














 
 

 
ADDENDUM NO. 1 – Larry D. Smith Correctional Facility Phase III Expansion Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
On October 2, 2007, the Riverside County Board of Supervisor’s adopted Motion Order No. 3.22 
adopting the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Larry D. Smith (LDS) Correctional Facility Phase III 
Expansion, located in the city of Banning, County of Riverside, California (figure 1).  The Initial Study and 
Mitigated Negative Declaration evaluated the impacts of expanding the already existing LDS 
Correctional Facility with the construction of three single-level mezzanine units all having two-man 
cell/dayroom configurations capable of accommodating up to 582 inmates and would bring the total 
capacity of the correctional facility to approximately 1,518 inmates.  Also, a central Heating Ventilation 
and Air Conditioning (HVAC) plant would be constructed as part of the expansion project. 
 
The purpose of this addendum is to address the need for additional inmate space to expand the existing 
project site which is consistent with the original project build out since the Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration was prepared in August 2007.  This Addendum addresses the additional space 
needed and State funding required to expand the original project build out. 
 
STATUTORY BACKGROUND 
 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an addendum to a certified Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) or a Negative Declaration is needed if minor technical changes or modifications to 
the proposed project occur (CEQA Guidelines §15164).  An addendum is appropriate only if these minor 
technical changes or modifications do not result in any new significant impacts or a substantial increase 
in severity of previously identified significant impacts.  The addendum need not be circulated for public 
review (CEQA Guidelines §15164[c]); however, an addendum is to be considered along by the decision-
making body prior to making a decision on the project (CEQA Guidelines §15164[d]). 
 
This Mitigated Negative Declaration Addendum demonstrates that the environmental analysis, impacts, 
and mitigation requirements identified in the Larry D. Smith (LDS) Correctional Facility Phase III 
Expansion Mitigated Negative Declaration remain substantively unchanged by the situation described 
herein, and supports the finding that the proposed project does not raise any new issues and does not 
exceed the level of impacts identified in the previous Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 
EVALUATION OF MODIFICATION 
 
The Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared in August 2007 evaluated the expansion 
of the LDS Correctional Facility with the construction of three single-level mezzanine units all having 
two-man cell/dayroom configurations capable of accommodating up to 582 inmates and would bring 
the total capacity of the correctional facility to approximately 1,518 inmates.  Also, a central Heating 
Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) plant would be constructed as part of the expansion project. 
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Since the adoption of the IS/MND, Riverside County is still in need of additional space to address the 
continued growing inmate population and meet the minimum standards required by the California Code 
of Regulations, and the Memorandum of Understanding between the County of Riverside and the City of 
Banning.  In order to meet this requirement, State funding is required for the original project build out 
of the already existing LDS Correctional Facility. 
 
The proposed LDS Correctional Facility No. 4 Project will result in the addition of approximately 582 new 
beds. The housing will be new construction and built to house all inmate classification levels. Adjacent 
support space will include programming and counseling space in the form of large and small classrooms.  
A highly efficient housing unit plan will be utilized to meet the needs of the inmate population and 
incorporates significant staff to inmate efficiencies.  Separate from the housing units, two new inmate 
training buildings will be built to provide hands on vocational training to the inmates.  Other necessary 
site construction will include a Central Plant facility to provide service to the new construction. In 
addition, a new fuel station will be built to replace the existing fuel station which must be demolished in 
order for the new construction to occur.  The proposed LDS Correctional Facility No. 4 Project is 
consistent with the original project build out of the site. 
 
SUMMARY AND FINDINGS 
 
In preparing this Addendum, all of the potential impacts identified on the CEQA “Environmental 
Checklist Form” were considered.  For all impact areas, a preliminary review indicated that the proposed 
project of consistent with mitigation already identified in the Larry D. Smith (LDS) Correctional Facility 
Phase III Expansion Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 
In summary, the analysis concludes that none of the conditions described in Section 15162 of the CEQA 
Guidelines calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR or Negative Declaration have occurred, and thus 
an Addendum to the Larry D. Smith (LDS) Correctional Facility Phase III Expansion Mitigated Negative 
Declaration is appropriate to satisfy CEQA requirements for the proposed project. 
 
APPLICABLE REPORTS IN CIRCULATION 
 
This addendum is written as an addition to the Larry D. Smith (LDS) Correctional Facility Phase III 
Expansion Mitigated Negative Declaration, certified October 2, 2007.  A copy of this document is 
available for review at the Riverside County Economic Development Agency, 3403 10th Street, Suite 400, 
Riverside, CA 92501. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 

FIGURE 1 - PROJECT LOCATION MAP 
 

 



 
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY / NOTICE OF INTENT TO  
  ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION   
 

Larry D. Smith Correctional Facility Phase III Expansion 
 
 

CEQA LEAD AGENCY AND CONTACT 
 
Riverside County Department of Facilities Management 
Claudia Steiding 
Senior Environmental Planner 
3133 Mission Inn Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92507 
(951) 955-8174 
 
PROJECT PROPONENT 
 
Riverside County Department of Facilities Management 
Claudia Steiding 
Senior Environmental Planner 
3133 Mission Inn Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92507 
(951) 955-8174 
 
PROPOSED FINDING 
 
Based upon the information contained in the Initial Study, the Riverside County Department of Facilities 
Management finds that there would not be a significant effect to the environment because the mitigation 
measures would be incorporated as part of the project.  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Riverside County is proposing to expand the Larry D. Smith Correctional Facility located near the City of 
Banning, Riverside County, California. The goal and objective of the Proposed Project is to address the 
growing inmate population in Riverside County and the need to meet the minimum standards required by 
the California Code of Regulations. The Riverside County Sheriff’s Department has determined the need 
for additional bed space at Smith Correctional Facility.   

 
The expansion project would include the construction of three single-level with mezzanine units all having 
two-man cell/dayroom configurations capable of accommodating up to 582 inmates and would bring the 
total capacity of the correctional facility to approximately 1,518 inmates. Currently there are 289 staff 
members.  The expansion would require the addition of approximately 266 additional staff for a total of 
555.  A central HVAC plant would be constructed as part of the expansion project. The footprint of the 
expansion would be approximately 139,000 square feet.  

 
Other facilities within the single-level unit include, staff offices, visiting rooms, dayrooms, and, on the main 
level of each unit, three enclosed recreation areas. The exterior of the proposed units would be different 
to the existing single-level units at the correctional facility (existing block walls versus tilt up concrete). 
The expansion site is located outside Banning city limits (APN 543-170-007) on property owned by the 
County of Riverside. There are no structures on this parcel. The expansion project is located immediately 
west of the existing correctional facility.  

 



The project area also includes temporary construction staging areas (APNs. 543-160-006 and 543-140-
022) north of Porter Street on County-owned property within Banning city limits. There are no structures 
on these parcels.  
  
PROJECT LOCATION 
  
The Proposed Project is located near the City of Banning, Riverside County, California at the base of the 
San Jacinto Mountains in the San Gorgonio Pass (as shown in Figure 1). The Proposed Project is located 
west of Hargrave Street and south of Porter Street. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
To be determined by the Lead Agency upon completion of the public review period. 
 
DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY 
The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is available for review at the following locations: 
 
City of Banning Library  
21 W. Nicolet St. 
Banning, CA 92220 
(951) 849-3192 
 

Riverside County  
Department of Facilities 
Management 
3313 Mission Inn Avenue 
Riverside, CA  92507 
(951) 955-8174 

Smith Correctional Facility 
1627 S. Hargrave Street  
Banning, CA 92220 
(951) 922-7300 

 
 
INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY:   
 
Chamber Group, Inc.    
Lisa Sander, Ph.D. 
Senior Environmental Planner 
302 Brookside Avenue    
Redlands, CA 92373 
(909) 335-7068      
 
FILING DATE:    July 9, 2007 
PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD:  July 10, 2007 to August 9, 2007 
DATED:    July 6, 2007 
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM: INITIAL STUDY 

 
Environmental Assessment (E.A.) Number:  EA 20063738 
Project Case Type (s) and Number(s):   Larry D. Smith Correctional Facility Phase III Expansion 
Lead Agency Name:   Department of Facilities Management  
Address:   3133 Mission Inn Ave, Riverside, CA 92507 
Contact Person:   Claudia Steiding, Senior Environmental Planner 
Telephone Number:   (951) 955-8174 
 
I. PROJECT INFORMATION 
 

A. Project Description:  
Riverside County is proposing to expand the Larry D. Smith Correctional Facility located near the 
City of Banning, Riverside County, California at the base of the San Jacinto Mountains in the San 
Gorgonio Pass (see Figures 1 and 2). The Proposed Project addresses the growing inmate 
population in Riverside County and the need to meet the minimum standards required by the 
California Code of Regulations. The Riverside County Sheriff’s Department has determined the 
need for additional bed space at Smith Correctional Facility.   

 
The expansion project would include the construction of three single-level with mezzanine units all 
having two-man cell/dayroom configurations capable of accommodating up to 582 inmates and 
would bring the total capacity of the correctional facility to approximately 1,518 inmates. Currently 
there are 289 staff members.  The expansion would require the addition of approximately 266 
additional staff for a total of 555.  A central HVAC plant would be constructed as part of the 
expansion project. The footprint of the expansion would be approximately 139,000 square feet (see 
Figure 3).  

 
Other facilities within the single-level unit include, staff offices, visiting rooms, dayrooms, and, on 
the main level of each unit, three enclosed recreation areas. The exterior of the proposed units 
would be different to the existing single-level units at the correctional facility (existing block walls 
versus tilt up concrete). The expansion site is located outside Banning city limits (APN 543-170-
007) on property owned by the County of Riverside. There are no structures on this parcel. The 
expansion project is located immediately west of the existing correctional facility.  
 
The project area also includes temporary construction staging areas (APNs 543-160-006 and 543-
140-022) north of Porter Street on County-owned property within Banning city limits. There are no 
structures on these parcels.  

 
B. Type of Project:   Site Specific ;     Countywide ;     Community ;     Policy . 

 
C. Total Project Area:   12.25 acres 

 
Residential Acres:   12.25 Lots:   3 Units:   3 Projected No. of Residents:   582 
Commercial Acres:         Lots:         Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area:   139,000 

sq. ft. 
Est. No. of Employees:   266 

Industrial Acres:         Lots:         Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area:         Est. No. of Employees:         
Other:            
 

D. Assessor’s Parcel No(s):   543-170-007, 543-160-006, 543-140-022 
 

E. Street References:  The Proposed Project is located west of Hargrave Street and south of Porter 
Street.   
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F. Section, Township & Range Description or reference/attach a Legal Description:   T3SR1E 

Sec 15 
 

G. Brief description of the existing environmental setting of the project site and its 
surroundings:  The Proposed Project site is located at the base of the foothills of San Jacinto 
Mountains in the San Gorgonio Pass. The site is located on a terrace in the flood plain of Smith 
Creek at an elevation of approximately 2,200 feet above sea level. The site is relatively planar and 
slopes to the southwest. Soils at the site consist of fine-grained alluvium with little gravel or cobble 
at the surface.  The site is bounded to the north by a vacant field, to the east by existing 
correctional facility buildings, and to the south and southwest by Smith Creek.   There are also 
several residences located north of the project site along Wesley Street.  The Proposed Project is 
located approximately 700 feet south of Wesley Street, 1,300 feet west of Hargrave Street, and 
800 feet east of Highway 243 (Figure 4). 

 
 
 

II. APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING REGULATIONS 
 

A. General Plan Elements/Policies: 
 

1. Land Use:  The Proposed Project would not require a change in zoning and is consistent with 
the character of existing land uses in the vicinity.  

 
2. Circulation:  The Proposed Project meets with all applicable circulation policies of the 

Riverside County General Plan.  
 

3. Multipurpose Open Space:  The Proposed Project meets all applicable Multipurpose Open 
Space element policies.  

 
4. Safety:  The Proposed Project site is located in a hazardous fire area and within 100-year flood 

zone.   Construction of the Proposed Project would be completed in compliance with the 
Uniform Building Code to address any potential seismic hazard. The Proposed Project has 
allowed for the sufficient provision of emergency response services.  

 
5. Noise:  The Proposed Project meets all applicable Noise element policies. 

 
6. Housing:  The Proposed Project meets with all applicable Housing element policies. 

 
7. Air Quality:  The Proposed Project contains measures to control fugitive dust during 

construction activities. The Proposed Project meets all other applicable Air Quality element 
policies.  

 
B. General Plan Area Plan(s): The Pass Area Plan 

 
C. Foundation Component(s):  N/A 

 
D. Land Use Designation(s):  Rural-Residential, Regulated Development Area  (R-R, R-D) 

 
E. Overlay(s), if any:  N/A 

 
F. Policy Area(s), if any: N/A 
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G. Adjacent and Surrounding Area Plan(s), Foundation Component(s), Land Use 

Designation(s), and Overlay(s) and Policy Area(s), if any:  The Pass Area Plan, Rural-
Residential, Regulated Development Area 

 
H. Adopted Specific Plan Information 

 
1. Name and Number of Specific Plan, if any: N/A 

 
2. Specific Plan Planning Area, and Policies, if any: N/A 

 
I. Existing Zoning: R-A (Residential-Agriculture) 

 
J. Proposed Zoning, if any: N/A 

 
K. Adjacent and Surrounding Zoning:  R-A (Residential-Agriculture) 

  
 
III. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below ( x ) would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Public Services 
 Agriculture Resources  Hydrology/Water Quality  Recreation 
 Air Quality  Land Use/Planning  Transportation/Traffic 
 Biological Resources  Mineral Resources  Utilities/Service Systems 
 Cultural Resources  Noise  Other 
 Geology/Soils  Population/Housing  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

   
IV. DETERMINATION 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 
A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS NOT 
PREPARED 

  I find that the Proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

  I find 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, described in this document, 
have been made or agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 

  I find that the Proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 
A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS PREPARED 

   I find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment 
NOTHING FURTHER IS REQUIRED because all potentially significant effects (a) have been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration pursuant to applicable legal 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. 

   I find that although all potentially significant effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier 
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ASSESSMENT 
 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 
21000-21178.1), this Initial Study has been prepared to analyze the Proposed Project to determine 
any potential significant impacts upon the environment that would result from construction and 
implementation of the project.  In accordance with California Code of Regulations, Section 15063, this 
Initial Study is a preliminary analysis prepared by the Lead Agency, the County of Riverside, in 
consultation with other jurisdictional agencies, to determine whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, or an Environmental Impact Report is required for the Proposed Project.  The 
purpose of this Initial Study is to inform the decision-makers, affected agencies, and the public of 
potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the Proposed Project. 
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AESTHETICS Would the project 

    

1. Scenic Resources 
a) Have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway 

corridor within which it is located? 

    

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings and unique or 
landmark features; obstruct any prominent scenic vista or 
view open to the public; or result in the creation of an 
aesthetically offensive site open to public view? 

    

Source:   Riverside County General Plan Figure C-7 “Scenic Highways”; ICF 
 
Findings of Fact:  a) The Proposed Project site is located north and northeast of Highway 243, a 
Designated State Scenic Highway. The Proposed Project would be of comparable size and character 
to other structures found in the surrounding project area. Impacts are considered less than significant.  
 
b) The project site is located approximately 0.25 miles from the base of the San Jacinto Mountains 
near the Banning City limit.  The design of the proposed single-level units would resemble in size, 
shape, and height the existing correctional facility housing units adjacent to the project site and would 
not damage scenic resources.   The proposed expansion units would contain a main-level with 
mezzanine; therefore, the Proposed Project would not obstruct any prominent scenic vista or view 
open to the public or create an aesthetically offensive site open to public view. No impact would occur.   
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
2. Mt. Palomar Observatory 

a) Interfere with the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar 
Observatory, as protected through Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 655? 
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Source:   GIS database, Ord. No. 655 (Regulating Light Pollution); RCIP  
 
Findings of Fact:  a) The Proposed Project is approximately 38 miles from Mt. Palomar Observatory. 
According to the RCIP, the project site is located within the 45-mile (Zone B) Special Lighting Area 
that surrounds Mt. Palomar Observatory. Ordinance No. 655 contains approved materials and 
methods of installation, definition, general requirements, requirements for lamp source and shielding, 
prohibitions, and exceptions. The Proposed Project would adhere to the lighting requirements of 
Riverside County Ordinance No. 655. Therefore, impacts from nighttime lighting would be less than 
significant.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
3. Other Lighting Issues 

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

    

     b)  Expose residential property to unacceptable light 
levels? 

    

 
Source: ICF; RCIP  
 
Findings of Fact:  a) The Proposed Project would introduce additional sources of nighttime light and 
glare into the area from security and outdoor lighting on the units. Using hoods and other design 
features on light fixtures within the Proposed Project can reduce spill of light onto surrounding 
properties. Inclusion of these design features in the project is addressed through standard County 
conditions of approval and permitting procedures. Impacts associated with glare will be reduced to 
below the level of significance.  
 
b) The residential units on the adjacent properties are located on Wesley Street north of the Proposed 
Project site. The residential units are approximately 0.15 mile from the proposed expansion units. The 
distance of the residential units and the use of hoods and other project design features per County 
standards would reduce light spill. Therefore, impacts from lighting to the surrounding residential uses 
are considered to be less than significant.   
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required.  
 
 
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES Would the project 
4. Agriculture 

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

Williamson Act (agricultural preserve) contract (Riv. Co. 
Agricultural Land Conservation Contract Maps)? 

    

c) Cause development of non-agricultural uses within 
300 feet of agriculturally zoned property (Ordinance No. 
625 “Right-to-Farm”)? 

    

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

    

 
Source:  Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-2 “Agricultural Resources”; RCIP; RCLIS 
 
Findings of Fact: a) According to the Riverside County General Plan, the Proposed Project site is not 
designated as a Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.  According 
to the Riverside County Land Information System, the project area is designated as Farmland of Local 
Importance.  The project site, however, is vacant and not currently used for agriculture. The 
southwestern portion of the project area is designated as grazing land. No impact would occur.  
 
b) The project site is zoned R-A (Residential-Agriculture) and is not in a Williamson Act contract. No 
impact would occur. 
 
c) The Proposed Project is in a residential area and would not cause development of non-agricultural 
uses within 300 feet of land zoned for primarily agricultural purposes.  
 
d) The project site is on land owned by the County of Riverside and is surrounded by pre-existing 
facilities and a combination of rural residential and vacant parcels. The project site is not listed as 
Farmland (see 4a); therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in conversion of Farmland to non-
agricultural uses. No impact would occur.   
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
AIR QUALITY Would the project 
5. Air Quality Impacts 

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

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 

    

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

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors which are located within 
1 mile of the project site to project substantial point source 
emissions? 
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e) Involve the construction of a sensitive receptor 
located within one mile of an existing substantial point 
source emitter? 

    

f) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

    

 
Source: SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook Table 6-2; ICF; SCAQMD 
 
Findings of Fact:   a) The project site lies in the South Coast Air Basin, a region under jurisdiction of 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  The Proposed Project would not 
conflict or obstruct implementation of the Basin’s Air Quality Management Plan.  Construction and 
operational emissions from the Proposed Project fall below the significance level (see 5 b-c). 
 
b-c) The Clean Air Act as amended {40 CFR Part 50} sets National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for six criteria pollutants: lead, particulate matter (PM), ozone (O3), sulfur dioxide (SO2), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and carbon monoxide (CO). In addition, California has established ambient air 
quality standards for three other criteria pollutants: hydrogen sulfide (H2S), sulfates, and visibility 
reducing particles (VRP). The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) {PRC § 21000 et seq.} 
requires consideration of all potential adverse environmental impacts of a project, along with 
alternatives and mitigation measures to eliminate or lessen those impacts. Air quality management is 
coordinated generally by the Air Resources Board with the assistance of local air districts. 
 
The project site lies in the South Coast Air Basin, a region (1) under jurisdiction of the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD), (2) determined as non-attainment of the Federal and State 
O3, PM10 (serious), and PM2.5 standards, (3) considered Federal serious non-attainment for CO but in 
attainment for State standards, and (4) unclassified for H2S and VRP. To help mitigate emissions from 
projects in the Basin and improve the above designations, the SCAQMD has prepared an Air Quality 
Analysis Guidance Handbook to help agencies determine the significance of construction and 
operation of projects relative to the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) developed for the region. 
Analysis of air quality impacts for this facility was performed using the most recent Localized 
Significance Threshold (LST) methodology in accordance with the Handbook. This methodology is 
appropriate given the estimated project footprint (approximately 0.3 acres (1,100 m2)) and the species 
considered: NOx, PM10, PM2.5, and CO.  
 
Potential air quality impacts from the project arise from both construction and operation of the 
Proposed Project.  
 
Construction-related impacts could result from fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5) and exhaust emissions 
from construction equipment.  Ground-disturbing activities for the project would be limited in scope 
and duration and would use appropriate mitigation techniques.  As a result, air quality impacts are 
expected to be minimal and short-term.  Impacts were estimated using the most recent version of 
SCAQMD’s sample construction scenario for a one acre site, with slight modifications to update 
emission factors to conservative, screening-level EMFAC2007 values for the current year, eliminate 
demolition emissions, scale the project footprint to the correct size, and update the significance 
thresholds to values representative of the closest receptor (25 m) and appropriate for the Banning 
area. As shown in Table 5.1, all construction activities are anticipated to have impacts below levels 
considered locally significant. 
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Table 5.1 Results of Significance Level Screening Tests for Facility Construction Emissions 
 

 Emissions (lbs/day) 
Activity CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 
Demolition 0 0 0.0 0.0 
Site Preparation 9 21 1.5 1.2 
Grading 17 37 2.1 1.8 
Building 12 28 1.7 1.6 
Arch Coating and Paving 18 36 2.6 2.4 
Localized Significance 
Threshold 550 100 6.0 4.0 

Any Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO 
 
Operational impacts on air quality would be due primarily to increased traffic near the facility. Other 
activities could potentially have impacts, such as from HVAC or kitchen use, however these are 
anticipated to be negligible. Current heavy-duty vehicle emissions at the Smith Correctional Facility 
are due primarily to 10 delivery trucks per day, which is not anticipated to increase for the Proposed 
Project. Light-duty vehicle emissions at the Facility are primarily due to a current level of 200 daily 
employee trips plus 10 public/business visits per day. Under the Proposed Project, traffic could 
increase to 300 employee trips and 15 public/business visits per day.  
 
Operating emissions from the Proposed Project were conservatively estimated using SCAQMD’s 
screening level on-road emissions factors from EMFAC2007 for the current year.  The resulting levels 
of emissions are much less than one pound per day and far below any significant level for all species. 
 
d)  The Proposed Project does not involve the development of point source pollutant concentration 
emissions. Operational impacts on air quality would be due primarily to increased traffic near the 
facility (see 5c) and would result in emissions far below significant levels for all criteria pollutants. 
Therefore, the project will not expose sensitive receptors located within one miles of the project site to 
substantial point sources emissions, and the impact would be less than significant.  
 
e) The Proposed Project involves expanding a correctional facility, which is considered a sensitive 
receptor. However, the projected operational emissions of the facility itself are less than one pound 
per day (see 5c) and below the significant level for all criteria pollutants.   Therefore, the impacts to 
sensitive receptors from the Proposed Project are anticipated to be less than significant.   
 
f) Construction activities associated with the expansion project may result in potentially objectionable 
odors; however, such odors would be temporary and cease upon completion of construction. Impacts 
would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES   Would the project 
6. Wildlife & Vegetation 

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

b) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any endangered, or 
threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations (Sections 670.2 or 670.5) or in Title 
50, Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 17.12)?

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
Source:   WRCMSHCP database review; Bioreconnaissance survey conducted March 5, 2007; RCIP 
 
Findings of Fact:  Chambers Group, Inc. biologists conducted a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP) bioreconnaissance survey on March 5, 2007 (Attachment A). The project site is largely 
composed of ruderal vegetation with a small area of ornamental landscaping in the western portion of 
the project site adjacent to Smith Creek. Ruderal areas are typically characterized by heavily 
compacted or frequently disturbed soils. These areas are dominated by pioneering herbaceous plants 
that readily colonize disturbed ground. The ruderal areas within the project area were largely bare 
ground devoid of vegetative cover due to discing or by the use as a horse corral. Ruderal vegetation 
occurring within the project area includes black mustard, London rocket, Russian thistle, red- and 
white-stemmed filaree, and horsehound. Non-native grasses including Bermuda grass and wild oat 
were also present.  
 
a) A literature review was conducted and all sensitive species identified with a potential for occurrence 
on the project site were included in the habitat assessment. The site was also assessed for the 
potential to support riparian/riverine habitat, wetlands, coastal sage scrub habitats, vernal pools, and 
jurisdictional waters. The expansion site and construction staging areas are not located within a 
proposed criteria area of the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan area for Western Riverside 
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County. The bioreconaissance report (Attachment A) is written in accordance with MSHCP guidelines. 
The proposed expansion site and construction staging areas do not conflict with provisions of a 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, 
or state conservation plan.  
 
b) The project site supports a limited amount of suitable habitat for Stephen’s kangaroo rat, a federal-
listed endangered species; therefore, this species has a moderate potential to occur. The RCIP does 
not require a habitat assessment and the project site is not located in a Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat 
Habitat Conservation Plan Fee Assessment Area. A less than significant impact is anticipated.  
 
c) According to the MSHCP database review, two narrow endemic plant species (Marvin’s onion and 
many-stemmed dudleya) were identified as having a potential to occur on the project site; however, 
due to lack of habitat present on the project site, the two narrow endemic plant species are 
considered absent from the project site.  The burrowing owl is a California species of concern. 
Potential suitable habitat for the burrowing owl was detected on the project site; however, the habitat 
was of low quality. Although the burrowing owl did not come up on the CNDDB database search, 
RCIP still requires surveys.  The Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside 
MSHCP have determined that a Focused Burrow Survey is required. Incorporation of Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would result in impacts less than significant.  
 
Mitigation:    BIO-1: In accordance with the MSHCP (Species-Specific Objective 6), the County shall 
retain a qualified biologist to conduct a Focused Burrow Survey. The location of all burrowing owl 
habitat, potential owl burrows, burrowing owl signs, and any owls observed should be recorded and 
mapped. If no potential burrows are detected, no Focused Burrowing Owl Survey is required (BIO-2).  
 
BIO-2: If potential burrows are detected, the County shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a 
Focused Burrowing Owl Survey.  
 
BIO-3: According to the MSHCP (Species-Specific Objective 6), all project sites containing burrows or 
suitable habitat (see Attachment A), whether owls were found or not, require pre-construction surveys 
that shall be conducted within 30 days prior to ground disturbance to avoid direct take of burrowing 
owls.  
 
Monitoring:   After completion of appropriate surveys, a qualified biologist shall submit a final report to 
the County, which discusses the survey methodology, transect width, duration, conditions, and results 
of the survey. Appropriate maps showing burrow locations shall be included.  
 
d) Expansion of the correctional facility would not interfere substantially with the movement of native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. The expansion site and construction staging areas do not 
contain native wildlife nursery sites (see Attachment A). No impact would occur.  
 
e) The habitat assessment does not identify any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. No impact would occur.  
 
f) All drainage features in the project area, including Smith Creek to the south, are isolated, intrastate 
waters and are, therefore, not subject to the Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction under Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act.  No impact would occur.  
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g)  The Proposed Project expands an existing facility on vacant, County-owned land. The project 
would not conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources (see Attachment  
A). No impact would occur. 
 
CULTURAL RESOURCES  Would the project 
7. Historic Resources 

a) Alter or destroy an historic site? 
    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in California 
Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5? 

    

 
Source:  Record search at Eastern Information Center; Archaeological field survey conducted March 
5, 2007  
 
Findings of Fact:   a) A Chambers Group, Inc., archaeologist conducted a record search at the 
Eastern Information Center on March 12, 2007. The cultural resource report is contained in 
Attachment B.  No historic sites are located on the project site of the proposed units. No impact would 
occur. 
  
b) Two historic hard-rock mine sites are located south of the project site within a 0.5 -mile radius and 
nine historic-era homes were identified north of the project area within a 0.5-mile radius; however, the 
expansion of the correctional facility would not impact these sites. The footprint of the expansion 
project site is limited to APN 543-170-007; therefore, the Proposed Project would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to historical resources. No impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
8. Archaeological Resources 

a) Alter or destroy an archaeological site. 
    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5? 

    

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

    

d) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within 
the potential impact area? 

    

 
Source:   Record search at Eastern Archaeological Information System; Archaeological field survey 
conducted March 5, 2007 
 
Findings of Fact:   a-b) A Chambers Group, Inc. archaeologist conducted a record search at the 
Eastern Information Center on March 12, 2007.  No prehistoric sites have been recorded within the 
expansion project site and construction staging areas. A Chambers Group, Inc. archaeologist 
conducted a field survey on March 5, 2007. No indicators of prehistoric activity within the expansion 
site and construction staging areas project area were observed (Attachment B). A previous field 
survey conducted for the most recent expansion of the facility east of the project area did not find 
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surface artifacts in the project vicinity. Three prehistoric sites were located within 0.5-mile radius of the 
project area. The expansion project and construction staging areas would not reach or impact these 
sites.  No impact would occur.  
 
c) The project area, including the construction staging area, has not been used as formal cemetery 
and funeral remains are not anticipated to be present. If suspected cultural materials are encountered 
during construction, Mitigation Measure CR-1 will be implemented. Incorporation of CR-1 would result 
in a less than significant impact.  
 
Mitigation:   CR-1: If suspected human remains of any kind are found, all activities shall cease 
immediately and a qualified archaeologist and the Riverside County Sheriff-Coroner will be notified. If 
the coroner determines the remains to be of Native American origin, the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) will be notified.  The NAHC will subsequently identify the most likely 
descendants to be consulted regarding treatment and/or repatriation of the remains.   
 
Monitoring:   Compliance with Mitigation Measure CR-1 will be accomplished through verification and 
certification by County personnel.   
 
d) The expansion site and construction staging areas do not contain nor restrict religious or sacred 
uses (see Attachment B). No impact would occur.  
 
 
9. Paleontological Resources 

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

    

 
Source:   Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-8 “Paleontological Sensitivity”; RCLIS 
 
Findings of Fact:  a) The Proposed Project site is situated upon surface exposures of Recent alluvium. 
This lithologic unit has low potential to contain significant nonrenewable paleontologic resources. 
However, this Recent alluvium overlies sediments of older Pleistocene age units in the subsurface at 
an undetermined depth that have potential to yield remains of plants and extinct terrestrial Pleistocene 
vertebrates. Excavation for the Proposed Project is not expected to exceed six feet in depth. 
However, if suspected fossil resources are encountered, a less than significant impact would occur 
with the incorporation of Mitigation Measures CR-2.  
 

Mitigation:   CR-2: If suspected paleontological specimens are encountered during ground 
disturbance, a paleontological monitor shall be notified to identify, remove, document, and evaluate 
the find. Recovered specimens must be curated in a museum repository with permanent retrievable 
storage (e.g., San Bernardino County Museum). A report shall be submitted to the County of 
Riverside along with confirmation of the curation of recovered specimens into an accredited museum 
repository.  
 
Monitoring:   Compliance with Mitigation Measure CR-2 will be accomplished through verification and 
certification by County personnel.   
 
 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS  Would the project 
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10. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or County 
Fault Hazard Zones 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death? 

    

b) Be subject to rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? 

    

 
Source:   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-2 “Earthquake Fault Study Zones”; ICF; CHJ  
 
Findings of Fact:  a-b) The Proposed Project would not expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known 
earthquake fault. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in 1972 to mitigate the 
hazards of surface faulting and fault rupture to built structures. Fault rupture generally occurs within 
50 feet of an active fault line and is limited to the immediate area of the fault zone where the fault 
breaks along the surface. The Proposed Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zone. No active or potentially active faults are shown on or in the immediate vicinity of the 
published geologic maps. No evidence for active faulting on or immediately adjacent to the site was 
observed during the geologic reconnaissance or on the aerial photographs reviewed. The closest 
mapped fault, part of the San Gorgonio Pass Fault Zone, is approximately 2.25 miles north of the site. 
No impact would occur. 
  
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
11. Liquefaction Potential Zone  

a) Be subject to seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

    

 
Source:   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-3 “Generalized Liquefaction”; ICF; CHJ 
 
Findings of Fact:   a) According to the geotechnical investigation conducted by CHJ for the Proposed 
Project, the  depth to water in State Well No. T1S/R1E14A01S, located approximately 1.5 miles 
northeast of the site, was 368 feet on April 28, 1999. The depth to water in State Well No. 
T1S/R1E14B01S, located approximately 1.5 miles northeast of the site was 411 feet on May 18, 
2006. Depth to water in State Well No. T1S/R1E10N01S, located approximately 1.5 miles north of the 
site was 488 feet on November 1, 2005. The project site is located within an area identified by the 
Riverside County General Plan (see Figure S-3) has having sediments susceptible to earthquake-
induced liquefaction and/or settlement; however, based on the cited water well data, the depth to 
groundwater beneath the area of the expansion site is anticipated to be greater than 300 feet.  
Therefore, the potential for liquefaction-induced settlement is not considered to be a hazard. No 
impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
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Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
12. Ground-shaking Zone 

Be subject to strong seismic ground shaking? 
    

 
Source:   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-4 “Earthquake-Induced Slope Instability Map,” and 
Figures S-13 through S-21 (showing General Ground Shaking Risk) 
 
Findings of Fact:   a) The Proposed Project site is located in a region known to be seismically active 
and seismic shaking of the site can be expected during the lifetime of the proposed structures. 
However, compliance with existing Uniform Building Code would address potential seismic hazards.  
A less than significant impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
13. Landslide Risk 

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

    

 
Source:   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-5 “Regions Underlain by Steep Slope”; CHJ 
 
Findings of Fact:  According to the Riverside County General Plan, the Proposed Project site has a 
generally flat topography and is located in area of gently sloping terrain with a low potential for 
landslides. The northeast bank of Smith Creek forms a slope located southwest of the project site 
boundary. This slope consists of an approximately 2:1 stream bank that is locally mantled by concrete 
debris. The native geologic materials in the slope are relatively flat-lying and are considered grossly 
stable with regard to potential deep-seated slope issues. Therefore, deep-seated slope instability is 
not considered a hazard to the proposed development of the site. The expansion site is approximately 
0.25 mile to the north of the San Jacinto Mountains; the risk of landslide is considered to be non-
existent. No impact would occur.   
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
14. Ground Subsidence 

a) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in ground subsidence? 

    

 
Source:   Resolution No. 94-125; CHJ 
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Findings of Fact: a) Severe seismic shaking causes dry sands to densify, resulting in settlement 
expressed at ground surface. Seismic settlement in dry soils generally occurs in loose sands and silty 
sands. Cohesive and fine-grained soils are less prone to significant settlement. Strata of sandy silts, 
silty sands, and sands were encountered within all exploratory borings during the on-site geotechnical 
investigation. Results indicate that a maximum settlement between approximately 1.5 and 2 inches 
can be anticipated at the ground surface with native soils in their present condition. However, based 
upon the materials and conditions encountered, excessive settlement appears unlikely for properly 
designed and constructed structures on a properly prepared, graded, and maintained site and a less 
than significant impact is expected to occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
15. Other Geologic Hazards 

a) Be subject to geologic hazards, such as seiche, 
mudflow, or volcanic hazard? 

    

 
Source:   CHJ 
 
Findings of Fact: a) The expansion site and construction staging areas are not located in an area 
susceptible to seiche, mudflow, or volcanic hazards. No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
16. Slopes 

a) Change topography or ground surface relief 
features? 

    

b) Create cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or higher 
than 10 feet? 

    

c) Result in grading that affects or negates 
subsurface sewage disposal systems?  

    

 
Source:   Riv. Co. 800 Scale Slope Maps; CHJ 
 
Findings of Fact: a) The expansion site and construction staging areas are not affected by significant 
topography, surface relief features, or slopes. No impact would occur. 
 
b) The expansion site is relatively planar. The Proposed Project does not propose significant slopes. 
No impact would occur.  
 
c) The Proposed Project is estimated to excavate to depth up to seven feet and would not result in 
grading that would affect or negate subsurface sewage disposal systems.  No impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
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Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
17. Soils 

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

    

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

    

 
Source:   USDA; CHJ  
 
Findings of Fact:   a) The soil type within the Proposed Project site is within the Greenfield Series. 
Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded (GyC2), is a gently to moderately sloping soil 
which occurs on alluvial fans and terraces. This soil type has a slight to moderate hazard of erosion. 
Construction at the expansion site would be balanced; no significant import or export of fill is 
expected. A less than significant impact would occur. 
  
b) Soils in the project area are generally granular and considered non-expansive. No impact would 
occur.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required.  
 
 
18. Erosion 

a) Change deposition, siltation, or erosion that may 
modify the channel of a river or stream or the bed of a lake?

    

b) Result in any increase in water erosion either on 
or off site? 

    

 
Source:   USDA; CHJ  
 
Findings of Fact:   a) The expansion site is located on the north terrace of Smith Creek. The Proposed 
Project would not change deposition, siltation, or erosion that would modify the channel of a river, 
stream, or the bed of a lake.   
 
b) The surficial soils at the site are silty sands that are moderately susceptible to erosion by water. 
Positive drainage will be provided, and water will not be allowed to pond on site. Water will not be 
allowed to flow over graded or natural areas in such a way as to cause erosion. Standard erosion 
control measures and best management practices (BMPs) will be included in site grading and 
construction activities as specified in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that will be prepared 
for the project.  Therefore, impacts will be reduced to less than significant through standard 
engineering design practices.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
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Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required.  
 
 
19. Wind Erosion and Blowsand from project either 

on or off site. 
a) Be impacted by or result in an increase in wind 

erosion and blowsand, either on or off site? 

    

 
Source:   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-8 “Wind Erosion Susceptibility Map,” Ord. 460, 
Sec. 14.2 & Ord. 484 
 
Findings of Fact:   a) According to the Riverside County General Plan, the Proposed Project site is 
located within in a moderate area of wind erosion. The project site consists primarily of alluvium 
deposits, which contains fine grained and silty sand. Fine, sandy deposits are susceptible to wind 
erosion and would be disrupted during the grading and construction process. The project site is not 
located within the boundaries of Riverside County’s Agricultural Dust Control Area. During the 
construction process, all grading activities will be required to use BMPs, including compliance with 
SCAQMD Rule 403, to prevent wind erosion. Use of BMPs would reduce to less than significant wind 
erosion and blowsand impacts caused by the development of the Proposed Project.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  Would the project 
20. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 
Source:   Project Application Materials; ICF 
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Findings of Fact:   a) The Proposed Project does not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials. No impact would occur.  
 
b) The Proposed Project does not involve the release of hazardous materials into the environment. No 
impact would occur.  
 
c) The Proposed Project does not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency or evacuation plan. No impact would occur.  
 
d) The Proposed Project would not emit or handle hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
0.25-mile of a school.  The Proposed Project is approximately 0.5 mile from the nearest school, 
Banning High School. No impact would occur.  
 
e) The Proposed Project is not located on a site included on the Hazardous Waste and Substances 
Sites (Cortese) List of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. No impact would 
occur. 
 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
21. Airports 

a) Result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master 
Plan? 

    

b) Require review by the Airport Land Use 
Commission? 

    

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

    

d) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
or heliport, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area? 

    

 
Source:   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-19 “Airport Locations”; RCALUC 
 
Findings of Fact:  a) The Banning Municipal Airport Master Plan was adopted in 1989 by the City of 
Banning. The expansion site is outside airport Compatibility Zones. No impact would occur.  
 
b) The project site is located outside the Compatibility Zones as delineated by the Riverside County 
Airport Land Use Commission and not subject to review. No impact would occur.  
 
c) The project site is approximately 1.2 miles from Banning Municipal Airport; however, due to the San 
Jacinto Mountains to the south of Banning, the airport has a smaller influence area as shown on 
Figure S-19 of the Riverside County General Plan. As a result, the Proposed Project is outside the 
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airport influence area and would not create a safety hazard for people residing or working at the 
project site. No impact would occur. 
 
d) The project site is located outside the Banning Municipal Airport influence boundary and would not 
result in a safety hazard for people working or residing at the project site. No impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required.  
  
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
22. Hazardous Fire Area 

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

    

 
Source:   RCLIS; Riverside County General Plan Figure S-11 “Wildfire Susceptibility”; RCIP  
 
Findings of Fact:   a) According to the Riverside County General Plan, the project site is located in a 
high fire area. Land to north, east, and west of the project site is developed. The project site is located 
approximately 0.25-mile north of the San Jacinto Mountains, but on the north side of Smith Creek, 
which could serve as a natural fire break. A less than significant impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required.  
 
 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Would the project 
23. Water Quality Impacts 

a) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

    

b) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

    

c) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere 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)? 

    

d) Create or contribute runoff water that would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources 
of polluted runoff? 

    

e) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard     
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area, as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

f) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

    

g) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
h) Include new or retrofitted stormwater Treatment 

Control Best Management Practices (BMPs) (e.g. water 
quality treatment basins, constructed treatment wetlands), 
the operation of which could result in significant 
environmental effects (e.g. increased vectors and odors)? 

    

 
Source:   Riverside County Flood Control District Flood Hazard Report/Condition; Project description; 
Riverside County General Plan Figure S-9 “100- and 500-Year Flood Hazard Zones”; RCIP  
 
Findings of Fact: a) The Proposed Project would construct three single-level with mezzanine units that 
have the potential to alter surface drainage patterns at the project site. A Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would need to be created prior to construction in order to address these 
impacts and reduce impacts to below the level of significance. 
 
Mitigation:  WQ-1:  Prepare a SWPPP prior to the commencement of construction activities. 
 
Monitoring:   Verification would be conducted by qualified, County personnel. 
 
b) The Proposed Project would not produce wastewater discharge. A Water Quality Management 
Plan (WQMP) would need to be created prior to construction in order to address surface runoff.  
Implementation of WQ-1 would address water quality standards associated with storm runoff into 
Smith Creek. 
 
c)  The Proposed Project would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater 
recharge. No impact would occur. 
 
d) The Proposed Project would result in a decrease of permeable surface area; however, the project 
would not create additional runoff that would exceed the capacity of stormwater drains. 
 
  
e-f) The Proposed Project would place the single-level units within a 100-year flood hazard area that 
could impede or redirect flood flows from Smith Creek; however, the Riverside County General Plan 
requires that the ground floor of any development proposed for human occupancy within any area 
determined to be a flood hazard shall, at a minimum, be constructed one foot above the projected 
inundation depth.  Compliance with the General Plan requirements would address potential flood 
impact and reduce impacts to below the level of significance.   
 
g) The Proposed Project would not result in any other activities that would degrade water quality. No 
impact would occur. 
 
f) The Proposed Project does not include new or retrofitted stormwater Treatment Control Best 
Management Practices such as water quality treatment basins or wetlands; therefore, no impact 
would occur.  
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24. Floodplains 
 Degree of Suitability in 100-Year Floodplains.  As indicated below, the appropriate Degree of 
Suitability has been checked. 
NA - Not Applicable  U - Generally Unsuitable  R - Restricted 

a) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site 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 that would 
result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

b) Changes in absorption rates or the rate and 
amount of surface runoff? 

    

c) 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 (Dam Inundation 
Area)? 

    

d) Changes in the amount of surface water in any 
water body? 

    

 
Source:   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-9 “100- and 500-Year Flood Hazard Zones”; Figure 
S-10 “Dam Failure Inundation Zone”; Riverside County Flood Control District Flood Hazard 
Report/Condition; RCIP; FEMA 
 
Findings of Fact:  a-b) The Proposed Project will be required to create a Water Quality Management 
Plan to address drainage, run-off, and absorption rates. Impacts associated with altered drainage 
patterns, run-off, and absorption rates will be reduced to below the level of significance through 
standard County practices and procedures and adherence to the Water Quality Management Plan.  
 
c) The project site is not located in a Dam Inundation Area. A review of the flood insurance rate map 
(FIRM) prepared by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) indicates that the 
Proposed Project is located within the 100- and 500-year floodplains. According to the Riverside 
County General Plan, “The ground floor of any development proposed for human occupancy within 
any area determined to be a flood hazard shall, at a minimum, be constructed one foot above the 
projected inundation depth.”  Impacts associated with flooding would be reduced to below the level of 
significance through standard County practices and procedures.  
 
d) The Proposed Project would not involve or result in a change in the amount of surface water in any 
water body, including Smith Creek. No impact would occur. 
  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required.  
 
 
LAND USE/PLANNING  Would the project 
25. Land Use 

a) Result in a substantial alteration of the present or 
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planned land use of an area? 
b) Affect land use within a city sphere of influence 

and/or within adjacent city or county boundaries? 
    

 
Source:   RCIP; Project description 
 
Findings of Fact:   a) The Proposed Project would not conflict with the surrounding land use as it 
would expand an existing facility. No impact would occur. 
 
b) The Proposed Project is located adjacent to the City of Banning, but would not affect land use 
within the City of Banning. The Proposed Project is consistent with existing land use patterns. No 
impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
 
26. Planning 

a) Be consistent with the site’s existing or proposed 
zoning? 

    

b) Be compatible with existing surrounding zoning?     
c) Be compatible with existing and planned 

surrounding land uses? 
    

d) Be consistent with the land use designations and 
policies of the Comprehensive General Plan (including 
those of any applicable Specific Plan)? 

    

e) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an 
established community (including a low-income or minority 
community)? 

    

 
Source:   Riverside County General Plan Land Use Element; RCIP; GIS  
 
Findings of Fact: a-b) The Proposed Project would expand the existing Smith Correctional Facility by 
constructing single-level with mezzanine units. The Proposed Project is located in an area zoned as 
Residential-Agriculture (R-A); however, the project site is on County land and would not require a 
change in zoning. No impact would occur.  
 
c-d) The Proposed Project is an expansion of an existing correctional facility and would be consistent 
with the character of existing land uses in the area. No impact would occur.  
 
e) The Proposed Project would expand the correctional facility on adjacent, County-owned land. The 
expansion project would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community. 
No impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
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MINERAL RESOURCES Would the project     
27. Mineral Resources 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource in an area classified or designated by the 
State that would be of value to the region or the residents of 
the State? 

    

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

    

c) Be an incompatible land use located adjacent to a 
State classified or designated area or existing surface 
mine? 

    

d) Expose people or property to hazards from 
proposed, existing or abandoned quarries or mines? 

    

 
Source:  Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-5 “Mineral Resources Area”; RCIP  
 
Findings of Fact:   a) The Proposed Project site is located in an area where the available geologic 
information indicates that mineral deposits are likely to exist; however, the significance of the deposit 
is undetermined.  The project area is currently zoned Residential-Agriculture and precludes quarries 
and mining activity, therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in the loss of mineral resources 
of value to region. No impact would occur. 
 
b-c) According to the Riverside County General Plan, the project site is zoned for residential land 
uses, which preclude mining activities.  No impact would occur. 
 
d) No abandoned, existing, or proposed quarries or mines are located on or within the immediate 
project vicinity. The Proposed Project would not expose people to hazards from mines or quarries. No 
impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
 
NOISE Would the project result in 
Definitions for Noise Acceptability Ratings 
     Where indicated below, the appropriate Noise Acceptability Rating(s) has been checked. 
NA - Not Applicable A - Generally Acceptable B - Conditionally Acceptable
C - Generally Unacceptable D - Land Use Discouraged 
28. Airport Noise 

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

would the project expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 
NA  A  B  C  D  

    

 
Source:   Riverside County General Plan Figure S-19 “Airport Locations”; RCALUC  
 
Findings of Fact:   a-b) The Proposed Project site is located approximately 1.15 miles from Banning 
Municipal Airport and is not located within the Airport Influenced Policy Plan Area. Banning Municipal 
Airport has a single east/west runway. Aircraft noise impacts mostly overlap noise from Interstate 10 
and the Union Pacific Railroad line that parallel the runway to the north. The Proposed Project is 
located outside the 60 dB CNEL contour of current and future noise impacts. No significant impacts 
are anticipated. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
29. Railroad Noise 
NA  A  B  C  D  

    

 
Source:   Riverside County General Plan Figure C-1 “Circulation Plan”; RCIP 
 
Findings of Fact: The Proposed Project is located approximately 0.9 miles from the nearest railroad. 
The project site is located outside the 60 dB CNEL contour for a railroad.  No impacts are anticipated.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
30. Highway Noise 
NA  A  B  C  D  

    

 
Source:   Riverside County General Plan Figure C-1 “Circulation Plan”; RCIP  
 
Findings of Fact: The Proposed Project is located approximately one mile south of Interstate 10, 
which is accessible from Hargrave Street. The Proposed Project is approximately 0.20 miles from 
Highway 243, a State Scenic Highway and mountain arterial highway. The project site is located 
outside the 60 dB CNEL contour for a mountain arterial highway.  No impacts are anticipated. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
31. Other Noise     
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NA  A  B  C  D  
 
Source:   Project description 
 
Findings of Fact: No other noise sources have been identified at or near the project site that would 
contribute a significant amount of noise.  No impacts will occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
32. Noise Effects on or by the Project 

a) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

b) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

    

c) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

    

d) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels? 

    

 
Source:   RCIP 
 
Findings of Fact: a) The Proposed Project would expand the correctional facility and would not result 
in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. A less than significant impact would 
occur.  
 
b)  The Proposed Project would generate noise that is not currently present at the project site during 
its construction phase.  The Proposed Project could potentially generate ground- borne vibration and 
noise during construction.  These impacts are temporary and would cease upon completion of 
construction.  A less than significant impact would occur with the incorporation of Mitigation Measure 
N-1. 
 
Mitigation:   N-1:  All grading and construction activities shall be limited to the hours from 6:00   a.m. to  
6:00 p.m., in order to mitigate the increase in ambient noise levels in the early morning and evening 
hours from construction activities. 
 
Monitoring:   Compliance with mitigation measure N-1 will be accomplished through verification and 
certification by qualified, County personnel.   
 
c) The Proposed Project would not expose persons or generate noise in excess of general plan 
standards. No impact would occur. 
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d) The Proposed Project could expose persons to ground-borne vibrations or noise during 
construction, but these would be temporary and cease upon completion of construction. A less than 
significant impact would occur with the incorporation of Mitigation Measure N-1. 
 
 
POPULATION AND HOUSING  Would the project 
33. Housing 

a) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

    

b) Create a demand for additional housing, 
particularly housing affordable to households earning 80% 
or less of the County’s median income? 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

    

d) Affect a County Redevelopment Project Area?     
e) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local 

population projections? 
    

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

    

 
Source:   RCIP; Riverside Sheriff Department  
 
Findings of Fact: a) The Proposed Project would convert a vacant County-owned lot to a developed 
lot with single-level with mezzanine units as part of an expansion of the adjacent Smith Correctional 
Facility. The expansion project would not displace any existing housing. No impact would occur.  
 
b) The Proposed Project would add 582 inmates and 266 additional staff. The additional 266 staff 
members could create a minor demand for housing; however, sufficient housing is available in the 
vicinity of the project site. A less than significant impact would occur.  
 
c) The Proposed Project would convert a vacant County-owned lot to a developed lot with single-level 
with mezzanine units as part of the expansion of Smith Correctional Facility and would not displace 
substantial numbers of people. No impact would occur. 
 
d) The Proposed Project would not affect a County Redevelopment Area. No impact would occur.  
 
e) The Proposed Project would add up to 582 inmates and 266 staff members. The City of Banning 
has approximately 29,000 residents and is projected to have 42,900 residents by 2020. The Proposed 
Project would not exceed official regional or local population projections. No impact would occur. 
 
f) The Proposed Project expands the Larry D. Smith Correctional Facility. The Proposed Project does 
not induce growth directly by proposing new homes or businesses, nor does the project induce 
indirect population growth through the extension of roads or other infrastructure. No impact would 
occur.  
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Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES   Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities or the 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: 
34. Fire Services     
 
Source:   Project description 
 
Findings of Fact: The Riverside County Fire Department would provide fire and rescue services for 
the Proposed Project. No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required.  
 
 
35. Sheriff Services     
 
Source:   Project description 
 
Findings of Fact:  The Riverside County Sheriff’s Department provides law enforcement services at 
the Smith Correctional Facility. No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
36. Schools     
 
Source:   Project description 
 
Findings of Fact: The Proposed Project is a secure correctional facility and would not increase the 
demand for schools. No impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
37. Libraries     
 
Source:   Project description 
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Findings of Fact: The Proposed Project is a secure correctional facility and would not result in an 
increase demand for library services. No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
38. Health Services     
 
Source:   Project description 
 
Findings of Fact: The Proposed Project would not increase demand for health services. Health 
services are provided by the County at the Smith Correctional Facility. However, for more serious 
medical attention needs, those would be transported  to either the Riverside County Regional Medical 
Center or the San Gorgonio Memorial Hospital. 
  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
RECREATION 
39. Parks and Recreation 

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

    

b) Would the project include the use of existing 
neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

    

c) Is the project located within a C.S.A. or recreation 
and park district with a Community Parks and Recreation 
Plan (Quimby fees)? 

    

 
Source:  Ord. No. 460, Section 10.35 (Regulating the Division of Land – Park and Recreation Fees 
and Dedications); Ord. No. 659 (Establishing Development Impact Fees); Parks & Open Space 
Department Review 
 
Findings of Fact: a) The Proposed Project includes in-house recreational facilities that would not have 
an adverse physical effect on the environment. No impact would occur.  
 
b) The Proposed Project is an expansion of a secured correctional facility, thus it would not require 
the use of neighborhood or regional parks. No impact would occur.  
 
c) The Proposed Project is not located within a C.S.A. or recreation and park district. No impact would 
occur. 
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Mitigation:    No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
40. Recreational Trails     
 
Source:   Riv. Co. 800 Scale Equestrian Trail Maps; Open Space and Conservation Map for Western 
County trail alignments 
 
Findings of Fact:  The Proposed Project is a secure correctional facility and no County designated 
trails are located on the Proposed Project site. The Proposed Project would not result in an increase 
in demand for recreational trails. No impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC  Would the project 
41. Circulation 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

    

b) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     
c) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level 

of service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated road or highways? 

    

d) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location 
that results in substantial safety risks? 

    

e) Alter waterborne, rail or air traffic?     
f) Substantially increase hazards to a design feature 

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)? 

    

g) Cause an effect upon, or a need for new or 
altered maintenance of roads? 

    

h) Cause an effect upon circulation during the 
project’s construction? 

    

i) Result in inadequate emergency access or 
access to nearby uses? 

    

j) Conflict with adopted policies supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

    

 
Source:   Riverside County Sheriff Department  
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Findings of Fact:  a) Current bus traffic at Smith Correctional Facility consists of 10 delivery trucks per 
day. This number is not anticipated to increase with the Proposed Project because Facility staff would 
be able to order supplies by truckload rather than partial loads. Current employee traffic at the Facility 
consists of 200 employee trips in a 24-hour period. The Proposed Project has the potential to increase 
employee traffic to 300 trips per day. The Facility currently experiences 10 public/business visits per 
day; the expansion has the potential to increase this to 15 public/business visits per day, resulting in 
five additional public/business visits per day. The increase in traffic is below the level of significance.  
 
b) The Proposed Project would result in approximately 266 additional staff members, working in shifts. 
Currently, the facility has 116 parking spaces on-site. The use of a County-owned, unpaved lot, 
approximately 0.75-acre in size, located at the corner of Hargrave and Porter Streets (APN 543-120-
005) would provide adequate parking for the additional facility staff. No impact would occur. 
 
c) The increase in traffic for both employees and visitors would not be large enough to degrade the 
level of service (see 41a).  The increase in traffic for both employees and visitors would not be large 
enough to degrade the level of service (see 41a).  Visitation is limited to 4 hours per day and would 
occur primarily during off-peak hours.  A less than significant impact would occur.  
 
d-e) The Proposed Project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns or alter waterborne, rail, 
or air traffic. No impact would occur. 
 
f) The Proposed Project would not increase hazards to a design feature. The project will meet all 
county safety standards and regulations.  No impact would occur. 
 
g) The increase in vehicle trips associated with the Proposed Project is not expected to affect the 
maintenance of the roads significantly. No impact would occur. 
 
h) Construction of the Proposed Project would occur within the project boundaries and construction 
vehicles would enter via Wesley Street. Traffic along Wesley Street may be affected due to movement 
of construction equipment; however, these impacts would be temporary and cease upon completion 
of construction.  Construction equipment would be stored in the construction staging area, limiting the 
movement of large machinery along surface streets.  Construction worker daily trips to and from the 
project would account for the average daily traffic from the project.  A less than significant impact 
would occur.  
 
i) The Proposed Project would not result in inadequate emergency access. Emergency access exists 
for the correctional facility and will be incorporated into the project design. No impact would occur.  
 
j)  The Proposed Project would not conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative transportation. 
No impact would occur. 
 
 
 
42. Bike Trails     
 
Source:   RCIP 
 
Findings of Fact: The Proposed Project site does not contain designated bike trails and would not   
result in an increase in demand for bike trails. No impact would occur. 
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Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
 
UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Would the project 
43. Water 

a) Require or result in the construction of new water 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which would cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    

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

    

 
Source:   Webb  
 
Findings of Fact:  a) The Proposed Project would not result in the construction of new water treatment 
facility or the expansion of existing facilities. The Proposed Project would be served through the 
existing waterline from the City of Banning. However, the County of Riverside would be required to 
install a new 8-inch PVC waterline to connect the waterline in Hargrave Street with the City of 
Banning’s water system. The construction of the new 8-inch waterline would take place within County-
owned land or existing utility easements. The City would take ownership of the waterline once 
completed and the County would be required to grant the City of Banning all utility easements 
necessary for maintenance of the waterline.  No impact would occur. 
 
b) The average daily demand of the existing correctional facility is 0.12 million gallons per day (MGD). 
The average daily demand for the Proposed Project is 0.11 MGD. The total demand for the existing 
facility plus the Proposed Project is 0.23 MGD. The Proposed Project would have sufficient, existing 
water supplies available. According to Webb Associates, the water system will be able to provide 500 
gallons per minute (GPM) @ 75 PSI through the sprinkler system without any fire hydrants open.  
Once any hydrants are operated, the system pressure will likely drop to around 30 PSI @ 2,000 GPM 
as indicated by the City's recent fire flow test at Porter and Hargrave where the system pressure went 
from a static pressure of 115 PSI to 20 PSI @ 3,000 GPM.  If the system must maintain a pressure of 
75 PSI with hydrants operating, a small fire pump would need to be provided to maintain the 75 PSI 
requirement. A less than significant impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures required.  
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Source:   Webb 
 
Findings of Fact:  a) The ultimate treatment capacity of the City of Banning’s wastewater treatment 
plant is approximately 3.6 MGD and is currently treating 2.9 MGD. Approximately 80% of the total 
water used at the project site will return to the City’s wastewater treatment plant. It is estimated that 
average daily sewer flows from the Proposed Project will be approximately 0.08 MGD with maximum 
daily flows of 0.16 MGD. The average daily flow being treated at the City’s wastewater treatment plant 
would only increase approximately 0.10 MGD from current levels and would not exceed the available 
capacity of the plant. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not require the construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities. No impact would occur. 
 
b) The City of Banning owns and operates an existing 21-inch gravity sewer line located immediately 
north of the Smith Correctional Facility. Due to the topography of the project site, the Proposed 
Project would not be able to flow by gravity to the north and connect to the 21-inch gravity line. It will 
be necessary to construct approximately 850 to 1,000 feet of new 8-inch sewer line connecting to the 
existing on-site 12-inch sewer line on the southern portion of Smith Correctional Facility.  As stated in 
44a), the Proposed Project would not result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities 
and the existing provider has adequate capacity. No impact would occur.  
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
45. Solid Waste 

a) Is the project served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 
waste disposal needs? 

    

b) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid wastes (including the County 
Integrated Waste Management Plan)? 

    

 
Source:   RCIP; Solid Waste; Riverside County Sheriff Department 
 
Findings of Fact:  a) The Proposed Project does not include trash receptacle facilities. The project 
would be served by the Lamb Canyon Sanitary Landfill, owned and operated by the Riverside County 
Waste Resources Management District. The Lamb Canyon Landfill is permitted to accept 3,000 tons 
per day. The remaining capacity is approximately 20,908,171 cubic yards of waste and its closing 

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

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

    

b) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider that serves or may service the project 
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 
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date is 2023. The existing correctional facility has one 30-cubic yard trash compactor at the kitchen 
that is picked up and emptied two times per week and five 12-cubic yard trash bins that are emptied 
once a week. The additional single-level units would not exceed the capacity of the landfill. A less 
than significant impact would occur.  

b) The Proposed Project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes, including the County 
Integrated Waste Management Plan, related to solid wastes. No impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
46. Utilities 

a) Would the project impact the following facilities requiring or resulting in the construction of 
new facilities or the expansion of existing facilities; the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 
a)  Electricity?     
b)  Natural gas?     
c)  Communications systems?     
d)  Storm water drainage?     
e)  Street lighting?     
f)  Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?     
g)  Other governmental services?     
h)  Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?     
 
Source:   Project Description; RCIP; Webb 
 
Findings of Fact: The Proposed Project would create incremental system capacity demand for energy 
systems, communication systems, stormwater drainage systems, street lighting systems, 
maintenance of public facilities, including roads and, potentially, other governmental systems. Impacts 
would be less than significant based on the availability of existing public facilities that support local 
systems.  
 
a) The City of Banning owns and operates the electrical grid that provides electrical service to the 
existing Correctional Facility. The City has an existing on-site primary underground 480-volt electric 
feed located along the north access road of the existing Correctional Facility. Electrical vaults located 
immediately south of the Facility’s northern block wall would provide the necessary connection points 
for electrical service to the Proposed Project. According to Webb Associates, the City of Banning 
determined that the City would provide a secondary electric feed to the prison expansion project from 
Wesley Street, within the same easement and the proposed 8-inch waterline.  The electric feed will 
provide power to the Proposed Project and will also tie into the existing electrical grid on the on the 
property.  A less than significant impact would occur.  
 
b) The Correctional Facility currently takes service from two existing gas lines owned by Southern 
California Gas Company. Southern California Gas Company indicated that their system would require 
approximately 850 feet of off-site 2-inch polyethylene gas line be installed along the northern portion 
of the Correctional Facility to connect the two existing 2-inch gas lines feeding the Correctional 
Facility. According to Webb Associates, the Southern California Gas Company is calculating the 
increased gas load on the existing gas meter and will then decide if the gas system will be looped.     
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If Southern California Gas Company finds that there is no reason to loop the system, the Company 
will simply increase the size of the existing gas meter if necessary. A less than significant impact 
would occur.   
 
c) The Proposed Project would use existing facility communication services. Because service exists 
within the project area and at the existing correctional facilities, extending communication service to 
the Proposed Project would be considered a less than significant impact.  
 
d) The Proposed Project would not require the construction of additional on-site storm water drainage 
systems to carry flows away from the project site. Construction of on-site drainage systems and any 
potential impacts due to increased storm water runoff from the Proposed Project will be described in 
the required Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) and reduced to a less than significant impact 
through standard design practices.  
 
e) The Proposed Project would not require the addition of new street lighting on the streets adjacent 
to the project boundaries. The project would not interfere with existing streetlights and is considered 
less than significant.  
 
f) The Proposed Project would not result in the need for road improvements or require maintenance. 
No impact would occur.  
 
g) Riverside County will provide governmental services for the Proposed Project. No other 
governmental services are expected to be required for the project. No impact would occur.  
 
h) The Proposed Project will meet all requirements of Title 24 California Code of Regulations for 
energy savings. As a result, no impact would occur. 
 
Mitigation:   No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Monitoring:   No monitoring measures are required. 
 
 
OTHER 
47. Other: N/A     
 
Source:   Not applicable 
 
 
Findings of Fact:   No other specific factors have been identified for discussion at this time.  
 
Mitigation:   None required.  
 
Monitoring:   None required. 
 
 
OTHER 
48. Other: N/A     
 
Source:   Not applicable 
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Findings of Fact:   No other specific factors have been identified for discussion at this time. 
 
Mitigation:   None required. 
 
Monitoring:   None required. 
 
 
OTHER 
49. Other: N/A     
 
Source:   Not applicable 
 
Findings of Fact:   No other specific factors have been identified for discussion at this time.  
 
Mitigation:   None required. 
 
Monitoring:   None required. 
 
 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
50. Does the project have the potential to substantially 

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

    

 
Source:   Above checklist 
 
Findings of Fact: The Proposed Project would expand the Larry D. Smith Correctional Facility by 
adding three additional single-level units on vacant, County-owned property to the west of the existing 
facility. The project site does not contain wetlands or riparian habitat. The project site is largely 
composed of ruderal vegetation with a small area of ornamental landscaping in the western portion of 
the site adjacent to Smith Creek. The project site contains potential suitable habitat for the burrowing 
owl, a California species of concern. A less than significant impact would occur with the incorporation 
of Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3. 
 
No historic or prehistoric sites were observed or recorded on the project site. If suspected cultural 
materials are encountered during construction, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 would 
result in a less than significant impact. The site is situated upon Recent alluvium, which has low 
potential for significant paleontological resources; however, if suspected fossil resources are 
encountered, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-2 would result in a less than significant 
impact.  
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51. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-
term environmental goals, to the disadvantage of 
long-term environmental goals?  (A short-term impact 
on the environment is one that occurs in a relatively 
brief, definitive period of time while long-term impacts 
will endure well into the future.) 

    

 
Source:   Above checklist 
 
Findings of Fact:   The Proposed Project does not have the potential to achieve short-term 
environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals. No impact would occur. 
 
 
52. Does the project have impacts which are individually 

limited, but cumulatively considerable?  
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of an individual 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 as 
defined in California Code of Regulations, Section 
15130)? 

    

 
Source:   Above checklist 
 
Findings of Fact:   The Proposed Project would not result in any impacts that would considered 
cumulatively considerable as there are no other projects taking place within the vicinity of the project 
site. No impact would occur.  
 
 
53. Does the project have environmental effects that will 

cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

    

 
Source:   Above checklist 
 
Findings of Fact:   The Proposed Project is expected to have a less than significant impact on the 
environment. The Proposed Project is not expected to significantly impact any resource area in a 
manner that cannot be reduced to a level of insignificance through the incorporation of mitigation 
measures.  With the incorporation of the suggested mitigation measures, the Proposed Project would 
not result in environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly. 
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VI.  EARLIER ANALYSES 
 
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration as per California Code 
of Regulations, Section 15063 (c) (3) (D).  In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
 

Earlier Analyses Used, if any:    
 
ICF   Initial Study Smith Correctional Facility Expansion Banning, California (OJP  

Reference Number CA_086), February 2004. Riverside, California. 
 
 

Location Where Earlier Analyses, if used, are available for review: 
 
 Location: County of Riverside Planning Department 
 4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
 Riverside, CA  92505 
 
VII.   REFERENCES 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Chambers Group, Inc. (Chambers Group) was retained by ICF International to conduct a Multiple Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) bioreconnaissance survey.  This report summarizes the results of 
the survey conducted at the Smith Correctional Facility property [Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs) 543-
160-006, 543-140-022, and 543-170-007] located south of Interstate 10 near the City of Banning, 
Riverside County, California.   
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Chambers Group, Inc. (Chambers Group) was retained by ICF International to conduct an MSHCP 
habitat assessment.  A literature review was conducted and all sensitive species identified with a potential 
for occurrence on the project site were included in the habitat assessment.  The site was also assessed 
for the potential to support riparian/riverine habitat, wetlands, coastal sage scrub habitats, vernal pools, 
and jurisdictional waters. 
 
The project site comprising approximately 4.91 acres for the Smith Correctional Facility expansion is 
located south of the City of Banning in the County of Riverside. Approximately 7.34 acres set aside as 
staging areas for construction equipment is located within the City of Banning in Riverside County, 
California.  The site and staging areas are not located within a proposed criteria area as part of the 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) area for Western Riverside County.  The following 
report has been written in accordance with MSHCP guidelines (RCIP 2007).  The purpose of this report is 
to document the results of the habitat assessment and sensitive habitat evaluation. 
 
 
SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
 
The approximate 12.25-acre Smith Correctional Facility project site is located south of Interstate 10 south 
of the City of Banning, east of State Highway 243, between Wesley Street to the north and Filkins Street 
to the south (Figure 1). The project site is located in MSHCP Area Plan “The Pass.”  The site is located 
on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Cabazon, California 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle in Section 
15 of Township 3 South, Range 1 East.  The elevation at the site is approximately 2,200 feet above mean 
sea level (msl). The project site was largely composed of ruderal vegetation with a small area of 
ornamental landscaping (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995).   
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Literature Review 
 
Prior to performing the reconnaissance-level field survey, Chambers Group staff reviewed existing 
documentation relevant to the project site.  The most recent records of the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB 2007) and the California Native Plant Society Electronic Inventory of Rare and 
Endangered Vascular Plants of California (CNPSEI 2007) were reviewed for the quadrangles containing 
and adjacent to the project site (i.e. Beaumont and Cabazon, California, USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles).  
These databases contain records of reported occurrences of federal- and/or state-listed endangered or 
threatened species, California special concern species (CSCs), or otherwise sensitive species or habitats that 
may occur on or in the immediate vicinity of the project site.  The Riverside County Integrated Project 
(RCIP) Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan was also reviewed for species recommendations 
(RCIP 2007). 
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Soils 
 
Before conducting the surveys, soil maps were referenced for Western Riverside County to determine the 
types of soil found on the site.  Soils were determined in accordance with categories set forth by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Conservation Service and by referencing the USDA Soil Survey: 
Western Riverside Area, California (USDA 1971). 
 
 
Vegetation 
 
A field survey was conducted on the project site in order to identify the potential for occurrence of 
sensitive species or vegetation communities onsite.  The survey was conducted by walking throughout 
the project site and noting plant species and soil types observed.  All data sheets can be found in 
Appendix A. 
 
Plant communities were determined in accordance with the categories set forth in Holland (1986) or 
Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995).  Plant communities on the project site were identified, qualitatively 
described, and mapped onto a 1:120 aerial photograph.  Plants of uncertain identity were collected and 
subsequently identified from keys, descriptions, and illustrations in Abrams (1923, 1944, 1951), Abrams 
and Ferris (1960), Hickman (1993), and Munz (1974).  Plant nomenclature follows that of The Jepson 
Manual: Higher Plants of California (Hickman 1993).  A list of the plant species observed during the 
survey is presented in Appendix B.   
 
 
Wildlife 
 
A field survey was conducted on the project site in order to identify any potential for occurrence of 
sensitive wildlife species or habitats to support sensitive wildlife species.  The survey was conducted on 
foot throughout the project site.  All wildlife and wildlife signs observed and detected, including tracks, 
scat, carcasses, burrows, nests, eggs, larvae, excavations, and vocalizations, were recorded on 
standardized data sheets (Appendix A).  Additional survey time was spent in those habitats most likely to 
be utilized by wildlife (undisturbed native habitat, wildlife trails, etc.) or in habitats with the potential to 
support state- and/or federal-listed or proposed listed species.  Notes were made on the general habitat 
types, species observed, and the conditions of the site.  A list of the wildlife species observed during the 
site visit is included as Appendix C. 
 
 
RESULTS 
 
SOILS 
 
One soil type occurs within the project site.  This soil type is within the Greenfield Series  (USDA, 1971). 
 
Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded (GyC2), is a gently to moderately sloping soil, 
which occurs on alluvial fans and terraces.  This soil type has a slight to moderate hazard of erosion.  
Greenfield sandy loam is used for dryland grain, pasture, irrigated alfalfa, potatoes, citrus, and peaches, 
and for homesites. 
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VEGETATION 
 
General 
 
The project site was largely composed of ruderal vegetation with a small area of ornamental landscaping 
in the western portion of the project site adjacent to Smith Creek.  The vegetation communities are shown 
on the biological resources map included as Attachment E-5.  Representative site photographs are 
included as Attachment E-6.  The following section summarizes the principal characteristics of the 
vegetation communities.  A list of the plant species that were observed during the survey is presented as 
Appendix B. 
 
 
Vegetation Community Description 
 
Ruderal Vegetation 
 
Ruderal areas are typically characterized by heavily compacted or frequently disturbed soils.  These 
areas are dominated by pioneering herbaceous plants that readily colonize disturbed ground.  The 
vegetation in these areas is adapted to living in compact soils where water does not readily penetrate the 
soil.  The ruderal areas within the project site were largely bare ground devoid of vegetative cover, due to 
a discing or by use as a horse corral.  The project site was dominated by ruderal vegetation, including 
non-native herbaceous species such as black mustard (Brassica nigra), London rocket (Sisymbrium irio), 
Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), red-stemmed filaree (Erodium cicutarium), white-stemmed filaree 
(Erodium moschatum), and horehound (Marrubium vulgare), as well as non-native grasses, such as wild 
oat (Avena sp.) and Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon).  Native species found within the ruderal 
vegetation consisted of telegraph weed (Heterotheca grandiflora), common fiddleneck (Amsinckia 
menziesii), dove weed (Eremocarpus setigerus), phacelia (Phacelia sp.), and jimson weed (Datura 
wrightii), among others (Appendix B). 
 
 
Ornamental Landscaping 
 
Ornamental landscaping includes areas where vegetation is dominated by non-native horticultural plants.  
Ornamental landscaping occurred in a small portion along the western border of the project site adjacent 
to Smith Creek.  The vegetation in this area was comprised solely of gum tree (Eucalyptus sp.). 
 
 
Sensitive Plant Species 
 
According to the MSHCP database review, two narrow endemic plant species were identified as having a 
potential to occur on the Smith Correctional Facility expansion project site.  According to the CNDDB and 
CNPSEI database reviews, 11 additional sensitive plants species were identified has having a potential to 
occur on the Smith Correctional Facility expansion project site.  Two of the 11 species are federal- or 
state-listed as threatened or endangered. 
 
 
Status Codes 
 
Federal 
FE = Federally listed; Endangered 
FT = Federally listed; Threatened 
FC = Federal Candidate for listing 
 



 
 

County of Riverside, Facilities Management  8488 
March 6, 2007 

5

State 
ST = State-listed; Threatened 
SE = State-listed; Endangered 
RARE = State-listed; Rare (Listed “Rare” animals have been re-designated as Threatened, but Rare 

plants have retained the Rare designation.) 
CSC = State Species of Special Concern 
 
CNPS 
List 1A = Plants presumed extinct in California. 
List 1B = Plants rare and endangered in California and throughout their range. 
List 2 = Plants rare, threatened or endangered in California but more commons elsewhere in their 

range. 
List 3 = Plants about which we need more information; a review list. 
List 4 = Plants of limited distribution; a watch list. 
 
CNPS List Extension  
0.1 =     Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and  
        immediacy of threat) 
0.2 =     Fairly endangered in California (20-80% of occurrences threatened) 
0.3 =     Not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened) 
 
 
Due to a lack of habitat present on the project site, the two narrow endemic plant species listed below are 
considered absent from the project site: 
 

 Marvin’s onion (Allium marvinii) – CNPS List 1B.1; and 
 

 many-stemmed dudleya (Dudleya multicaulis) – CNPS List  1B.2. 
 
 
The following 11 species are covered species under the MSHCP, but were identified in the CNDDB and 
CNPSEI database search as having a potential for occurrence on the project site; no survey requirements 
were prescribed for these species by the RCIP report generator   Two of the 11 species, Mojave tarplant 
(Deinandra mohavensis) and slender-horned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras), are federal- or state-
listed as threatened or endangered.  Mojave tarplant and slender-horned spineflower are considered 
absent from the project site due to lack of appropriate habitat. Two of the 11 sensitive species with 
potential for occurrence on the project site, Jaeger’s milk-vetch (Astragalus pachypus var. jaegeri) and 
Plummer’s mariposa lily (Calochortus plummerae), have the potential to occur on the project site, due to 
the presence of suitable habitat; however, these two species are covered under the MSHCP, and focused 
surveys are not therefore required. 
  

 Jaeger’s milk-vetch (Astragalus pachypus var. jaegeri) – CNPS List 1B.1; 
 

 Plummer’s mariposa lily (Calochortus plummerae) – CNPS List 1B.2; 
  

 smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis) – CNPS List 1B.1; 
 

 Parry’s spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi) – CNPS List 3.2; 
 

 white-bracted spineflower (Chorizanthe xanti var. leucotheca) – CNPS List 1B.2; 
 

 Mojave tarplant (Deinandra mohavensis) – SE; 
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 slender-horned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras) – FE, SE; 
 

 mesa horkelia (Horkelia cuneata ssp. puberula) - CNPS List 1B.1; 
 

 lemon lily (Lilium parryi) – CNPS List 1B.1; 
 

 San Bernardino aster (Symphyotrichum defoliatum) – CNPS List 1B.2; and 
 

 Wright’s trichocoronis (Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii) – CNPS List 2.1. 
 
 
WILDLIFE 
 
General 
 
The habitat assessment was conducted between 1015 and 1130 hours on March 5, 2007.  Weather 
conditions during the survey included temperatures of 71 degrees Fahrenheit with average wind speeds 
at 4.5 mph, and clear skies.  Appendix C contains a list of the wildlife species observed on the site, and 
Appendix A contains all field data sheets.   
 
 
Reptiles 
 
One species of reptile, common side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), was observed on the project site 
during the survey. 
 
 
Birds 
 
Three species of birds were detected on the project site during the survey.  Observations included the red-
tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), and house finch (Carpodacus 
mexicanus). 
 
 
Mammals 
 
Four mammal species were detected on the site during the survey.  Species detected included desert 
cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), coyote (Canis latrans), and 
horse (Equus caballus).  Rodent burrows were also observed on site. 
 
 
Sensitive Wildlife Species 
 
According to the CNDDB literature review, a total of 17 sensitive wildlife species were identified as having 
the potential to occur on the project site.   
 
The following three species require habitat types not present on the project site.  Therefore, these species 
are considered absent from the site.  
 

 Dulzura pocket mouse (Chaetodipus californicus femoralis) – CSC; 
 

 mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa) – FE, CSCL; and 
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 Le Conte’s thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei) – CSC. 
 
The project site supports a limited amount of poor quality habitat for the following species; therefore, the 
following 12 species have a low potential for occurrence on the project site. 
 

 Pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) – CSC; 
 

 orange-throated whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythra) - CSC; 
 

 dulzura pocket mouse (Chaetodipus californicus femoralis) – CSC; 
 

 northwestern San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax fallax) – CSC; 
 

 pallid San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax pallidus) – CSC; 
 

 northern red-diamond rattle snake (Crotalus ruber ruber) – CSC; 
 

 San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia) – CSC; 
 

 Los Angeles pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris brevinasus) - CSC; 
 

 coast (San Diego) horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei) - CSC;  
 

 purple martin (Progne subis) – CSC; 
 

 Palm Springs round-tailed ground squirrel (Spermophilus tereticaudus chlorus) – FC, CSC; and 
 

 American badger (Taxidea taxus) – CSC. 
 
 
The project site supports a limited amount of suitable habitat for the following species; therefore, the 
following two species have a moderate potential to occur on the project site. 
 

 Stephen’s kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi) – FE, CT; 

 western spadefoot (Spea hammondii) – CSC. 

 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
RIPARIAN/RIVERINE, WETLAND, AND VERNAL POOL HABITATS 
 
The Smith Correctional Facility expansion project site does not support any riparian/riverine or wetland 
habitats.  Additionally, there are no vernal pools or jurisdictional waters present on the site. 
 
 
SENSITIVE SPECIES 
 
Sensitive Plant Species 
 
The MSHCP database review indicated that of 13 sensitive plant species that have the potential to occur 
on the project site, 11 species are covered under the MSHCP; therefore, focused surveys for these 
covered species are not required.  The two sensitive, narrow endemic plant species not covered under 
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the MSHCP, Yucaipa onion and many-stemmed dudleya, are considered absent from the project site due 
to lack of suitable habitat; therefore, focused surveys are not required. 
 
 
Sensitive Wildlife 
 
According to the MSHCP database review, the only species that are not covered under the MSHCP are 
the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) and the Los Angeles pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris 
brevinasus), both of which are California species of concern (CSC).   Focused surveys will be required for 
the following species if potential habitat is present on the project site. 
 
Burrowing Owl 
 
The Burrowing Owl is a California species of concern.  Although the burrowing owl did not come up on 
the CNDDB database search, RCIP still requires surveys.  The Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the 
Western Riverside MSHCP have determined that a Focused Burrow Survey is required unless “burrowing 
owl habitat is not present-on-site (i.e. if the site is completely covered by chaparral, cement or asphalt)” 
(TLMA 2007).  Potential habitat for the burrowing owl includes; drainage ditches, grasslands, shrub lands, 
pastureland, and agricultural use areas.  Potential suitable habitat was detected on the project site, 
therefore a Focused Burrow Survey will be required.  Additionally, a 30-day pre-construction clearance 
survey will be required by Riverside County (TLMA 2007). 
 
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse 
 
The Los Angeles pocket mouse is a California species of special concern.  The Western Riverside 
County MSHCP requires focused surveys for the Los Angeles pocket mouse if potential habitat occurs on 
site.  Potential habitat for this species includes; fine sandy soils, sparse vegetation, Riversidean alluvial 
fan sage scrub, and chaparral.  After conducting the habitat assessment it was determined that this 
species has a low potential to occur on site.  A limited amount of poor quality habitat exists on site, and 
recent occurrences for this species do not exist within the vicinity of the site.  Therefore, focused surveys 
are not recommended.  
 
 
The Stephen’s kangaroo rat and the western spadefoot are fully-covered under the MSCHP, and RCIP 
does not require a habitat assessment.  However, it was determined that Stephen’s kangaroo rat and 
western spadefoot toad have a moderate potential to occur on site. 
 
 
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 
 
Stephens’ kangaroo rat is a federal-listed endangered and state-listed threatened species that primarily 
inhabits annual and perennial grasslands, but is also known to occur in sagebrush and coastal sage 
scrub communities where shrub cover is sparse.  Loose, friable, well-drained soils and gently sloping 
terrain is preferred by this species.  Multiple records of this species’ occurrence exist in the vicinity of the 
site and suitable habitat exists on the project site.   The project site does not exist in Stephens' Kangaroo 
Rat Habitat Conservation Plan Fee Assessment Area (RCIP 2007). 
 
Western Spadefoot 
 
The western spadefoot toad is a California species of special concern.  Habitat for this species includes; 
sandy, gravelly soils, mixed woodlands, grasslands, sandy washes, river floodplains, and rain pools for  
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breeding.  A limited amount of suitable habitat exists on site for this species and occurrences exist within 
the vicinity of the project site.  
 
 
CHAMBERS GROUP, INC. 
 

 
 
Shari Norton 
Staff Biologist 
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Appendix B 
Smith Correctional Facility Expansion Project Site 

Plant Species List 
 

Scientific Name Common Name 

ANGIOSPERMS (DICOTYLEDONS)   

ASTERACEAE SUNFLOWER FAMILY 

Ambrosia sp. bursage 

Heterotheca grandiflora telegraph weed 

BORAGINACEAE BORAGE FAMILY 

Amsinckia menziesii common fiddleneck 

BRASSICACEAE MUSTARD FAMILY 

Brassica nigra* black mustard 

Sisymbrium irio* London rocket 

CAPRIFOLIACEAE HONEYSUCKLE FAMILY 

Sambucus mexicana Mexican elderberry 

CHENOPODIACEAE GOOSEFOOT FAMILY 

Salsola tragus* Russian thistle 

EUPHORBIACEAE SPURGE FAMILY 

Eremocarpus setigerus dove weed 

GERANIACEAE GERANIUM FAMILY 

Erodium cicutarium* red-stemmed filaree 

Erodium moschatum* white-stemmed filaree 

HYDROPHYLLACEAE WATERLEAF FAMILY 

Phacelia sp. phacelia 

LAMIACEAE MINT FAMILY 

Marrubium vulgare* horehound 

MYRTACEAE MYRTLE FAMILY 

Eucalyptus sp.* gum tree 

SOLANACEAE NIGHTSHADE FAMILY 

Datura wrightii jimson weed 

ANGIOSPERMS (MONOCOTYLEDONS)   

POACEAE GRASS FAMILY 

Avena sp.* wild oat 

Cynodon dactylon* Bermuda grass 

Vulpia sp. fescue 

 
* Denotes Non-Native Species 
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Appendix C 
Smith Correctional Facility Expansion Project Site 

Wildlife Species List 
 

Scientific Name Common Name Sign
CLASS REPTILIA REPTILES   

PHRYNOSOMATIDAE 
ZEBRA-TAILED, EARLESS, FRINGE-TOED, SPINY, TREE, SIDE-
BLOTCHED, AND HORNY LIZARDS   

Uta stansburiana common side-blotched lizard O 
CLASS AVES BIRDS   
ACCIPITRIDAE  HAWKS, KITES, EAGLES   
Buteo jamaicensis red-tailed hawk O 
CORVIDAE JAYS & CROWS   
Corvus brachyrhynchos American crow O, V
FRINGILLIDAE FINCHES   
Carpodacus mexicanus house finch O, V

CLASS MAMMALIA MAMMALS   
LEPORIDAE HARES & RABBITS   
Sylvilagus audubonii desert cottontail O, S
GEOMYIDAE POCKET GOPHERS   
Thomomys bottae Botta's pocket gopher S 
HETEROMYIDAE POCKET MICE & KANGAROO RATS S 
MURIDAE MICE, RATS, AND VOLES S 
CANIDAE WOLVES & FOXES   
Canis latrans coyote S 
EQUIDAE HORSES & BURROS   
Equus caballus horse O 

 
O = Observed 
V = Vocalized 
S = Sign 
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Photo 1.     Photo taken facing east from the western border of Assessor’s Parcel 
Number 543-170-007, depicting ruderal vegetation on the project site adjacent to 
the Smith Correctional Facility. 

Photo 2.     Photo taken facing southwest from the western border of the project site in 
Assessor’s Parcel Number 543-170-007, depicting ruderal vegetation on the project 
site in the foreground, and Smith Creek and the foothills of the San Jacinto 
mountains in the background. 
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Photo 3.     Photo taken facing west from the eastern border of Assessor’s Parcel 
Number 543-170-007, depicting ruderal vegetation adjacent to the Smith 
Correctional Facility. 

Photo 4.     Photo taken facing northeast from the southwestern boundary of Assessor’s 
Parcel Number 543-140-022, depicting ruderal vegetation on the project site. 
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Photo 5.     Photo taken facing northwest from the southeastern corner of Assessor’s 
Parcel Number 543-160-006 depicting ruderal vegetation within active horse corral.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION   
 
This report provides the results of the cultural resources inventory for the proposed expansion of 
the Larry D. Smith Correctional Facility, Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs) 543-170-007 near the 
City of Banning, Riverside County, California (Figures 1 and 2). The proposed expansion project 
includes construction staging areas, APN 543-160-006 and 543-140-022, within Banning city 
limits; however, the County of Riverside owns these parcels. State law, as set forth in the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), requires that a cultural resources evaluation of the 
12.25-acre project area be completed before construction work can proceed.  
 
In compliance with CEQA, the County of Riverside retained Chambers Group, Inc. (Chambers 
Group) to perform a records/literature review of cultural and paleontological resources known to 
exist in the project area, as well as an intensive archaeological field survey to identify any 
previously unrecorded cultural resources that may exist there. The cultural resources inventory 
presented here consists of the results of the cultural and paleontological resources record 
search/literature review and the results of the archaeological field survey of the proposed 
expansion area.  
 
2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Riverside County is proposing to expand the Larry D. Smith Correctional Facility near Banning, 
California. The correctional facility dates to the 1920s and was originally used as a camp for 
prison road gangs. During World War II it served as a Japanese internment camp. The proposed 
project would include the construction of three two-story octagonal dormitory-style housing units 
capable of accommodating up to 600 inmates. This expansion would bring the total capacity of 
the correctional facility to approximately 1,530 inmates. The project site is located west of the 
existing facility on property owned by the County of Riverside. 
 
3.0 LOCATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
The proposed expansion site is located near the City of Banning, Riverside County, California 
and consists of APN 543-170-007 (4.91 acres). The County of Riverside owns the proposed 
expansion site property. The expansion project area also includes a construction staging area, 
APN 543-160-006 and 543-140-022, which encompasses 7.34 acres. The construction staging 
area property is located within Banning city limits, but owned by the County of Riverside. The 
expansion site and construction staging area encompass a total of 12.25 acres. The area 
surveyed is bounded to the south by Smith Creek, to the east by the current facility, to the north 
by the Wesley Street, and to the west by undeveloped desert. 
 
The City of Banning is at the center of the San Gorgonio Pass, between the San Jacinto and San 
Bernardino Mountains. The city is approximately 20 miles west of Palm Springs. The confluence 
of Smith Creek (dry) and the San Gorgonio River (seasonal) is about 3.25 miles to the southeast.  
 
The property lies within the western one-half of Section 15 of Township 3 South, Range 1 East, of 
the San Bernardino Base Meridian, as depicted on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-
minute Cabazon, California (1996) topographic quadrangle. The elevation is approximately 2,200 
feet above mean sea level (see Figure 2). 
 
The project area is relatively level and slopes down towards the southwest. Soils at the site 
consist of fine-grained alluvium with little gravel or cobble at the surface. Disturbances on the site 
exist in the form of off-road vehicle tracks, dumped trash, and bioturbation.  
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4.0 CULTURAL OVERVIEW 
 
4.1 General Prehistory  
 
Archaeological research in the San Gorgonio Pass and the adjacent Salton Trough region 
remains at an incipient stage despite more than 50 years of scientific interest. The region’s 
prehistory can be characterized into three broad cultural periods: the Paleoindian, the Archaic, 
and the Patayan. The Paleoindian Period lasted from approximately 12,000 to 7,000 years before 
present (BP) and is believed to have been a hunting-gathering lifestyle focusing on Pleistocene 
megafauna. While some researchers have suggested that the area was occupied by humans 
prior to 12,000 years before present, conclusive evidence of such an early occupation in southern 
California has yet to be presented to the scientific community. The Archaic Period, characterized 
as a more diverse hunting-gathering tradition, lasted from approximately 7,000 to 1,075 years BP. 
Despite the lengthy duration of this period, few sites have provided evidence of Archaic 
occupation within the Salton Trough. The Patayan Period began after 1,075 years BP and lasted 
until the first Spanish explorers reached the area, around 1774. This culture was widely 
distributed across the Colorado Desert and is best identified by its distinct ceramic technology. 
The majority of archaeological sites identified in the Salton Trough region date to this period, yet 
the Patayan are still considered one of the least understood Southwestern prehistoric cultures 
(Cordell 1997; Reid and Whittlesey 1997). 
 
The Paleoindian Period (12,000 to 7,000 years BP) 
 
In the Colorado Desert, the Paleoindian Period is represented by the San Dieguito Complex. San 
Dieguito technology consisted of a wide array of bifaces, choppers, scrapers, crescents, and 
other tools associated with a hunting-gathering economy. This complex was first characterized by 
Malcolm Rogers in 1939 and was later refined by Claude Warren (1967) after conducting surface 
survey and excavation of the Harris site in San Diego County. Rogers distinguished three phases 
of San Dieguito tool production and use that depicted a developmental sequence towards 
increasing technological complexity and diversity. The earliest industry, termed San Dieguito I, 
consisted of chopping and scraping tools fashioned by percussion flaking. In these assemblages, 
projectile points were crude and relatively rare. The later San Dieguito II and San Dieguito III 
industries tended to contain greater amounts of finely manufactured projectile points, blades, and 
other pressure flaked objects. 
 
Overall, the San Dieguito Complex shows strong affiliations with the Lake Mohave Complex to 
the north (Warren and True 1961). The similarity of these, and other paleoindian industries led 
researchers to propose the Western Stemmed Point Tradition, which subsumes both the San 
Dieguito and Lake Mohave Complexes and several other lithic industries throughout the Great 
Basin (Cordell 1997). Radiocarbon dates from Western Stemmed Point Tradition sites range 
between 11,200 and 7,500 years BP (Cordell 1997). Faunal assemblages of these sites typically 
contain remains of artiodactyls such as bighorn sheep, deer, and pronghorn; small game, such as 
jackrabbits; as well as freshwater mollusks—indicative of exploitation of lake and marshland 
environs. The faunal evidence attests, at least in this region, to a generalized hunting-gathering 
adaptation similar to what researchers often consider to characterize the Archaic period (Cordell 
1997), not the focused adaptation to big-game hunting suspected for the Paleoindian Period in 
other regions. In all areas of southern California, Paleoindian sites are extremely rare and 
generally consist of unstratified lithic scatters or rock features found on desert pavements, near 
major drainage areas, or along the shorelines of Pleistocene lakes such as Ancient Lake 
Cahuilla, of the current project area (Apple 1997).  
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The Archaic Period (7,000 to 1,075 years BP) 
 
The Archaic Period is poorly represented in the Colorado Desert region (Schaefer 1994) and over 
the years there has been much difficulty in deciding upon proper designation and temporal 
ranges of the period. This period incorporates both the Pinto and Gypsum periods as defined for 
the Mojave Desert region (Warren and Crabtree 1986). Rogers (1958) termed the culture which 
developed out of the San Dieguito Complex the Amargosa Tradition. Cordell (1997) prefers the 
term Archaic for this period, but also recognizes the term Desert Culture (Jennings 1957, 1973) 
as a suitable classifier. Recent syntheses (e.g. Cordell 1997) have subsumed the Amargosa and 
the Pinto Basin Complex into the San Dieguito-Pinto Tradition. Archaic sites of this tradition are 
generally identified by the presence of the distinctive Pinto Basin and Gypsum Cave type 
projectile points. These sites sometimes also contain ground stone tools.   
 
The changes that define the transition from the Paleoindian Period to the Archaic have often been 
related to fluctuating climatic conditions. Regional paleoenvironmental studies (e.g. van Devender 
1990) have helped to highlight the complex nature of broad climatic changes that occurred during 
the Holocene and adaptations that early peoples made to survive (Cordell 1997). Of particular 
relevance to the Archaic Period was the Altithermal, a climatic episode of hot and dry conditions 
that lasted from about 7,500 to 5,000 years BP. During the Middle Archaic, around 4,000 years 
BP, stabilization of vegetation within the Salton Trough region, which includes the Coachella 
Valley, is believed to have occurred (Flora of North America Association 1999). This would have 
been directly related to the closure of the Altithermal period. During his investigations, Rogers 
found no sites within the Salton Trough region which dated to the Archaic Period (Weide 1976a, 
Moratto 1984). Hayden (1976) suggests that this area may have been largely abandoned due to 
warm and dry conditions characterizing the Altithermal. Alternatively, if Archaic occupation of this 
region did occur, sites may have been lost or eliminated by natural processes or obscured by 
later settlements, and the region may not have been abandoned (Weide 1976b).  
 
The Patayan Period (1,075 years BP to contact)  
 
Beginning around 1,075 BP the first Patayan Phase is evidenced by the occurrence of Buff and 
Brown pottery wares in specific vessel forms. Five ceramic wares have been distinguished for this 
phase: Colorado Red, Black Mesa Buff, Black Mesa Red-on-buff, Colorado Beige, and Colorado 
Red-on-beige (Cordell 1997). Typical vessel forms include simple bowls and scoops, and large 
jars with tall tapered necks, direct rims, and “Colorado shoulders.” Common traits of Patayan I 
pottery vessels include rim notching, incised decoration, basketry molding, burnishing, red slips, 
and occasionally lug and loop handles. The adoption of Cottonwood and Desert Side-Notched 
projectile points (Moratto 1984) is an additional characteristic of the Patayan I Phase. 
 
The Patayan II Phase, lasting from approximately 950 to 450 years BP, is marked by the adoption 
of new pottery characteristics (Waters 1982). The timing of transition into this phase is based on a 
series of geological interpretations, intrusive sherds, radiocarbon dates, and design similarities 
with certain Hohokam ceramic types (Cordell 1997).   Pottery traits adopted during this time 
include new vessel forms such as jars that lack the Colorado shoulder distinctive of Patayan I 
jars, bowls and jars with recurved rims, and flat, open bowls that resemble plates. Other traits 
include increased use of fine-lined geometric designs, recurved rims, and a new pottery finish 
termed “stucco” (Cordell 1997). Stucco finish consists of a mixture of sand and clay applied in 
course layers on the base of pots that are used for cooking (Reid and Whittlesey 1997). Four 
general ceramic wares distinguish this phase: Tumco Buff, Parker Buff, Palomas Buff, and Salton 
Buff (Cordell 1997). 
 
During the Patayan II Phase, use of pottery by groups occupying the Salton Trough rapidly 
increased. This increase may partially be the result of populations adjusting their subsistence and 
settlement patterns to environmental changes which occurred as a result of intermittent filling and 
drying of the Salton Basin. Patayan II pottery has been found throughout the trough and at 
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Hohokam sites far to the east, south into the Sierra Pinacate region of Mexico, and north into 
Nevada (Stone 1991). 
 
The Patayan III Phase of the Colorado Desert (450 years BP to contact) has been differentiated 
by slight changes in the overall ceramic assemblage. Colorado Buff becomes the main pottery 
ware used during this phase, but other wares persist into this time period as well (Cordell 1997). 
Sites with Patayan III assemblages sometimes also contain glass and metal artifacts, indicating 
that this phase lasted well into the post-contact historic time periods.  
 
In the Salton Trough, the Patayan III Phase is characterized by large population shifts triggered 
by the final evaporation of Ancient Lake Cahuilla (Rogers 1945; Wilke 1978; Waters 1982). 
Although a gradual process, the lake’s desiccation represented a massive and fundamental 
degradation of the subsistence productivity of the region. Patayan groups, already mobile and 
dispersed, may have moved to areas where resources were more readily available, or where 
social or kinship ties facilitated integration into other existing groups. Groups on the western side 
of the drying lake may have moved to the foothills and mountains of western California, such as 
the San Jacinto and San Bernardino Ranges along the boundaries of the project area (Waters 
1982). Other groups may have moved to the Colorado River Valley and expanded down into the 
river delta (Rogers 1945). It has also been suggested that population increases due to migration 
to the Colorado River may have contributed to the high frequency of inter-group conflict 
documented by early Spanish explorers of this region (Forbes 1965). 
 
4.2 Ethnohistory 
 
The project area was part of the territory occupied by the Cahuilla Native American group when 
the Spanish arrived in the late eighteenth century (Bean 1972, 1978; Kroeber 1925). The Cahuilla 
language belongs to the Takic family of the Uto-Aztecan linguistic classification. Cahuilla territory 
coincided with much of present-day Riverside and southwest San Bernardino Counties, extending 
from around what are now the Perris and Redlands areas east through the San Jacinto and 
Santa Rosa Mountains to the Coachella Valley and the north end of the Salton Sea (Bean 1978). 
The Cahuilla were bordered by other Takic speaking groups to the north and west: the Serrano 
were located to the north in the San Bernardino Mountains, the Gabrielino were to the northwest, 
and the Juaneño and Luiseño were located to the west and southwest (Shipley 1978). The 
remainder of Cahuilla territory was bordered by Yuman-speaking groups, including the Ipai and 
Tipai to the south, the Quechan (Yuma) to the southeast, the Halchidhoma to the east, and the 
Mohave to the northeast (Kendall 1983).  
 
The Cahuilla sustained themselves through hunting, gathering, and fishing. Major villages were 
fully occupied during the winter, but during other seasons task groups made periodic forays to 
collect various plant foods, with larger groupings from several villages organizing for the annual 
acorn harvest (Bean and Saubel 1972). Bean and Saubel (1972) have recorded the use of 
several hundred species of plants used for food, building/artifact materials, and medicines. The 
major plant foods included acorns, pinyon nuts, and various seed-producing legumes. These 
were complemented by agave, wild fruits and berries, tubers, cactus bulbs, roots and greens, and 
seeds. 
 
Hunting focused on both small and medium-sized mammals, such as rodents and rabbits, and 
large mammals, such as pronghorn sheep, mountain sheep, and mule deer. Hunting was done 
using the throwing stick or the bow and arrow, though nets and traps were also used for small 
animals (Bean 1972). 
 
Cahuilla material culture included dome-shaped and rectangular type houses; above-ground 
granaries; baskets, pottery, and grinding implements; stone tools, arrowshaft straighteners and 
bows; clothing (loincloths, blankets, rope, sandals, skirts, and diapers); and various ceremonial 
objects made from mineral, plant, and animal substances (Bean 1972). 

Chambers Group, Inc.                                                                                            April 2007 6



CULTURAL RESOURCES INVENTORY OF 12.25 ACRES, APN 543-170-007, 543-160-006, AND 543-140-022 
BANNING, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

 
 
4.3 History 
 
The first significant European settlement of California began during the Spanish Period (1769 to 
1821) when 21 missions and 4 presidios were established between San Diego and Sonoma. 
Although located primarily along the coast, the missions dominated economic and political life 
over the majority of the California region. The purpose of the missions was primarily Indian 
control and forced assimilation into Spanish society and Catholicism, as well as economic support 
to the presidios (Castillo 1978).  
 
The Mexican Period (1821-1848) began with the success of the Mexican Revolution in 1821, but 
changes to the mission system were slow to follow. When secularization of the missions occurred 
in the 1830s, the vast land holdings of the missions in California were divided into large land 
grants called ranchos. The Mexican government granted ranchos throughout California to 
Spanish and Hispanic soldiers and settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
 
In 1848, the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo ended the Mexican-American War and marked the 
beginning of the American Period (1848 to present). The discovery of gold that same year 
sparked the 1849 California Gold Rush, bringing thousands of miners and settlers to California 
from various parts of the United States, most of whom settled in the north. For those settlers who 
chose to come to southern California, much of their economic prosperity was fueled by cattle 
ranching rather than by gold. This prosperity, however, came to a halt in the 1860s as a result of 
severe floods and droughts, which put many ranchos into bankruptcy (Castillo 1978; Cleland 
1941). 
 
The city of Banning, located in the San Gorgonio Pass, began first as a stagecoach stop and later 
(1877) as a railroad station serving freight and travelers between the Arizona Territory and Los 
Angeles. The city was named for General Phineas Banning who before the Civil War, operated a 
freight stop nearby (Gunther 1984). Mister Banning earned a commission after the war as a 
General in the California State Brigade of the National Guard. The City of Banning was 
incorporated in 1913. 
 
5.0 METHODS 
 
5.1 Cultural Resources Record Search/Literature Review Methods 
 
A record search/literature review was conducted on March 12, 2007 at the Eastern Information 
Center, located at the University of California, Riverside. The purpose of this review was to 
examine any existing cultural resources survey reports, archaeological site records, and historic 
maps to determine whether previously documented prehistoric or historic archaeological sites, 
architectural resources, cultural landscapes, or ethnic resources exist within or near the project 
area. The record search/literature review was also conducted to determine whether any historic 
properties listed on or determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) or California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) exist within the project area. 
 
5.2 Paleontological Resources Files/Database Search Methods 
 
A search of the paleontological files/database was initiated with the Division of Geological 
Sciences of the San Bernardino County Museum in Redlands, California on March 26, 2007. The 
purpose of the search was to provide information regarding previous paleontological studies that 
have been conducted within or near the project area, known fossils or other paleontological 
resources that may have been identified within or near the project area, and the sensitivity of the 
project area to contain significant nonrenewable paleontological resources (Appendix A). 
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5.3 Archaeological Field Survey Methods 
 
On March 5, 2007 one Chambers Group archaeologist conducted an intensive pedestrian survey 
of the approximately 12.25-acre project area that is slated for development. The surveyor walked 
north-south transects spaced 15-meters apart on the property. Notes were taken on the 
environmental setting and disturbances.  
 
6.0 RESULTS 
 
6.1 Cultural Resources Record Search/Literature Review Results 
 
Results of the review of the survey reports and site records obtained from the Eastern Information 
Center indicate that six previous archaeological studies have been conducted within one-half mile 
of the project area, including one (Padon 2003) that was conducted for the most recent expansion 
of the facility east of the project area. The records search also indicated that no prehistoric sites 
have been recorded within the project area and that three prehistoric sites were once located 
within ½-mile radius of the project area; however, these sites have been destroyed or heavily 
disturbed by development.  
 
6.2 Archaeological Field Survey Results 
 
No archaeological or historical resources were identified in the project area during the course of 
the Chambers Group field survey. Also, based upon the geologic and physiographic setting of the 
area, no cultural resources are expected to be present below ground surface. Therefore, the 
proposed project is not expected to have an effect on any archaeological or historic resources. 
 
6.3 Paleontological Resources Files/Database Search Results 
 
Results of the search of the paleontological files/database conducted with the San Bernardino 
County Museum indicate that the project area is located upon surface exposures of Recent 
alluvium. This lithologic unit has low potential to contain significant nonrenewable paleontologic 
resources. However, this Recent alluvium overlies sediments of older Pleistocene age units in the 
subsurface at an undetermined depth. Elsewhere in the Inland Empire similar Pleistocene 
sediments have high potential to contain significant fossil resources. Such sediments, often found 
at depths of approximately 10 feet or more below existing ground surface, have yielded the fossil 
remains of plants and extinct terrestrial Pleistocene vertebrates (Scott 2007). A copy of the 
paleontological literature and records review is provided in Appendix A. 
 
7.0 MANAGEMENT SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Results of the review of the survey reports and site records obtained from the Eastern Information 
Center indicate that six previous cultural resources investigations have occurred within a one-half 
mile radius of the project area, including one which included the entire eastern half of the project 
area. There are no previously known archaeological sites within or adjacent to the project area. 
As a result of the pedestrian survey, no previously unrecorded cultural resources were observed 
within the project area and none are expected to be present subsurface. Therefore, the proposed 
project is not expected to have an effect on any archaeological or historic resources. 
 
In the event that any subsurface archaeological deposits are unearthed during ground-disturbing 
construction activities, all activities must be suspended in the vicinity of the find until the 
deposit(s) are recorded and evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If human remains of any kind 
are found, all activities must cease immediately, and a qualified archaeologist and the Riverside 
County Coroner must be notified. If the coroner determines the remains to be of Native American 
origin, he or she will notify the NAHC. The NAHC will then identify the most likely descendants to 
be consulted regarding treatment and/or repatriation of the remains.   
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The search of the paleontological files/database indicates that no paleontologic resource localities 
have been recorded in or near the project area. Also, the surface exposures of Recent alluvium 
sediments in the project area have a low potential to contain significant nonrenewable 
paleontological resources. This lithologic unit has low potential to contain significant 
nonrenewable paleontologic resources. However, this Recent alluvium overlies sediments of 
older Pleistocene age units in the subsurface at an undetermined depth. Monitoring of ground-
disturbing construction activities is not recommended; however, if paleontologic specimens are 
encountered during ground disturbance, a paleontological monitor should be notified so that the 
find(s) can be identified, removed, documented, and evaluated. Recovered specimens must be 
curated in a museum repository with permanent retrievable storage (e.g., San Bernardino County 
Museum). A report must be prepared with an appended itemized inventory of specimens, if any 
are recovered. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the potential impact to a 
level that is less than significant. 
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