project (Mitigated) | Mitigated?
Measure Type Hour
Delay® LOSP Delay LOS
3. SR-79/ . AM — — — — c
TRA-1 I-15 Southbound Ramps Signal PM 90.3 F >100.0 F No ¢
TRA 5. SR-79/ . AM >100.0 F 68.9 E Yes
- La Paz Street Signal | prpo | 1846 F 137.6 F Yes
- 52.2 D 45.2 D Yes
TRA3 | & SR/ Signal | AM
Margarita Road PM 80.4 F 79.2 E Yes
12. Pechanga Parkway/ ) AM — — — — ¢
TRA-4 Wolf Valley Road Signal PM 34.2 C 30.8 C Yes
Footnotes:
SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED

a. Average delay shown in seconds.
b. LOS = Level of Service
c. Peak hour not significantly impacted by Project traffic.

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS

Operations not shown. Delay LOS Delay LOS
d. 1-15/ SR-79 interchange improvements are assumed complete in 0.0 < 10.0 A 0.0 < 10.0 A
Year 2035. No other improvements at this location are planned, 10.1 ;) 20.0 B 10.1 ;) 15.0 B
altho_ugh the T.ribe7s_ payments of approximately $14 million is 201 to 35.0 C 151 to 25.0 C
considered partial mitigation. 35110 55.0 D 25110 35.0 D
55.1to 80.0 E 35.1to 50.0 E
> 80.1 F > 50.1 F
>
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14.3.4 Roadway Link Operations

Table 14-2 shows the Post-Mitigation Roadway Link operations. Roadway link impacts occur only
in the Opening Year (Year 2019) scenario, though one location is significantly impacted in the
Weekday period, the other in the Saturday period.

As seen in Table 14-2, the decrease in speed due to Project 