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1.0 Preface 
This Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated previously in January 2023. However, the 
document is being re-circulated to follow the established procedure per Assembly Bill 52 Tribal 
Consultation requirements. Other than updates to document the most current Tribal coordination 
within Items 2.1, Project Information, Section 5, subsection V., Cultural Resources, and subsection XVIII, 
Tribal Cultural Resources, no substantive changes have been made to the Project or analysis within the 
Initial Study compared to the January 2023 version. 

2.0 Introduction  
2.1 Initial Study Information Sheet 

1. Project title: Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer  

2. Lead agency name and address: Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District (EVWMD) 
31315 Chaney Street, Lake Elsinore, CA 92530  

3. Contact person and phone number: Jason Dafforn, P.E. 
(951) 674-3146 

4. Project location: Between Mission Trail, Malaga Road, I-15, and Lemon 
Street, Wildomar, CA 

5. Project sponsor’s name and address:  Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 
31315 Chaney Street, Lake Elsinore, CA 92530  

6. General plan designations:  Commercial Retail, Medium Density Residential, 
Medium High Density Residential, Very High Density 
Residential 
General Plan Overlay: Mixed-use Planning Area  

7. Zoning: C-1/C-P (General Commercial), R-3 (General 
Residential), R-R (Rural Residential)  

8. Description of project: See Section 2 

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: See Section 2 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement: 

• City of Wildomar (Encroachment Permits) 

• City of Lake Elsinore (Encroachment Permits) 

• State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) 

• Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB) 



Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer 

2 

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area 
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan 
for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal 
cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.? 

On September 20, 2022, letters were sent to the to the 26 Native American representatives and 
interested parties identified by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). Both the Quechan 
Indian Tribe and the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians indicated that they have no comments on 
the project and defer to local tribes. The Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians (Rincon) indicated that the 
Project site is within their Area of Historic Interest and requested a copy of the records search and the 
cultural resources report. Rincon also recommended coordination with Pechanga given their proximity 
to the Project. As responses are received, they will be provided to EVMWD and the SWRCB. EVMWD will 
undertake consultation with interested Tribes under Assembly Bill (AB) 52, and the SWRCB will 
undertake Section 106 consultation with interested Tribes. 

3.0 Project Description 
3.1 Project Location 

The Project area is roughly 380 acres in size in the City of Wildomar (City) in Riverside County (County), 
California. The Project site is bound by Malaga Road on the north, Interstate-15 on the east, Mission 
Trail on the west, and Lemon Street on the south. The boundary between the City of Wildomar and the 
City of Lake Elsinore is located along the roadway centerline of Mission Trail and Malaga Road. The 
majority of the Project would occur within the City of Wildomar; however, Project activities on the west 
side of Mission Trail or the north side of Malaga Road would occur within the City of Lake Elsinore. Refer 
to Figure 1, Regional Vicinity, and Figure 2, Aerial Photograph.  

3.2 Project Background 

EVMWD is a public non-profit agency, created on December 23, 1950, under the Municipal Water 
District Act of 1911. EVMWD provides public water service, water supply development and planning, 
wastewater treatment and disposal, and recycling. Currently, EVMWD has over 46,000 water, 
wastewater, and agricultural service connections over a 96-square-mile service area within the cities of 
Lake Elsinore, Wildomar, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta, and unincorporated portions of the County of 
Riverside. EVMWD is a sub agency of the Western Municipal Water District, a member agency of the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. 

Sedco Hills was identified as a priority for sewer conversion in the 2016 Sewer System Master Plan 
based on its proximity to domestic wells and density of septic tanks (EVMWD 2016). A goal for the sewer 
conversion is to prevent potential contamination of groundwater in the Project area.  

3.3 Project Characteristics 

The Project would convert 699 existing septic customers to sewer. The proposed Project would involve 
the construction and operation of approximately 40,800 feet (7.8 miles) of 8-, 10-, and 12-inch-diameter 
underground sewer pipelines within existing roadway rights-of-way (ROW) and private residences (for 
connections of laterals to sewer lines). The new sewer lines would connect to existing sewer mains 
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underneath Mission Trail, Malaga Road, or Lemon Street. Potential improvements to the sewer main in 
Mission Trail are discussed below. 

Wastewater collected via the proposed sewer lines would be transported to the EVMWD Regional 
Water Reclamation Facility (WRF). The Sedco Hills neighborhood consists of mobile home units, which 
typically generate 150 gallons per day (GPD) of wastewater, and single-family residences, which 
generate approximately 250 GPD of wastewater (EVMWD 2021). Based on the mix of residence types 
within the Project area, the Project is anticipated to generate approximately 130,000 GPD (or 
0.13 million gallons per day [MGD]) of wastewater (EVMWD 2022a).  

The 2016 Sewer System Master Plan identified a potential capacity deficiency for the 21-inch diameter 
sewer line in Mission Trail. In 2022, EVMWD constructed a short pipe segment that redirected flows to 
bypass the Washington Avenue Sewer Lift Station and send tributary sewer flows to the Santa Rosa 
Regional Resources Authority (EVMWD 2022b). The bypass project removed approximately 125,000 
gallons per day (GPD) of sewer flow that, prior to the bypass, flowed north through the 21-inch diameter 
Mission Trail sewer line to the Regional WRF. With the removal of 125,000 GPD from the existing 
21-inch sewer line, sufficient capacity should exist to accommodate the 130,000 GPD of additional flow 
from the Project (EVMWD 2022a).  

Should additional engineering hydraulic analysis determine that the bypass construction is not sufficient 
to resolve the capacity deficiency of the existing 21-inch diameter sewer main, EVMWD proposes 
installing a new 48-inch diameter sewer line in Mission Trail. The new line would connect to an existing 
48-inch diameter sewer line in Malaga Road and extend south along Mission Trail to the B-2 sewer lift 
station just south of Sedco Boulevard. In total, the new sewer line would extend 3,200 linear feet and be 
located at a depth of approximately 40 feet. To provide a conservative analysis, this Initial Study includes 
an assessment of potential impacts related to the installation of the optional 48-inch diameter sewer 
line in Mission Trail. 

Existing septic tanks serving the residents would be abandoned per Riverside County Health Department 
requirements. 

3.4 Construction Equipment and Sequencing 

EVMWD anticipates that the proposed pipelines would be located within a 24- to 36-inch-wide trench 
and the potential sewer main would be located within a six-foot wide trench. Pipeline trench depth is 
anticipated generally to be approximately seven to twelve feet for pipelines and forty feet for the 
Mission Trail sewer main. The duration of construction is estimated to be 18 to 24 months, starting as 
early as August 2023. Full installation of the sewer facilities is anticipated by December 2026.  

EVMWD estimates that pipeline installation would generally occur at a rate of approximately 250 feet 
per day and would involve the following steps: 

• Street pavement would be cut, and soil would be removed to create the pipeline trench. 

• An excavator with a sling would be used to lower the pipe sections into the trench. The pipeline 
would rest on a bedding of compacted sand inside the trench per EVMWD standards.  

• The pipe in the trench zone (the area above the pipe to the surface) would be backfilled per 
EVMWD standards.  
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• Street cuts would be repaved in accordance with the City of Wildomar’s requirements. 

Construction activities outside of the road ROW would be required to abandon septic tanks on private 
properties. Existing septic tanks would be emptied and then filled with sand. The tops would be 
removed, and bottoms perforated to allow for drainage. 

EVMWD anticipates that construction would likely be divided between six phases within the Sedco Hills 
neighborhood and Mission Trail, with as many as three phases constructed simultaneously. Construction 
crews of approximately four to six workers would be working on each phase. The types of construction 
equipment projected to be required by each of the three construction crews for pipeline installation are 
presented in Table 1, Anticipated Construction Equipment. 

Table 1  
ANTICIPATED CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Phase Equipment 
Trenching 1 Excavator; 1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 
Pipeline Installation 1 Crane; 1 Excavator; 1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe; 1 

Dump Truck 
Resurfacing/Repaving 1 Roller; 1 Paver 

 
When construction equipment is not in use, it would be stored at locations selected by the contractor 
and approved by EVMWD. 

To minimize disruptions to the local community, construction and equipment maintenance are 
anticipated be limited to weekdays (excluding holidays) from 7:00 a.m. through 6:00 p.m.  

EVMWD will provide notice to residents, property owners, businesses, and schools adjacent to the 
proposed pipeline alignments at least one week prior to the start of construction. Notices would include 
an anticipated construction schedule and description of anticipated construction activities and their 
expected duration in addition to any other pertinent information. 

3.5 Construction Best Management Practices 

Air Quality 

Construction would implement standard dust control measures as required by South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403, including watering two times daily during grading, ensuring 
that all exposed surfaces maintain a minimum soil moisture of 12 percent, and limiting vehicle speeds 
on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials would 
be covered with a fabric cover and maintain a freeboard height of 12 inches. 

Water Quality 

Implementation of the proposed project would require conformance with the National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Activity Permit. Such conformance would 
entail implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to address the discharge of 
contaminants (including construction-related hazardous materials) and minimize runoff through 
appropriate best management practices (BMPs). 
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As a standard construction practice and regulatory requirement, EVMWD would implement best BMPs 
from the required SWPPP for the Project, which may include: 

• Covering stockpiled excavated and/or fill materials to reduce potential off-site sediment 
transport. 

• Employing appropriate standard spill prevention practices and clean-up materials;  

• Maintaining the Project area free of trash and debris;  

• Properly storing, handling, and disposing of toxins and pollutants, including waste materials. 

• Use of erosion control devices, such as straw wattles, mulch, mats, and/or geotextiles. 

• Use of sediment catchment structures such as hay bales, gravel or sand bags, silt fencing, fiber 
rolls, matting, berms, or similar devices along grading boundaries and drainage courses to 
prevent off-site sediment transport. 

• Daily backfill, compaction, and/or covering of excavated trenches to minimize erosion potential. 

• Regular inspection and maintenance of all erosion control and sediment catchment facilities to 
ensure proper function and effectiveness. 

Noise 

The following measures would be implemented during construction to minimize noise impacts to 
surrounding neighborhoods: 

• Construction equipment, including vehicles, generators, and compressors, would be maintained 
in proper operating condition and will be equipped with manufacturers’ standard noise control 
devices or better (e.g., mufflers, acoustical lagging, and/or engine enclosures). 

• Construction work, including on-site equipment maintenance and repair, would be limited to 
the hours specified in the Wildomar noise ordinance. 

• Staging areas for construction equipment would be located as far as practicable from 
residences. 

• EVMWD would identify and provide a public liaison person before and during construction to 
respond to concerns of neighboring residents about noise and other construction disturbance. 
EVMWD would also establish a program for receiving questions or complaints during 
construction and develop procedures for responding to callers. Procedures for reaching the 
public liaison officer via telephone or in person would be included in notices distributed to the 
public in accordance with the information above. 

Construction Traffic Management Plan 

A Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) would be implemented during construction of the 
proposed Project. During construction, access along some portions of affected roadways may be limited. 
The CTMP would be prepared in accordance with all applicable requirements of the City of Wildomar 
and the City of Lake Elsinore (as applicable), encroachment permits, and applicable plans, ordinances, 
and policies. EVMWD would submit the CTMP to the cities of Wildomar and Lake Elsinore (as applicable) 



Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer 

6 

for review, comment, and approval. The CTMP may include, but not be limited to, provisions for the 
following: 

• Attempt to schedule the timing and duration of work to avoid the peak commuter hours of 7:00 
to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.; 

• Implementing standard safety practices, including installing appropriate barriers between work 
zones and transportation facilities, placement of appropriate signage, and use of traffic control 
devices; 

• Protecting traffic by using flaggers, warning signs, lights, and barricades to guide vehicles 
through or around construction zones; 

• Restoring roadway capacity to the extent feasible during hours when construction activities are 
not occurring, which could include the use of road plates or temporary paving; 

• Implementing construction schedules and techniques that minimize roadway closures, including 
the number of cross streets and side streets that may be blocked or otherwise impacted by 
construction activities; 

• Providing detours for cyclists and pedestrians when bike lanes or sidewalks must be closed; 

• Coordinating with local schools prior to construction within close proximity of school property to 
ensure entryways are not blocked during peak drop off and pick up times;  

• Notifying emergency response providers of road closures at least one week prior to closures and 
include the location, date, time, and duration of the closure;  

• Coordinating with the City of Wildomar and City of Lake Elsinore (as applicable) to maintain 
adequate emergency evacuation routes; and 

• Abiding by encroachment permit conditions, which shall supersede conflicting provisions in the 
CTMP. 

Notice to Residents, Businesses, and Schools 

EVMWD will provide notice to property owners and residents to the proposed pipeline alignments at 
least one week prior to the start of construction. Notices would include an anticipated construction 
schedule and description of anticipated construction activities and their expected duration in addition to 
any other pertinent information. 

3.6 Surrounding Land Uses  

Land uses in the vicinity of the proposed Project include residential, commercial, schools, parks, and 
undeveloped land mainly within the Sedco Hills neighborhood in the City of Wildomar (see Figures 3a 
and 3b, Representative Site Photos). As noted above, the proposed sewer pipelines would be mainly 
located within existing roads, as well as disturbed areas surrounded by development.  
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4.0 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected  
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this Project, involving at 
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

☐ None   

☐ Aesthetics ☐ Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

☐ Air Quality 

☒ Biological Resources ☒ Cultural Resources  ☐ Energy  

☒ Geology and Soils ☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions ☐ Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

☐ Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

☒ Land Use and Planning ☐ Mineral Resources 

☐ Noise ☐ Population and Housing ☐ Public Services 

☐ Recreation ☐ Transportation ☒ Tribal Cultural Resources 

☐ Utilities and Service 
Systems 

☐ Wildfire ☒ Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 
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5.0 Environmental Initial Study Checklist  
The lead agency has defined the column headings in the environmental checklist as follows: 

A. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may 
be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the 
determination is made, an EIR is required. 

B. “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the inclusion of mitigation 
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant 
Impact.” All mitigation measures are described, including a brief explanation of how the 
measures reduce the effect to a less than significant level. Mitigation measures from earlier 
analyses may be cross-referenced.  

C. “Less Than Significant Impact” applies where a project does not create an impact that exceeds a 
stated significance threshold. 

D. “No Impact” applies where a project does not create an impact in that category. “No Impact” 
answers do not require an explanation if they are adequately supported by the information 
sources cited by the lead agency which show that the impact simply does not apply to projects 
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer 
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards 
(e.g., the project would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project specific 
screening analysis). 

The explanation of each issue identifies the significance criteria or threshold used to evaluate each 
question; and the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration [CEQA Guidelines Section 
15063(c)(3)(D)]. Where appropriate, the discussion identifies the following: 

a) Earlier Analyses Used. Identifies where earlier analyses are available for review. 

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

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

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, 
would the project:     

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

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

No Impact. Scenic vistas in the Project vicinity include views of surrounding mountain ridgelines; 
however, these views in the Project site are partially obstructed by existing development. During 
construction, equipment would be visible in the Project area but would be located there temporarily 
and removed upon completion of construction. The proposed Project would install sewer infrastructure, 
which would be located entirely underground after construction activities are complete. Therefore, no 
permanent changes to scenic vistas would occur due to the Project. No impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. There are no designated state scenic highways with visibility to the Project site; however, 
the portion of Interstate- (I-) 15 adjacent to the Project site is an eligible state scenic highway (California 
Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2019). As discussed in item I.a, permanent Project components 
would be located underground and construction activities that would occur above ground would be 
temporary in nature. Thus, the Project would not result in damage to scenic resources in a state scenic 
highway and no impact would occur. 



Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer 

11 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Public Resources Code 21071 defines the term “urbanized area” for the 
purpose of CEQA to mean an incorporated city that has a population of at least 100,000 persons or has a 
population of less than 100,000 persons if the population of that city and not more than two contiguous 
incorporated cities combined equals at least 100,000 persons. U.S. Census Bureau data from 2021 
indicates that the City has a population of 37,189 persons and the adjacent City of Lake Elsinore has a 
population of 71,563 persons (U.S. Census Bureau 2021). The Project site is within an urbanized area 
and therefore, is evaluated relative to applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. 

No regulations govern the visual character of the Project, as it would exist underground upon the 
completion of construction. The Project would not conflict with zoning or scenic quality regulations. 
Construction equipment may be visible temporarily while the Project is constructed; however, once 
construction is complete, roadways would be repaved, and any disturbance to residences as a result of 
abandoning the septic tanks would be restored. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed Project would occur between 7:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m. Since construction would occur during daylight hours and no major light sources would be 
required for Project operation, no permanent new sources of light would be introduced by the Project. 
Once operational, Project components would be located underground and would not be a source of 
light or glare. Impacts would be less than significant. 

II. Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 

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

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

No Impact. According to the California Important Farmland Finder, the majority of the Project site is 
designated as Urban and Built-up Land with a small area of Other Land (California Department of 
Conservation [DOC] 2018). The Project would occur primarily within existing roadway ROW and would 
not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-
agricultural use. Williamson Act contracts require 100 contiguous acres of agricultural land, which is not 
present at the Project site (County 2003). No impact would occur. 

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

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

No Impact. The Project site consists of developed roadways and properties zoned for residential and 
commercial use. No forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production is present 
within the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not result in rezoning of these uses or the 
conversion of forest land to a non-forest use. No impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. As discussed in items II.a through d above, the Project site does not contain agricultural or 
forest land uses. The Project would not result in conversion of these uses and no impact would occur.  
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III. Air Quality  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

    

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

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

 
The discussion below is based on the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment prepared 
by HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2022a), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix A. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). The South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is responsible for implementing emissions standards 
and other requirements of federal and state laws in the SCAB. As required by the California Clean Air 
Act, the SCAQMD has responded to the requirement to decrease emissions by preparing a sequence of 
Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs). On March 3, 2017, the SCAQMD adopted the 2016 AQMP, 
which represents a comprehensive analysis of emissions, meteorology, atmospheric chemistry, regional 
growth projections, and the impact of existing control measures. The plan seeks to achieve multiple 
goals in partnership with other entities promoting reductions in criteria pollutant, greenhouse gases 
(GHGs), and toxic risk, as well as efficiencies in energy use, transportation, and goods movement 
(SCAQMD 2017). The AQMP is incorporated into the State Implementation Plan, which is subsequently 
submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the regional planning agency for Los 
Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial Counties, and addresses regional 
issues relating to transportation, economy, community development, and environment. With regard to 
air quality planning, SCAG has prepared the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS), a long-range transportation plan that uses growth forecasts to Project trends out 
over a 20-year period to identify regional transportation strategies to address mobility needs. These 
growth forecasts form the basis for the land use and transportation control portions of the AQMP. These 
documents are utilized in the preparation of the air quality forecasts and consistency analysis included 
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in the AQMP. Both the RTP/SCS and AQMP are based, in part, on projections originating with County 
and City General Plans.1  

The two principal criteria for determining conformance to the AQMP are:  

1. Whether the project would result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air 
quality violations; cause or contribute to new violations; or delay timely attainment of air quality 
standards; and 

2. Whether the project would exceed the assumptions in the AQMP. 

With respect to the first criterion, as demonstrated in item III. B below, the Project would not generate 
short-term or long-term emissions that could potentially cause an increase in the frequency or severity 
of existing air quality violations; cause or contribute to new violations; or delay timely attainment of air 
quality standards.  

With respect to the second criterion, the Project proposes installing sewer infrastructure in an existing 
community and decommissioning a septic system. The Project would not result in population or 
employment increases and, therefore, would not exceed the growth projection assumptions in the 
AQMP. In addition, the construction workers that would construct the Project would be recruited from 
the local pool of labor and would not create employment growth exceeding growth estimates for the 
area. The proposed infrastructure improvements would serve existing residences and would not create 
conditions for the creation of new housing, which would thereby induce population growth. 

Because the Project is consistent with the growth assumptions used in developing the AQMP, pursuant 
to SCAQMD guidelines, the proposed Project is considered consistent with the region’s AQMP. As such, 
Project-related emissions are accounted for in the AQMP, which is crafted to bring the basin into 
attainment for all criteria pollutants. Accordingly, the proposed Project would be consistent with the 
emissions projections in the AQMP. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would generate criteria pollutants in the short-term during 
construction. Once construction activity is complete, the Project components would be sealed pipelines, 
which would be located underground and operate passively. Therefore, the Project would not result in 
the emission of air pollutants during Project operation. To determine whether a project would result in 
emissions that would violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, a project’s emissions are evaluated based on the quantitative emission 
thresholds established by the SCAQMD. 

The Project’s construction emissions were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod), Version 2020.4.0 (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association [CAPCOA] 2021). 
CalEEMod is a computer model used to estimate air pollutant emissions resulting from construction and 
operation of land development projects throughout the state of California. CalEEMod was developed by 
CAPCOA with the input of several air quality management and pollution control districts.  

 
1  SCAG serves as the federally designated metropolitan planning organization for the southern California region. 
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To be conservative, construction emission calculations did not assume the implementation of standard 
dust control measures as required by SCAQMD Rule 403, including watering two times daily during 
grading, ensuring that all exposed surfaces maintain a minimum soil moisture of 12 percent, and limiting 
vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. Implementation of these measures would further 
decrease emissions of PM10 and PM2.5. Project-specific input was based on general Project information, 
assumptions provided by the Project engineers, and default model settings to estimate reasonably 
conservative conditions. Construction was assumed to occur over 24 months, commencing in January 
2024, include all equipment presented in Table 1 for three construction crews operating simultaneously. 
The results of the calculations for Project construction are shown in Table 2, Maximum Daily 
Construction Emissions. The data are presented as the maximum anticipated daily emissions for 
comparison with the SCAQMD thresholds.  

Table 2 
MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Phase VOC 
(lbs/day) 

NOX 
(lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

SO2 
(lbs/day) 

PM10 
(lbs/day) 

PM2.5 
(lbs/day) 

Trenching 1.1 9.3 16.9 <0.1 0.6 0.5 
Pipeline Installation 3.6 31.4 31.8 0.1 1.3 1.2 
Paving 1.1 10.5 14.7 <0.1 0.7 0.5 
Maximum Daily Emissions  5.7 51.2 63.4 0.1 2.6 2.2 
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod; HELIX 2022a; SCAQMD 2019 
lbs/day = pounds per day; VOC = volatile organic compound; NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide;  
SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 = fine particulate 
matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 

 
As shown in Table 2, the Project’s construction emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds and 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant. As described 
previously, the Project would consist of passive pipelines after construction and would not result in 
operational emissions of criteria pollutants. Impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others 
due to the types of population groups or activities involved and are referred to as sensitive receptors. 
Examples of these sensitive receptors are residences, schools, hospitals, and daycare centers. The 
Project site is located in a residential area with sensitive receptors located throughout the Project site, 
directly adjacent to where construction activities would occur. Jean Hayman Elementary School is also 
located at the southern end of the Project area. 

Criteria Pollutants 

The localized effects from the on-site portion of daily construction emissions were evaluated at sensitive 
receptor locations potentially impacted by the Project according to the SCAQMD’s Localized Significance 
Thresholds (LSTs) method (SCAQMD 2009). LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that 
will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard; they are developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each 
source receptor area (SRA). The LST methodology is recommended to be limited to projects of five acres 
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or less and to avoid the need for complex dispersion modeling. For projects that exceed 5 acres, such as 
the proposed 380-acre Project, the 5-acre LST look-up values can be used as a screening tool to 
determine which pollutants require detailed analysis. This approach is conservative as it assumes that all 
on-site emissions would occur within a 5-acre area and over-predicts potential localized impacts 
(i.e., more pollutant emissions occurring within a smaller area and within closer proximity to potential 
sensitive receptors). If a project exceeds the LST look up values, then the SCAQMD recommends that 
project-specific localized air quality modeling be performed. 

The Project is in SRA 25, Lake Elsinore, and sensitive receptors are located within 25 meters of the 
Project site. Therefore, the LSTs being applied to the Project are based on SRA 25, receptors located 
within 25 meters, and a disturbed area not to exceed 5 acres. Consistent with the LST guidelines, when 
quantifying mass emissions for localized analysis, only emissions that occur on-site are considered. 
Emissions related to off-site delivery/haul truck activity and construction worker trips are not 
considered in the evaluation of construction-related localized impacts, as these do not contribute to 
emissions generated on a project site. Table 3, Maximum Localized Daily Construction Emissions, 
presents the maximum anticipated daily on-site emissions for comparison with the applicable LSTs.  

Table 3 
MAXIMUM LOCALIZED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Phase NOX 
(lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

PM10 
(lbs/day) 

PM2.5 
(lbs/day) 

Trenching 9.3 16.5 0.5 0.4 
Pipeline Installation 31.4 31.8 1.3 1.2 
Paving 10.5 14.2 0.5 0.5 
Maximum Daily Emissions  51.1 62.6 2.3 2.1 
SCAQMD LST 371 1,965 13 8 
Significant Impact? No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod; HELIX 2022a; SCAQMD 2009 
lbs/day = pounds per day; NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = respirable particulate matter 
with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less;  
SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District; LST = Localized Significance Threshold 

 
As shown in Table 3, localized emissions for all criteria pollutants would remain below their respective 
SCAQMD LSTs and impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause or contribute to an 
increase in deaths or in serious illness, or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. 
Diesel engines emit a complex mixture of air pollutants, including both gaseous and solid material. The 
solid material in diesel exhaust is known as diesel particulate matter (DPM). In 1998, the California Air 
Resource Board (CARB) identified DPM as a TAC based on published evidence of a relationship between 
diesel exhaust exposure and lung cancer and other adverse health effects.  

Construction of the Project would result in the use of heavy-duty construction equipment, haul trucks, 
and construction worker vehicles. These vehicles and equipment could generate DPM, which is a TAC. 
Generation of DPM from construction projects typically occurs in a localized area (e.g., near locations 
with multiple pieces of heavy construction equipment working in close proximity) for a short period of 
time. Because construction activities and subsequent emissions vary depending on the phase of 
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construction, the construction-related emissions to which nearby receptors are exposed to would also 
vary throughout the construction period. Concentrations of DPM emissions are typically reduced by 
70 percent at approximately 500 feet (CARB 2005).  

The dose of TACs to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. 
Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance in the environment and the extent of exposure a 
person has with the substance; a longer exposure period to a fixed amount of emissions would result in 
higher health risks. Current models and methodologies for conducting cancer health risk assessments 
are associated with longer-term exposure periods (typically 30 years for individual residents based on 
guidance from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment [OEHHA]) and are best suited for 
evaluation of long duration TAC emissions with predictable schedules and locations. These assessment 
models and methodologies do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of 
construction activities. Cancer potency factors are based on animal lifetime studies or worker studies 
where there is long-term exposure to the carcinogenic agent. There is considerable uncertainty in trying 
to evaluate the cancer risk from projects that will only last a small fraction of a lifetime (OEHHA 2015). 
Considering this information, the relatively short duration of construction activities, and the fact that 
any concentrated use of heavy construction equipment would occur at various locations throughout the 
Project site only for short durations, construction of the Project would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial DPM concentrations. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project could produce odors during proposed construction activities 
resulting from heavy diesel equipment exhaust and application of asphalt; however, standard 
construction practices would minimize the odor emissions and their associated impacts. The increase of 
construction odors would be minimal, as vehicle exhaust is already prevalent in the area due to its 
proximity to I-15. Furthermore, any odors emitted during construction would be temporary, short-term, 
and intermittent in nature, and would cease upon the completion of construction. Therefore, odor 
impacts from construction of the Project would be less than significant due to the duration of exposure.  

The Project proposes the installation of sewer infrastructure and the decommissioning of septic tanks. 
While wastewater has the potential to generate odors, the proposed sewer pipelines would be sealed 
underground and would not result in the emission of odors related to the transport of wastewater. 
Therefore, long-term operation of the Project would not result in a change to existing odors in the 
Project vicinity, and there would be no impact. 
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IV. Biological Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Biological Resources Report prepared by HELIX Environmental 
Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2022b), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix B. The Biological Resources 
Report included a general biological survey, literature review, and preliminary jurisdictional delineation. 

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site primarily consists of developed 
lands with undeveloped areas generally disturbed by regular mowing and disking. Five land cover or 
habitat types occur on the Project site: California buckwheat shrub-disturbed, open water, non-native 
woodland, disturbed habitat, and developed land. No sensitive natural communities or special-status 
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plant species occur on the Project site. Table 4, Existing Vegetation Habitat and Land Uses in Study Area, 
lists the type and size of each habitat found within the Project site. 

Table 4 
EXISTING VEGETATION HABITAT AND LAND USES IN STUDY AREA 

MCV Habitat Name Oberbauer Classification Size (acres)1 
California buckwheat scrub Riversidian sage scrub 1.3 
California buckwheat scrub –disturbed Riversidian sage scrub-disturbed 5.0 
Open water Open water 0.6 
Non-native Vegetation Non Native Woodland 1.4 
Disturbed Habitat Disturbed Habitat 37.3 
Developed Land Developed Land 334.3 
 Total 379.9 

Source: HELIX 2022b; Holland 1986; Oberbauer 2008 
1 Upland habitats are rounded to the nearest 0.1 acre and wetland/riparian habitats to the nearest 0.01 acre; 

thus, totals reflect rounding. 
MCV = Manual of California Vegetation 

 
No special-status animal species were observed on the Project site during the general biological survey. 
A total of 57 special-status animal species comprised of 8 invertebrates, 2 fish, 14 amphibians and 
reptiles, 20 birds, and 13 mammals were evaluated for the potential to occur in the Project area. 
Fourteen of the species evaluated have low potential to occur in the Project area and the remainder of 
the animal species do not have the potential to occur on-site due to the lack of suitable habitat and 
residential development on the site. 

One state listed species, bald eagle, is known to forage at Lake Elsinore but is not known to nest in the 
vicinity. The Project site is approximately two miles from Lake Elsinore. The species may use trees 
within the Project area for temporary roosting but is unlikely to remain due to the high disturbance 
from human activities. 

Limited portions of the Project site contain marginal nesting habitat (e.g., trees, shrubs, structures) for 
several common bird species, including raptors, protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 
and California Fish and Game Code (CFG Code). Construction of the proposed Project could result in the 
removal or trimming of trees and other vegetation during the general bird nesting season (January 15 
through September 15) and, therefore, could result in impacts to nesting birds in violation of the MBTA 
and CFG Code. Direct impacts could occur as a result of the removal of vegetation supporting an active 
nest. Indirect effects could occur as a result of construction noise in the immediate vicinity of 
undeveloped areas supporting an active bird nest, such that the disturbance results in nest 
abandonment or nest failure. These impacts would be considered potentially significant. Mitigation 
measure Bio-1 would require the avoidance of nesting birds and raptors during the breeding season, 
either by constructing the Project outside of the breeding season or conducting nesting bird surveys to 
assess whether nesting birds are present and avoiding them. Implementation of this measure would 
reduce potentially significant impacts on nesting birds and raptors to a less than significant level. 

Burrowing owl have low potential to occur in the open fields of disturbed habitat that occurs in patches 
within the Project area. Ground disturbance within 500 feet (150 meters) of an active burrow during the 
breeding season (February 1 through August 31) or within 165 feet (50 meters) of an active burrow 
outside the breeding season could result in impacts to burrowing owl in violation of the MBTA and CFG 
Code. Direct impacts could occur from ground disturbance at a burrow. Indirect impacts could occur as a 
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result of construction noise in the immediate vicinity as described above, such that the disturbance 
results in nest/burrow abandonment or nest failure. These impacts would be considered potentially 
significant. Mitigation measure Bio-2 would require the avoidance of burrowing owls during the 
breeding season, either by constructing the Project outside of the breeding season or conducting 
surveys to assess whether burrowing owls are present and avoiding them. Implementation of this 
measure would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  

Coastal California gnatcatcher (CAGN) “tends to occur most frequently within the California sagebrush-
dominated stands” of sage scrub. The sage scrub (California buckwheat scrub) in the Project site occurs 
on the short slope between development and I-15. This sage scrub is dominated by California 
buckwheat and lacks a significant California sagebrush component. The minimal amount of California 
sage scrub, along with the habitat consisting of a narrow strip between what is primarily residential 
development and 1-15, results in the CAGN as not likely to occur in this location. Should CAGN occur at 
this location, it is presumed they are adjusted to a significant noise level that occurs in the habitat as a 
combination of the residential development and vehicle traffic on I-15. If CAGN do occur in this habitat 
and the Project resulted in impacts to the habitat, these impacts would be considered significant. 
Although the Project does not propose direct impacts to the habitat, portions of the Project alignment 
do occur parallel to the sage scrub. Mitigation measure Bio-3 would require the avoidance of CAGN 
during the breeding season, either by constructing the Project outside of the breeding season or 
conducting surveys to assess whether CAGN are present and avoiding them. Implementation of this 
measure would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

Project construction has the potential to result in significant impacts to nesting birds, burrowing owls, 
and CAGN. However, these impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels with 
implementation of mitigation measures Bio-1 through Bio-3. The Project would have no impact on any 
other special-status plant and animal species due to the lack of suitable habitat on the site and regular 
disturbance.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. Project impacts are proposed to occur within the existing roadways and 
residential developments, which do not include riparian habitat and sensitive natural communities. 
Additionally, the Project would avoid impacts to the small drainages in the Project area. Direct impacts 
resulting from the Project would be restricted to existing disturbed habitats and developed land. If not 
properly contained, construction activities could result in adverse, inadvertent, and indirect impacts on 
resources located adjacent to work areas, such as storm drains, open water, and drainages. As described 
under Section 2.5, Construction Best Management Practices, EVMWD would implement BMPs from the 
required SWPPP for the Project. Thus, with the required implementation of BMPs and the Project’s 
SWPPP, no adverse effects to off-site sensitive resources, riparian habitat, or sensitive natural 
communities would occur. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited 
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is characterized nearly entirely by uplands and includes 
three drainages and an open water pond. The drainage course includes two drainages that originate 
from culverts under I-15. One drainage occurs along the north side of Elberta Road and dissipates after 
traversing a disturbed lot for approximately 250 feet. The second drainage is from a culvert under I-15 at 
Sedco Boulevard and enters the open water pond. A third drainage is an open culvert as part of the 
storm drain system along Mission Trail south of Olive Street. The open water pond is located along 
Sedco Boulevard. A review of historic aerials shows that the pond was created between 1938 and 1967. 
Given that no state or federally protected wetlands occur on the Project site, no direct impacts to 
wetlands would occur. As described in item IV.b, EVMWD will implement BMPs during construction, 
which would prevent any indirect impacts to off-site federally protected wetlands (i.e., within or 
adjacent to Lake Elsinore or the San Jacinto River that occur west of the study area). Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Wildlife corridors connect isolated habitat and allow movement or 
dispersal of plant materials and animals. Local wildlife corridors allow access to resources such as food, 
water, and shelter within the framework of the wildlife’s daily routine and life history. Many linkages 
occur as stepping-stone linkages that are made up of a fragmented archipelago arrangement of habitat 
over a linear distance. The Project site does not, by itself, serve as or contribute to any known or 
potential corridors or linkages. Birds may use trees within the Project site; however, the Project site is 
primarily developed with residential land uses. Therefore, the Project site is not anticipated to serve as a 
wildlife corridor or nursery site. Impacts to wildlife movement and nursery sites would be less than 
significant.  

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

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources. Tree removal, if required, may occur within the ornamental vegetation on the residential lots. 
The City tree ordinance does not apply to residential ornamental trees, with the potential exception of 
mature palm trees. The Project would not result in the removal of native trees or mature palms. The 
Project would not conflict with any City policies or ordinances, and no impact would occur.  

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

No Impact. The site does not occur on lands identified for conservation or preserve configuration in the 
Project region. Lands to the northeast of the Project on the east side of I-15 are targeted for 
conservation under the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) but are 
outside the Project area (Dudek and Associates 2003). The Project area is within the Elsinore Area Plan 
of the MSHCP, and partially within Subunit 4: Sedco Hills and criteria cell 4838. The Project area does not 
include land targeted for conservation within the cell. The northeast portion of the Project site includes 
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approximately 26 acres of the criteria cell, comprised of 0.5 acre of California buckwheat scrub, 4.5 acres 
of disturbed habitat, and 21 acres of developed land in the southwest portion of the cell. These land 
uses include Lakeview Terrace, and the slope along I-15 and the residential development. Cell 4838 
targeted conservation is for 15 to 25 percent of the cell, focusing on the northeast portion of the Cell, 
which is comprised of coastal sage scrub and chaparral. The Project area is not within the targeted 
conservation area for the cell. 

The Project area is also not within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species (NEPS) Survey Area or within the 
Criteria Area Species (CAS) Survey Area for sensitive plant species. The Project area is also not within the 
burrowing owl, mammal, or other species survey area. Habitat for riparian/riverine species does not 
occur within the Project area, with the exception of two small drainages that originate from a culvert 
under I-15. These drainages do not provide habitat for the riparian/riverine species in the MSHCP. The 
MSHCP requires the conservation of 90 percent of plant populations that have long-term conservation 
value. The small pockets of undeveloped habitat in the Project area are not expected to support NEPS, 
CAS, or riparian/riverine species, as the habitat occurs as small, isolated pockets with regular human 
disturbance and do not represent habitat with potential long-term conservation value. 

As the Project area is not within the targeted conservation area for the MSHCP conservation cell and is 
not within a survey area, no conflicts with the MSHCP would occur. No other habitat conservation plans 
apply to the Project. No impact would occur. 

Mitigation 

Potential impacts associated with nesting birds, burrowing owls, and CAGN would be reduced to less 
than significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures Bio-1 through Bio-3, described 
below. 

Bio-1 Avoidance of Nesting Birds and Raptors. To prevent direct impacts to nesting birds, including 
raptors, protected under the federal MBTA and CFG Code, the City shall enforce the following:  

Project activities requiring the removal and/or trimming of vegetation suitable for nesting birds 
shall occur outside of the general bird breeding season (January 15 to September 15) to the 
extent feasible. If the activities cannot avoid the general bird breeding season, a qualified 
biologist shall be retained to conduct a pre-activity nesting bird survey within seven days prior 
to the activities to confirm the presence or absence of active bird nests. If no active bird nests 
are found by the qualified biologist, then the activities shall proceed with the reassurance that 
no violation of the MBTA and CFG Code would occur. If an active bird nest is found by the 
qualified biologist, then vegetation removal and/or trimming activities at the nest location shall 
not be allowed to occur until the qualified biologist has determined that the nest is no longer 
active. Avoidance buffers should start at 300 feet for passerine birds and 500 feet for raptors. 
However, buffers could be reduced at the discretion of the qualified biologist depending on the 
bird species and Project activities required in the vicinity of the active nest. 

Bio-2 Avoidance of Burrowing Owl. To prevent direct impacts to burrowing owl, the following 
measures shall be implemented: 

Burrowing owl surveys shall be conducted in accordance with CDFW staff report guidelines 
(CDFW 2012). This consists of a habitat assessment and burrow survey, along with a four-visit 
focused burrowing owl survey. The initial assessment indicates that burrowing owl habitat does 
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occur in the study area but burrows suitable for burrowing were not observed. If the focused 
burrow survey indicates that burrows suitable for burrowing owl are not present, then potential 
burrowing owl habitat does not occur, and focused burrowing owl surveys are not required. If 
suitable burrows are observed, then focused burrowing owl surveys will be conducted per 
CDFW protocol. If potential burrowing owl habitat is determined to be present, pre-construction 
surveys will also be conducted. Per the CDFW protocol two pre-construction surveys will occur, 
one within 14 days prior to the start of ground disturbance activities and a second within 
24 hours of the start of ground disturbance. 

If burrowing owls are observed, the CDFW will be notified. No work shall occur within 500 feet 
(150 meters) of the active burrow during the breeding season from February 1 to August 31 or 
within 165 feet (50 meters) during the non-breeding season without first consulting with CDFW. 
If work is required to be conducted within these limits, a minimization, avoidance, and exclusion 
plan is to be submitted to CDFW. The plan should include measures such as sound and visual 
barriers, work timing, biological monitoring, and if needed, temporary exclusion methods. 

Bio-3 Avoidance of CAGN. Although CAGN are unlikely to occur, their potential presence in the sage 
scrub (California buckwheat scrub), including disturbed, along I-15 (see Appendix B Figure 5a 
and b) cannot be totally ruled out. To prevent direct impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher, 
the following measures shall be implemented. 

No work shall occur within 500 feet of the sage scrub habitat during the breeding season 
(February 15 to August 30) unless visual and sound barriers are utilized. Existing residential 
houses and associated ornamental vegetation will serve as the barriers for the majority of the 
Project alignment. The Project shall avoid direct impacts to sage scrub habitats. This includes 
direct vegetation removal, using the habitat for spoils piles, staging areas, or worker break 
locations. 

For the portions of the alignment that occur within 500 of the sage scrub habitat that do not 
include existing barriers, the Project will restrict work within the non-breeding window of 
September 1 to February 14. If work must occur within 500 feet of the sage scrub during the 
breeding season, the Project with implement the following: 

The Project will conduct a USFWS protocol presence/absence survey for CAGN according to the 
current protocol. The survey will be conducted by a biologist with a permit to conduct CAGN 
surveys. If CAGN are present, and work within 500 feet of the habitat is to occur, the Project will 
initiate a consultation with the USFWS and CDFW. If CAGN are not present, no additional 
mitigation measures with respect to CAGN are required.  
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V. Cultural Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the Project:     
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Cultural Resources Survey prepared by HELIX Environmental 
Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2022c), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix C. The Cultural Resources Survey 
included a records search, Sacred Lands File search, Native American outreach, a review of historic aerial 
photographs and maps, and a pedestrian survey. 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. HELIX staff requested a record search of the 
California Historical Resources Information System from the Eastern Information Center (EIC) on 
August 3, 2022, which was received on September 3, 2022. The records search covered a half-mile 
radius around the Project area and included the identification of previously recorded cultural resources 
and locations and citations for previous cultural resources studies. A review of the California Historical 
Resources and the state Office of Historic Preservation historic properties directories was also 
conducted.  

The EIC has a record of 14 previously recorded cultural resources within a half-mile radius of the Project; 
two of these are recorded within the Project area, although they are outside any of the proposed 
pipeline alignments and are not within the properties of the customers planned for conversion to septic. 
Historic resources recorded within the search radius include a total of five Camp Haan barracks 
buildings, a 1920s-1930s farm/ranch complex, the Skylark Airport, two sites consisting of irrigation 
system elements, and an isolated bottle finish. The resources that have been documented within the 
Project area are both military buildings associated with Camp Haan that were moved from their original 
locations to their recorded ones. Site record updates from 2009 noted that four former Camp Haan 
barracks buildings documented in 1981 had all been either demolished or removed, including the two 
within the current Project area (P-33-007163 and P-33-007164). Prehistoric resources identified by the 
EIC records search included one isolated ground stone fragment, a site with bedrock milling and a lithic 
scatter, and two sites recorded as artifact scatters. One of these two artifact scatter sites, CA-RIV-4042, 
is a significant resource for which the site record was not updated following test excavations and 
monitoring. No impact to historical properties is anticipated. 

However, the Lake Elsinore area, with the placename Paayaxchi, has been identified by Soboba and 
Pechanga as a highly significant cultural area. The lake and nearby ‘Itengvu Wumowmu (Lake Elsinore 
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Hot Springs) are tied directly to events that occurred during the creation of the world, per the Luiseño 
creation account. Although Paayaxchi has not been formally evaluated for National Register of Historic 
Places eligibility as a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP), it appears to meet the criteria for eligibility 
under Criteria A, B, C, and D. Based on this potential eligibility, the Project has the potential to affect a 
TCP.  

Based on the results of the current Cultural Resources Survey, no historic properties would be affected 
by the Project. However, the Project has the potential to impact a TCP, which may qualify as a historic 
resource. If it is determined that Paayaxchi is a historic resource, mitigation measures Cul-1 through 
Cul-9 would be required to address potentially significant impacts to this resource. With implementation 
of mitigation measures Cul-1 through Cul-9, impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The records search discussed in item V.a did not 
identify archaeological resources within the proposed alignment. No cultural material was observed 
during the pedestrian survey of the Project area. Therefore, no impacts to historic archaeological 
resources are anticipated to result from Project implementation. While no archaeological resources are 
anticipated to be impacted, the Project area is sensitive for cultural resources. 

HELIX contacted the NAHC on August 3, 2022 for a Sacred Lands File search and list of Native American 
contacts for the Project area. The response, received on September 12, 2022, was negative and letters 
were sent on September 20, 2022 to the 26 tribal contacts provided by the NAHC. To date, three 
responses have been received. Both the Quechan Indian Tribe and the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians indicated that they have no comments on the project and defer to local tribes. Rincon indicated 
that the Project site is within their Area of Historic Interest and requested a copy of the records search 
and the cultural resources report. While Rincon was not aware of cultural resources in the Project area, 
these resources may be present and further coordination with Pechanga given the project location was 
recommended. If HELIX receives other responses to tribal outreach letters, the responses will be 
provided to EVMWD. EVMWD sent letters to Pechanga, Soboba, and Rincon via email on March 9, 2023 
(Rincon) and March 10, 2023 (Soboba and Pechanga) notifying them of the project and inviting them to 
participate in consultation under AB 52. To date, Pechanga is the only Tribe who has responded to this 
outreach; they indicated via email on March 29, 2023 that the Tribe wishes to initiate consultation. That 
consultation meeting is being scheduled. The SWRCB will undertake Section 106 consultation with 
interested Tribes as well. Based on the sensitivity of the Project area, an archaeological monitoring 
program was recommended and would be required by mitigation measures Cul-1 through Cul-9. With 
implementation of mitigation measures Cul-1 through Cul-9, impacts to archaeological resources would 
be less than significant.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is not located within or near a formal cemetery and is not 
known to be located on a burial ground. Since the Project site is primarily developed, it is unlikely the 
Project would disturb any human remains during construction. Should human remains be uncovered 
during construction, the Project would comply with existing regulations, including California Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5, and the remains would be protected, analyzed, and preserved as required. 
In the event that the remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the Most Likely 
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Descendant, as identified by the NAHC, would be contacted in order to determine proper treatment and 
disposition of the remains in accordance with California Public Resources Code section 5097.98. 
Therefore, impacts to human remains would be less than significant.  

Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measures Cul-1 through Cul-9 would reduce potential impacts to 
archaeological resources to a less-than-significant level. 

Cul-1 Monitor Ground-disturbing Activities. At least 30 days prior to grading, excavation and/or other 
ground-disturbing activities on the Project site, EVMWD shall retain a qualified archaeologist 
meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology and 
listed on the Register of Professional Archaeologists or the County of Riverside list of qualified 
archaeologists to monitor ground-disturbing activities. 

Cul-2 Tribal Monitoring Agreements. At least 30 days prior to grading, excavation, and/or other 
ground-disturbing activities EVMWD shall contact both the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 
and Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians to notify each Tribe of excavation activities and coordinate 
with the Tribes to develop Monitoring Agreements. The Agreements shall address the 
designation, responsibilities, and participation of Native American tribal monitors during 
excavation and other ground disturbing activities and construction scheduling. 

Cul-3 Develop a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan. The Project Archaeologist, in consultation with 
the Monitoring Tribe(s) and EVMWD, shall develop a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan to 
address the details, timing and responsibility of archaeological and cultural activities that will 
occur on the Project site. Details in the Plan shall include: 

a. Project grading and development scheduling; 

b. The coordination of a monitoring schedule as agreed upon by the Monitoring Tribe(s), 
the Project archaeologist, and EVMWD; and 

c. The protocols and stipulations that EVMWD, the Monitoring Tribe(s) and the Project 
archaeologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural resources discoveries, 
including newly discovered cultural resources. 

Cul-4 Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training. Prior to grading, excavation and/or other ground-
disturbing activities on the Project site, the Project archaeologist, and the Monitoring Tribe(s) 
shall conduct cultural resources sensitivity training for all construction personnel. Construction 
personnel shall be informed of the types of archaeological resources that may be encountered, 
and of the proper procedures to be enacted in the event of an inadvertent discovery of 
archaeological resources or human remains. EVMWD’s construction manager shall ensure that 
construction personnel are made available for and attend the training and shall retain 
documentation demonstrating attendance. 

Cul-5 Authority to Stop and Redirect Excavation. In accordance with the agreement required in Cul-2, 
the Project archaeologist and designated tribal monitor(s) assigned to the Project by the Luiseño 
Tribe(s) shall have the authority to stop and redirect excavation in order to evaluate the 
significance of archaeological resources discovered on the property. 
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Cul-6 Evaluation of Discovered Artifacts. All artifacts discovered at the development site shall be 
inventoried and analyzed by the Project archaeologist and Native American monitor(s). If 
artifacts of Native American origin are discovered, activities in the immediate vicinity of the find 
(within a 50-foot radius) shall stop. The Project archaeologist and Native American monitor(s) 
shall analyze the Native American artifacts for identification as everyday life and/or religious or 
sacred items, cultural affiliation, temporal placement, and function, as deemed possible. The 
significance of Native American resources shall be evaluated in accordance with the provisions 
of CEQA and shall consider the religious beliefs, customs, and practices of the Luiseño tribes. All 
items found in association with Native American human remains shall be considered grave 
goods or sacred in origin and subject to special handling. 

Cul-7 Inadvertent Discovery of Resources. If inadvertent discoveries of subsurface archaeological/ 
cultural resources are discovered during grading, EVMWD and the Project archaeologist with the 
Monitoring Tribes shall assess the significance of such resources and shall meet and confer 
regarding the mitigation for such resources. The determination as to the significance or the 
mitigation for such resources will be based on the provisions of CEQA and shall take into 
account the religious beliefs, customs, and practices of the Monitoring Tribes. 

Cul-8 Sacred Sites. All sacred sites, should they be encountered within the Project area, shall be 
avoided and preserved as the preferred mitigation, if feasible. 

Cul-9 Final Archaeological Report. The Project archaeologist shall prepare a final archaeological 
report within 60 days of completion of the Project. The report shall follow Archaeological 
Resource Management Report Guidelines (California Office of Historic Preservation 1990) and 
EVMWD requirements and shall include at a minimum: a discussion of monitoring methods and 
techniques used, the results of the monitoring program including artifacts recovered, an 
inventory of resources recovered, updated Department of Parks and Recreation forms, if any, 
and any other site(s) identified, final disposition of the resources, and any additional 
recommendations. A final copy shall be submitted to EVMWD, the Eastern Information Center, 
and the Monitoring Tribe(s). 

VI. Energy 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency?  ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the Project would consume energy, primarily in the form 
of the petroleum-based fuels (i.e., gasoline and diesel). Heavy-duty off-road construction equipment, 
haul trucks delivering and removing construction materials, and worker commute vehicles would 
consume these fuels. Project-related consumption of such energy resources for construction would be 
temporary, typical for this type of construction, and cease upon the completion of construction 
(estimated to last between 18 and 24 months). No inefficient or unnecessary construction methods are 
proposed such that excessive energy resources would be consumed during Project construction. During 
Project operation, no energy resources would be required since Project components would be passive 
infrastructure elements. Therefore, the Project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources and impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

No Impact. During construction, the construction contractor would be required to use equipment that 
complies with applicable regulations related to energy-efficient operations. The Project would not 
require energy during operation. Therefore, no conflicts with state or local plans for renewable energy 
or energy efficiency would occur. No impact would occur. 

VII. Geology and Soils  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 

effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

    

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

iv. Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?  ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 

death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project is not within an Alquist-Priolo Fault 
Zone (DOC 2022). However, the Glen Ivy North Fault, part of a County fault zone, bisects the southwest 
corner of the Project site (County 2022). Based on the presence of a fault within the Project site, there is 
potential for ground rupture to occur. No people or structures would be adversely affected due to the 
Project in the event of ground rupture; however, potential impacts to Project components may be 
significant. The Project components would be constructed in compliance with current codes and 
standards, which would reduce the potential for damage to Project component in the event of ground 
rupture. In addition, mitigation measure Geo-1 would require a geotechnical investigation be completed 
and Project-specific recommendations be incorporated in Project design and construction. With 
implementation of mitigation measure Geo-1, impacts would be less than significant. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the presence of the Glen Ivy North Fault 
and other regional faults, there is potential for strong ground shaking to occur at the Project. Since the 
Project would not result in habitable structures or a place of employment, there are no risks to people 
or structures related to ground shaking that would occur during Project operation. The proposed sewer 
lines would be constructed in compliance with current buildings codes and standards along with Project-
specific measures determined by a geotechnical investigation. Inclusion of the measures resulting from 
mitigation measure Geo-1 would reduce the potential for significant Project damage to result in the 
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event of ground shaking. Impacts would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation 
measure Geo-1. 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Liquefaction occurs primarily in saturated, loose, 
fine to medium-grained soils in areas where the groundwater table is generally 50 feet or less below the 
surface. When these sediments are shaken during an earthquake, a sudden increase in pore water 
pressure can cause the soils to lose strength and behave as a liquid. The Project site is in an area of 
moderate liquefaction susceptibility, which may result in significant impacts to Project components (City 
2022). Compliance with applicable building codes and regulations in addition to mitigation measure 
Geo-1 would prevent adverse effects in the event of seismic related ground failure and impacts would 
be less than significant. 

iv. Landslides? 

No Impact. The Project site is generally flat and is not in a landslide zone (City 2022). The Project would 
not create slopes or other features that would contribute to landslide potential. Therefore, no adverse 
effects related to landslides are anticipated. No impact would occur. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed Project would increase the potential for 
erosion during construction due to the removal of stabilizing surfaces, excavation, and backfill. After 
completion of construction activities, these surfaces would be restabilized and there would be no 
change to erosion potential in the Project area. 

Short-term erosion and sedimentation impacts would be addressed through conformance with 
applicable elements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction 
General Permit and related City requirements, including the City grading and water quality ordinances. 
Specifically, this would include implementing an approved SWPPP, which would include BMPs. Project-
specific BMPs, examples of which are provided in Section 2.5, would be determined during the SWPPP 
process based on site-specific characteristics (soils, slopes, etc.).Typical erosion and sediment control 
measures that may be required in the Project SWPPP include erosions control measures such as 
geotextiles, mats, fiber rolls, or soil binders; sediment controls such as silt fencing, fiber rolls, gravel 
bags, or other methods; compliance with dust control measures; and preparation and implementation 
of a Rain Event Action Plan. Other BMPs may be added during the SWPPP process to ensure the Project 
complies with applicable regulations. 

Based on implementation of appropriate erosion and sediment control BMPs as part of, and in 
conformance with, the Project SWPPP and related City and NPDES requirements, associated potential 
erosion and sedimentation impacts from implementation of the proposed Project would be less than 
significant. 
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed above, the Project is in a moderate 
liquefaction potential zone and is not in a potential landslide zone. The potential for lateral spreading 
and subsidence is related to a site’s potential for liquefaction. Therefore, there is potential for significant 
impacts related to lateral spreading and subsidence to occur at the Project site. Mitigation measure 
Geo-1 would require a Project-specific geotechnical investigation be conducted and any recommended 
measures be included in the Project design and construction. Impacts related to soil instability would be 
less than significant with implementation of mitigation measure Geo-1. 

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Expansive soils are those soils with a significant 
amount of clay particles that have the ability to take on water (swell) or give up water (shrink). When 
these soils swell, the change in volume exerts significant pressures on loads that are placed on them. 
Within Riverside County, expansive soils are widely dispersed and can be found in hillside areas as well 
as low-lying alluvial bases. The Project site primarily consists of sandy loam soils (HELIX 2022b). The 
Project would not construct habitable structures, thereby creating risks to life. However, expansive soils 
have the potential to impact the proposed pipelines. Implementation of mitigation measure Geo-1 
would require a site-specific geotechnical investigation, which would include identification of potentially 
expansive soils and, if necessary, design measures to prevent damage to the Project within such soils. 
With implementation of mitigation measure Geo-1, impacts would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact. The Project would install sewer infrastructure where septic tanks are currently used for 
wastewater disposal. Existing septic tanks would be broken at the bottom and filled with sand to allow 
future drainage. Sewer installation would remove the need for septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal in the Project area. No impact would occur. 

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site is primarily within an area of high 
paleontological sensitivity with the exception of the southwestern corner of the site being an area of 
low paleontological sensitivity (County 2022). Specifically, the high sensitivity zone of the Project would 
occur within zone High A, which is known to have high paleontological sensitivity based on the mapped 
geologic formations and rock units in the area (County 2015). During ground disturbing activities in the 
mapped high sensitivity zone, the Project has the potential to impact paleontological resources. General 
Plan policies OS 19.8 through 19.10 require that where ground disturbing activities may result in impacts 
to paleontological resources, a report must be filed regarding the potential impacts and grading 
activities must be monitored (County 2003). 

In addition to compliance with the General Plan policies, with implementation of mitigation measure 
Geo-2 during ground disturbance in the high sensitivity areas of the Project site, the Project would not 
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destroy unique paleontological resources or geologic features and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measure Geo-1 would reduce potential seismic and geologic hazards to a 
less-than-significant level. Implementation of mitigation measure Geo-2 would reduce potential impacts 
to paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level. 

Geo-1 Geotechnical Investigation. A geotechnical investigation shall be completed for the Project prior 
to final Project design and construction. The investigation shall identify site-specific criteria 
related to considerations such as grading, excavation, fill, and pipeline design. All applicable 
results and recommendations from the geotechnical investigation shall be incorporated into the 
final Project design and construction documents to address identified potential geologic and soil 
hazards, including but not necessarily limited to: (1) seismic hazards including ground rupture, 
ground acceleration (ground shaking), soil liquefaction (and related issues such as dynamic 
settlement and lateral spreading), and landslides/slope instability; and (2) non-seismic hazards 
including manufactured slope instability, subsidence/compressible soils, expansive or corrosive 
soils, and trench/excavation instability. The final Project design and construction documents 
shall also encompass applicable standard design and construction practices from established 
regulatory/ industry sources including the California Building Code, International Building Code, 
California Geological Survey, Greenbook and EVMWD standards, as well as the 
results/recommendations of geotechnical review and field observations/testing to be conducted 
during Project excavation, grading and construction activities (with all related requirements to 
be included in applicable engineering/design drawings and construction contract specifications).  

Geo-2 Paleontological Monitoring. A paleontological grading observation schedule by a Certified 
Paleontologist shall be maintained when grading in high sensitivity areas, as defined by the 
County General Plan, to further evaluate the fossil resources of the site. Paleontological 
monitoring may be reduced upon observations and recommendations of the professional-level 
Project paleontologist. Salvage operations shall be initiated by the Certified Paleontologist and 
coordinated with the developer if other significant concentrations of fossils, as determined by 
the Certified Paleontologist, are encountered. Any paleontological resources shall be provided 
for curation at a local curation facility, or any other local museum or repository willing and able 
to accept and house the resource to preserve for future scientific study. 

VIII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment prepared 
by HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2022a), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix A. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. There are no established federal, state, or local quantitative thresholds 
applicable to the Project to determine the quantity of GHG emissions that may have a significant effect 
on the environment. CARB, the SCAQMD, and various cities and agencies have proposed, or adopted on 
an interim basis, thresholds of significance that require the implementation of GHG emission reduction 
measures. For the proposed Project, the most appropriate screening threshold for determining GHG 
emissions is the SCAQMD proposed Tier 3 screening threshold (SCAQMD 2010). Therefore, a significant 
impact would occur if the proposed Project would exceed the SCAQMD proposed Tier 3 screening 
threshold of 3,000 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) per year. 

Construction of the Project would result in GHG emissions generated by vehicle engine exhaust from 
construction equipment and worker commuting trips. Construction GHG emissions were calculated by 
using CalEEMod. As previously discussed, the Project would contain passive components that would not 
result in GHG emissions during operation. The estimated construction GHG emissions for the Project are 
shown in Table 5, Construction GHG Emissions. For construction emissions, SCAQMD recommends that 
the emissions be amortized (i.e., averaged) over the anticipated lifespan of a project (30 years) and 
added to operational emissions. However, no operational emissions would result from the proposed 
Project.  

Table 5 
CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS 

Source Emissions (MT CO2e) 
2023 634.5 
2024 1,524.5 
2025 889.6 

Total Construction Emissions1 3,048.6 
Amortized Construction Emissions 101.6 

SCAQMD Threshold 3,000 
Significant Impact? No 

Source: CalEEMod; HELIX 2022a; SCAQMD 2010 
1 Total may not sum due to rounding. 
MT = metric tons; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 
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As shown in Table 5, proposed construction activities would contribute approximately 101.6 MT CO2e 
emissions per year averaged over 30 years. The Project’s construction emissions would not exceed the 
SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year and would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. There are numerous State plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The principal overall State plan and policy is AB 32, the California 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The initial quantitative goal of AB 32 was to reduce GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Senate Bill 32 would require further reductions of 40 percent below 
1990 levels by 2030. Statewide plans and regulations such as GHG emissions standards for vehicles 
(AB 1493), the low carbon fuel standard, and regulations requiring an increasing fraction of electricity to 
be generated from renewable sources are being implemented at the statewide level; as such, 
compliance at the Project level is not addressed. 

The twelve cities of the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG), which includes the City of 
Wildomar, adopted a Subregional Climate Action Plan (CAP) in September 2014. The WRCOG CAP 
provides a 2010 baseline inventory of GHG emissions for the subregion cities of 5,834,400 MT of CO2e. 
Approximately 57 percent of the GHG inventory was from transportation sources, 21 percent from 
commercial/industrial energy use, 20 percent from residential energy use, and the remaining from 
wastewater and solid waste sources. Less than one percent of emissions were attributed to the 
wastewater sector and no increases to this percentage were projected in a business-as-usual scenario. 
The WRCOG CAP established a target of reducing subregional GHG emissions 15 percent below 2010 
levels by 2020 and 49 percent below 2010 levels by 2035. To achieve the 2020 reduction target, the 
WRCOG CAP identifies 14 State and regional measures, 3 local energy sector measures, 18 local 
transportation sector measures, and 2 solid waste sector measures. The WRCOG CAP does not identify 
GHG reduction measures for achieving goals beyond 2020 (WRCOG 2014). It also does not include 
thresholds for determining the significance of a project’s GHG emissions, nor does it include a checklist 
or other methodology for determining consistency of a project with the goals and measures in the 
WRCOG CAP. 

The adjacent City of Lake Elsinore, which contains the portion of the Project site within the ROW of 
Mission Trail and Malaga Road, adopted a CAP in December 2011 (City of Lake Elsinore 2011). The CAP 
provides a 2008 baseline inventory of GHG emissions for the City of Lake Elsinore of 506,727 MT of 
CO2e. Approximately 61 percent of the GHG inventory was from transportation sources, 32 percent from 
energy use, 4 percent from solid waste sources, and the remaining 3 percent from recreation. The CAP 
identified a combination of state-level regulations and local strategies and measures in the focus areas 
of Transportation and Land Use, Energy, Solid Waste, and Public Education and Outreach, which would 
help the City of Lake Elsinore to achieve statewide reduction goals. The CAP does not include thresholds 
for determining the significance of a project’s GHG emissions, nor does it include a checklist or other 
methodology for determining consistency of a project with the goals and measures in the CAP. 

The Project would involve the installation of sewer infrastructure and none of the WRCOG or City of 
Lake Elsinore CAP measures would apply to Project operation. WRCOG CAP Measure SR-13, Construction 
& Demolition Waste Diversion, describes the waste diversion requirements enacted by California Green 
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Building Standards Code (CALGreen; California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 11), which have 
evolved since approval of the CAP in 2014. City of Lake Elsinore CAP Measure S-1.4, Construction and 
Demolition Waste Diversion, lead to the establishment of Lake Elsinore Municipal Code Chapter 14.12, 
Construction and Demolition Waste Management, which initially contained more stringent construction 
waste diversion requirements than CALGreen. However, neither CALGreen nor Lake Elsinore Municipal 
Code construction waste diversion requirements apply to the proposed Project type. In addition, the 
Project is not anticipated to result in construction waste since excavated material would be used to refill 
trenched areas. Therefore, no conflicts with the WRCOG or City of Lake Elsinore CAP would result from 
Project implementation. 

The Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of GHGs and impacts would be less than significant. 

IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, 
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires? 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities may involve the limited transport, storage, use, 
and/or disposal of hazardous materials, such as for the fueling and servicing of construction equipment 
onsite. These activities would be short-term or one-time in nature and would be subject to federal, 
state, and local health and safety regulations, which would minimize hazards related to the use of these 
materials. Long-term operation of the Project would involve little or no hazardous materials since 
pipelines would be sealed and do not emit hazardous materials. The Project would not result in a 
significant hazard related to the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials and impacts would be 
less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above in item IX.a, limited amounts of hazardous materials 
would be used during construction; however, these materials would be used and stored in accordance 
with applicable regulations that would limit the potential for their accidental release. During Project 
operation, hazardous materials would not be used or emitted, as the Project pipelines would be sealed 
underground. Since the Project is intended to replace existing deteriorated septic systems, it is likely to 
have a positive impact by reducing potential contamination or other issues that may result in the release 
of hazardous materials contained in septic systems. Existing septic systems would be abandoned in 
accordance with County Health Department guidelines, which would reduce the potential for the 
release of sewage stored in existing septic tanks. The Project would not result in accident conditions or 
the release of hazardous materials that would create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Jean Hayman Elementary School is located within the Project area. The 
hazardous materials that would be used during Project construction would be used and stored in 
accordance with applicable regulations and would not result in adverse impacts to individuals at the 
school. In order to abandon the existing septic tanks, contents would be pumped and the tanks would 
be abandoned in accordance with County Health Department guidelines, which would prevent the 
discharge of hazardous wastes. Project operation would not result in emissions or handling of acutely 
hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database and the SWRCB 
GeoTracker databases were consulted to identify if the Project site or surrounding nearby properties are 
on a list compiled pursuant to Government Code 65962.5. No sites were recorded in EnviroStor or 
GeoTracker within the Project site or within a 1,000-foot radius of the site (DTSC 2022; SWRCB 2022). As 
such, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment and no impact 
would occur. 
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard 
or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. The nearest airstrip to the Project site is Thompson Airstrip, located approximately five miles 
south of the site. This airstrip has no land use plan; however, it is five miles from the Project site and not 
active as a commercial airport. The airstrip would not pose a safety hazard or result in excessive noise at 
the site based on the distance to the Project site. Other airports in the region are further than five miles 
from the Project site and would not pose a safety risk or result in excessive noise at the Project site. 
Further, the Project would not have residents or permanent employees on-site. Therefore, no impacts 
would occur. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activity would occur in the public ROW and require 
encroachment permits from the cities of Wildomar and Lake Elsinore. The conditions of the 
encroachment permits would require a CTMP be developed with measures to ensure traffic safety is 
maintained throughout Project construction. Potential provisions of the CTMP are provided in 
Section 2.5 and include conditions to ensure that Project construction would not interfere with 
emergency response or evacuations. After construction, no Project components would be aboveground 
and there would be no interference with emergency operations. Adherence to conditions of the 
encroachment permits and CTMP would reduce potential conflicts with emergency response or 
evacuation plans and impacts would be less than significant. 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is not designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
(VHFHSZ) by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) and is a developed 
area (CAL FIRE 2009). The area east of the Project site, opposite of I-15, is designated as a VHFHSZ. The 
Project site does not contain wildlands and would not create habitable or aboveground structures that 
would be at risk in the event of a wildland fire. Impacts would be less than significant.  

X. Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
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☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
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Incorporated 

Less Than 
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Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of 
a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

    

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional resources of polluted runoff? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 

degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Potential water quality impacts associated with the Project include short-
term construction-related discharges. The Project would disturb more than one acre of land and would 
be subject to the NPDES Construction General Permit, which requires the implementation of a SWPPP. 
The Project’s SWPPP would be submitted to the SARWQCB and would require implementation of BMPs 
to prevent polluted runoff. Upon completion of construction, Project components would be located 
underground and would not result in runoff that could degrade water quality. With implementation of 
construction BMPs required by the Project-specific SWPPP, discussed further in Section 2.5, impacts 
related to water quality would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact. The Project would primarily be located within existing, paved roadways and would not 
increase the amount of impermeable surface at the Project site. The Project would not require the 
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withdrawal of groundwater. Therefore, the Project would not decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere with groundwater recharge and no impact would occur.  

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would: 

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the removal of paved surfaces would expose soils, 
which may result in erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Upon completion of construction, Project 
components would be underground and roadways would be repaved, which would minimize the 
potential for erosion. Where Project activities require work in unpaved areas, such as septic tank 
abandonment, surfaces would be returned to their pre-Project conditions upon the completion of 
construction. With implementation of the BMPs required by the Project’s SWPPP provided in 
Section 2.5, impacts related to erosion and siltation would be less than significant.  

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

No Impact. The Project site primarily consists of existing, paved streets. Existing septic tanks would have 
their tops removed, be perforated at the bottom, and be filled with sand to allow for future drainage. All 
improvements would be below ground once Project construction is completed the Project areas would 
be returned to their pre-Project conditions. As such, no changes to the volume or rate of runoff from the 
Project area are anticipated. No impact would occur.  

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional resources of polluted runoff? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in item X.ii above, the Project would not result in changes to 
the amount of runoff from the Project area. The Project would also not contribute pollutants to the 
Project area that would result in polluted runoff during Project operation. Existing septic tanks would 
have their tops removed, be perforated at the bottom, and be filled with sand to allow for future 
drainage. Abandonment of septic tanks in accordance with County Health Department guidelines would 
ensure polluted runoff does not occur as a result of the Project. During construction activities, BMPs 
would be implemented to prevent substantial polluted runoff from entering the stormwater drainage 
system. Impacts would be less than significant. 

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? 

No Impact. A small portion of the Project site is designated by Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) as a 100-year floodplain (FEMA 2008; FEMA 2019). The majority of Project improvements would 
be installed under existing roadways. All surfaces would be returned to pre-Project conditions upon the 
completion of construction. Therefore, the Project would not impede or redirect flood flows and no 
impact would occur. 
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d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is located over 20 miles from the Pacific Ocean and would 
not be subject to tsunamis. Lake Elsinore lacks significant potential for a damaging seiche because it is 
very shallow and flood control devices have been constructed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (City 
of Lake Elsinore 2011). Since Project improvements would be located underground during operation, the 
Project would not be subject to inundation events that would risk the release of pollutants. Further, 
construction materials would be stored in accordance with applicable regulation that would minimize 
the potential for hazardous pollutants to be released in the event of Project inundation during 
construction. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would comply with the Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Santa Ana River Basin and NPDES Stormwater Program by implementing a SWPPP listing BMPs to 
prevent construction pollutants and products from violating any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements (SARWQCB 1995). The Project site is also located within the plan area for the 
Elsinore Valley Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP; EVMWD 2022c). Abandonment of 
existing septic tanks and installation of sewer infrastructure would prevent future groundwater 
contamination associated with septic tank leaks. As part of the Project, existing septic tanks would be 
emptied and abandoned in accordance with County guidelines, which would prevent sewage leaks from 
existing septic tanks. The Project would not require groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater 
recharge and would not otherwise conflict with the GSP. Impacts would be less than significant. 

XI. Land Use and Planning  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
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Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
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Would the project:     
a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The Project would install sewer infrastructure in an existing community that is currently 
served by septic tanks. All Project components would be located underground upon completion of 
construction. As such, the Project would not physically divide an established community and no impact 
would occur. 
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b) Cause significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?  

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project would primarily occur in the public 
ROW. The improvements proposed on private property are the decommissioning of septic tanks and the 
connection of properties to the new sewer infrastructure. These activities would not result in changes to 
land use types in the Project area.  

As described throughout this Initial Study, the Project has the potential to result in a conflict with 
policies and/or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental impacts. As 
evaluated above in Section 4.IV, the proposed Project could result in potential impacts to biological 
resources. Implementation of mitigation measures Bio-1 through Bio-3 would reduce or avoid 
construction-related impacts and would be consistent with the goals of the MSHCP. 

During excavation activities, the Project also has the potential to result in impacts to paleontological 
resources, as discussed in Section 4.VII. Implementation of mitigation measure Geo-2 would ensure the 
Project complies with General Plan policies intended to protect paleontological resources.  

As evaluated in Sections 4.IX, 4.XVII, and 4.XX, the Project proposes work within the ROW, which has the 
potential to result in traffic hazards and impacts to circulation. Adherence to a CTMP, as required by the 
encroachment permits and detailed in Section 2.5, would reduce the potential for adverse impacts 
related to circulation and ensure consistency with local traffic policies. After construction is completed, 
surfaces would be returned to their pre-Project conditions and circulation elements would resume 
functioning as outlined in the General Plan Circulation Element. 

As evaluated in Section 4.XIII, construction activities have the potential to generate noise adjacent to 
residences; however, these activities would occur during the hours prescribed by the WMC and BMPs, 
outlined in Section 2.5, would be incorporated to ensure impacts related to construction noise remain 
less than significant.  

The proposed Project would not result in changes to land use and would not result in other land use 
policy conflicts. With implementation of the mitigation measures discussed above, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

XII. Mineral Resources  

 

Potentially 
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residents of the state? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 

and the residents of the state? 

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

No Impact. Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) categories are used by the State Geologist to classify the lands 
according to their potential to contain mineral resources. The entire City is within MRZ-3, expect for a 
small portion of the City, which is designated as MRZ-2a (City 2022). The Project site is within MRZ-3, 
which indicates an area that contains known or inferred mineral deposits that may qualify as mineral 
resources. The Project would occur primarily within existing roadways that are surrounded by existing 
development. Therefore, there is little to no potential for mineral resource recovery to occur within the 
Project site. The Project would not result in the loss of availability of mineral resources or a delineated 
mineral resource recovery site. No impact to mineral resources would occur. 

XIII. Noise  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
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with 
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Less Than 
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Would the project result in:     
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?  ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The City’s noise regulations are contained in WMC Chapter 9.48; however, 
Section 9.48.020 exempts the duties of public utility personnel from these regulations. Typically, 
construction projects located within one-quarter mile of an inhabited dwelling are also exempt from the 
City’s noise limits provided that construction does not occur between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 
6:00 a.m. from June through September, and does not occur between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m. from October through May. Project construction and associated noise would occur during 
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these hours and would not conflict with the WMC. For informational purposes, the noise levels 
generated by anticipated construction equipment at 20 feet, the shortest anticipated distance between 
construction activities and residences, are shown in Table 6, Construction Equipment Noise Levels.  

Table 6 
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS 

Equipment Percent 
Operating Time 

dBA LMAX at 
20 feet 

dBA LEQ at 
20 feet 

Backhoe 40 85.5 81.5 
Crane 16 88.5 80.6 
Dump Truck 40 84.4 80.4 
Excavator 40 88.7 84.7 
Loader 40 87.1 83.1 
Paver 50 85.2 82.2 
Roller 20 88 81 
Tractor 40 92 88 
Source: Roadway Construction Noise Model (U.S. Department of Transportation 2008) 
LMAX = maximum noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibel; LEQ = equivalent sound level 

 
As noted in Table 6, construction of the proposed Project would generate elevated noise levels in the 
short-term. Construction activities, however, would be temporary and limited to the daytime hours 
specified by the WMC. Further, construction would occur in different locations within the Project site 
throughout the Project site such that no particular residence would be exposed to elevated noise levels 
for the entire construction period. Pipeline installation activities along the proposed alignments is 
expected to proceed at a rate of approximately 250 feet per day. Based on this rate of progression, the 
maximum amount of time that most residences would be exposed to adjacent, high-intensity 
construction activity would be one to two days. In addition, the following construction BMPs described 
in Section 2.5 would be implemented to reduce noise levels at nearby residences:  

• Construction equipment, including vehicles, generators, and compressors, would be maintained 
in proper operating condition and will be equipped with manufacturers’ standard noise control 
devices or better (e.g., mufflers, acoustical lagging, and/or engine enclosures). 

• Construction work, including on-site equipment maintenance and repair, would be limited to 
the hours specified in the Wildomar noise ordinance. 

• Staging areas for construction equipment would be located as far as practicable from 
residences. 

• EVMWD would identify and provide a public liaison person before and during construction to 
respond to concerns of neighboring residents about noise and other construction disturbance. 
EVMWD would also establish a program for receiving questions or complaints during 
construction and develop procedures for responding to callers. Procedures for reaching the 
public liaison officer via telephone or in person would be included in notices distributed to the 
public in accordance with the information above. 

No permanent noise sources would be created by the Project. No conflict with the WMC would occur 
and impacts would be less than significant. 



Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer 

44 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The highest potential for vibration during construction would be 
associated with the roller used during the repaving/resurfacing phase. According to Caltrans, a vibratory 
roller typically produces peak particle velocity (PPV) of 0.210 inches per second at a distance of 25 feet 
(Caltrans 2020). The Caltrans threshold for damage to older residential structures, such as those located 
throughout the Project area, is a PPV of 0.3 inches per second. PPV of 0.3 inches per second could occur 
at a structure in the Project area if a roller is used within 18 feet of the structure.2 As previously noted, 
construction activities, including repaving/resurfacing, are anticipated to occur a minimum of 20 feet 
from residences. Therefore, a roller would not be used within 18 feet of a residential structure and 
damage due to vibration would not occur.  

At 20 feet, the roller could produce 0.268 PPV, which would exceed the Caltrans "strongly perceptible” 
annoyance threshold of 0.10 PPV. However, this level of vibration would be temporary and would not 
occur in one location for an extended duration. A vibratory roller moves at a speed of approximately 
two miles per hour, which equates to approximately 175 feet per minute. The maximum width of 
residences located adjacent to the roadways where a roller would be used is approximately 90 feet. 
Therefore, the vibratory roller would be in front of a single residence for approximately 30 seconds. No 
permanent sources of vibration would be created by the Project. While vibration generated during 
construction may be perceptible, it would be temporary and impacts would be less than significant.  

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The nearest airstrip to the Project site is Thompson Airstrip, located approximately five miles 
south of the site. This airstrip has no land use plan, however as it is five miles from the Project site and 
not as active as a commercial airport, the Project area would not experience excessive noise from this 
airstrip. Other airports in the region are further than five miles from the Project site. Further, the Project 
would not have residents and would only expose construction workers temporarily to noise in the 
Project vicinity. Temporary construction employees would not be exposed to excessive noise levels from 
airports and no impact would occur. 

 
2  Equipment PPV = Reference PPV * (25/D)^n (inches per second), where Reference PPV is PPV at 25 feet, D is distance from 

equipment to the receiver in feet, and n = 1.1 (the value related to the attenuation rate through the ground); formula from 
Caltrans 2020. 
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XIV. Population and Housing  
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Would the project:     
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an 

area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 

proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

No Impact. Installation of the new sewer system would occur at existing properties using septic systems 
and would not extend infrastructure such that the Project would indirectly provide the opportunity for 
population growth. Sewer infrastructure would not be extended to any presently undeveloped areas. 
The proposed increase in the Mission Trail sewer main size would not support population growth but 
would accommodate planned sewer flows anticipated from existing development if found necessary by 
further hydraulic analysis. No impact would occur.  

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

No Impact. The Project site contains approximately 750 residences. The Project would connect the 
existing residences to sewer infrastructure but would not require the displacement of any people or 
housing. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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XV. Public Services  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

    

a) Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Schools? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Parks? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Fire protection? 

No Impact. The Project would not induce population growth or create new aboveground structures that 
would require fire protection services. The pipelines would be passive infrastructure components 
contained underground and would not be a potential fire source. No new or altered fire protection 
facilities would be required and no impact would occur. 

b) Police protection? 

No Impact. The Project would not result in population growth or the construction of features that would 
require police protection. Since the Project components would be contained underground, no police 
protection services would be required. No impact would occur.  

c) Schools? 

No Impact. The Project would not induce population growth, including that of school-aged children. 
Therefore, no new or altered school facilities would be required and no impact would occur.  

d) Parks? 

No Impact. The Project would not result in population growth and thereby would not result in an 
increased need for park facilities or the need for upgrades to existing park facilities. No impact would 
occur.  
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e) Other public facilities? 

No Impact. No population growth would occur as a result of the Project. Therefore, no increased use of 
public facilities or need for new public facilities would occur and there would be no impact.  

XVI. Recreation  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 

parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such 

that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

No Impact. The Project would not result in population growth and would not increase the use of parks 
or recreational facilities. Thus, substantial physical deterioration of these facilities would not occur or be 
accelerated and no impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. The Project would install sewer infrastructure and does not propose any recreational 
facilities. Additionally, the Project would not induce population growth that would require the 
construction or expansion of park or recreational facilities. No impact would occur. 

XVII. Transportation  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:      
a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the Project would temporarily alter existing 
circulation patterns and would require encroachment permits from the cities of Wildomar and Lake 
Elsinore. As described in Section 2.5, the Project would implement a CTMP that would outline 
procedures and traffic control measures necessary to ensure adequate access would be maintained 
during the altered traffic conditions. Potential provisions of the CTMP include:  

• Scheduling the timing and duration of work to avoid the peak commuter hours of 7:00 to 
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.;  

• Implementing standard safety practices, including installing appropriate barriers between work 
zones and transportation facilities, placement of appropriate signage, and use of traffic control 
devices; 

• Protecting traffic by using flaggers, warning signs, lights, and barricades to guide vehicles 
through or around construction zones; 

• Restoring roadway capacity to the extent feasible during hours when construction activities are 
not occurring, which could include the use of road plates or temporary paving; 

• Implementing construction schedules and techniques that minimize roadway closures, including 
the number of cross streets and side streets that may be blocked or otherwise impacted by 
construction activities; 

• Providing detours for cyclists and pedestrians when bike lanes or sidewalks must be closed; 

• Coordinating with local schools prior to construction within close proximity of school property to 
ensure entryways are not blocked during peak drop off and pick up times;  

• Notifying emergency response providers of road closures at least one week prior to closures and 
include the location, date, time, and duration of the closure;  

• Coordinating with the City of Wildomar and City of Lake Elsinore (as applicable) to maintain 
adequate emergency evacuation routes; and 
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• Abiding by encroachment permit conditions, which shall supersede conflicting provisions in the 
CTMP. 

The existing circulation elements of the Project site would be returned to pre-Project conditions upon 
the completion of construction activities in compliance with circulation programs, plans and policies. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b), vehicle 
miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate a significant impact. The 
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) technical advisory regarding transportation impacts indicates that 
small projects generating fewer than 110 trips per day can be assumed to cause a less than significant 
transportation impact (OPR 2018). Traffic impacts associated with the Project would be limited to the 
construction period of the Project as the pipelines would be passive after construction. Therefore, the 
Project would not exceed the 110-trip threshold and no conflicts with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 
subdivision (b) would occur. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the Project would require altered traffic patterns. 
Adherence to conditions of the Project’s encroachment permits and CTMP (see Section 2.5) would 
ensure that altered circulation would not result in substantial hazards to construction personnel or users 
of the circulation system. After construction, the roadways would be returned to pre-Project conditions 
and would not introduce hazardous design features or incompatible uses. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction occurring in the public ROW, measures included in the 
encroachment permits and CTMP (see Section 2.5) would be implemented to ensure that emergency 
access would remain adequate throughout construction of the Project. After construction activities in 
the ROW are complete, roadways would be returned to pre-Project conditions, which would 
accommodate emergency vehicle access. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

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

    

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to 
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
The discussion below is based on the Cultural Resources Survey prepared by HELIX Environmental 
Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2022c), attached to this Initial Study as Appendix C. 

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

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

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Section V, although the Sacred 
Lands File search results were negative, the Project area has been identified as culturally sensitive, HELIX 
sent letters on September 20, 2022, to the tribal contacts provided by the NAHC and has received three 
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responses to date. Responses from the Quechan Indian Tribe and the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians indicated that they have no comments on the project and defer to local tribes. Rincon indicated 
that the Project site is within their Area of Historic Interest, though no known resources are within the 
site, and requested a copy of the records search and the cultural resources report. Further coordination 
with Pechanga given the project location was recommended. Future responses will be provided to 
EVMWD. EVMWD will undertake consultation with interested Tribes under AB 52, and the SWRCB will 
undertake Section 106 consultation with interested Tribes as well. A Native American monitoring 
program was recommended by the Project’s Cultural Resources Survey and is detailed in mitigation 
measures Cul-1 through 9. Consultation in accordance with AB 52 and Section 106, along with 
implementation of mitigation measures Cul-1 through Cul-9, would reduce potential impacts to tribal 
cultural resources to a less than significant level. 

XIX. Utilities and Service Systems  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new 

or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm 
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, 
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 

or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact. No water, storm water, electric, natural gas, or telecommunications 
utilities would be required for operation of the proposed Project. The minimal water supplies needed 
during Project construction would be provided by existing infrastructure and any runoff would be 
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accommodated by existing storm drain infrastructure. The wastewater generated by the installation of 
the proposed sewer system is estimated at 130,000 GPD (0.13 MGD) based on the generation rate for 
mobile home units (EVMWD 2021). The bypass constructed in 2021 removed 125,000 GPD of 
wastewater from the Mission Trail sewer main. With the removal of 125,000 GPD from the existing 
21-inch sewer line, sufficient capacity should exist to accommodate the 130,000 GPD of additional flow 
from the Project. If required based on hydraulic analyses, the proposed sewer line upgrade in Mission 
Trail, the potential environmental effects of which have been included in this Initial Study, would 
accommodate existing and projected flows. Impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project does not involve activities that would require permanent 
water supplies. Water supplies required during the construction of the Project would be limited to water 
utilized for dust suppression on the Project site. Sufficient water supplies from the EVMWD are available 
to provide these limited water supplies to the Project during construction. As such, a less than 
significant impact would occur.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Additional capacity to treat the 0.13 MGD of wastewater that would result 
from the Project at Regional WRF was planned and accounted for in the 2016 Sewer System Master Plan 
(EVMWD 2016). The Regional WRF has a capacity of 8 MGD and receives an average of 6.5 MGD; 
therefore, there is sufficient capacity to accommodate the Project’s wastewater (EVMWD 2022d 
EVMWD 2016). If the Mission Trail sewer main upgrade is required based on further hydraulic analyses, 
the sewer line would accommodate existing and projected wastewater flows. It would not be proposed 
to accommodate increased wastewater flows that would result in the capacity of Regional WRF being 
exceeded. The wastewater treatment provider (EVMWD) has sufficient capacity to serve to the Project 
in addition to existing commitments and impacts would be less than significant.  

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project is not anticipated to generate solid waste since excavated 
material would be used to refill trenched areas. Operation of the pipelines would not generate solid 
waste and wastewater would be treated at the Regional WRF. If unanticipated solid waste is generated 
by construction activities, waste would be diverted from the landfill in accordance with WMC Section 
8.104.420. CALGreen construction debris standards do not apply to this Project type. No conflicts with 
solid waste goals or regulations would occur and impacts would be less than significant.  
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XX. Wildfire  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project: 

    

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan?  ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. See item IX.f. Adherence to conditions of the encroachment permits, and 
the CTMP (see Section 2.5), would ensure the Project would not interfere with emergency response or 
evacuation plans. During Project operation, no Project components would interfere with emergency 
operations and impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The area east of the Project site, opposite the I-15, is a VHFHSZ but the 
Project site is not a VHFHSZ (CAL FIRE 2009). The Project site is developed and does not contain features 
that would exacerbate the risk of wildfire spread. Project components would be located underground 
and roadways would be returned to pre-Project conditions, which would not result in an increased risk 
of wildfire. Further, the Project would not introduce residents or permanent employees to the Project 
area who could be exposed to wildfire pollutants. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project proposes the installation of sewer infrastructure that would 
result in passive utilities located underground and would not exacerbate a fire risk. After construction 
activities are complete, existing roadways would be returned to pre-Project conditions. The Project 
would not exacerbate fire risks. Temporary and ongoing impacts to the environment related to other 
issues are analyzed throughout this Initial Study. Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in item XX.ii above, the Project site is not located in a VHFHSZ 
and is separated from the nearby VHFHSZ by I-15. The Project would not create habitable or 
aboveground structures that could be exposed to significant wildfire risks and would not alter drainage 
patterns in the Project area. Impacts would be less than significant. 

XXI. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are significant when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of past, present, and probable 
future projects)? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially 
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reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?  

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project has the potential to result in impacts to 
nesting birds, burrowing owl, and CAGN; however, implementation of mitigation measures Bio-1 
through Bio-3 would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. No special status plant species 
or communities would be impacted by Project implementation. The Project also has the potential to 
impact significant cultural and tribal cultural resources. Implementation of mitigation measures Cul-1 
through Cul-9 would ensure these impacts are reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore, the 
Project would not substantially degrade the environment, decrease the number or habitat of special 
status plant or animal species, or eliminate major periods of California history. Impacts would be less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are significant when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of past, present, and probable future projects)? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires a 
discussion of the cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively 
considerable,” meaning that the project’s incremental effects are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects. 

The Avenues Septic to Sewer Project (EVMWD 2023) was identified for inclusion in the cumulative 
analysis of the proposed Project. The Avenues Septic to Sewer Project is a similar project as the 
proposed Project—it would convert 250 customers from septic systems to sewer. It would occur 
one mile northwest of the Project site, north of East Lakeshore Drive and generally between Country 
Club Boulevard, Mill Street, and Irwin Drive. The estimated construction schedule for the Avenues Septic 
to Sewer Project is currently planned to overlap (at least partially) with the proposed Project.  

Based on the distance between the Project areas, construction noise from the Project and Avenues 
Septic to Sewer Project would be too far apart to contribute to cumulative noise impacts to any singular 
location. Each project would require four to six workers per construction crew, with a maximum of five 
construction crews operating at any one time. The addition of vehicle trips associated with the 20 to 30 
construction workers required to construct these projects would not contribute to significant, 
cumulative transportation impacts as they would travel along different roadways and would not 
generate a significant number of vehicle trips.  

As discussed under item III.b, the Project’s construction emissions of criteria pollutants would not 
exceed the SCAQMD daily screening thresholds. Table 7, Cumulative Construction Emissions, shows the 
combined construction period emissions for the proposed Project and Avenues Septic to Sewer Project 
for comparison with the SCAQMD daily thresholds.  
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Table 7 
CUMULATIVE CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Project VOC 
(lbs/day) 

NOX 
(lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

SOX 
(lbs/day) 

PM10 
(lbs/day) 

PM2.5 
(lbs/day) 

Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer 5.7 51.2 63.4 0.1 2.6 2.2 
Avenues Septic to Sewer 3.8 34.1 42.3 0.1 1.8 1.5 
Maximum Combined Daily Emissions 9.5 85.3 105.7 0.2 4.4 3.7 

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Exceedance? No No No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod; HELIX 2022a; SCAQMD 2019; EVMWD 2023 
lbs/day = pounds per day; VOC = volatile organic compound; NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = sulfur oxides; 
PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter 

As shown in Table 7, cumulative construction emissions for the two projects would not exceed the 
SCAQMD screening-level thresholds. Because emissions of these pollutants are below the screening-
level thresholds, emissions would not be cumulatively considerable for the SCAB. Similarly, the Project 
would have a less than significant impact in relation to GHG emissions, which are inherently discussed in 
terms of cumulative impacts. Combined, the two projects would contribute approximately 152.6 MT 
CO2e emissions per year averaged over 30 years, which would be below the SCAQMD threshold of 
3,000 MT CO2e emissions per year. 

Impacts to biological resources would be reduced through mitigation measures Bio-1 through Bio-3 and 
would not be considered significant impacts at the Project level or in combination with cumulative 
projects, as no net loss of habitat or special status species would occur. Impacts to paleontological 
resources would require mitigation measure Geo-2 be implemented and with this mitigation measure 
the Project would not contribute to the cumulative loss of paleontological resources. 

All resource topics have been analyzed in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines and found to pose no 
impact, a less than significant impact, or a less than significant impact with mitigation. Potential 
cumulative projects that could be constructed in the vicinity of the Project would also be required to 
comply with existing applicable federal, state, and local regulations. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not consist of any construction activities or operational 
components that would negatively affect any persons in the vicinity. In addition, all resource topics have 
been analyzed in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines or associated thresholds and found to pose 
no impact, a less than significant impact, or a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 
As discussed in Section 4.III, no violations of air quality thresholds would occur and no significant 
impacts to sensitive receptors related to pollutants would occur. As discussed in Section 4.IX of this 
Initial Study, there are no concerns from past activities at the Project site and no hazardous materials 
and/or wastes would be generated by the Project. As detailed in Section 4.XIII, the Project would not 
generate excessive noise that would conflict with local noise ordinances and cause disturbances to local 
residents. During construction, temporarily altered traffic conditions may occur; however, 
implementation of a CTMP (see Section 2.5) would ensure emergency access and evacuation routes are 
maintained. As discussed in Section 4.XX, the Project would not increase risks related to wildfires. 
Consequently, the Project would not result in any environmental effects that would cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings directly or indirectly.  
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Plate 1. Malaga Road (northern project boundary), looking east; photo #2. 

 
Plate 2. Elberta Street, looking east; photo #7. 
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Plate 3. Vine Street, looking west; photo #27 

4.2 SURVEY RESULTS 

Much of the area was highly disturbed and consisted of residential houses, with gates and fences, along 
the alignment. Some open fields were present, which had been graded and plowed, but these were 
generally fenced and inaccessible. Vegetation included mustard grass, pepper trees, and other non-
native shrubs and trees within the open fields, as well as in residential areas. Modern trash littered all 
areas. The soil consisted of light to medium brown sandy silt, with gravel in the residential properties. 
Visibility ranged from 40 percent to 90 percent along the alignments. 

No cultural material was observed. 

5.0 SUMMARY AND MANAGEMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

A study was undertaken to identify cultural resources within the proposed Sedco Hills Septic to Sewer 
Project area and to determine the effects of the project on historical resources per CEQA and historic 
properties per Section 106. The cultural resources survey did not identify any archaeological resources 
within the project area; therefore, no impacts to archaeological historical resources/historic properties 
are anticipated from project implementation. However, as addressed in section 2.2.6, Paayaxchi, the 
Lake Elsinore area, with the placename Paayaxchi, has been identified by Soboba and Pechanga as a 
highly significant cultural area. The lake and nearby ‘Itengvu Wumowmu (Lake Elsinore Hot Springs) are 
tied directly to events that occurred during the creation of the world, per the Luiseño creation account.  

Although Paayaxchi has not been formally evaluated for NRHP eligibility as a TCP, it appears to meet the 
criteria for eligibility under Criteria A, B, C, and D. Paayaxchi is potentially eligible under Criterion A for 
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