COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
{’;ERSDE DEPARTMENT

City of Arts & Innovation P I an n i n CI D iViS i O n

Negative Declaration

AGENDA ITEM NO.:

WARD: 3
1. Case Number: P15-0862 (General Plan Amendment), P15-0863 (Rezone), P15-0864 (Tentative Tract
Map 36994), P15-0865 (Site Plan Review), P15-0866 (Design Review) and P16-0647 (Variance)
2. Project Title: Harris Farm Townhome Project
3. Hearing Date: November 3, 2016
4. Lead Agency: City of Riverside
Community & Economic Development Department, Planning Division
3900 Main Street, 3 Floor
Riverside, CA 92522
5. Contact Person:  Gaby Adame, Assistant Planner
Phone Number:  (951) 826-5933, gadame@riversideca.gov
6. Project Location: The 2.96-net acre parcel of land is located at 4105 Jefferson Street, Riverside, CA 92504,

It is located on the east side of Jefferson Street, approximately 462 feet south of California Avenue. The
project site is identified as Assessor Parcel Number 222-130-025. It is further identified in a portion of the
Riverside Land and Irrigation Company, Township 3 South and Range 5 West, San Bernardino Baseline and
Meridian. The latitude and longitude is 33° 56’ 33.88” North and 117° 25° 11.34” West.

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

R.C. Hobbs Company, Inc.
1110 East Chapman Avenue, Orange, CA 92866
Attention: Jeff Moore, Vice President of Operations

8. General Plan Designation: The project site lies within the Public Facilities/Institutions land use
designation as identified by the Land Use Element of the City of Riverside General Plan. A proposed land
use designation of Medium-High Density Residential (MDHR) with a maximum density at 14.5 dwelling
units per ac (du/acre) and a typical density at 12 du/acre is requested under the General Plan Amendment.

9. Zoning:  The project site is zoned R-1-7000. A proposed classification of R-3-3000 (Multiple-Family
Residential) with an Airport Protection Overlay (R-3-3000-AP-D) is requested under the Zone Change
application.
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10. Description of Project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases of the project, and any secondary,
support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.)

General Plan Amendment No. P15-0862: to amend the land use designation from Public Facilities/Institutions (PF) to
Medium-High Density Residential (MDHR) with a maximum density of 14.5 du/acre and a typical density of 12
du/acre) on the 2.96 net acre parcel. The project’s proposed density is 12.2 dwelling units per acre.

Zone Change No. P15-0863: to change the zone classification from R-1-7000 to the proposed classification of R-3-
3000 (Multiple-Family Residential) with an Airport Protection Overlay (R-3-3000-AP-D). The project site is located
southeast, approximately 0.85 nautical miles/5,086.50 feet ground length, from the Riverside Municipal Airport. The
site and applications fall under the purview of the County of Riverside Airport Land Use Commission and the
Riverside Municipal Airport Compatibility Plan and that is why the Airport Protection Overlay is recommended for the
site.

Tentative Tract Map No. P15-0864 (TTM 36994) proposes to one 2.96 net acre lot for condominium purposes. The map will
provide for thirty-six (36) residential units, common drives, parking, recreational amenities and water detention basin.

Site Plan Review No. P15-0865: to allow for the establishment of gated community of thirty-six (36) residential units
covering 1.09 acres (47,614 square feet), drive aisles and parking consisting of 0.67 acre (29,206 square feet) and 1.2
acres (52,327 square feet) of landscaping on the 2.96 net acre site.

Design Review No. P15-0866: to allow for the construction and development of thirty-six (36) residences, a
community pool, a restroom/maintenance structure, a children’s play area, a community garden area with raised beds
and storage shed, seating, a trellis structure and a water detention basin to treat on site water flows together with an
enhanced paved entry, perimeter walls and fencing, drive aisles and other appurtenant supporting infrastructure.

Variance No. P16-0647: to request a variance of Municipal Code Section 19.100.070D Additional Regulations for
the R-3 and R-4 Zones, Distance Between Buildings from a minimum of 15 feet to a minimum of 8.5 feet.

PROJECT DESIGN

The project includes thirty-six (36) attached residential units within ten separate buildings. The ten residential
buildings proposed as part of the development as each two-story with a maximum height of 29 feet, six inches. The
residential buildings contain a mix of unit types with the exception of Building 1 adjacent to Jefferson Street that has
four Plan 4 units. The characteristics of the four different floor plans are as follows:

PLAN DESCRIPTION NUMBER AREA

1 3BR/2%. BATH 7 1,456 S.F.
2 3BR/2%2 BATH 13 1,674 S.F.
3 4 BR/3 BATH 11 1,939 S.F.
4 3 BR/2% BATH 5 1,993 S.F.

Parking

Per Riverside Municipal Code (RMC) Table 19.580.060 two parking spaces per unit shall have a private garage.
Each residential unit includes an enclosed private two-car garage. Additionally, twenty open parking spaces will also
be provided for residents and visiting guests.

Open Space

Per RMC Table 19.100.070, common and private open space shall be provided. Common usable open space per unit
within an R-3-3000 Residential Zone shall be 500 square feet. Private open space is divided between ground floor
and upper floor by unit with 120 square feet required on the ground floor level and 50 square feet provided on an
upper story level. The applicant is providing 671 square feet of common open space. The private open space ranges
from 134 square feet for Unit #4 to 1,304 square feet for Unit #24.
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The applicant is providing 1.20 acres of the total site in landscape/recreational/open space uses. Open space
amenities include an 24-foot by 35-foot swimming pool, a restroom and pool equipment storage building, play
equipment structures, picnic tables, benches, a community garden area with raised beds and storage shed, and a trellis
structure.

Vehicular access will be provided from one 37-foot driveway entry off of Jefferson Street. The travel lanes at the
entry will be 16-feet in width. Access to the units will be from a new 25-foot private street that connects directly to
Jefferson Street. The roadway will provide access to the interior of the project site.

The project will be gated and be surrounded with perimeter walls and fencing. The walls will be 6-feet in height
along the northern, southern and eastern boundaries. Adjacent to Jefferson Street and Building #1, a 42-inch high
vinyl picket fence will be erected. The pool area will be enclosed with 5-foot 6 inch high tube steel fencing.
Individual units will have 5-foot 6 inch high vinyl fencing separating individual units.

Wet and dry utility connections would be made to existing facilities within Jefferson Street. There is an existing 12-
inch sewer line in Jefferson Street to serve the project. A new proposed 8-inch project water line will connect to an
existing line at Willow Avenue southerly of the subject parcel. The project will require the undergrounding of
utilities along the project frontage.

Variance

A request to vary the regulation established under Municipal Code Section 19.100.070D Additional Regulations for
the R-3 and R-4 Zones, Distance Between Buildings from a minimum of 15 feet to a minimum of 8.5 feet. The
variance is necessary due to the conflict of applying a multiple-family residential design regulation to an attached
single-family residential development. The variance requested is for all buildings with the exception of Building 1
and Building 10. The minimum building separation is 8.5 feet occurring between Buildings 2 and 3 and Buildings 8
and 9. The distance between Buildings 4 and 5 is 10.5 feet. The distance between Building 6 and 7 is approximately
11 feet. Generally, the Municipal Code allows projections into the required yards for features such as porches,
platforms, or landings. They may project up to 3 feet into a required side or rear yard area. The utility closet feature
is approximately 2 feet by 8 feet and can be deemed similar to the allowable projections.

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

The project proposes to develop 36 attached residential dwelling units. On-site roads will occupy approximately 0.67
acres of the total site acreage. The project would include the demolition of an existing one-story single-family
detached residential dwelling unit, with a subterranean basement located near Jefferson Street and ancillary structures
including a wood-framed barn/wood shop and greenhouses. The existing residence is on a septic system which is
located just north of the house. The septic system will be abandoned as part of this project. The project is
anticipated to be built in one phase. Construction is expected to begin no earlier than January 2017 and be completed
end of December 2017. Opening year is 2018.

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

The project site is located within a predominately built-out and urbanized area along Jefferson Street in the Ramona
Neighborhood of the city of Riverside. The project area consists of one parcel that is approximately 195.91 feet by
660.70 feet. The project has direct frontage to Jefferson Street. Topographically, the site is relatively flat with
surface sheet flow draining towards the west and Jefferson Street at a rate of approximately 1%. Total relief on site
is approximately 6 feet with the highest elevation located at the northeasterly end of the property at approximately
783 feet above mean sea level (amsl), and the lowest elevation located at the southwestern side of the property at
approximately 777 feet amsl. Several mature trees are on site along with a vegetation debris pile located on the
north eastern end of the property. Most of the site use to be a working farm land but has since been graded.

The surrounding developments are a combination of single-family residences, public facilities and institutional uses.
The Welbrook Arlington, an Independent Living, Assisted Living, and Memory Care facility is directly to the north,
and single-family residences surround the site to the west, east and south. Don Jones Park, a 5.78-acre
neighborhood park, is approximately 700 feet south of the site on the east side of Jefferson Street. The Magnolia K-
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8 Academy, a Springs Charter School, is approximately 450 feet south on the west side of Jefferson Street at
Sycamore Avenue.

Existing Land Use General Plan Designation Zoning Designation
. . ) ) ) ) ) - o R-1-7000 - Single Family
Project Site | single Family Residential | PF - Public Facilities/ Institutions Residential
North Institutional PF — Public Facilities/ Institutions s;;ggg?i;l&ngle Family
East Single Family Residential | MDR — Medium Density Residential s;;ggg?i;l&ngle Family
. . . : R-1-7000 - Single Famil
) ) ) ) . ] ) ] R-1-7000 - Single Family
West Single Family Residential | MDR — Medium Density Residential | Residential
12. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financial approval, or participation

agreement.):

The City of Riverside is the land use authority for this project requiring the following approvals:

General Plan Amendment No. No. P15-0862: to amend the land use designation from Public
Facilities/Institutions (PF) to Medium-High Density Residential (MDHR) with a maximum density of
14.5 du/acre and a typical density of 12 du/acre) on the 2.96 net acre parcel.

Zone Change No. P15-0863: to change the zone classification from R-1-7000 to the proposed
classification of R-3-3000 (Multiple-Family Residential) with an Airport Protection Overlay (R-3-3000-
AP-D).

Tentative Tract Map No.: P15-0864 (TTM 36994) proposes to one 2.96 net acre lot for condominium purposes.
The map will provide for thirty-six (36) residential units, common drives, parking, recreational amenities and water
detention basin.

Site Plan Review No. P15-0865: to allow for the establishment of gated community of 36 townhomes, drive
aisles, parking and landscaping/open space on the 2.96 net acre site.

Design Review No. P15-0866: to allow for the construction and development of 36 residences, a
community pool, a restroom/maintenance structure, a children’s play area, a community garden area with
raised beds and storage shed, seating, a trellis structure and a water detention basin to treat on site water
flows together with an enhanced paved entry, perimeter walls and fencing, drive aisles and other
appurtenant supporting infrastructure.

Variance No. 16-0647: to request a variance of Municipal Code Section 19.100.070D Additional
Regulations for the R-3 and R-4 Zones, Distance Between Buildings from a minimum of 15 feet to a
minimum of 8.5 feet.

Although land use authority is provided by the City of Riverside, the project may be subject to additional permits
and/or fees by other public agencies. A summary of these additional requirements are as follows:

Consistency review with the Riverside Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan as administered by the
County of Riverside Airport Land Use Commission.

A PM-10 Plan for compliance with Rule 401, Dust Control for the South Coast Air Basin will be required from
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).

Standard permits through the State Water Resources Control Board for compliance with NPDES standards.
These include the following: Construction Stormwater General Permit; Notice of Intent to Comply with Section
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402 of the Clean Water Act, Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP); and Approval of
O&M SWPPP.

The project will be subject to the regional Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) as administered by the
Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG).

No federal agency permits or approvals were identified.
13. Other Environmental Reviews and Resources Incorporated by Reference in this Review:

California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) ® Version 2013.2.2, Summer, Winter and Annual Runs for
Harris Farm Townhome Project, August 23, 2016.

California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency (http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dIrp/Pages/gh_maps.aspx) [Accessed August 1, 2016].

California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State —
January 1, 2011- 2016. Sacramento, California, May 2016.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Regional Conservation Plans Map [Accessed August 2,
2016].

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection and the USDA Forest Service, California Land Cover
Mapping and Monitoring Program (LCMMP), Vegetation GIS files, Pacific Southwest Region,
EvegTile51A__02_03_v2.2007 [Accessed August 2, 2016].

California Department of Toxic Substances Control, EnviroStor, <www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/
public/search.asp> [Accessed August 1, 2016].

California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Hazardous Facilities Subject to Corrective Action.
<www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteseList/SectionA.htm#Facilities> [Accessed August 1, 2016].

California Department of Transportation website identifying the California Scenic Highway Mapping System:
Riverside County [Accessed on August 1, 2016].

California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics website, California Public Use Airport list.
[Accessed July 27, 2016]

California State Water Resources Control Board, GeoTracker, <geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov> [Accessed
August 1, 2016].

California State Water Resources Control Board, List of Active CDO and CAO. <www.calepa.ca.gov/
SiteCleanup/CorteseList/ CDOCAOL.ist.xls> [Accessed August 1, 2016].

California State Water Resources Control Board, Sites Identified with Waste Constituents Above Hazardous
Waste Levels Outside the Waste Management Unit. <www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteselList/
CurrentList.pdf> [Accessed August 1, 2016].

City of Riverside, Annual Budget Year 2015/2016.

City of Riverside General Plan 2025 adopted November 2007 and amended through 2016.
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City of Riverside General Plan 2025 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report, certified November
2007 and amended through Fourth Addendum — July 24, 2012, Resolution No. 22437

City of Riverside Municipal Code.

City of Riverside Website, www.riversideca.gov.

County of Riverside Airport Land Use Commission Staff Report dated November 12, 2015.
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), Panel 06065C0710G, August 28, 2008.

GeoMat Testing Laboratories, Inc., Basic Soil Infiltration Testing Report, Single Family Residential Project, 4015
Jefferson Street, Riverside, California, July 27, 2015.

GeoMat Testing Laboratories, Inc., Preliminary Soil Investigation Report, Single Family Residential Project,
4015 Jefferson Street, Riverside, California, July 31, 2015.

Great!Schools Website, www.greatschools.org/school-district-boundaries-map/, accessed August 15, 2016.

JM Research and Consulting, Cultural Resources Assessment for the Proposed Harris Farm Townhome Project
4105 Jefferson Street, Riverside, County of Riverside, October 2015.

Kunzman Associates, Inc., Interior Noise Assessment for Harris Farm Project, September 30, 2015.
Kunzman Associates, Inc., Exterior/Interior Noise Assessment for Harris Farm Project, January 13, 2016..

Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), 2011 Riverside County Congestion Management
Program, December 14, 2011.

Riverside Unified School District Website, www.rusdlink.org, accessed August 3, 2016.

Robin Environmental Management. Phase | Environmental Assessment Report for 4105 Jefferson Street (APN
227-130-025) Riverside, CA 92504 dated July 24, 2015.

SDH & Associates, Inc., Project Specific Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan for 4105 Jefferson Street,
Revised September 29, 2016.

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA Handbook, 1993.

UC Davis Soil Resource Laboratory, SoilWeb, http://casoilresource.lawr.ucdavis.edu/gmap/. Accessed August 1,
2016.

United States Fish & Wildlife Service, Environmental Conservation Online System.
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper.
Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority, Conservation Summary Report Generator.

14, Acronyms

AICUZ - Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study
AQMP - Air Quality Management Plan
CEQA - California Environmental Quality Act
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CMP -
EIR -
EOP -
FEMA -
FPEIR -
GIS -
GhG -

GP 2025 -
1S -
LHMP -
MSHCP -
NCCP -
OEM -
OPR -
PEIR -
PW -
RCALUC -
RCALUCP -
RCP -
RCTC -
RMC -
RPD -
RPU -
RTIP -
RTP -
RUSD -
SCAG -
SCAQMD -
SCH -
SKR-HCP -
SWPPP -
USGS -
WQMP -

Congestion Management Plan

Environmental Impact Report

Emergency Operations Plan

Federal Emergency Management Agency

GP 2025 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
Geographic Information System

Green House Gas

General Plan 2025

Initial Study

Local Hazard Mitigation Plan

Multiple-Species Habitat Conservation Plan
Natural Communities Conservation Plan

Office of Emergency Services

Office of Planning & Research, State

Program Environmental Impact Report

Public Works, Riverside

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

Riverside County Transportation Commission
Riverside Municipal Code

Riverside Police Department

Riverside Public Utilities

Regional Transportation Improvement Plan
Regional Transportation Plan

Riverside Unified School District

Southern California Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
State Clearinghouse

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat - Habitat Conservation Plan
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

United States Geologic Survey

Water Quality Management Plan
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

|:| Aesthetics |:| Agriculture & Forest Resources |:| Air Quality

|:| Biological Resources |:| Cultural Resources |:| Geology/Soils

|:| Greenhouse Gas Emissions |:| Hazards & Hazardous Materials |:| Hydrology/Water Quality

|:| Land Use/Planning |:| Mineral Resources |:| Noise

|:| Population/Housing |:| Public Service |:| Recreation

|:| Transportation/Traffic |:| Utilities/Service Systems |:| Mandatory Findings of
Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

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

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

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

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

The City of Riverside finds that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in

an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures |:|
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

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

Signature Date

Printed Name & Title For City of Riverside
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City of Arts & Innovation P I ann i na D iViS i on

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

Environmental Initial Study

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential
impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should,
where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted
should be cited in the discussion.

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

b. the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING potentially | Less Than | LessThen | No
ignifican ignifican ignifican mpact

INFORMATION SOURCEYS): Impact Mi\t/ivg;;?ion Impact

Incorporated

1. AESTHETICS.
Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? [] ‘ [] | X | []

la. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure CCM-4 — Master Plan of Roadways, General Plan 2025 FPEIR
Figure 5.1-1 — Scenic and Special Boulevards and Parkways, Table 5.1-A — Scenic and Special Boulevards, and
Table 5.1-B — Scenic Parkways)

Less Than Significant Impact. Scenic vistas can be impacted by development in two ways. First, a structure
may be constructed that blocks the view of a vista. Second, the vista itself may be altered (i.e., development on
a scenic hillside). The City of Riverside’s General Plan Open Space and Conservation element states that
Riverside's natural features provide a dramatic and varied topographic setting for the community. Scenic
resources enhance the visual character of Riverside and provide distinguishing characteristics. The hillsides and
ridgelines above Riverside offer scenic benefits to the community. They serve as landmarks and offer a sense
of direction or orientation as people move around the City. The City has adopted policies to balance
development interests with these broader community preservation objectives. Vista points can be found
throughout the City both from urban areas toward the hills and from wilderness areas looking onto Riverside.
Long- distance views of natural terrain and vegetation can be found throughout the La Sierra/Norco Hills,
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park and Box Springs Park. The peaks of Box Springs Mountain, Mt. Rubidoux,
Arlington Mountain, Alessandro Heights and the La Sierra/Norco Hills provide scenic view points of the City
and the region.

The proposed project is located on a previously developed site, addressed as 4105 Jefferson Street, within an
urbanized area visually dominated by residential and institutional land uses and surface street features. This site
is not considered to be within or to comprise a portion of a scenic vista. Construction of the new buildings
together with parking and accessory landscaping elements would have less than significant effect on a scenic
vista. The proposed development is generally consistent in type and scale with the existing surrounding
development. The proposed residential units will have a height in conformance with proposed development
standards of the R-3-3000 zone so as to not impede or hinder a scenic view. Therefore, the project will result
in a less than significant impact on any scenic vista.

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

1b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure CCM-4 — Master Plan of Roadways, General Plan 2025 FPEIR
Figure 5.1-1 — Scenic and Special Boulevards, Parkways, Table 5.1-A — Scenic and Special Boulevards, Table
5.1-B — Scenic Parkways, the City’s Urban Forest Tree Policy Manual, Title 20 — Cultural Resources, Title 19 —
Article V — Chapter 19.100 — Residential Zones — R3 Zone, and California Department of Transportation
website identifying the California Scenic Highway Mapping System: Riverside County accessed on August 1,
2016.)

No Impact. The project is not adjacent to a designated state scenic highway or eligible state scenic highway as
identified on the California Scenic Highway Mapping System. Thus, the proposed project would not damage the
integrity of existing visual resources or historic buildings located along a State Scenic Highway. No impact on
scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State
Scenic Highway, would result. The project site is located in a previously developed, urbanized area, and contains
no scenic resources. Therefore, no impact to scenic resources visible from a state scenic highway will occur.
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Potentially | Less Than Less Than No
ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Significant Significant Significant Impact
INFORMATION SOURCES): impact ||| Wit | impact
Incorporated
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or| [ ] [] X []
quality of the site and its surroundings?

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Development of the proposed project could result in a significant impact if it
resulted in substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
Degradation of visual character or quality is defined by substantial changes to the existing site appearance
through construction of structures such that they are poorly designed or conflict with the site’s existing
surroundings.

Construction of the proposed project would result in short-term impacts to the existing visual character and
quality of the area. Construction activities would require the use of equipment and storage of materials within
the project site. However, construction activities are temporary and would not result in any permanent visual
impact.

The proposed project consists of an infill project within an urbanized area completely surrounded by existing
development. Construction of the proposed buildings on the previously developed site would alter the existing
visual character of the site. Upon project completion, the proposed buildings would consist of 36 residential
units and ancillary recreational structures. The project will not substantially degrade the surroundings, as the
current residential development is maintained in accordance with City standards. Therefore, visual
impacts to existing visual character of the site are less than significant and no mitigation is required.

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which| [ ] [] X []
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

1d. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.1-2 — Mount Palomar Lighting
Area, Title 19 — Article VIII — Chapter 19.556 — Lighting, and Citywide Design and Sign Guidelines.)

Less Than Significant Impact. Excessive or inappropriately directed lighting can adversely impact nighttime
views by reducing the ability to see the night sky and stars. Glare can be caused from unshielded or misdirected
lighting sources. Reflective surfaces (i.e., polished metal) can also cause glare. Impacts associated with glare
range from simple nuisance to potentially dangerous situations (i.e., if glare is directed into the eyes of
motorists).

The site is not within the Mount Palomar Lighting Area. There are lighting sources adjacent to this site,
including freestanding street lights, light fixtures on buildings, pole-mounted lights, traffic signals and vehicle
headlights. The proposed project includes interior drive aisles and security lighting and building interior
lighting. However, only outdoor lighting could have any effect on neighboring land uses. Light spillover and
glare will be prevented by standard development review, which requires conformance to the City’s development
standards in Chapter 19.590.070 of the City’s Municipal Code regarding light placement, luminosity, and light
shield. Adherence to the City’s standard lighting control procedures would reduce any impact associated with
new lighting to a less-than-significant level.

Sources of daytime glare are typically concentrated in commercial areas, and are often associated with retail uses.
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Glare results from development and associated parking areas that contain reflective materials such as glass,
highly polished surfaces, and expanses of pavement. The proposed residential buildings would have a lap siding
and a stucco finish, which are not surfaces that causes glare. While windows may contribute to glare impacts,
they do not compose substantial square footage of the facade and are included as architectural treatments to
enhance aesthetic quality. Given the minimal use of glare-inducing materials in the design of the proposed
buildings, reflective glare impacts would be less than significant.

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES:

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts
to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information
complied by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land,
including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and the forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in the Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the
project:

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

2a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 — Figure OS-2 — Agricultural Suitability, California Department of
Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency
(http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dirp/Pages/gh _maps.aspx); and California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection and the USDA Forest Service. California Land Cover Mapping and Monitoring Program
(LCMMP), Vegetation GIS files. Pacific Southwest Region. EvegTile51A 02 03 v2. 2007.)

No Impact. The proposed project will be located in a fully developed urbanized area that does not contain
agriculture or forest uses. A review of Figure OS-2 — Agricultural Suitability of the General Plan 2025 reveals
that the project site is not designated as, and is not adjacent to or in proximity to any land classified as, Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. The map of Important Farmland in
California (2010) prepared by the Department of Conservation does not identify the project site as being Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. No Williamson Act contracts are active for
the project site. The property is zoned R-1-7000 (Single-Family Residential). Although the project site has
existing vacant land, it is not under active cultivation and has not been cultivated for a number of years based
on aerial mapping. The project site is currently designated as Public Facilities/Institutions land use designation
in the City of Riverside General Plan. RC Hobbs has submitted an application to amend the General Plan to
designate the site R-3-3000 Multiple-Family Residential. Therefore, because the site has not been
designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, there is no impact
from the project on these types of farmland.

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a |:| |:| |:| |X|
Williamson Act contract?

2b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 — Figure OS-3 - Williamson Act Preserves, General Plan 2025 FPEIR —
Figure 5.2-4 — Proposed Zones Permitting Agricultural Uses, and Title 19)

No Impact. A review of Figure 5.2-2 — Williamson Act Preserves of the General Plan 2025 FPEIR reveals that
the project site is not located within an area that is affected by a Williamson Act Preserve or under a Williamson
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Act Contract.  Moreover, the project site is not zoned for agricultural use and is not next to land zoned for
agricultural use; therefore, the project will have no impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively.

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

2¢. Response: (Source: GIS Map — Forest Data and California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection and
the USDA Forest Service. California Land Cover Mapping and Monitoring Program (LCMMP), Vegetation
GIS files. Pacific Southwest Region. EvegTile51A_ 02 03 v2. 2007.)

No Impact. Public Resources Code Section 12220(g) identifies forest land as land that can support 10-percent
native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management
of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality,
recreation, and other public benefits. The project site and surrounding properties are not currently being
managed or used for forest land as identified in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g). The USDA Forest
Service vegetation maps for the project site identify it as urban type, indicating that it is not capable of growing
industrial wood tree species. The project site has already been developed with a residential use, with limited
vegetation onsite. Therefore, development of this project will have no impact to any timberland zoning.

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use? D D D |X|
2d. Response: (Source: GIS Map — Forest Data and California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection and
the USDA Forest Service. California Land Cover Mapping and Monitoring Program (LCMMP), Vegetation
GIS files. Pacific Southwest Region. EvegTile51A 02 03 v2. 2007.)

No Impact. The project site was previously developed land with buildings with limited ornamental landscaping;
thus, there will be no loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use as a result of this project.
No impact will occur.

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, [] [] [] X
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?

2e. Response: (Source: General Plan — Figure OS-2 — Agricultural Suitability, Figure OS-3 — Williamson Act
Preserves, Title 19 — Article V — Chapter 19.100 — Residential Zones — R3 Zone and GIS Map - Forest Data)

No Impact. The project site is a previously developed site within an urban environment. The project is
surrounded by other residential and institutional uses. The project would not encroach onto agricultural land and
would not encourage the conversion of existing farmland to non-agricultural uses. None of the surrounding sites

contain existing forest uses. Development of this project will not change the existing environment in a manner
that will result in the conversion of forest land to a non-forest use. No impact will occur.
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3. AIRQUALITY.

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

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

3a. Response: (Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District’s 2012 Air Quality Management Plan and
Draft 2016 Air Quality Management Plan.)

Less Than Significant Impact. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a discussion of any
inconsistencies between a proposed project and applicable General Plans and Regional Plans (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15125). The regional plan that applies to the proposed project includes the SCAQMD 2012 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP). Therefore, this section discusses any potential inconsistencies of the proposed
project with the AQMP.

The purpose of this discussion is to set forth the issues regarding consistency with the assumptions and objectives
of the AQMP and discuss whether the proposed project would interfere with the region’s ability to comply with
Federal and State air quality standards. If the decision-makers determine that the proposed project is
inconsistent, the lead agency may consider project modifications or inclusion of mitigation to eliminate the
inconsistency.

The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook states that "New or amended General Plan Elements (including land use zoning
and density amendments), Specific Plans, and significant projects must be analyzed for consistency with the
AQMP." Strict consistency with all aspects of the plan is usually not required. A proposed project should be
considered to be consistent with the AQMP if it furthers one or more policies and does not obstruct other
policies. The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook identifies two key indicators of consistency:

(1) Whether the project will result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or
cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission
reductions specified in the AQMP.

(2) Whether the project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP in 2010 or increments based on the year of
project buildout and phase.

Both of these criteria are evaluated in the following sections.

A. Criterion 1 - Increase in the Frequency or Severity of Violations

Based on the air quality modeling analysis, neither short-term construction, nor long-term operation of the
proposed project will result in significant impacts based on the SCAQMD regional and local thresholds of
significance. Therefore, the proposed project is not projected to contribute to the exceedance of any air pollutant

concentration standards and is found to be consistent with the AQMP for the first criterion.

B. Criterion 2 - Exceed Assumptions in the AQMP?

Consistency with the AQMP assumptions is determined by performing an analysis of the proposed project with
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the assumptions in the AQMP. The emphasis of this criterion is to insure that the analyses conducted for the
proposed project are based on the same forecasts as the AQMP. The Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide
(RCP&G) consists of three sections: Core Chapters, Ancillary Chapters, and Bridge Chapters. The Growth
Management, Regional Mobility, Air Quality, Water Quality, and Hazardous Waste Management chapters
constitute the Core Chapters of the document. These chapters currently respond directly to federal and state
requirements placed on SCAG. Local governments are required to use these as the basis of their plans for
purposes of consistency with applicable regional plans under CEQA. For this project, the City of Riverside
General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element defines the assumptions that are represented in the AQMP.

The project site is currently designated as Public Facilities/Institutions (PF) in the General Plan. The Public
Facilities and Institutional Uses designation provides for schools, hospitals, libraries, utilities, the municipal
airport and government institutions. Religious assembly and day care uses may be allowed within this
designation. Specific sites for public/semipublic uses are subject to discretionary approval under the Zoning
Ordinance. The maximum intensity of development is a floor-area ratio of 1.0.

The property has been in residential use since at least 1922. The City records do not indicate when the change
was made to the PF designation. The proposed project is inconsistent with the current land use designation and
would require a General Plan Amendment to Medium-High Density Residential (MDHR) with a maximum
density at 14.5 du/acre and a rezone to R-3-3000 (Multiple-Family Residential) with an Airport Protection
Overlay. Although the proposed project is currently inconsistent with the General Plan land use designation
for the project site, the proposed project would be compatible with the adjacent residential land uses and
would be in substantial compliance with the Land Use and Urban Design Element goals and policies. As
such, once the General Plan Amendment and Rezone are approved, the proposed project would not result in an
inconsistency with the current land use designation. Therefore, the proposed project is not anticipated to
exceed the AQMP assumptions for the project site and is found to be consistent with the AQMP for the second
criterion. Therefore, a less than significant impact will occur.

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially [] [] X []
to an existing or projected air quality violation?

3b. Response:  (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Table 5.3-B SCAQMD CEQA Regional Significance
Thresholds, South Coast Air Quality Management District’s 2012 AQMP, and CalEEMod 2013.2.2 Model.)

Less Than Significant Impact. A project may have a significant impact if project related emissions would
exceed federal, state, or regional standards or thresholds, or if project-related emissions would substantially
contribute to existing or project air quality violations. The proposed Project is located within the South Coast Air
Basin, where efforts to attain state and federal air quality standards are governed by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD). Both the State of California (State) and the Federal government have
established health-based ambient air quality standards (AAQS) for seven air pollutants (known as ‘criteria
pollutants’). These pollutants include ozone (Oj3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur
dioxide (SO,), inhalable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less (PMy), fine particulate matter
with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM;s), and lead (Pb). The State has also established AAQS for additional
pollutants. The AAQS are designed to protect the health and welfare of the populace within a reasonable margin
of safety. Where the state and federal standards differ, California AAQS are more stringent than the national
AAQS. Air pollution levels are measured at monitoring stations located throughout the air basin. Areas that are
in nonattainment with respect to federal or state AAQS are required to prepare plans and implement measures
that will bring the region into attainment. Discussion of potential impacts related to short-term construction
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impacts and long-term area source and operational impacts are presented below.

Emissions

Construction Emissions

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2 was utilized to estimate emissions
from the proposed construction activities. This model was prepared by SCAQMD for use on projects occurring
within the South Coast basin and has been adopted by several other air districts within California. The model
includes many default values which can be overridden to include site-specific data by the modeler, which
requires appropriate documentation of the source. The model estimates the daily emissions for criteria pollutants
and GHGs and has allowances for mitigation measures to be applied, if required.

The Project inputs for the model were estimated based on site drawings and project descriptions provided by RC
Hobbs and their engineering consultant. Assumptions are documented in the model output and are discussed in
the next section.

Table 3B -1 Construction-Related Criteria Pollutants shows that none of the analyzed criteria pollutants would
exceed the regional emissions thresholds. Furthermore, minimum requirements for SCAQMD's Rule 403
include the application of the best available dust control measures to be used for all grading operations and
include the application of water or other soil stabilizers in sufficient quantity to prevent the generation of
visible dust plumes. Implementation of best available dust control measures were assumed in the model to
include watering of the site's exposed area two times per day, which significantly reduced PM, and PM;s
construction emissions. Therefore, none of SCAQMD’s thresholds would be exceeded during demolition,
grading and construction after dust control measures and typical BMPs for the control of emissions are
implemented. Because the model assumed compliance with SCAQMD Rules for the control of criteria
pollutants, Conditions of Approval for the project will include compliance with SCAQMD’s Rule 403 as a general
condition.

Table 3b-1 Construction-Related Criteria Pollutants

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)

Activity VOC NOx [CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5
Demolition 2.72 28.55 20.87 0.02 1.70 151
Site Preparation 2.31 24.22 15.92 0.01 6.78 412
Grading 1.88 19.78 13.17 0.01 5.73 3.48
Building Construction 2.95 19.10 14.31 0.02 1.22 1.18
Paving 1.29 12.09 9.03 0.01 0.73 0.67
Architectural Coatings 70.28 2.18 1.86 2.9700e-003(0.17 0.17
SCQAMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2.

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant emissions would be related to diesel particulate emissions
associated with heavy equipment operations during construction of the proposed project. According to
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SCAQMD’s methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of
“individual cancer risk”. “Individual Cancer Risk” is the likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations
of toxic air contaminants over a 70-year lifetime will contract cancer, based on the use of standard risk-
assessment methodology.

Given the relatively limited number of heavy-duty construction equipment and the short-term construction
schedule, the proposed project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial source of toxic air
contaminant emissions and corresponding individual cancer risk. Therefore, no significant short-term toxic air
contaminant impacts would occur during construction of the proposed project.

Operational Emissions

The worst-case summer or winter emission rates from the CalEEMod model was used to determine operational
emissions generated from the project and are shown in Table 3b-2, Operational Regional Criteria Air
Pollutant Emissions.

Table 3b-2 Operational Regional Pollutant Emissions

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)
Activity ROGs| NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5
Area Sources? 1.90 0.03 2.99 1.6000e- 0.01 0.01
004
Energy Usage? 0.02 0.18 0.79 1.2000e- 0.05 0.01
003
Mobile Sources3 0.84 2.44 9.85 0.02 1.86 0.52
Total Emissions 2.76 2.66 12.92 0.02 1.89 0.55
SCQAMD Operational Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No
Source: CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2.
Notes:
1. Area sources consist of emissions from consumer products, architectural coatings, hearths and landscaping
equipment.

2. Energy usage consists of emissions from generation of electricity and on-site non-hearth gas usage.
3. Mobile sources consist of emissions from vehicles and road dust.

As shown in Table 3b-2, none of the emissions thresholds are exceeded during the operation of the project
Therefore, air quality impacts associated with project operation would be less than significant.

According to The California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality 2013 Edition, prepared by CARB, toxic air
contaminants (TAC), specifically Particulate matter (PM) from diesel exhaust, results in about 80 percent of the
outdoor cancer risk. Some chemicals in diesel exhaust, such as benzene and formaldehyde have been listed as
carcinogens by State Proposition 65 and the Federal Hazardous Air Pollutants program. Due to the nominal
number of diesel truck trips generated by the proposed 36-unit residential project, a less than significant toxic air
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contaminant impact would occur during the on-going operations of the proposed project and no mitigation
would be required.

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

3c. Response:  (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Table 5.3-B SCAQMD CEQA Regional Significance
Thresholds, South Coast Air Quality Management District’s 2012 Air Quality Management Plan and CalEEMod
2013.2.2)

Less Than Significant Impact. Cumulative short-term, construction-related emissions and long-term,
operational emissions from the project will not contribute considerably to any potential cumulative air quality
impact because short-term project and operational emissions will not exceed any SCAQMD daily threshold. As
is required of the proposed project, other concurrent construction projects and operations in the region, they will
be required to implement standard air quality regulations and mitigation pursuant to State CEQA requirements.
Such measures include compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, which requires daily watering to limit dust and
particulate matter emissions. Impacts will be less than significant with standard conditions applied.

Air toxics from the construction and operation of the project are expected to be limited to fuel combustion, which
is primarily vehicle exhaust. The most significant toxic air contaminant (TAC) emission related to construction
and operation activities will be diesel exhaust particulate, which is anticipated to have the greatest potential
effects on health risk. Diesel particulate matter has potential for long-term cancer risks only; it has no acute
(short-term) cancer risk factors.

Construction is a temporary activity, and the potential incremental cancer risk from construction activities is very
small. (Potential cancer risks are large only when there is a very long, continuous exposure, on the order of tens
of years.) The incremental cancer risk that could be caused by construction activities is not expected to exceed
the cancer risk significance thresholds. Likewise, the hazard indices are not expected to be exceeded.

The CalEEMod emissions estimates for on-site operations, including mobile emissions within the parking area,
show that PMy, from combustion is 1.9 Ibs/day. Thus, as with the construction, ongoing operations are not
anticipated to have significant air toxic impacts.

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant [] [] X []
concentrations?

3d. Response:  (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Table 5.3-B SCAQMD CEQA Regional Significance
Thresholds, South Coast Air Quality Management District’s 2012 Air Quality Management Plan, and
CalEEMod 2013.2.2 Model).

Less Than Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors are those segments of the population that are most
susceptible to poor air quality such as children, the elderly, the sick, and athletes who perform outdoors. Land
uses associated with sensitive receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, outdoor
athletic facilities, long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement
homes. The nearest land uses that considered sensitive receptors are the residential dwelling units located
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adjacent to the project site on the south, east and west and the senior facility to the north. The proposed
residential development will not generate toxic pollutant emissions because the proposed residential use is
characterized as typical residential uses that do not produce such emissions. The proposed residential
development, therefore, would have a less than significant impact on sensitive receptors relating to toxic
pollutant emissions.

A carbon monoxide (CO) hotspot is an area of localized CO pollution that is caused by severe vehicle congestion
on major roadways, typically near intersections. CO hotspots have the potential for violation of state and federal
CO standards at study area intersections, even if the broader Basin is in attainment for federal and state levels. In
general, SCAQMD and the California Department of Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol
(CO Protocol) recommend analyzing CO hotspots when a project has the potential to result in higher CO
concentrations within the region and increase traffic congestion at an intersection operating at level of service
(LOS) D or worse by more than two percent. There has been a decline in CO emissions over the past two
decades even though vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on U.S. urban and rural roads have increased. Three major
control programs have contributed to the reduced per vehicle CO emissions: exhaust standards, cleaner burning
fuels, and motor vehicle inspection/maintenance programs. There are no designated CO hotspots in the
immediate vicinity of the project. Impacts related to CO hotspots will be less than significant.

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number [] [] X []
of people?

3e. Response: (Source: CEQA Air Quality Handbook)

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor
complaints include agricultural operations, wastewater treatment plants, landfills, and certain industrial
operations (such as manufacturing uses that produce chemicals, paper, etc.). Odors are typically associated with
industrial projects involving the use of chemicals, solvents, petroleum products, and other strong-smelling
elements used in manufacturing processes, as well as sewage treatment facilities and landfills. The proposed
residential development does not include any of the above noted uses or process. The short-term construction
sources may emit odors including the application of materials such as asphalt pavement, paints, and solvents and
prom emissions from diesel equipment. However, SCAQMD Rule 1108 limits the amount of volatile organic
compounds from asphalt paving; mandatory compliance with SCAQMD rules would ensure that no construction
activities or materials would be included that would create a significant level of objectionable odors. Potential
sources that may emit odors during the on-going operations of the proposed project would primarily occur from
odor emissions from the trash storage areas. Pursuant of the City regulations, permanent trash enclosures that
protect trash bins from rain as well as limit air circulation would be required for trash storage areas. In
combination with the distance of the nearest receptors from the project site and through compliance with
SCAQMD’s Rule 402, no significant impact related to odors would occur during the on-going operations of the
proposed project. Therefore, a less than significant odor impact would occur and no mitigation would be
required.
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:

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

4a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 — Figure OS-6 — Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Core Reserve and Other
Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP), Figure OS-7 — MSHCP Cores and Linkages, Figure OS-8 — MSHCP Cell
Areas, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.4-2 — MSHCP Area Plans, Figure 5.4-4 - MSHCP Criteria Cells and
Subunit Areas, Figure 5.4-6 — MSHCP Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area, Figure 5.4-7 — MSHCP
Criteria Area Species Survey Area, Figure 5.4-8 — MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area, United States Fish
and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper; US Fish & Wildlife Services,
Environmental Conservation Online System; and California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California
Regional Conservation Plans Map)

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located within an urban built-up area and is surrounded by
existing development and a search of the MSHCP database and other appropriate databases identified no
potential for candidate, sensitive or special status species, suitable habitat for such species on site, Federal
Species of Concern, California Species of Special Concern, and California Species Animal or Plants on lists 1-4
of the California Native plant Society (CNPS) Inventory. Thus there is little chance that any Federally
endangered, threatened, or rare species or their habitats could persist in this area. Therefore, a less than
significant impact directly, indirectly and cumulatively will occur to federally endangered threatened, or rare
species or their habitats.

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

4b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 — Figure OS-6 — Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Core Reserve and Other
Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP), Figure OS-7 — MSHCP Cores and Linkages, Figure OS-8 — MSHCP Cell
Areas, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.4-2 — MSHCP Area Plans, Figure 5.4-4 - MSHCP Criteria Cells and
Subunit Areas, Figure 5.4-6 — MSHCP Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area, Figure 5.4-7 — MSHCP
Criteria Area Species Survey Area, Figure 5.4-8 — MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area, MSHCP Section 6.1.2
- Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, United States Fish and
Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper; US Fish & Wildlife Services,
Environmental Conservation Online System; and California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California
Regional Conservation Plans Map)

No Impact. The project is located on a previously developed/improved site within an urbanized area where no
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community exists on site or within proximity to the project site.
Therefore, the project will have no impact 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 Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service directly, indirectly and cumulatively.

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

4c. Response: (Source: City of Riverside GIS/CADME USGS Quad Map Layer, and United States Fish and
Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper).

No Impact. The project is located within an urbanized area where no federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) exist on
site or within proximity to the project site. The project site does not contain any discernible drainage courses,
inundated areas, wetland vegetation, or hydric soils and thus does not include USACOE jurisdictional drainages
or wetlands. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact to federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act directly, indirectly and cumulatively.

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

4d. Response: (Source: MSHCP, General Plan 2025 —Figure OS-7 — MSHCP Cores and Linkage, US Fish &
Wildlife Services, Environmental Conservation Online System; and California Department of Fish and
Wildlife, California Regional Conservation Plans Map.

No Impact. The project site is currently partially developed and is surrounded by existing residential
development and an institutional use, preventing the use of the project site and surrounding area as a wildlife
corridor. The project site contains very limited ornamental vegetation, in the context of a completely urbanized
setting located in the City of Riverside. There are no substantial vegetated areas or waterbodies located on-site.
The project site is not located within any MSHCP Criteria Cells, Cores, or Linkages. The project site does not
provide for the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife. No impact will occur.

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

4e. Response: (Source: MSHCP, Title 16 Section 16.72.040 — Establishing the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Mitigation Fee, Title 16 Section 16.40.040 — Establishing a Threatened and Endangered Species Fees, and City
of Riverside Urban Forest Tree Policy Manual.)

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

Implementation of the proposed project is subject to all applicable Federal, State, and local policies and
regulations related to the protection of biological resources and tree preservation. In addition, the project is
required to comply with Riverside Municipal Code Section 16.72.040 establishing the MSHCP mitigation fee
and Section 16.40.040 establishing the Threatened and Endangered Species Fees.
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f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat [] [] [] X
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

4f. Response: (Source: MSHCP, General Plan 2025 — Figure OS-6 — Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Core Reserve
and Other Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP), Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan and
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Regional Conservation Plans Map)

No Impact. The project site is located on a previously developed/improved site within an urbanized area and
will not impact an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan directly, indirectly and cumulatively. Therefore, the
project will have no impact on the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES.

Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in § 15064.5 of the CEQA
Guidelines?

Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Table 5.5-A Historical Districts and Neighborhood Conservation Areas,
Appendix D, Title 20 of the Riverside Municipal Code, and JM Research and Consulting, Cultural Resources
Assessment for the Proposed Harris Farm Townhome Project 4105 Jefferson Street, Riverside, County of
Riverside, October 2015.)

X [

[] []

5a.

Less Than Significant Impact. CEQA establishes that "a project that may cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment"
(PRC 821084.1), and the California Public Resources Code further defines substantial adverse change as
“demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the significance of a historical resource would be

impaired” (PRC 85020.1(Q)).

A Cultural Resources Assessment was prepared and found that the former Harris Farm property lacks
architectural distinction, historic association, and sufficient integrity. A hobby wall is unrelated to the former
agricultural use of the property, and although it contains fragments of cultural material, its lack of context
precludes its potential as an archaeological resource. Further, Native American consultation under SB 18 and AB
52 has not indicated interest in the cultural material in the hobby wall or provided evidence of the presence of, or
potential for, Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs). As the property is ineligible for designation at any level, it is not
considered a historical resource under CEQA, and no adjacent properties are designated or appear eligible for
designation. As no historical resources are likely to be affected by the proposed project, IMRC found no known
potential for project-related impacts to the property, and no required mitigation measures or further treatment
under CEQA are recommended.

X [

[] []

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

5b. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.5-1 - Archaeological Sensitivity and Figure 5.5-2 - Prehistoric
Cultural Resources Sensitivity, Appendix D — Cultural Resources Study and JM Research and Consulting,
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Cultural Resources Assessment for the Proposed Harris Farm Townhome Project 4105 Jefferson Street,
Riverside, County of Riverside, October 2015.)

Less Than Significant Impact. A Cultural Resources Assessment was prepared and found that the records
search and the field survey did not identify any previously recorded archaeological resources within or adjacent
to the project boundaries, and research conducted indicates that there is a low sensitivity for archaeological
resources within the project boundaries. Several hardscape features were observed during the field survey as part
of the overall property design, but are not considered archaeological in nature. A hobby wall is unrelated to the
former agricultural use of the property, and although it contains fragments of cultural material, its lack of context
precludes its potential as an archaeological resource. Further, Native American consultation under SB 18 and AB
52 has not indicated interest in the cultural material in the hobby wall or provided evidence of the presence of, or
potential for, Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs).

The property is a previously developed site in an urbanized area. The potential for uncovering such significant
resources at the project site during construction activities is considered remote given that no such resources have
been discovered during prior development activity within the area, and the fact that the site has been significantly
disturbed in the past for construction of the existing structures. Only minor excavation will be necessary; therefore
it is considered unlikely that archeological resources would be found. As no archaeological resources are likely to
be affected by the proposed project, IMRC found no known potential for project-related impacts to the property,
and no required mitigation measures or further treatment under CEQA are recommended. Although not required
as mitigation measures based on the analysis and findings of this study, the following recommendations address
additional cultural considerations:

Hobby Wall

Although the hobby wall is not considered a historic or archaeological resource under CEQA and has not been
identified as a TCR or as containing cultural material of interest to local bands/tribes, the structure does contain
fragmented artifacts and geological and paleontological specimens that may be of value to museum curators:

e Cultural material, including the metate and petroglyph fragments, can be offered to the Riverside
Metropolitan Museum (RMM).

e Educational and exhibit materials, including exhibit quality garnets, tourmaline and lepidolite, and
Navajo sandstone with Jurassic invertebrate tracks can be offered to the RMM.

e Sand spikes and concretions from Anza-Borrego could be offered to the RMM or to the Anza-Borrego
Desert State Park (ABDSP) at Borrego Springs.

e Petrified wood, blocks of siliceous material, obsidian, geodes, similar lapidary material, and oyster
fossils could be offered to museums and not-for-profit societies that provide educational instruction
about fossils and/or lapidary arts. These include the Jurupa Mountain Discovery Center (JMDC), the
Orange Belt Mineral Society (OBMS), the Mojave Desert Gem and Mineral Society (MDGMS), and
others.

Unexpected Finds

Study findings indicate that the proposed project is not expected to impact any historic or prehistoric
archaeological resources within native soils; however, ground-disturbing activities have the potential to reveal
buried deposits. The identification of historic-period concrete irrigation structures indicates a slight possibility
that other, unanticipated, historic period resources may be encountered. Although not required as a mitigation
measure, the City should include a standard condition:
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“Prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities, construction personnel shall be alerted to the possibility of
buried cultural deposits. In the event unanticipated buried historic or prehistoric cultural materials are
encountered, including sacred items, burial goods, and Native American cultural material, work in the immediate
vicinity of the find shall cease and a qualified archaeologist shall be retained to assess the significance of the find
and stop or divert construction excavation, as necessary. If the archaeologist finds cultural resources present that
meet eligibility requirements for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources or the National
Register of Historic Places, plans for consultation, treatment, evaluation, and mitigation of impacts will be
developed. If human remains are encountered, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further
disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. The County Coroner must be notified of the find immediately. If the
remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC), which will determine and notify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD). With the permission of the
landowner or his/her authorized representative, the MLD may inspect the site of the discovery. The MLD shall
complete the inspection within 48 hours of notification by the NAHC.”

In accordance with standard City procedures, a halt-work condition would be in place in the unlikely event that
archaeological resources are discovered during construction. The contractor would be required to halt work in the
immediate area of the find and to retain a professional archaeologist to examine the materials to determine whether
they are a “unique archaeological resource” as defined in Section 21083.2(g) of the State CEQA Statutes. If this
determination is positive, the scientifically consequential information must be fully recovered by the archaeologist
consistent with standard City protocol.

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological [] [] X []
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

5¢. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Policy HP-1.3)

Less Than Significant Impact. The property is a previously developed site in an urbanized area. No known
paleontological sites are documented. The potential for uncovering such significant resources at the project site
during construction activities is considered remote given that no such resources have been discovered during prior
development activity within the area, there are no unique geological resources on or near the project site, and the
fact that the site has been significantly disturbed in the past for construction of the existing structures. Only minor
excavation will be necessary; therefore it is considered unlikely that paleontological resources would be found.

In accordance with standard City procedures, a halt-work condition would be in place in the unlikely event that
paleontological resources are discovered during construction. The contractor would be required to halt work in the
immediate area of the find and to retain a professional paleontologist to examine the materials to determine whether
they are a unique paleontological resource. If this determination is positive, the scientifically consequential
information must be fully recovered by the paleontologist consistent with standard City protocol.

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries? D D |X| D

5d. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.5-1 - Archaeological Sensitivity and Figure 5.5-2 - Prehistoric
Cultural Resources Sensitivity and JM Research and Consulting, Cultural Resources Assessment for the
Proposed Harris Farm Townhome Project 4105 Jefferson Street, Riverside, County of Riverside, October 2015.)

Less Than Significant Impact. It is unlikely that human remains could be uncovered during grading operations,
considering that the project site was previously disturbed during construction of the past structures. Nonetheless,
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should suspected human remains be encountered in a location other than a dedicated cemetery, the steps and
procedures specified in Health and Safety Code 7050.5, State CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(e), and Public
Resources Code 5097.98 must be implemented. Specifically, in accordance with Public Resources Code
(PRC) Section 5097.98, the Riverside County Coroner must be notified within 24 hours of the discovery of
potentially human remains. The Coroner will then determine within two working days of being notified if the
remains are subject to his or her authority. If the Coroner recognizes the remains to be Native American, he or
she shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by phone within 24 hours, in accordance
with PRC Section 5097.98. The NAHC will then designate a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) with respect to
the human remains within 48 hours of notification. The MLD then has the opportunity to recommend to the
property owner or the person responsible for the excavation work means for treating or disposing, with
appropriate dignity, the human remains and associated grave goods within 24 hours of notification. Whenever the
NAHC is unable to identify a MLD, or the MLD fails to make a recommendation, or the landowner or his
or her authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the MLD and the mediation provided for in
subdivision (k) of PRC Section 5097.94 fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, the landowner or
his or her authorized representative shall re-inter the human remains and items associated with Native American
burials with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.
Through this existing regulatory procedure, impacts to human remains would be avoided.

e.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in [] [] [] |X|
Public Resources Code Section 21074?

5e. Response: (Source: JM Research and Consulting, Cultural Resources Assessment for the Proposed Harris
Farm Townhome Project 4105 Jefferson Street, Riverside, County of Riverside, October 2015.)

No Impact. The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074. A Sacred Lands Records Search with the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) followed by scoping with tribes and interested persons was conducted from
October 2015 to February 2016 in partnership with City of Riverside Housing Project Coordinator, Shonda
Herold, and in accordance with the requirements for Native American consultation under and SB 18, which was
triggered by the proposed project’s General Plan amendment and zone change requirements. This consultation
also satisfied the requirements under AB 52 and the City of Riverside Consultant Requirements. All consultation
with Native American groups regarding the project was conducted on a government-to-government basis.

Native American consultation conducted by the City of Riverside included email and letter correspondence as
well as in-person meetings. Consulting tribes included the Gabrielefio and Morongo Bands of Mission Indians as
well as the Pauma and Soboba Bands of Luiseno Indians. Communication centered on conducting a proper
records search, archaeological/tribal monitoring during ground disturbing activity and the treatment of
unexpected finds. No impact to tribal cultural resources will occur as a result of this project.

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.
Would the project:

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

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

6i. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-1 — Regional Fault Zones & General Plan 2025 FPEIR
Appendix E — Geotechnical Report, and GeoMat Testing Laboratories, Inc., Preliminary Soil Investigation
Report, Single Family Residential Project, 4015 Jefferson Street, Riverside, California, July 31, 2015.)

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in the highly seismic Southern California region
within the influence of several fault systems. The subject property is located in the Peninsular Ranges Province
of California (Perris Block portion). The closest of these major faults are the Chino Fault, an eastern branch of
the Elsinore Fault Zone, and the San Jacinto Fault Zone. The subject site is located approximately midway
between the two fault zones — approximately 12 miles to each. The site is seismically sensitive. Peak ground
motions from earthquakes may be expected to reach 0.454g with a 10% probability of being exceeded in 50 years
CGS website). However, the site does not lie within the boundaries of an Earthquake Fault Zone as defined by
the State of California in the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act.

Risks associated with surface rupture are low and there is no impact expected. However, because the project
site is located in the seismically active Southern California, all habitable structures including single family
home must be built to seismic standards established in the California Building Code (CBC). The CBC sets the
standards in the State for the development of all buildings including residential buildings and sets
requirements for structural design, plumbing and mechanical fixtures, fire and smoke protection,
construction materials, interior finishes, and any other elements that make up construction of habitable
structures. The City’s Building and Safety Department is responsible for implementing not only the CBC but
any additional code requirements that the City may have. Adherence to all code requirements for the
construction of the 36 units and recreational structures will ensure that impacts associated with seismic activity are
less than significant and no additional mitigation is required.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? | |:| ‘ |:| | |X| | |:|

6ii. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Appendix E — Geotechnical Report, and GeoMat Testing
Laboratories, Inc., Preliminary Soil Investigation Report, Single Family Residential Project, 4015 Jefferson
Street, Riverside, California, July 31, 2015.)

Less Than Significant Impact. Although there are no known active surface faults within or adjacent to the site
that will significantly impact the project, the project is located in a region with active earthquakes and strong
seismic motion of those earthquakes could affect the project. The structures that are proposed to be constructed
on the site will be required to meet and comply with all applicable city and State building codes to reduce seismic
ground shaking at the site to less-than-significant.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? | [] ‘ [] | X | []

6iii. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-1 — Regional Fault Zones, Figure PS-2 — Liquefaction
Zones, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure PS-3 — Soils with High Shrink-Swell Potential, Appendix E —
Geotechnical Report, and GeoMat Testing Laboratories, Inc., Preliminary Soil Investigation Report, Single
Family Residential Project, 4015 Jefferson Street, Riverside, California, July 31, 2015.))

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a mode of ground failure that results from the generation of high
pore water pressures during earthquake ground shaking, causing loss of shear strength. Liquefaction is typically
a hazard where loose sandy soils exist below groundwater. The California Geological Survey (CGS) has
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designated certain areas within southern California as potential liquefaction hazard zones. These are areas
considered at a risk of liquefaction-related ground failure during a seismic event, based upon mapped surficial
deposits and the presence of a relatively shallow water table. The project site is mapped for potential liquefaction
hazard by the CGS and the Riverside General Plan Public Safety Element. The potential for liquefaction and
dynamic settlement has been evaluated as outlined in Chapter 6 of the California Division of Mines and Geology
(DMC) Special Publication 117A (“Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California,
2008”) and “Recommended Procedures for Implementation of DMG Special Publication 117 Guidelines for
Analyzing and Mitigating Liquefaction in California, 1999”. GeoMat Testing Laboratories, Inc. found that their
analysis indicates that the inch total dynamic settlement is estimated at 0.45 during large earthquake episode. An
estimated dynamic differential settlement of 1/2 to 2/3 of total settlement may be anticipated. The historical high
ground water during a seismic event has been set at 20 feet below existing ground surface, gathered from a
groundwater search dated from recent and back to 1955. Based on SCEC (1999) guidelines, a potential for loss
of bearing capacity due to liquefaction is not expected at the site since there is not an upper potentially liquefiable
layer at a depth shallower than the estimated depth where the induced vertical stress in the soil is less than 10%
of the bearing pressure imposed by the proposed foundation systems. Furthermore, tied foundation systems are
designed to dissipate structural loads. Therefore no loss of bearing capacity is expected for grade beams or
lightly loaded slabs-on-grade.

In significant conformance with Youd, Hanson, and Bartlett (ASCE Geotechnical Jr. April 1995, and Lecture by
Youd on July 7, 1999), no lateral spreading due to liquefaction is expected at this site due to the following
reasons:

¢ Alluvial subsurface soils are essentially horizontally layered.

e There is not a free-face toward which liquefied soils could move laterally.

o No saturated liquefiable sand with values of N1 (60) <15 exist at the site. If loose clean sand exists
between sampling intervals, their occurrence is expected to be thin and considered to be scattered or
have minimal occurrence throughout the site, and cannot reasonably be connected to form a hypothetical
“continuous” line of significant length that could reasonably be expected to “exit” on a slope or a free-
face, or move significantly below the gentle slope of the site.

Although it is extremely difficult to predict the overall behavior of any site during seismic shaking, it is
GeoMat’s opinion that proper design of foundation per Code can substantially improve the structure’s resistance
to deformation. Incorporation of the recommended design measures of the preliminary soils report for
compliance with the California Building Code regulations will ensure that impacts related to seismic-related
ground failure, including liquefaction, are reduced to less than significant impact levels directly, indirectly and
cumulatively.

iv. Landslides? | [] ‘ [] | [] | X

6iv. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.6-1 — Areas Underlain by Steep Slope, Appendix E
— Geotechnical Report, Title 18 — Subdivision Code, Title 17 — Grading Code, and GeoMat Testing
Laboratories, Inc., Preliminary Soil Investigation Report, Single Family Residential Project, 4015 Jefferson
Street, Riverside, California, July 31, 2015.)

No Impact. Structures built below or on slopes subject to failure or landslides may expose people and structures
to harm. Topographically, the site is relatively flat. Total relief on site is approximately 6 feet with the highest
elevation located at the northeasterly end of the property at approximately 783 feet above mean sea level (amsl),
and the lowest elevation located at the southwestern side of the property at approximately 777 feet amsl.
According to the GeoMat report, the site is not located in an Earthquake-Induced Landslide Zone. This indicates
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a low probability for landslides. The project report concluded that the site is not considered susceptible to static
slope instability or seismically induced landslides. Grading and construction would be performed in compliance
with State and local codes and the recommendations of the geotechnical report. There is no potential impact to
future residents from landslides.

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? | [] ‘ [] | X | []

6b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.6-1 — Areas Underlain by Steep Slope, Figure 5.6-4 —
Soils, Table 5.6-B — Soil Types, Title 18 — Subdivision Code, Title 17 — Grading Code, GeoMat Testing
Laboratories, Inc., Preliminary Soil Investigation Report, Single Family Residential Project, 4015 Jefferson
Street, Riverside, California, July 31, 2015.), and UC Davis Soil Resource Laboratory, SoilWeb,
http://casoilresource.lawr.ucdavis.edu/gmap/, accessed August 1, 2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. Topsoil is used to cover surface areas for the establishment and maintenance of
vegetation due to its high concentrations of organic matter and microorganisms. The native sub terrain of the site
is comprised of Holocene to middle Pleistocene alluvial deposits according to GeoMat. The deposits are
indurated, sandy, alluvial fan deposits. During project construction, fill materials will be overexcavated to reveal
underlying soils within the building footprint area. The project has the potential to expose surficial soils to wind
and water erosion during construction activities.

Wind erosion will be minimized through soil stabilization measures required by South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), such as daily watering. Construction of the project
will be required to have a PM,, Dust Control Plan to identify best management practices for the control fugitive
dust. The intent of SCAQMD Rule 403 is to reduce the amount of particulate matter entrained in the ambient air
as a result of anthropogenic (man-made) fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to prevent, reduce or mitigate
fugitive dust emissions. Elements of the Dust Control Plan may appear as notes on the grading plan that must
be approved by the City prior to any site disturbance.

Water erosion will be prevented through the City’s standard erosion control practices required pursuant to the
California Building Code and the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), such as silt
fencing or sandbags. Construction of the project will be required to have a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP). Any project involving grading of an area greater than one acre is required to apply for an NPDES
permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The project’s SWPPP would identify
typical best management practices specific towards fugitive dust and containment of sediment discharge and
transport from the site. Once construction is completed, a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) must
be implemented during the life of the project that includes best management practices (BMPSs) specific towards
maintenance of vegetative landscaping, drainage culverts/channels and drainage inlets. Following project
construction, the site would be covered completely by paving, structures, and landscaping. Compliance with
regulatory requirements of the RWQCB and of SCAQMD would ensure that impacts with regard to soil erosion
or loss of topsoil are less than significant and no mitigation is required. In addition, with the erosion control
standards for which all development activity must comply (Title 18), the Grading Code (Title 17) also requires
the implementation of measures designed to minimize soil erosion. Compliance with State and Federal
requirements as well as with Titles 18 and 17 will ensure that soil erosion or loss of topsoil will be less than
significant impact directly, indirectly and cumulatively.

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

6¢. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-1 — Regional Fault Zones, Figure PS-2 — Liquefaction Zones,
General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure PS-3 - Soils with High Shrink-Swell Potential, Figure 5.6-1 - Areas
Underlain by Steep Slope, Figure 5.6-4 — Sails, Table 5.6-B — Soil Types, Appendix E — Geotechnical Report, and
GeoMat Testing Laboratories, Inc., Preliminary Soil Investigation Report, Single Family Residential Project,
4015 Jefferson Street, Riverside, California, July 31, 2015 and UC Davis Soil Resource Laboratory, Soil\Web,
http://casoilresource.lawr.ucdavis.edu/gmap/, accessed August 1, 2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. Impacts related to liquefaction and landslides are discussed above in Section
6iii. Lateral spreading is the downslope movement of surface sediment due to liquefaction in a subsurface layer.
The downslope movement is due to gravity and earthquake shaking combined. Such movement can occur on
slope gradients of as little as one degree. Lateral spreading typically damages pipelines, utilities, bridges, and
structures.

Lateral spreading of the ground surface during a seismic activity usually occurs along the weak shear zones
within a liquefiable soil layer and has been observed to generally take place toward a free face (i.e. retaining wall,
slope, or channel) and to lesser extent on ground surfaces with a very gentle slope. Due to the absence of any
substantial change in grade or channel within or near the subject site, the potential for lateral spread occurring
within the site is considered to be low. The project-specific soils investigation report concludes that site soils
would be capable of supporting proposed structures after grading and compaction. The project site is classified
as Buchenau loam, slightly saline-alkali, 0 to 2 percent slopes (BhA) and Hanford coarse sandy
loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (HcA). The project will require mass grading and a grading plan that
identifies best grading practices for cut and fill, compaction and drainage that will be prepared prior to any site
disturbance. The project is required to be constructed in accordance with the CBC and the requirements of the
project soils investigation report. The CBC includes a requirement that any City-approved recommendations
contained in the soil report be made conditions of the building permit. Based on the considerations of the project
soil report, soils can be prepared to maintain stability sufficient to support the proposed project. The
recommendations of the report will be implemented through the City’s routine plan check and permitting
processes. Impacts will be less than significant.

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

6d. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.6-4 — Soils, Figure 5.6-4 — Soils, Table 5.6-B — Soil
Types, Figure 5.6-5 — Soils with High Shrink-Swell Potential, Appendix E — Geotechnical Report, and California
Building Code as adopted by the City of Riverside and set out in Title 16 of the Riverside Municipal Code,
GeoMat Testing Laboratories, Inc., Preliminary Soil Investigation Report, Single Family Residential Project,
4015 Jefferson Street, Riverside, California, July 31, 2015 and UC Davis Soil Resource Laboratory, SoilWeb,
http://casoilresource.lawr.ucdavis.edu/gmap/, accessed August 1, 2016.)

No Impact. The CBC requires special design considerations for foundations of structures built on soils with
expansion indices greater than 20. The soil investigation report included testing of site soil samples within the
proposed building footprint for expansion potential. Based on laboratory testing, the upper foundation soil is
classified as very low in expansion potential. Therefore, there would be no impact.

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

6e. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.6-4 — Soils, Table 5.6-B — Soil Types, GeoMat Testing
Laboratories, Inc., Preliminary Soil Investigation Report, Single Family Residential Project, 4015 Jefferson
Street, Riverside, California, July 31, 2015 and GeoMat Testing Laboratories, Inc., Basic Soil Infiltration
Testing Report, Single Family Residential Project, 4015 Jefferson Street, Riverside, California, July 27, 2015,
and UC Davis Soil Resource Laboratory, SoilWeb, http://casoilresource.lawr.ucdavis.edu/gmap/, accessed
August 1, 2016.)

No Impact. The proposed project will be connected to the City of Riverside Public Work’s sewer system
and no septic system or any alternative wastewater treatment is proposed. Therefore, there will be no impact in
terms of soil support for septic tanks.

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS.
Would the project:

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or [] [] X []
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

7a. Response: (Source: CalEEMod 2013.2.2 Model)

Less Than Significant Impact. GHG emissions for the project were quantified utilizing the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2 to determine if the project could have a cumulatively
considerable impact related to greenhouse gas emissions and summarized in Table 7a-1. The GHG emissions
have been calculated for opening year 2017 without mitigation. The emissions inventory accounts for GHG
emissions from construction activities and operational activities.

Operation emissions associated with the proposed residential project would include GHG emissions from mobile
sources (transportation), energy, water use and treatment, waste disposal, and area sources. GHG emissions from
electricity use are indirect GHG emissions from the energy (purchased energy) that is produced offsite. Area
sources are owned or controlled by the project (e.g., natural gas combustion, boilers, and furnaces) and produced
onsite. Construction activities are short term and cease to emit greenhouse gases upon completion, unlike
operational emissions that are continuous year after year until operation of the use ceases. Because of this
difference, SCAQMD recommends amortizing construction emissions over a 30-year operational lifetime. This
normalizes construction emissions so that they can be grouped with operational emissions in order to generate a
precise project-based GHG inventory.

Table 7a-1
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Metric Tons/Year)

Category Bio-CO2 | NonBio-CO2| Total CO2 [ CHg4 N2O COge
Area Sources 0.00 0.60 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.61
Energy Usage 0.00 145.14 145.14 0.00 0.00 145.58
Mobile Sources 0.00 338.10 338.10 0.01 0.00 338.37
\Waste 3.36 0.00 3.36 0.19 0.00 7.53
Water 0.74 28.24 28.98 0.07 0.00 31.20
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Construction 0.00 8.77 8.77 0.00 0.00 8.81
Total Emissions 4.10 520.87 524.97 0.29 0.00 532.12
Screening Threshold 3,000
Exceeds Threshold? No

Source: CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2. Year 2017 emissions

Notes:

Avrea sources consist of GHG emissions from consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscape equipment.
Energy usage consists of GHG emissions from electricity and natural gas usage.

Mobile sources consist of GHG emissions from vehicles.

Solid waste includes the CO2 and CH4 emissions created from the solid waste placed in landfills.

Water includes GHG emissions from electricity used for transport of water and processing of wastewater.
Construction GHG emissions CO2e based on a 30 year amortization rate.

Table 7a-1 shows that the proposed project in year 2017 would generate approximately 532.12 metric tons of
CO2e per year of GHG emissions. According to the thresholds of significance established above, a cumulative
global climate change impact would not occur since the GHG emissions created from the on-going operations
would not exceed the screening threshold of 3,000 metric tons per year of CO2e. No mitigation will be required.

The project is also subject to the requirements of the California Green Building Standards Code. On January 12,
2010, the State Building Standards Commission unanimously adopted updates to the California Green Building
Standards Code, which went into effect on January 1, 2011. The Code is a comprehensive and uniform
regulatory code for all residential, commercial and school buildings.

The California Green Building Standards Code does not prevent a local jurisdiction from adopting a more
stringent code as state law provides methods for local enhancements. The Code recognizes that many
jurisdictions have developed existing construction and demolition ordinances, and defers to them as the ruling
guidance provided they provide a minimum 50-percent diversion requirement. The code also provides
exemptions for areas not served by construction and demolition recycling infrastructure. State building code
provides the minimum standard that buildings need to meet in order to be certified for occupancy. Enforcement is
generally through the local building official.

The California Green Building Standards Code (code section in parentheses) requires:

m  Water Efficiency and Conservation [Indoor Water Use (4.303.1)]. Fixtures and fixture fittings reducing
the overall use of potable water within the building by at least 20 percent shall be provided. The 20
percent reduction shall be demonstrated by one of the following methods:

° Prescriptive Method: Showerheads (< 2.0 gpm @ 80 psi); Residential Lavatory Faucets (< 1.5
gpm @ 60 psi); Nonresidential Lavatory Faucets (<.4 gpm @ 60 psi); Kitchen Faucets (< 1.8
gpm @ 60 psi); Toilets (< 1.28 gal/flush); and urinals (< 0.5 gal/flush).

. Performance Method: Provide a calculation demonstrating a 20% reduction of indoor potable
water using the baseline values set forth in Table 4.303.1. The calculation will be limited to the
total water usage of showerheads, lavatory faucets, water closets and urinals within the dwelling.

m Water Efficiency and Conservation [Outdoor Water Use (4.304.1)]. Irrigation Controllers. Automatic
irrigation system controllers for landscaping provided by the builder and installed at the time of final
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inspection shall comply with the following:

= Controllers shall be weather- or soil moisture-based controllers that automatically adjust irrigation in
response to changes in plants' watering needs as weather or soil conditions change.

= Weather-based controllers without integral rain sensors or communication systems that account for
rainfall shall have a separate wired or wireless rain sensor which connects or communicates with the
controller(s).

m Construction Waste Reduction of at least 50 percent (4.408.1). Recycle and/or salvage for reuse a
minimum of 50 percent of the nonhazardous construction and demolition waste in accordance with either
Section 4.408.2, 4.408.3 or 4.408.4; OR meet a more stringent local construction and demolition waste
management ordinance. Documentation is required per Section 4.408.5. Exceptions:

. Excavated soil and land-clearing debris.

. Alternate waste reduction methods developed by working with local enforcing agencies if
diversion or recycle facilities capable of compliance with this item do not exist or are not located
reasonably close to the jobsite.

° The enforcing agency may make exceptions to the requirements of this section when jobsites are
located in areas beyond the haul boundaries of the diversion facility.

m  Materials pollution control (4.504.1 — 4.504.6). Low-pollutant emitting interior finish materials such as
paints, carpet, vinyl flooring and particleboard.

m Installer and Special Inspector Qualifications (702.1-702.2). Mandatory special installer inspector
qualifications for installation and inspection of energy systems (e.g., heat furnace, air conditioner,
mechanical equipment).

Compliance with Green Building Standards and 2013 Title 24 Standards (which are approximately 25% more
efficient than 2008 Title 24 Standards for residential buildings) will further reduce project-related greenhouse
emissions.

b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an [] [] [] X
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

7b. Response: (Source: CalEEMod 2013.2.2 Model)

No Impact. Riverside has adopted the 2013 edition of the California Building Code (Title 24), including the
California Green Building Standards Code. The project would be subject to the California Green Building
Standards Code, which requires new buildings to reduce water consumption, employ building commissioning to
increase building system efficiencies for large buildings, divert construction waste from landfills, and install low
pollutant-emitting finish materials. The project does not include any feature (i.e. substantially alter energy
demands) that would interfere with implementation of these State and City codes and plans. The City of
Riverside does not have any additional plans, policies, standards, or regulations related to climate change and
GHG emissions. Also, no other government-adopted plans or regulatory programs in effect at this time have
established a specific performance standard to reduce GHG emissions from a single building project. As the
project's emissions fall well below the SCAQMD screening threshold of 3,000 metric tons per year of CO2e
for all land uses, and will comply with applicable Green Building Standards and City of Riverside's policies
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regarding climate change, further analysis is not warranted. No mitigation is required.

8. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment [] [] X []
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

8a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Public Safety Element, GP 2025 FPEIR, California Health and Safety
Code, Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations, California Building Code, Riverside Fire Department EOP,
2002 and Riverside Operational Area — Multi-Jurisdictional LHMP, 2004 Part 1, and OEM’s Strategic Plan.)

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed 36-unit residential project could result in a significant hazard to
the public if the project includes the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or places housing
near a facility which routinely transports, uses, or disposes of hazardous materials. The proposed project is
located within a primarily residential area within the city. The routine use, transport, or disposal of hazardous
materials is primarily associated with industrial uses which require such materials for manufacturing operations
or produce hazardous wastes as by-products of production applications. The proposed project does not propose or
facilitate any activity involving significant use, routine transport, or disposal of hazardous substances as part of
the residential development of 36 townhomes.

During construction, there would be a minor level of transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials and
wastes that are typical of construction projects. This would include fuels and lubricants for construction
machinery, coating materials, etc. This requirement would be spelled out in detail in the SWPPP that must be
prepared by the applicant prior to any site disturbance. The SWPPP is discussed further in the next section
(Hydrology and Water Quality). Routine construction control measures and best management practices for
hazardous materials storage, application, waste disposal, accident prevention and clean-up, etc. would be
sufficient to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

With regard to project operation, a limited amount of widely used hazardous materials, including paints and other
solvents, cleaners, and pesticides would be anticipated. The remnants of these and other products are disposed of
as household hazardous waste (HHW) that includes used dead batteries, electronic wastes, and other wastes that
are prohibited or discouraged from being disposed of at local landfills. Regular operation and cleaning of the
residential structures would not result in significant impacts involving use, storage, transport or disposal of
hazardous wastes and substances. Use of common household hazardous materials and their disposal does not
present a substantial health risk to the community. Impacts associated with the routine transport, use of
hazardous materials or wastes will be less than significant.

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment [] [] X []
through reasonably foreseeable wupset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into
the environment?

8b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Public Safety Element, GP 2025 FPEIR Tables 5.7 A — D, California
Health and Safety Code, Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations, California Building Code, City of
Riverside’s EOP, 2002 and Riverside Operational Area — Multi-Jurisdictional LHMP, 2004 Part 1, and OEM’s
Strategic Plan.)

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed 36-unit residential project will require the use and
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transport of hazardous materials such as asphalt, paints, and other solvents. Construction activities could also
produce hazardous wastes associated with the use of such products. Demolition of the existing structures and the
new construction of proposed residential development require ordinary construction activities and will not
require a substantial or uncommon amount of hazardous materials to complete. All hazardous materials are
required to be utilized and transported in accordance with their labeling pursuant to federal and state law.
Routine construction practices include good housekeeping measures to prevent/contain/clean-up spills and
contamination from fuels, solvents, concrete wastes and other waste materials. During construction, BMPs
would be required to be implemented by the City as well as standard construction controls and safety
procedures that would avoid or minimize the potential for accidental release of these substances. Standard
construction practices would be observed such that any materials released are appropriately contained and
remediated as required by the Riverside Fire Department, the local Certified Unified Program Agency for
hazardous materials in the region. With implementation of standard conditions, hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonable foreseeable upset and accident condition involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment would be less than significant.

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

8c. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Public Safety and Education Elements, GP 2025 FPEIR Table 5.7-D -

CalARP RMP Facilities in the Project Area, Figure 5.13-2 — RUSD Boundaries, Table 5.13-D RUSD Schools,
California Health and Safety Code, Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations, California Building Code.)

Less than Significant Impact. There are three schools within one-half mile of the site. Ramona High School,
approximately 0.42 miles to the southeast, at 7675 Magnolia Avenue, Jefferson Elementary School,
approximately 0.22 miles to the north, at 4285 Jefferson Street and the Magnolia K-8 Academy Charter School at
4020 Jefferson Street, approximately 0.11 miles to the south. The project consists of the construction of 36
residential units and recreational structures which do not typically emit or generate hazardous materials.
Therefore, the project would not result in significant impacts to schools due to hazardous materials handling or
emissions and no mitigation is required.

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous [] [] [] X
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?

8d. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-5 — Hazardous Waste Sites, GP 2025 FPEIR Tables 5.7-A —
CERCLIS Facility Information, Figure 5.7-B — Regulated Facilities in TRI Information and 5.7-C — DTSC
EnviroStor Database Listed Sites, California Department of Toxic Substances Control.  EnviroStor.
<www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/ public/search.asp>; California State Water Resources Control Board.
GeoTracker. <geotracker.waterboards. ca.gov>; California State Water Resources Control Board. Sites
Identified with Waste Constituents Above Hazardous Waste Levels Outside the Waste Management Unit.
www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteseList/CurrentList.pdf; California State Water Resources Control Board.
List of Active CDO and CAO. <www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteseList/CDOCAOL.st.xIs>; California
Department of Toxic Substances Control. Hazardous Facilities Subject to Corrective Action.
www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteseL ist/SectionA.htm#Facilities and Robin Environmental Management.
Phase | Environmental Assessment Report for 4105 Jefferson Street (APN 227-130-025) Riverside, CA 92504 dated
July 24, 2015.)

No Impact. A review of known electronic database listings for possible hazardous waste generating
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establishments in the vicinity of the subject property, as well as adjacent sites with known environmental
concerns was conducted. Facilities were identified by county, state, or federal agencies that generate, store, or
dispose of hazardous materials. The project is not located on the State of California Hazardous Waste and
Substances Site List pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. California Department of Toxic Substances
Control Envirostar database accessed August 1, 2016. The project would have no impact in this regard.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, [] [] X []
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 for people residing or working in
the project area?

8e. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-6 — Airport Safety Zones and Influence Areas, RCALUCP,
County of Riverside Airport Land Use Commission Staff Report dated November 12, 2015, and California
Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics website, California Public Use Airport list.)

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located within Airport Compatibility Zone D as
depicted on Figure 5.7-2 of the General Plan 2025 Program FPEIR for Riverside Municipal Airport as noted in
the Riverside County Airport Land use Compatibility Plan (RCALUCP). The project was reviewed by the
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) on November 12, 2015 to ensure that the project is consistent with the
compatibility zone as well as in compliance with the land use standards in the RCALUP. The ALUC found that
the site is located in Airport Compatibility Zone D of the Riverside Municipal Airport Influence Area.
Compatibility Zone D allows residential densities at or above 5.0 dwelling units per acre.

The project proposes a total of 36 residential units on 2.96 acres for a density of 12.2 dwelling units per acre,
which is consistent with the Zone D residential density criteria. The site is located outside the 55 dB (A) CNEL
contour from Riverside Municipal Airport. Therefore, no special measures to mitigate aircraft noise are
required at the site location. The project is located approximately 5,100 feet southeasterly of the southeasterly
end of Runway 9-27 at Riverside Municipal Airport. The elevation of Runway 9-27 at its southeasterly
terminus is 816 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). At the closest point of the site, structures with a top point
elevation of 867 feet AMSL or greater would require notification to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Obstruction Evaluation Service. Additionally, although the southerly end of Runway 16-34 is further from the
site at approximately 8,540 feet, due to the substantially lower elevation of the southerly end of Runway 16-34
at 747.5 feet AMSL, this is analyzed as well. Based on the site distance and runway elevation, structures with
a top point elevation of 832.9 feet AMSL or greater would require notification to the FAA Obstruction
Evaluation Service. The project proposes a maximum pad elevation of 782.79 feet AMSL and a maximum
building height of 29.5 feet for a maximum elevation of 812.29 feet AMSL. Therefore, review by the Federal
Aviation Administration Obstruction Evaluation Service was not required for either Runway 9-27 or 16-34.

Compatibility Zone D requires that 10% of area within major projects (10 acres or larger) be set aside as open
area that could potentially serve as emergency landing areas. Since the overall project size is less than 10 acres,
the open area requirement is not applicable to this project. In conjunction with adoption of the General Plan
2025, the City of Riverside amended its zoning ordinance to provide for Airport Protection Overlay Zones
within the Airport Influence Areas of airports for which Compatibility Zones based on the “A through E”
system utilized in the 2004 Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan have been established.
While the land uses permitted by the proposed R-3-3,000 zone are consistent with a location in Compatibility
Zone D, application of the Airport Protection Overlay Zone suffix is recommended in order to assure that the
ultimate development will comply with Compatibility Zone D. This would further the objectives of promoting
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the continued operations of Riverside Municipal Airport and maintaining public awareness of its proximity.
The Airport Protection Overlay Zone suffix for Zone D would be applied to the parcel (R-3-3,000-AP-D).

The ALUC recommended the following conditions for the map and site plan:

1.

2.

Any outdoor lighting installed shall be hooded or shielded to prevent either the spillage of lumens or
reflection into the sky.
The following uses shall be prohibited:

€)) Any use which would direct a steady light or flashing light of red, white, green, or amber colors
associated with airport operations toward an aircraft engaged in an initial straight climb
following takeoff or toward an aircraft engaged in a straight final approach toward a landing at
an airport, other than an FAA-approved navigational signal light or visual approach slope
indicator.

(b) Any use which would cause sunlight to be reflected towards an aircraft engaged in an initial
straight climb following takeoff or towards an aircraft engaged in a straight final approach
towards a landing at an airport.

(c) Any use which would generate smoke or water vapor or which would attract large concentrations
of birds, or which may otherwise affect safe air navigation within the area. (Such uses include
landscaping utilizing water features, aquaculture, production of cereal grains, sunflower, and row
crops, composting operations, trash transfer stations that are open on one or more sides, recycling
centers containing putrescible wastes, construction and demolition debris facilities, fly ash
disposal, and incinerators.)

(d) Any use which would generate electrical interference that may be detrimental to the operation of
aircraft and/or aircraft instrumentation.

The attached notice shall be given to all prospective purchasers and tenants of the property, and recorded
as a deed notice.

Any new detention basins on the site shall be designed so as to provide for a maximum 48-hour detention
period following the conclusion of the storm event for the design storm (may be less, but not more), and
to remain totally dry between rainfalls. Vegetation in and around the detention basin(s) that would
provide food or cover for bird species that would be incompatible with airport operations shall not be
utilized in project landscaping.

During initial sales of properties within the proposed subdivision, pursuant to Riverside Municipal
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Policy 2.4(a), large airport-related informational signs clearly
depicting the proximity of the property to Riverside Municipal Airport and aircraft traffic patterns shall
be installed in conspicuous locations and maintained by the developer.

The developer shall provide to prospective purchasers and/or tenants an informational brochure depicting
the locations of aircraft flight patterns and describing the frequency of overflights, the typical altitudes of
the aircraft, and the range of noise levels that can be expected from individual aircraft overflights. (A
large-scale illustration of Exhibit RI-7, Compatibility Factors, will suffice).

Prior to recordation of the final map or building permit, whichever occurs first, the City of Riverside
shall apply zoning incorporating the Airport Protection Overlay Zone (R-3-3,000-AP-D) to the site.

Because the project has been found to be consistent with the RCALUCP by the ALUC, impacts related to
hazards from airports are less than significant impacts directly, indirectly and cumulatively.
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f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would [] [] [] X

the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

8f. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-6 — Airport Safety Zones and Influence Areas, RCALUCP
and California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics website, California Public Use
Airport list.)

No Impact. Because the proposed project is not located within proximity of a private airstrip, and does not
propose a private airstrip, the project will not expose people residing or working in the City to excessive noise
levels related to a private airstrip and would have no impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively.

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an [] [] X []
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

8g. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Chapter 7.5.7 — Hazards and Hazardous Materials, City of Riverside’s
EOP, 2002 and Riverside Operational Area — Multi-Jurisdictional LHMP, 2004 Part 1, and OEM’s Strategic

Plan)

Less Than Significant Impact. The project will be served by an existing, fully improved street, Jefferson
Street. Project interior roads will be private. All streets have been designed to meet the Public Works and Fire
Departments’ specifications. As part of the project’s construction, a temporary street closing will be necessary.
Any street closing will be of short duration so as not to interfere or impede with any emergency response or
evacuation plan. Therefore, the project will have a less than significant impact directly, indirectly and
cumulatively to an emergency response or evacuation plan.

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

8h. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-7 — Fire Hazard Areas, GIS Map Layer VHFSZ 2010, City of
Riverside’s EOP, 2002, http://intranet/Portal/uploads/Riv City EOP complete.pdf, Riverside Operational
Area — Multi-Jurisdictional LHMP, 2004 Part 1/Part 2 and OEM’s Strategic Plan)

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not located within a Very High Fire Severity Zone
(VHFSZ). As a result, there are no special considerations required with respect to defensible space and clearing
of vegetation adjacent to new structures. With strict adherence to the Building Code and local regulations, the
project will have a less than significant impact directly, indirectly, and cumulatively on exposing people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wild lands are

adjacent to urbanized areas.

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge [] [] X []

requirements?

9a. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Table 5.8-A — Beneficial Uses Receiving Water and SDH & Associates,
Inc., Project Specific Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan for 4105 Jefferson Street, Revised
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September 29, 2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. A project normally would have an impact on surface water quality if discharges
associated with the project would create pollution, contamination, or nuisance as defined in Section 13050 of the
California Water Code (CWC), or that cause regulatory standards to be violated as defined in the applicable
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit or Water Quality Control Plan for
the receiving water body. For the purpose of this specific issue, a significant impact could occur if the project
would discharge water that does not meet the quality standards of the agencies which regulate surface water
quality and water discharge into stormwater drainage systems. Significant impacts could also occur if the project
does not comply with all applicable regulations with regard to surface water quality as governed by the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). These regulations include preparation of a Storm Water Quality
Management Plan (SWQMP) to reduce potential post-construction water quality impacts.

Discharges into stormwater drains or channels from construction sites of one acre or larger are regulated by the
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity issued by the State Water
Quality Control Board. The General Permit was issued pursuant to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) regulations of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), as authorized by the Clean Water
Act. Compliance with the General Permit involves developing and implementing a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) specifying best management practices (BMPs) that the project would use to minimize
pollution of stormwater. The SWPPP BMPs would follow the guidelines set forth by the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB).

The project applicant will be required to comply with NPDES permit requirements through the preparation and
implementation of a SWPPP for construction activities. The City’s Public Works Director will review the
application for compliance with applicable regulations and to ensure that no water quality standards or discharge
requirements are violated. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to the Santa Ana RWQCB will be required who will
issue a Waste Discharge Identification Number (WDID) for the project. Prior to obtaining any City-issued
grading and/or construction permits, the developer/owner shall provide evidence of compliance with the general
construction permit by providing a copy of the WDID to the city's Public Works/Engineering
Department. Plans for stormwater treatment are required to meet City and regional standards. Given required
compliance with existing laws, project impacts on water quality standards would be less than significant, and no
additional mitigation is required.

The existing drainage condition/pattern is sheet flow across the site to Jefferson Street; this pattern will
not be preserved. Instead, runoff will be collected and rerouted to onsite infiltration basins with an
overflow to Jefferson Street. The project incorporates site design, source controls and treatment control
BMPs. While this site has relatively unfavorable infiltration rates, the addition of amended soil in the
infiltration basin areas is proposed. Infiltration/Percolation L/Os and other forms of natural drainage have been
heavily incorporated into the design and are the sole source of storm water treatment for this site. In addition to
the treatment control mentioned above, the applicant is proposing site design techniques and BMPs including
minimizing urban runoff, minimizing the impervious footprint, and removing directly connected impervious
areas. These techniques were obtained by maximizing permeable area, constructing to the minimum width and
minimizing hardscape, whenever possible. These BMPs combined with compliance of existing statutes will
have a less than significant impact directly, indirectly and cumulatively on to any water quality standards or
waste discharge.

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

9b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Table PF-1 — RPU Profected Domestic Water Supply (AC-FT/YR),
Table PF-2 — RPU Projected Water Demand, RPU Map of Water Supply Basins, and RPU Urban Water
Management Plan)

Less Than Significant Impact. If the project removed an existing groundwater recharge area or substantially
reduced runoff that results in groundwater recharge, a potentially significant impact could occur. Groundwater
was encountered at the site in exploratory borehole at 34 feet below ground surface. Least ground surface
elevation at the site is approximately 777. Project-related grading would not reach these depths and no
disturbance of groundwater is anticipated. The proposed building footprint areas and paved parking areas would
increase impervious surface coverage on the site. As such, the total amount of infiltration on site would be
decreased over existing conditions. Since this site is currently developed and is not managed for groundwater
supplies, this change in infiltration would not have a significant effect on groundwater supplies or recharge.

The project would be required to comply with the City of Riverside Municipal Code, Chapter 19.570 for water
efficient landscape requirements, which would lessen the project’s demand for water resources. Also, finally,
CBC Title 24 water efficiency measures require a demonstrated 20 percent reduction in the use of potable water.
The project’s landscaping plans include drought tolerant landscaping materials. Compliance with Title 24 and
the City’s Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance will reduce the proposed project’s impacts to groundwater
supplies to a level of less than significant.

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

9c. Response: (Source: Preliminary grading plan, and SDH & Associates, Inc., Project Specific Preliminary Water
Quality Management Plan for 4105 Jefferson Street, Revised September 29, 2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. Potentially significant impacts to the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area could occur if development of the project results in substantial on- or off-site erosion or siltation. There are
no streams cross the project site; thus, the project would not alter any stream course. This project is broken up
into 20 Drainage Management Areas and 100% percent of stormwater runoff will be treated and contained on
this site through infiltration BMPs.

» Areas 1A encompass the northwestern building's roof area to the northwest and drains to Area 2A via roof
drains and surface flow. This runoff then flows to Area 5, a large 1,759 square foot bio-retention cell with an 18"
amended soils layer (10 in/hr minimum infiltration rate) and a 12" gravel layer containing a 6" perforated pipe.

» Area 1B, 1C, 1D & 1E, the building roofs and hardscape along the northern property line will drain to area 2B,
a large landscape area containing a series of vegetated swales which lead to a catch basin that ultimately drains to
Area 5 - Bio-Retention Cell 2.
 Area 1F & 1J the building and roof area to the northeast drain to Area 2C, a large landscape which also routes
runoff through a series of catch basins and vegetated swales to Area 4, a large 3,769 square foot bio-retention cell
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with an 18" amended soils layer (10 in/hr minimum infiltration rate) and a 12" gravel layer containing a 6"
perforated pipe.

* Area 1G, 1H & 11, the building roofs along the southern property line drain to area 2C, a large landscape area
containing a series of vegetated swales which lead to Area 4 - Bio-Retention Cell 1.

 Area 1K, the pool hardscape area and Area 2D a small landscape area adjacent to the pool bathroom will be
routed via surface flow and area drains to Area 4 - Bio-retention Cell 1.

* Area 3A, the eastern portion of the private street and parking will surface flow to a catch basin and then routed
to Area 5 and Areas 3B and 3C will be routed to Area 4.

A site drainage plan is required by the City of Riverside and would be reviewed by the City Engineer. The final
grading and drainage plan would be approved by the City Engineer during plan check review. Erosion and
siltation reduction measures would be implemented during construction consistent with an approved SWPPP,
which will demonstrate compliance with the City’s NPDES permit. At the completion of construction, the
project would consist of impervious surfaces and landscaped areas, and would therefore not be prone to
substantial erosion. No streams cross the project site; thus, the project would not alter any stream course.
Impacts will be less than significant.

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site [] [] X []
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site?

9d. Response: (Source: Preliminary grading plan, and SDH & Associates, Inc., Project Specific Preliminary Water
Quality Management Plan for 4105 Jefferson Street, Revised September 29, 2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. No streams traverse the project site; thus, the project would not result in the
alteration of any stream course. During construction, the project applicant would be required to develop and
implement a SWPPP as required by law; this would prevent polluted runoff from leaving the construction site.

The existing drainage condition/pattern is sheet flow across the site to Jefferson Street; this pattern will not be
preserved. Instead, runoff will be collected and rerouted to onsite infiltration basins with an overflow to
Jefferson Street. Proposed basin mitigates runoff volume, time of concentration and peak runoff as it is designed
to retain the 100-year, 24-hour storm in the developed condition (1.00 ac ft.). With the basins, increased
discharges to the City’s existing storm drain system will not occur and will not impact local storm drain capacity.
The project is not an industrial use and therefore will not result in substantial pollutant loading such that
treatment control BMPs would be required to protect downstream water quality. Impacts will be less than
significant.

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the [] [] X []
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

9e. Response: (Source: Preliminary Grading Plan, and SDH & Associates, Inc., Project Specific Preliminary Water
Quality Management Plan for 4105 Jefferson Street, Revised September 29, 2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. The project is over one acre in size and is required to have coverage under the
State’s General Permit for Construction Activities (SWPPP). As stated in the Permit, during and after
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construction, best management practices (BMPs) will be implemented to reduce/eliminate adverse water quality
impacts resulting from development. Furthermore, the City has ensured that the proposed development does not
cause adverse water quality impacts, pursuant to its Municipal Separate Storm System (MS4) permit through the
project’s WQMP.

The proposed development will increase the amount of impervious surface area in the City. This impervious
area includes paved parking areas, sidewalks, roadways, and building rooftops; all sources of runoff that may
carry pollutants and therefore has the potential to degrade water quality. This development has been required to
prepare and implement a WQMP. Preliminary BMP’s, in compliance with the WQMP, have been approved by
Public Works. The purpose of this requirement is to insure treatment BMPs are installed/constructed as part of
the project so that the pollutants generated by the project will be treated in perpetuity. Final BMP’s shall be
required prior to grading permit issuance.

Concerning exceeding capacity of the existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, the project has been
reviewed by Public Works’ staff to determine if this proposal will significantly increase the amount of runoff into
the existing undersized storm drains. The Public Works Department has found the Draft Preliminary Water
Quality Control Plan to be acceptable. Impacts will be less than significant.

f.  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? | [] ‘ [] | X | []

9f. Response: (Source: SDH & Associates, Inc., Project Specific Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan for
4105 Jefferson Street, Revised September 29, 2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. The project proponent conducted a Preliminary Project Specific Water Quality
Management Plan consistent with City of Riverside requirements. The project is over one are in size and is
required to have coverage under the State’s General Permit for Construction Activities (SWPPP). As stated in
the Permit, during and after construction, best management practices (BMPs) will be implemented to
reduce/eliminate adverse water quality impacts resulting from development. Furthermore, the City has ensured
that the development does not cause adverse water quality impacts, pursuant to its Municipal Separate Storm
System (MS4) permit through the project’s WQMP.

The proposed development will increase the amount of impervious surface area in the City. This impervious
area includes paved parking areas, sidewalks, roadways, and building rooftops; all sources of runoff that may
carry pollutants and therefore has the potential to degrade water quality. This development has been required to
prepare preliminary BMP’s that have been reviewed and approved by Public Works. Final BMP’s will be
required prior to grading permit issuance. The purpose of this requirement is to insure treatment BMP’s are
installed/constructed as part of the project so that the pollutants generated by the project will be treated in
perpetuity. Therefore, impacts related to degrading water quality are less than significant directly, indirectly
and cumulatively.

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as [] [] [] X
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

9g. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-4 — Flood Hazard Areas, and FEMA Flood Hazard Maps
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), Panel 06065C0710G, August 28, 2008)

No Impact. A review of National Flood Insurance Rate Map (Map Number 06065C C0710G Effective Date
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August 28, 2008) and Figure 5.8-2 — Flood Hazard areas of the General Plan 2025 Program FPEIR, indicates that
project site is located in a Zone X. This zone designates areas of 0.2 percent annual chance flood, areas of 1
percent annual chance flood with average depths of 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile, and
areas protected by levees from 1 percent annual chance flood. There will be no impact caused by this project
directly, indirectly or cumulatively as it will not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area.

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which [] [] [] X
would impede or redirect flood flows?

9h. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-4 — Flood Hazard Areas, and FEMA Flood Hazard Maps
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), Panel 06065C0710G, August 28, 2008)

No Impact. The proposed project is not located within a 100-year floodplain, as mapped by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps. The project site is identified as Zone X,
defined by FEMA as areas outside the 0.2 percent annual chance floodplain. Therefore, no rising of a flood plain
will occur.

X

[] []

[

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

9i. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-4 — Flood Hazard Areas, and FEMA Flood Hazard Maps
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), Panel 06065C0710G, August 28, 2008)

No Impact. The project site is not located within or near a flood hazard area as depicted on General Plan 2025
Program FPEIR Figure 5.8-2 — Flood Hazard Areas and the National Flood Insurance Rate Map (Map Number
06065C CO0710G Effective Date August 28, 2008) or subject to dam inundation as depicted on General Plan
2025 Program FPEIR Figure 5.8-2 — Flood Hazard Areas. Therefore, the project will not place a structure
within a flood hazard or dam inundation area that would expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam and therefore no
impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively will occur.

j.  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? | [] ‘ [] | [] | X

9j. Response: (Source: GP 2025 FPEIR Chapter 7.5.8 — Hydrology and Water Quality and GeoMat Testing
Laboratories, Inc., Preliminary Soil Investigation Report, Single Family Residential Project, 4015 Jefferson
Street, Riverside, California, July 31, 2015.)

No Impact. The proposed project site is not near a large body of water. Due to the project’s inland location, the
site would not be affected by tsunamis. The project is not located in an area subject to landslides and is located
within an urbanized area surrounded by residential uses. No impacts related to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow
would occur.

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING:
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community?

O [ O [ X | O

10a.Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Land Use and Urban Design Element, Project site plan, and City of
Riverside GIS/ICADME map layers)
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Less Than Significant Impact. The project is an infill project currently served by fully improved public streets
and other infrastructure and does not involve the creation of streets that could alter the existing surrounding
pattern of development or an established community. The proposed project has been designed to be consistent
with the fit into the pattern of development of the surrounding area providing adequate access, circulation and
connectivity consistent with the General Plan 2025, and in compliance with the requirements of the Zoning and
Subdivision Codes. Therefore, the project impacts related to the community are less than significant.

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

10b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025, General Plan 2025 Figure LU-10 — Land Use Policy Map, Table LU-5
— Zoning/General Plan Consistency Matrix, Title 19 — Zoning Code, Title 18 — Subdivision Code, Title 7 — Noise
Code, Title 17 — Grading Code, Title 20 — Cultural Resources Code, Title 16 — Buildings and Construction,
Citywide Design and Sign Guidelines and County of Riverside Airport Land Use Commission Staff Report
dated November 12, 2015)

[ [ X [

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is designated as PF — Public Facilities/Institutions in the City’s
General Plan. The project site’s zoning is R-1-700 (Single-Family Residential). The proposed project involves
development of 36 residential dwelling units and a public common area with a park, picnic area, pool,
restroom/storage structure, and community garden. The proposed site is located on the east side of
Jefferson Street with residential development in the vicinity. The proposed General Plan Amendment and
Rezoning places approximately 2.96 net acres in the MHDR (Medium High Density Residential) General Plan designation
and the R-3-3000 Zone.

Variance No. P16-0647 is a request to vary the regulations in Municipal Code Section 19.100.070D Additional
Regulations for the R-3 and R-4 Zones, Distance Between Buildings from a minimum of 15 feet to a minimum of
8.5 feet. The variance is necessary due to the conflict of applying a multiple-family residential design regulation
to an attached single-family residential development. The variance requested is for all buildings with the
exception of Building 1 and Building 10. The minimum building separation is 8.5 feet occurring between
Buildings 2 and 3 and Buildings 8 and 9. The distance between Buildings 4 and 5 is 10.5 feet. The distance
between Building 6 and 7 is approximately 11 feet. Generally, the Municipal Code allows projections into the
required yards for features such as porches, platforms, or landings. They may project up to 3 feet into a required
side or rear yard area. The utility closet feature is approximately 2 feet by 8 feet and can be deemed similar to the
allowable projections.

The proposed project is located within Airport Compatibility Zone D as depicted on Figure 5.7-2 of the General
Plan 2025 Program FPEIR for Riverside Municipal Airport as noted in the Riverside County Airport Land use
Compatibility Plan (RCALUCP). The project was reviewed by the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) on
November 12, 2015 to ensure that the project is consistent with the compatibility zone as well as in compliance
with the land use standards in the RCALUP. The project proposes a total of 36 residential units on 2.96 acres for
a density of 12.2 dwelling units per acre, which is consistent with the Zone D residential density criteria.
Compatibility Zone D requires that 10% of area within major projects (10 acres or larger) be set aside as open
area that could potentially serve as emergency landing areas. Since the overall project size is less than 10 acres,
the open area requirement is not applicable to this project. In conjunction with adoption of the General Plan
2025, the City of Riverside amended its zoning ordinance to provide for Airport Protection Overlay Zones within
the Airport Influence Areas of airports for which Compatibility Zones based on the “A through E” system
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utilized in the 2004 Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan have been established. While the
land uses permitted by the proposed R-3-3,000 zone are consistent with a location in Compatibility Zone D,
application of the Airport Protection Overlay Zone suffix is recommended in order to assure that the ultimate
development will comply with Compatibility Zone D. This would further the objectives of promoting the
continued operations of Riverside Municipal Airport and maintaining public awareness of its proximity. The
Airport Protection Overlay Zone suffix for Zone D would be applied to the parcel (R-3-3,000-AP-D). The
proposed General Plan Amendment and Rezone are consistent with the General Plan 2025, Zoning Code,
Subdivision Code and Grading Code Development Standards. The project is not a project of Statewide,
Regional or Area wide Significance. As such, this project will have a less than significant impact directly,
indirectly or cumulatively.

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or [] [] [] X
natural community conservation plan?

10c.Response: (Source: General Plan 2025, General Plan 2025 - Figure LU-10 — Land Use Policy Map, Table LU-5
— Zoning/General Plan Consistency Matrix, Title 19 — Zoning Code, Title 18 — Subdivision Code, Title 7 — Noise
Code, Title 17 — Grading Code, Title 20 — Cultural Resources Code, Title 16 — Buildings and Construction and
Citywide Design and Sign Guidelines)

No Impact. The project site is located on a previously developed/improved site within an urbanized area and
will not impact an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan directly, indirectly and cumulatively. Therefore, the
project will have no impact on the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan.

11. MINERAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:

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

11a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure — OS-1 — Mineral Resources)

No Impact. The project does not involve extraction of mineral resources or grading activity. No mineral
resources have been identified on the project site and there is no historical use of the site or surrounding area for
mineral extraction purposes. The project site is not, nor is it adjacent to, a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated in the General Plan 2025, specific plan or other land use plan. Therefore, the project
will have no impact on mineral resources directly, indirectly or cumulatively.

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

11b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure — OS-1 — Mineral Resources)

No Impact. The project site, located within a fully urbanized area of the City of Riverside, is surrounded by
residential uses. The General Plan, Managing Our Land Supply chapter, describes the importance of
conservation of significant mineral deposits. The project site and majority of the adjacent lands are located
within an MRZ-3 zone, where the significance of mineral deposits cannot be determined. To the west of
the site is an area designated as MRZ-2, areas where geologic data indicate that significant PCC-Grade

Environmental Initial Study 36 P15-0862, P15-0863, P15-0864, P15-0865, P15-0866 & P16-0647




ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING g."gte_r}t_‘a“yt QZSS_fTha”t SL_ZSS_fT_hant | No
ignifican ignifican ignifican mpact
INFORMATION SOURCEYS): Impact Mi\tfi\g;?ion Impact
Incorporated

aggregate resources are present. These properties are fully developed with residential uses. Mineral production
is not compatible with the project area due to urbanization and location of residential uses near the project site.
Development would not result in the loss of a known mineral resource. No impact would occur.

12. NOISE.

Would the project result in:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in [] [] X []
excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

12a. Response: (Source: General Plan Figure N-1 — 2003 Roadway Noise, Figure N-5 — 2025 Roadway Noise,
Figure N-8 — Riverside and Flabob Airport Noise Contours, Figure N-10 — Noise/Land Use Noise Compatibility
Criteria, FPEIR Table 5.11-1 — Existing and Future Noise Contour Comparison, Table 5.11-E - Interior and
Exterior Noise Standards, Appendix G — Noise Existing Conditions Report, Title 7 — Noise Code, Kunzman
Associates, Inc., Interior Noise Assessment for Harris Farm Project, September 30, 2015 and Kunzman
Associates, Inc., Exterior/Interior Noise Assessment for Harris Farm Project, January 13, 2016.)

Less Than Significant. An acoustical analysis was prepared for the project by Kunzman Associates, Inc. on
January 13, 2016. The acoustical analysis concludes that the project did not have the potential to expose persons
to or generate of noise levels in excess of standards established in the General Plan 2025 and Noise Code (Title
7). Units 1 thru 4 are located within the 65 dBA CNEL contour along Jefferson Street. The useable outdoor
areas are located at the rear of the building (opposite side from Jefferson Street). The architectural layout design
will reduce the noise level to 46.7 dBA CNEL. The level is below the City’s 55 dBA CNEL limit and therefore
no significant impact is anticipated. The daytime level will range between 42 to 45 dBA and the nighttime level
will be 38 dBA, which is below the City’s noise standards.

The building shell design was evaluated including the exterior/interior wall assembly design, the roof assembly
and windows for the proposed project based on typical residential construction techniques. The interior noise
level will be 39 dBA CNEL (when windows are closed) and typical building assembly construction techniques.
The project will therefore comply with the City of Riverside’s 45 dBA CNEL interior requirement. No further
mitigation is required. Therefore, the impacts are considered less than significant.

Construction noise is considered a short-term impact and would be considered significant if construction
activities are undertaken outside the allowable times as described by the City’s Municipal Code Title 7 (Noise
Control). Existing single-family detached residential dwelling units located to the south, west and east of the
project site may be affected by short-term noise impacts associated the transport of workers, the movement of
construction materials to and from the project site, ground clearing, excavation, grading, and building activities.

Project generated construction noise will vary depending on the construction process, type of equipment
involved, location of the construction site with respect to sensitive receptors, the schedule proposed to carry out
each task (e.g., hours and days of the week) and the duration of the construction work. Grading is expected to
produce the highest sustained construction noise levels. A likely worst-case construction noise scenario
assuming the use of the projected equipment was calculated using the Federal Highway Administration's
Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) assuming the use of a grader, a dozer, and two (2) excavators, two
(2) backhoes and a scrapper operating at 50 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor.

Assuming a usage factor of 40 percent for each piece of equipment, unmitigated noise levels at 50 feet would
reach 90 dBA Leq and 92 dBA Lmax at the nearest residential structures. Noise levels for the other construction

Environmental Initial Study 37 P15-0862, P15-0863, P15-0864, P15-0865, P15-0866 & P16-0647




ISSUES (AND SUPPORTING Porsntally | Lo Than | Les Than | o
Ignitican | nl_lcan Iignitican mpact
INFORMATION SOURCES): mpact | witn | impac

Incorporated
phases would be lower and range between 85 to 87 dBA. This assessment assumes construction equipment is
located at a distance of 50 feet from nearest residences. Staging of equipment will occur at distances further than
50 feet. The City has an exemption for construction which occurs during the allowable hours. Construction will
follow the allowable hours and therefore the impact would be less than significant.

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive [] [] X []
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
12b. Response: (Source: General Plan Figure N-1 — 2003 Roadway Noise, Figure N-5 — 2025 Roadway Noise,
Figure N-8 — Riverside and Flabob Airport Noise Contours, FPEIR Table 5.11-G - Vibration Source Levels For
Construction Equipment, Appendix G — Noise Existing Conditions Report.)

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction related activities although short term, are the most common
source of groundborne noise and vibration that could affect occupants of neighboring uses. A temporary
increase in noise and vibration levels may be noticed during project construction; however, these activities will
be subject to compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance and a less than significant short-term impact will
occur. Also, with the development and use for up to 36 dwelling units no long-term vibration impacts will occur.

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in [] [] X []
the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

12c. Response: (Source: General Plan Figure N-1 — 2003 Roadway Noise, Figure N-5 — 2025 Roadway Noise,
Figure N-8 — Riverside and Flabob Airport Noise Contours, Figure N-10 — Noise/Land Use Noise Compatibility
Criteria, FPEIR Table 5.11-1 — Existing and Future Noise Contour Comparison, Table 5.11-E - Interior and
Exterior Noise Standards, Appendix G — Noise Existing Conditions Report, Title 7 — Noise Code, Kunzman
Associates, Inc., Interior Noise Assessment for Harris Farm Project, September 30, 2015 and Kunzman
Associates, Inc., Exterior/Interior Noise Assessment for Harris Farm Project, January 13, 2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. To determine whether the proposed project would result in a permanent
increase in ambient noise levels, a noise study was prepared by Kunzman Associates, Inc. on January 13, 2016.
The noise study concludes that permanent ambient noise levels in the project vicinity will not increase as a
result of the project. Impacts related to a permanent increase in ambient noise levels will be less than

significant directly, indirectly and cumulatively.

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient [] [] X []
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing

without the project?
12d. Response: (Source: FPEIR Table 5.11-J — Construction Equipment Noise Levels, Appendix G — Noise Existing
Conditions Report Kunzman Associates, Inc., Interior Noise Assessment for Harris Farm Project, September
30, 2015 and Kunzman Associates, Inc., Exterior/Interior Noise Assessment for Harris Farm Project, January

13, 2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. The primary source of temporary or periodic noise associated with the
proposed project is from construction activity and maintenance work. Construction noise typically involves the
loudest common urban noise events associated with building demolition, grading, construction, large diesel
engines, truck deliveries and hauling. Both the General Plan 2025 and Municipal Code Title 7 (Noise Code)
limit construction activities to specific times and days of the week and during those specified times,
construction activity is subject to the noise standards provided in the Title 7. Considering the short-term nature
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of construction and the provisions of the Noise Code, the temporary and periodic increase in noise levels due to
the construction which may result from the project are considered less than significant directly, indirectly and
cumulatively.

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, [] [] X []
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?

12e. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure N-8 — Riverside and Flabob Airport Noise Contours, Figure N-
10 — Noise/Land Use Noise Compatibility Criteria, RCALUCP, County of Riverside Airport Land Use
Commission Staff Report dated November 12, 2015.)

Less Than Significant Impact. Although the proposed project is located within the Riverside Municipal Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan Zone D, the proposed project is not located within any of the airport noise contour
areas as depicted on Figures N-8 of the Noise Element of the General Plan 2025. The ALUC determined that
site is located outside the 55 dB (A) CNEL contour from Riverside Municipal Airport. For this reason, the
project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels related to
airport noise. Therefore, impacts will be less than significant directly, indirectly and cumulatively on people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels.

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

12f. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-6 — Airport Safety Zones and Influence Areas, RCALUCP)

No Impact. Per the GP 2025 Program FPEIR, there are no private airstrips within the City that would expose
people working or residing in the City to excessive noise levels. Because the proposed project consists of
development anticipated under the General Plan 2025, is not located within proximity of a private airstrip, and
does not propose a private airstrip, the project will not expose people residing or working in the City to
excessive noise levels related to a private airstrip and would have no impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively.

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING.
Would the project:

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

13a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Table LU-3 — Land Use Designations, FPEIR Table 5.12-A — SCAG
Population and Households Forecast, Table 5.12-B — General Plan Population and Employment Projections—
2025, Table 5.12-C — 2025 General Plan and SCAG Comparisons, Table 5.12-D - General Plan Housing
Projections 2025, Capital Improvement Program and SCAG’s RCP, RTP and State of California, Department
of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State — January 1, 2011- 2016.
Sacramento, California, May 2016)

Less Than Significant Impact. The project consists of a General Plan Amendment, Zone Change,
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Tentative Tract Map, Site Plan and Design Review to allow the development of 36 residential units on the
2.96-net acre site. Using the General Plan factor of 3.2 persons per household, the project would generate
115 new residents in the City. The project site is an infill project in an area where existing residential already
exists. The 115 new residents would represent a less than one percent increase to the City’s current
population. Therefore, the proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in the area either
by building a large number of new dwellings or by extending infrastructure into an area not previously served.
The project is directly bringing jobs during construction. Project employment represents approximately less
than one percent of the city’s project growth which is not substantial and is within the employment growth
assumptions for the city. Due to the urban nature of the City and surrounding area, this potential minimal
increase in population is expected to be accommodated by existing housing in the City and neighboring
communities. Impacts will be less than significant.

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, [] [] X []
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

13b. Response: (Source: CADME Land Use Layer ,

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is occupied with one single-family residence. This structure
will be demolished and replaced with the proposed 36 dwelling units. Replacement housing will not need to be
constructed elsewhere as the proposal will not result in the displacement of substantial numbers of existing
housing. Impacts to housing will be less than significant.

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the [] [] X []
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

13c. Response: (Source: CADME Land Use Layer)

Less Than Significant Impact. Displacement, in the context of housing, can generally be defined as persons or
groups of persons who have been forced or obliged to flee or to leave their homes or places of habitual residence
according to The Brookings Institute’s Handbook for Applying the Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement
published in 1999. There is one existing dwelling located on the project site, and therefore approximately 6
residents using the General Plan’s factor of an average of 3.2 persons per household. The owners of the
properties are in agreement with the proposed development requests. As such, there is no forced or obliged
removal of persons, and therefore no displacement. Impacts to housing will be less than significant.

14.PUBLIC SERVICES.

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? [] ‘ [] | X | []
14a. Response: (Source: FPEIR Table 5.13-B — Fire Station Locations, Table 5.13-C — Riverside Fire Department
Statistics and Ordinance 5948 § 1)
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Less Than Significant Impact. The project consists of 36 residential units and accessory structures. Adequate
fire facilities and services are provided by Station #5 (Airport) located at 5883 Arlington Avenue, Riverside to
serve this project. The Station is approximately 0.7 miles to the northwest and an approximate 2 minute drive
time. The Station has a current operating apparatus of: one engine, one squad engine, and one command unit. Based
on the project’s close proximity to Station #5, service response goals for Riverside Fire Department in
respect to the project location will be met. The project is a proposed infill site. Therefore, the project would not
have a significant impact on fire response times and would not otherwise create a substantially greater need for
fire protection services than already exists. No new or expanded fire protection facilities would be required as a
result of this project. Impacts related to expansion of fire protection services will be less than significant.

b. Police protection? | ] ‘ L] | & | []

14b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-8 — Neighborhood Policing Centers)

Less Than Significant Impact. The project is an infill project of 36 residential units in an area that is
primarily residential development. The Riverside Police Department is located at 4102 Orange Avenue in
Downtown Riverside. The department consists of 555 persons including sworn officers and unsworn
support staff. Based on a family of 3.2 persons in each home, the proposed project has the potential to
increase the population of the City by 115 residents. Funding for services by the Department is derived from
the City’s General Fund, and state and federal grants. The proposed residential development will not result in
any unique or more extensive crime problems that cannot be handled with the existing level of police resources.
No new or expanded police facilities would need to be constructed as a result of this project. In addition, with
implementation of General Plan 2025 policies, compliance with existing codes and standards and through
Police Department practices; impacts related to expansion of police protection services will be less than
significant.

c. Schools? | [] ‘ [] | X | []

14c. Response: (Source: FPEIR Figure 5.13-2 — RUSD Boundaries, Table 5.13-D — RUSD, Table 5.13-G — Student
Generation for RUSD and AUSD By Education Level, and Great!Schools Website,
www.greatschools.org/school-district-boundaries-map/, and Riverside Unified School District Website,
www.rusdlink.org, accessed August 3, 2016.)

Less Than Significant Impact. This project is located within the Riverside Unified School
District’s (RUSD) service area. Schools that would serve the site are Jefferson Elementary School,
Sierra Middle School, and Ramona High School. Based on the estimated student generation rates provided
by the RUSD, it is estimated that the project could generate 27 students in the RUSD. There would be 18
elementary aged children (0.5 x 36), 3 middle school students (0.09 x 36) and 6 high school students (0.17 x 36)
generated by this proposed project. These students may or may not be totally new to the district; families
may relocate to the proposed development from other parts of the district, merely shifting the student population
from other areas of the District.

Pursuant to the Leroy F. Green School Facilities Act (AB 2926), the project proponent will be required to pay
developer fees prior to the issuance of building permits. The RUSD charges a Level 1 Residential Developer
Fee in the amount of $3.48 per square foot to mitigate for students generated from new residential
developments. This fee will help support provision of school services for the community as a whole.
According to AB 2926, payment of developer fees constitutes adequate mitigation for any project-related
impacts to school facilities. Impacts to the school facilities will be less than significant.
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d. Parks? | [] ‘ [] | X | []

14d. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PR-1 — Parks, Open Spaces and Trails, Table PR-4 — Park and
Recreation Facilities, Parks Master Plan 2003, GP 2025 FPEIR Table 5.14-A — Park and Recreation Facility
Types, and Table 5.14-C — Park and Recreation Facilities Funded in the Riverside Renaissance Initiative)

Less Than Significant Impact. Demand for park and recreational facilities are generally the direct result of
residential development. The project will contribute a total of 115 new residents. The project will be providing
open space amenities including a pool, an outdoor dining space, multi-use open space areas and a community
garden. Don Jones Park, a 5.78-acre neighborhood park, is approximately 700 feet south of the site on the east
side of Jefferson Street. Additional open space and sports fields are available at Jefferson Elementary School and
Ramona High School. No substantial demand for park and recreation facilities will result. With implementation
of General Plan 2025 policies, compliance with existing codes and standards, and through Park, Recreation and
Community Services practices, there will be less than significant impacts on the demand for additional park
facilities or services either directly, indirectly or cumulatively.

. Other public facilities? O ] O | X [ O

14e. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure LU-8 — Community Facilities, FPEIR Figure 5.13-5 - Library
Facilities, Figure 5.13-6 - Community Centers, Table 5.3-F — Riverside Community Centers, Table 5.13-H —
Riverside Public Library Service Standards)

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project, 36-unit residential use, will result in a limited population
growth; however, will not require expansion of any other public services such as libraries or hospitals. The
closest public library to the project site is the Arlington Branch, located at 9556 Magnolia Avenue, Riverside which
is approximately 2.6 miles southwest of the site. The project is not anticipated to impact the libraries in the
community because an increase in the population of up to 115 people would represent less than one percent of the
City’s estimated 2016 population. No substantial demand for other services or facilities will result. Impacts
will be less than significant.

15. RECREATION.

a.  Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood [] [] X []
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

15a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PR-1 — Parks, Open Spaces and Trails, Table PR-4 — Park and
Recreation Facilities, Figure CCM-6 — Master plan of Trails and Bikeways, Parks Master Plan 2003, FPEIR
Table 5.14-A — Park and Recreation Facility Types, and Table 5.14-C — Park and Recreation Facilities Funded
in the Riverside Renaissance Initiative, Table 5.14-D — Inventory of Existing Community Centers, Riverside
Municipal Code Chapter 16.60 - Local Park Development Fees, Bicycle Master Plan May 2007)

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed 36-residential dwelling unit project would result
in an increase in population of approximately 115 persons based on a family of 3.2 persons. Therefore, the
demand for recreation facilities will grow. The proposed project will construct open space amenities including a
swimming pool, an outdoor dining space; common open space areas, community garden and children’s play area.
These recreational facilities are part of the entire proposed project. The recreational facilities are anticipated to have a
less than significant impact on the environment. This project will incrementally increase the use of some types of
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recreational facilities in the city of Riverside.

The developer must pay development impact fees for the City’s parks based on the number of dwelling units in
the subdivision. Because of the relatively small size of the project site (2.96 acres) and its location within an area
surrounded with residential uses. The proposed project will provide some recreation open space within the
development that has potential to offset impacts on City parks. Also, the developer will pay Quimby fees to
reduce impacts addition resident will have on community parks. The Quimby Act of 1975 requires cities to
pass ordinances requiring that developers set aside land, donate conservation easements, or pay fees for
park improvements. Revenues generated through the Quimby Act cannot be used for the operation and
maintenance of park facilities. The City’s recreation department offers programs that can be used by residents
for a fee (the cost is dependent on the type of class/program and length of the class/program). Therefore, the
project’s impact on the City’s park and recreation facilities and programs would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required.

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

15b. Response: (Source: Project Site Plans)

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is 36-unit residential development and does include
outdoor recreational facilities including community garden, children’s play area and pool. It does not necessitate
expansion of existing outdoor recreational facilities. Therefore, there will be no adverse physical effect on the
environment caused by expansion or construction of outdoor recreational facilities. Impacts would not be
considered significant.

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.
Would the project result in:

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

16a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure CCM-4 — Master Plan of Roadways, FPEIR Figure 5.15-4 —
Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ratio and Level of Service (LOS) (Typical 2025), Table 5.15-D — Existing and
Future Trip Generation Estimates, Table 5.15-H — Existing and Typical Density Scenario Intersection Levels
of Service, Table 5.15-1 — Conceptual General Plan Intersection Improvement Recommendations, Table 5.15-J
— Current Status of Roadways Projected to Operate at LOS E or F in 2025, Appendix H — Circulation Element
Traffic Study and Traffic Study Appendix, SCAG’s RTP, and Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), 2011 Riverside County Congestion Management Program, December 14, 2011.)

Less than Significant Impact. The project trip generation is based upon rates obtained from the Institute of
Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012. The proposed project is forecast to
generate approximately 343 daily vehicle trips, 27 trips of which will occur during the morning peak hour and 36
trips of which will occur during the evening peak hour. Roadway capacity is adequate to accommodate the
projected traffic volumes, of the proposed project. As determined by the City Traffic Engineer, the proposed
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project will operate at with an acceptable LOS. Therefore, the increase in traffic in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system is less than significant directly, indirectly or cumulatively.

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management [] [] [] X
program, including but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?

16b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure CCM-4 — Master Plan of Roadways, FPEIR Figure 5.15-4 —
Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ratio and Level of Service (LOS) (Typical 2025), Table 5.15-D — Existing and
Future Trip Generation Estimates, Table 5.15-H — Existing and Typical Density Scenario Intersection Levels
of Service, Table 5.15-1 — Conceptual General Plan Intersection Improvement Recommendations, Table 5.15-J
— Current Status of Roadways Projected to Operate at LOS E or F in 2025, Table 5.15.-K — Freeway Analysis
Proposed General Plan, Appendix H — Circulation Element Traffic Study and Traffic Study Appendix,
SCAG’s RTP, and RCTC’s2011 Congestion Management Plan)

No Impact. The project site does not include a state highway or principal arterial within Riverside County’s
Congestion Management Program (CMP) and the project is consistent with the Transportation Demand
Management/Air Quality components of the Program; therefore, there is no impact either directly, indirectly or
cumulatively to the CMP.

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an [] [] [] X
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results
in substantial safety risks?
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16¢. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PS-6 — Airport Safety Zones and Influence Areas, RCALUCP
and County of Riverside Airport Land Use Commission Staff Report dated November 12, 2015.)

No Impact. The proposed project is located in Zone D of RCALUCP for Riverside Municipal Airport and has
been to the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for review and approval. The ALUC has conditioned the
project to ensure greater compatibility and safety with the Riverside Municipal Airport. Although it is located
within an airport influence area, the ALUC found that Compatibility Zone D allows residential densities at or
above 5.0 dwelling units per acre. The project proposes a total of 36 residential units on 2.96 acres for a density
of 12.2 dwelling units per acre, which is consistent with the Zone D residential density criteria.

The project is located approximately 5,100 feet southeasterly of the southeasterly end of Runway 9-27 at
Riverside Municipal Airport. The elevation of Runway 9-27 at its southeasterly terminus is 816 feet above
mean sea level (AMSL). At the closest point of the site, structures with a top point elevation of 867 feet AMSL
or greater would require notification to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Obstruction Evaluation
Service. Additionally, although the southerly end of Runway 16-34 is further from the site at approximately
8,540 feet, due to the substantially lower elevation of the southerly end of Runway 16-34 at 747.5 feet AMSL,
this is analyzed as well. Based on the site distance and runway elevation, structures with a top point elevation
of 832.9 feet AMSL or greater would require notification to the FAA Obstruction Evaluation Service. The
project proposes a maximum pad elevation of 782.79 feet AMSL and a maximum building height of 29.5 feet
for a maximum elevation of 812.29 feet AMSL. Therefore, review by the Federal Aviation Administration
Obstruction Evaluation Service was not required for either Runway 9-27 or 16-34. Compliance with these
conditions will ensure that the project will not change air traffic patterns, increase air traffic levels or change the
location of air traffic patterns. As such, this project will have a no impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively on
air traffic patterns.

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

16d. Response: (Source: Project Site Plans)

No Impact. A significant impact would occur if the proposed project substantially increased an existing hazardous
design feature or introduced incompatible uses to the existing traffic pattern. Access to the project site is proposed
via a private road from Jefferson Street. The design of the proposed project would comply with all applicable City
regulations. Furthermore, the proposed project does not involve changes in the alignment of Jefferson Street which
is adjacent to the project site. Where the project site meets Jefferson Street, the roadway is at grade with the project
site. No line of sight issues will occur due to undulations in the road. Sight distance at the project access shall
comply with standard California Department of Transportation and City of Riverside sight distance standards.
The final grading, landscaping, and street improvement plans shall demonstrate that sight distance standards are
met. Such plans must be reviewed by the City and approved as consistent with this measure prior to issue of
grading permits. The applicant will be constructing roadway improvements along Jefferson Street including
landscaping and parkway improvements in conjunction with development, as necessary. The project design will
be in accordance with City standards and, therefore, there will be no impact cause by hazardous design features.

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? | [] ‘ [] | X | []
16e. Response: (Source: California Department of Transportation Highway Design Manual, Municipal Code, and
Fire Code.)

Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if the design of the proposed project would not
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satisfy emergency access requirements of the Riverside Fire Department or in any other way threaten the ability of
emergency vehicles to access and serve the project site or adjacent uses. The proposed project would not result in
inadequate emergency access. As discussed above, access to the project site is proposed via a private roadway off
Jefferson Street. The drive aisles are of sufficient width to provide access to fire and emergency vehicles and are
consistent with the California Fire Code. All access features are subject to and must satisfy the City of Riverside
and Riverside Fire Department design requirements. This project would not result in adverse impacts with regard
to emergency access.

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

16f. Response: (Source: FPEIR, General Plan 2025 Land Use and Urban Design, Circulation and Community
Mobility and Education Elements, Bicycle Master Plan, School Safety Program — Walk Safe! — Drive Safe!)

No Impact. The project, as designed, does not create conflicts with adopted policies, plans or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks). The project will be providing sidewalks
along the project frontage to allow for connections to nearby schools and parks. As such, the project will have
no impact directly, indirectly or cumulatively on adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation.

17. UTILITIES AND SYSTEM SERVICES.
Would the project:

a. [Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable [] [] X []
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

17a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Figure PF-2 — Sewer Facilities Map, FPEIR Figure 5.16-5 — Sewer
Service Areas, Table 5.16-K - Estimated Future Wastewater Generation for the City of Riverside’s Sewer Service
Area, Figure 5.8-1 — Watersheds, Wastewater Integrated Master Plan and Certified EIR)

Less Than Significant Impact. All new development is required to comply with all provisions of the NPDES
program and the City’s Municipal Separate Sewer Permit (MS4), as enforced by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB). The proposed project could affect Regional Water Quality Control Board treatment
standards by increasing wastewater production, which would require expansion of existing facilities or
construction of new facilities. Exceeding the RWQCB treatment standards could result in contamination of
surface or ground waters with pollutants such as pathogens and nitrates. The addition of 36 residential
homes would typically generate 360 gallons per day per household. This is based on a rule of thumb of
water usage minus 10-15 percent for landscape irrigation.  For this project 10 percent was used assuming that
drought tolerant landscaping would be used in the tract. At 360 gpd, the new development would generate
approximately 12,960 gpd of wastewater. Wastewater conveyed from the site would undergo treatment in
accordance with applicable regulations, including the requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore, the proposed
project would not exceed applicable wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB with respect to
discharges to the sewer system or stormwater system within the City. Because the proposed project is required
to adhere to the above regulations related to wastewater treatment the project will have a less than significant
impact.

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

17b. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 Table PF-1 — RPU PROJECTED DOMESTIC WATER Supply (AC-FT/YR),
Table PF-2 — RPU Projected Water Demand, RPU, FPEIR Table 5.16-G — General Plan Projected Water
Demand for RPU Including Water Reliability for 2025, Table 5.16-K - Estimated Future Wastewater Generation
for the City of Riverside’s Sewer Service Area, Figure 5.16-4 — Water Facilities and Figure 5.16-6 — Sewer
Infrastructure and Wastewater Integrated Master Plan and Certified EIR.)

Less Than Significant Impact. The City operates its own municipal water supply and distribution system,
which provides water service to much of the city of Riverside, including the project site. Sections 10910-10915
of the State Water Code require the preparation of a water supply assessment (WSA) demonstrating sufficient
water supplies for any subdivision that involves the construction of more than 500 dwelling units, or the
equivalent thereof. As the project is below the established thresholds, no WSA is required. Water supply and
demand is discussed in more detail below; demand associated with the proposed project would not necessitate
expansion of existing water facilities or require new facilities. The project would not alter or impact any existing
water treatment facilities, and would not substantially increase demand so as to require expansion of existing or
new facilities.

There is an existing 12-inch sewer line in Jefferson Street to serve the project. A new 8-inch project water line
will connect to an existing line at Willow Avenue southerly of the subject parcel. Connections to local water and
sewer mains would involve temporary and less than significant construction impacts that would occur in
conjunction with other on-site improvements. No additional improvements are anticipated to either sewer lines
or treatment facilities to serve the proposed project. Standard connection fees will address any incremental
impacts of the proposed project. Therefore, the project will result in less than significant impacts as a result of
new or expanded water and wastewater treatment facilities.

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water [] [] X []
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

17c. Response: (Source: FPEIR Figure 5.16-2 - Drainage Facilities)

Less Than Significant Impact. Potentially significant impacts could occur as a result of this project if storm
water runoff was increased to a level that would require construction of new storm drainage facilities. As
discussed in the Hydrology section, the proposed project would not generate substantially increased runoff from
the site. The site will be constructing on-site storm drains with connections to the existing system. The increase
in stormwater flow would not lead to requiring the construction of new facilities or expansion of existing storm
drainage facilities; this level can be accommodated by existing storm drainage facilities.

The existing drainage condition/pattern is sheet flow across the site to Jefferson Street; this pattern will not
be preserved. Instead, runoff will be collected and rerouted to an onsite infiltration basin with an
overflow to Jefferson Street. The project incorporates site design, source controls and treatment control BMPs.
While this site has relatively unfavorable infiltration rates, the addition of amended soil in the infiltration basin
area is proposed. Infiltration/Percolation L/Os and other forms of natural drainage have been heavily
incorporated into the design and are the sole source of storm water treatment for this site. In addition to the
treatment control mentioned above, the applicant is proposing site design techniques and BMPs including
minimizing urban runoff, minimizing the impervious footprint, and removing directly connected impervious
areas. These technigues were obtained by maximizing permeable area, constructing to the minimum width and
minimizing hardscape, whenever possible.
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A NPDES permit will be required for the proposed project, which requires adoption of appropriate Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs). The proposed
project’s storm drainage system would include treatment methods, such as vegetated swales, to ensure the storm
water would be cleaned and retained onsite to a level equal to or greater than the NPDES mandates.
Implementation of BMPs would reduce pollutants in stormwater and urban runoff from the project site. The
proposed storm drainage system, in combination with the SWPPP and BMPs, must be designed to the satisfaction
of the City’s Public Works Director and in conformance with all applicable permits and regulations. The project
applicant/developer would be required to provide all necessary on-site infrastructure. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation beyond compliance with existing laws is required.

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

17d. Response: (Source: FPEIR Figure 5.16-3 — Water Service Areas, Figure 5.16-4 — Water Facilities, Table 5.16-
E — RPU Projected Domestic Water Supply (AC-FT/YR, Table 5.16-F — Projected Water Demand, Table 5.16-G
— General Plan Projected Water Demand for RPU including Water Reliability for 2025, RPU Master Plan)

Less Than Significant Impact. The project, with 36 residential units, would use approximately 14,400
gallons per day (gpd), estimating 400 gpd per household, or 5,256,000 gallons per year. The proposed project
would generate a marginal increase in additional demand for water, relative to overall existing citywide demand.
As the Urban Water Management Plan anticipates an overall increase in demand associated with development in
the area over 2010 conditions, and the water demand for this project is within that demand assumption, impacts
would be less than significant. There are sufficient water supplies in the City to meet the project’s estimated
water demand. The project would not substantially deplete water supplies, and the project would have a less than
significant impact on entitled water supplies.

The project would be required to comply with Chapter 19.570 (Water Efficient Landscaping) of the City of
Riverside Municipal Code, which would lessen the project’s demand for water resources. Also, CBC Title 24
water efficiency measures require a demonstrated 20 percent reduction in the use of potable water. The project’s
landscaping plans include drought tolerant landscaping materials. Compliance with Title 24 and the City’s
Water Conservation in Landscaping and Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinances will reduce the proposed
project’s impacts to groundwater supplies to a level of less than significant.

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment [] [] [] X
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?

17e. Response: (Source: FPEIR Figure 5.16-5 - Sewer Service Areas, Figure 5.16-6 -Sewer Infrastructure, Table
5.16-K - Estimated Future Wastewater Generation for the City of Riverside’s Sewer Service Area, and
Wastewater Integrated Master Plan and Certified EIR)

No Impact. The project will not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of (Regional Water Quality Control
Board). The project is consistent with the General Plan 2025 Typical Growth Scenario where future wastewater
generation was determined to be adequate (see Table 5.16-K of the General Plan 2025 Final PEIR). Further, the
current Wastewater Treatment Master Plan anticipates and provides for this type of project. Therefore, no
impact to wastewater treatment directly, indirectly or cumulatively will occur.
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f.  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to [] [] X []
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

17f. Response: (Source: FPEIR Table 5.16-A — Existing Landfills and Table 5.16-M — Estimated Future Solid Waste
Generation from the Planning Area)

Less Than Significant Impact. Significant impacts could occur if the proposed project will exceed the existing
permitted landfill capacity or violates federal, state, and local statutes and regulations.

Solid waste generated during construction and post construction will be managed by the applicant’s contractor.
A waste management plan will be developed with the General Contractor and appropriate third party recycling
vendor for the project so that 50 percent of construction wastes are recycled or salvaged. All non-hazardous
solid waste collected is taken to the Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station, which is owned by the County of
Riverside and operated under a 20-year franchise by a private company. Waste is then transferred to the
Badlands Landfill for disposal. The 36 homes that would be built would have solid waste service provided.
The USEPA has estimated that in the United States, a typical person will generate 4.4 pounds of solid waste per
day. Using the average of 3.2 persons per household for the 36 new homes, approximately 507 pounds per
day would be generated. The USEPA has also estimated that approximately 1.53 pounds of every 4.4
pounds generated are recycled. The remaining solid waste would go to the landfill. The City of Riverside is
committed to meeting the goals of SB 939 with regard to meeting the State’s goal of 50 percent diversion of
solid waste from landfills. In order to meet this goal and also continue to accommodate additional population
growth in the region, cities counties and waste managers must increase the amount of source reduction,
recycling and composting that can be done. Therefore this impact would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and [] [] [] X
regulations related to solid waste?

17g. Response: (Source: California Integrated Waste Management Board 2002 Landfill Facility Compliance Study)

No Impact. The California Integrated Waste Management Act under the Public Resource Code requires that
local jurisdictions divert at least 50% of all solid waste generated by January 1, 2000. The City is currently
achieving a 60% diversion rate, well above State requirements. In addition, the California Green Building Code
requires all developments to divert 50% of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris for all projects
and 100% of excavated soil and land clearing debris for all non-residential projects beginning January 1, 2011.
The proposed project must comply with the City’s waste disposal requirements as well as the California Green
Building Code and as such would not conflict with any Federal, State, or local regulations related to solid waste.
Therefore, no impacts related to solid waste statutes will occur directly, indirectly or cumulatively.
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18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

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

18a. Response: (Source: General Plan 2025 — Figure OS-6 — Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Core Reserve and Other
Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP), Figure OS-7 — MSHCP Cores and Linkages, Figure OS-8 — MSHCP Cell
Areas, General Plan 2025 FPEIR Figure 5.4-2 — MSHCP Area Plans, Figure 5.4-4 - MSHCP Criteria Cells and
Subunit Areas, Figure 5.4-6 — MSHCP Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area, Figure 5.4-7 — MSHCP
Criteria Area Species Survey Area, Figure 5.4-8 — MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area, MSHCP Section 6.1.2
- Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, Figure 5.5-1 - Archaeological
Sensitivity, Figure 5.5-2 - Prehistoric Cultural Resources Sensitivity, Appendix D, Title 20 of the Riverside
Municipal Code, and JM Research and Consulting, Cultural Resources Assessment for the Proposed Harris
Farm Townhome Project 4105 Jefferson Street, Riverside, County of Riverside, October 2015.)

Less Than Significant. The proposed project would not substantially impact any scenic vistas, scenic resources,
or the visual character of the area, and would not result in excessive light or glare. The project site is located
within an urbanized area with no natural habitat. The project would not significantly impact any sensitive plants,
plant communities, fish, wildlife or habitat for any sensitive species. The environmental analysis concludes that
impacts related to emissions of criteria pollutants and other air quality impacts will be less than significant.
Impacts related to climate change and hydrology and water quality will be less than significant. Based on the
preceding analysis of potential impacts in the responses, no evidence is presented that this project would degrade
the quality of the environment. The City hereby finds that impacts related to degradation of the environment,
biological resources, and cultural resources will be less than significant.

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

18b. Response: (Source: FPEIR Section 6 — Long-Term Effects/ Cumulative Impacts for the General Plan 2025
Program)

Less Than Significant. Cumulative impacts can result from the interactions of environmental changes resulting
from one proposed project with changes resulting from other past, present, and future projects that affect the
same resources, utilities and infrastructure systems, public services, transportation network elements, air basin,
watershed, or other physical conditions. Such impacts could be short-term and temporary, usually consisting of
overlapping construction impacts, as well as long term, due to the permanent land use changes involved in the
project.

The proposed development will generally result in less than significant environmental impacts as discussed
herein. Short-term impacts related to noise will be less than significant and therefore will not contribute
substantially to any other concurrent construction programs that may be occurring in the vicinity. Short-term
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impacts related to pollutant emissions will be less than significant and will not exceed maximum thresholds.

The proposed project would not significantly cumulatively affect the environment. Water supplies have been
studied in the Urban Water Management Plan, and the above cumulative projects are consistent with UWMP
level of development assumptions. Continued efforts towards water conservation, as required by State law,
would reduce water demands; the project would result in a less than significant cumulative impact on water
supply and other resources. The proposed project would not result in any significant traffic impacts to traffic or
transportation. Based on the CalEEMod runs, air quality could be affected in the short-term during
construction, but long-term cumulative effects will have a less than significant impact on air quality.
Adherence to all conditions recommended, the cumulative impacts can be mitigated to less than significant
levels.

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

18c. Response: (Source: FPEIR Section 5 — Environmental Impact Analysis for the General Plan 2025 Program)

Less Than Significant. Based on the analysis of the proposed project’s impacts in the responses, there is no
indication that this project could result in substantial adverse effects on human beings. While there would be a
variety of temporary adverse effects during construction related to noise and criteria pollutant emission these
would be minimized to acceptable levels through implementation of routine construction control measures.
Long-term effects would include increased vehicular traffic, traffic-related noise, periodic on-site operational
noise, minor changes to on-site drainage, and changing of the visual character of the site. Projected emission
levels would be below the thresholds of significance recommended by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District. Project-related traffic would represent a small percentage increase in traffic volumes along nearby
roadways and would have a less-than-significant impact on roadway noise levels. Based on the analysis in this
Initial Study, the City finds that direct and indirect impacts to human beings will be less than significant.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21087, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21082.1, 21083, 21083.3,
21093, 21094, 21151, Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal.App.3d 296 (1988); Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors,
222 Cal.App.3d 1337 (1990).
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Appendix A:  Tentative Map, Utility Plan, Site Plan and Landscape Plans

Appendix B:  Architectural Submittal

Appendix C:  Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data

Appendix D:  Geology/Hydrology Information including Preliminary Soils Investigation, Soil
Infiltration Testing, and Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan

Appendix E:  Phase | Environmental Site Assessment

Appendix F:  Noise Impact Assessments

Appendix G:  Cultural Resource Assessment (under separate cover)
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9 3 7 3 435 S.F. 671 S.F.
70 3 3 4 522 S.F. 671 S.F.
77 7 3 4 508 S.F. 671 S.F.
72 7 2 3 570 S.F. 671 S.F.
3 7 7 3 464 S.F. 671 S.F.
74 7 2 3 906 S.F. 671 S.F.
75 5 3 4 8071 S.F. 671 S.F.
76 5 2 3 567 S.F. 671 S.F.
77 5 7 3 650 S.F. 671 S.F.
18 5 3 4 570 S.F. 671 SF
79 6 2 3 7718 S.F. 671 SF
20 6 3 4 848 S.F. 671 SF
27 7 3 4 847 S.F. 671 SF
22 7 2 3 679 SF. 671 S.F.
23 7 7 3 697 S.F. 671 S.F.
24 7 2 3 7.304 S.F. 671 S.F.
25 8 3 4 446 SF. 671 S.F.
26 8 2 3 545 S.F. 671 S.F.
27 8 7 3 626 S.F. 671 S.F.
28 8 2 3 746 S.F. 671 S.F.
29 9 3 4 645 S.F. 671 S.F.
30 9 2 3 553 S.F. 671 S.F.
37 9 7 3 609 S.F. 671 S.F.
32 9 2 3 646 S.F. 671 S.F.
33 70 3 4 268 S.F. 671 S.F.
34 70 2 3 264 S.F. 671 S.F.
35 70 7 3 336 S.F. 671 S.F.
36 70 4 3 203 S.F. 671 S.F.
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