was reviewed by the Riverside County Fire Department for compliance with all applicable
fire protection requirements. The proposed Project adheres to all other applicable policies
of the Riverside County General Plan Safety Element and the Temescal Canyon and
Eisinore Area Plans.

5. Noise: The proposed Project adheres to all applicable policies within the Riverside County
General Plan Noise Element.

6. Housing: The Riverside County General Plan Housing Element does not contain any
policies applicable to the proposed Project, but rather identifies programs and actions to
achieve the County’s goals with respect to housing. The proposed Project does, however,
relate to the County General Plan Housing Element through the Project’'s proposed land
uses. The Project proposes the same number of residential homes as previously
approved by SP 327 in 2006 and SP 327A1 in 2014. Thus, the land uses proposed by the
Project would not adversely impact the implementation of the County General Plan
Housing Element’s goals or policies.

7. Air Quality: The proposed Project is conditioned to control fugitive dust emissions during
grading and construction activities and to reduce air pollutant emissions to the greatest
feasible extent. The proposed Project is consistent with all other applicable Riverside
County General Plan Air Quality Element.

. General Plan Area Plan(s)/Neighborhood Plan(s): Temescal Canyon
. Foundation Component(s): Community Development

. Land Use Designation(s): MDR, MHDR, CR, OS-R, OS-MS/FMZ, OS-CH as reflected on
the Land Use Plan for SP 327A1.

. Overlay(s), if any: None
. Policy Area(s), if any: East Temescal Hillside Policy Area, Temescal Wash Policy Area

. Adjacent and Surrounding Area Plan(s)/Neighborhood(s), Foundation Component(s),
Land Use Designation(s), and Overlay(s) and Policy Area(s), if any:

1. Area Plan(s)/Neighborhood(s): Temescal Canyon & Lake Mathews/Woodcrest to the
North; Temescal Canyon & Elsinore to the south; Temescal Canyon to the west; Lake
Mathews/Woodcrest & Elsinore to the east

2. Foundation Component(s): Community Development & Rural to the North; Community
Development to the South; Community Development, Rural & Open Space to the west;
Open Space to the east

3. Land Use Designation(s): Medium Density Residential, Medium High Density
Residential, High Density Residential, Open Space-Recreation, Open Space-Conservation
Habitat, and Public Facility as reflected on the Land Use Plan for SP 327A1 to the North;
Rural Residential to the North; Light Industrial to the South; Light Industrial, Open Space-
Water & Open Space-Conservation to the West; Open Space-Rural, Open Space-
Conservation Habitat & Open Space-Water to the East

4. Overlay(s): None
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5. Policy Area(s): El Sobrante Landfill Policy Area to the Northwest, Serrano Policy Area to
the West, Warm Springs Policy Area to the East

H. Adopted Specific Plan Information
1. Name and Number of Specific Plan, if any: Specific Plan No. 327 (Toscana)
2. Specific Plan Planning Area, and Policies, if any: The proposed Project would affect
Planning Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 15, 18, 19, 25A, 26B, 26C, 26E, 26F, and portions of 27 of SP
327.
I. Existing Zoning: Specific Plan (SP)
J. Proposed Zoning, if any: Same as existing
K. Adjacent and Surrounding Zoning: Specific Plan (SP) and Residential Agriculture (R-A-5)
to the North; Manufacturing Service Commercial (M-SC) to the South; Specific Plan (SP 353,
Serrano Commerce Center) to the West; Natural Assets (N-A) & Watercourse, Watershed &
Conservation Areas (W-1) to the East
. 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 [ ] Recreation

(] Agricuiture & Forest Resources  [_] Hydrology / Water Quality ] Transportation / Traffic
] Air Quality [] Land Use / Planning [] Utilities / Service Systems
[ Biological Resources [C] Mineral Resources [] Other:

[] Cuttural Resources X Noise [] Other:

[] Geology / Soils ] Population / Housing ] Mandatory Findings of

X] Greenhouse Gas Emissions (] Public Services Significance

IV. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS NOT
PREPARED

] 1 find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

(] 1 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.

] | 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

[J 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, NO
NEW ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION IS REQUIRED because (a) all potentially significant
effects of the proposed project have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative
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Declaration pursuant to applicable legal standards, (b) ali potentially significant effects of the proposed
project have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, (c) the
proposed project will not result in any new significant environmental effects not identified in the earlier
EIR or Negative Declaration, (d) the proposed project will not substantially increase the severity of the
environmental effects identified in the earlier EIR or Negative Declaration, (e) no considerably different
mitigation measures have been identified and (f) no mitigation measures found infeasible have
become feasible.

X | find that although all potentially significant effects have been adequately analyzed in an earlier
EIR or Negative Declaration pursuant to applicable legal standards, some changes or additions are
necessary but none of the conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section 15162
exist. An ADDENDUM to a previously-certified EIR or Negative Declaration has been prepared and
will be considered by the approving body or bodies.

(] I find that at least one of the conditions described in California Code of Regulations, Section
15162 exist, but | further find that only minor additions or changes are necessary to make the previous
EIR adequately apply to the project in the changed situation; therefore a SUPPLEMENT TO THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required that need only contain the information necessary to
make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised.

] | find that at least one of the following conditions described in California Code of Regulations,
Section 15162, exist and a SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required: (1)
Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR
or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; (2) Substantial changes have
occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will require
major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects; or (3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as
complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any the following:(A) The project will have
one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration;(B)
Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous
EIR or negative declaration;(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project,
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives; or,(D) Mitigation
measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR or
negative declaration would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project on the
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives.

Signature Date

Matt Straite For Steve Weiss, Planning Director

Printed Name
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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 new or more severe significant impacts upon the environment that were not previously
disclosed in Final EIR No. 439 (EIR 439) that would result from construction and implementation of
the Project as amended. 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 new or more severe significant environmental impacts that were not previously disclosed in
EIR 439 associated with the implementation of the proposed Project.

Potentially Less than Less Impact
Significant  Significant Than Fully
New New Impact  Significant Analyzed
Impact with New in EIR
Mitigation Impact 439
Incorporated

AESTHETICS Would the project

1. Scenic Resources
a) Have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway [ [ [ X
corridor within which it is located?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, ] ] ] I
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: EIR 439, Section VI.L “Aesthetic Resources;” SP 327A1; Addendum No. 1, Temescal Canyon
Area Plan Figure 9, “Scenic Highways;” Elsinore Area Plan Figure 9, “Scenic Highways;" California
Scenic Highway Program (Caltrans); Google Earth (accessed October 2, 2014); Project Application
Materials

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is located approximately 0.2-mile north of Interstate 15 (I-15), which is
designated as a State Eligible Scenic Highway by the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) and the Riverside County General Plan.

Potential aesthetic impacts to scenic highways were previously evaluated in EIR 439, Section VI.L
“Aesthetic Resources,” which found that impacts would be less than significant because development
planned by SP 327 would be clustered in the central portion of the Project site and surrounded by
extensive open space areas, thereby reducing the perceived scope and scale of the planned
development as viewed from I-15. EIR 439 further concluded that aesthetic impacts to the I-15
corridor would be less than significant because of the presence of suburban, industrial, and mining
development that exist in the corridor and the fact that landscaping would be provided throughout the
project site, including along manufactured slope areas, to soften the appearance of planned
development from I-15. Addendum No. 1 to EIR 439 (Addendum No. 1) concluded that SP 327A1
would have a similar aesthetic character as SP 327 and would not adversely affect public views within
the 1-15 corridor.
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Potentially Less than Less Impact

Significant  Significant Than Fully
New Impactwith  Significant Analyzed
Impact Mitigation Impact in EIR
Incorporated 439

The proposed Project would implement SP 327A1 and would be required to comply with the
Development Standards and Design Guidelines (Architecture and Landscaping) contained therein to
ensure that development on the Project site is visually appealing. Accordingly, implementation of the
proposed Project would not result in any new or more severe impacts upon a scenic highway corridor
than was previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

b) Potential impacts to scenic resources resulting from buildout of SP 327 were previously
evaluated in EIR 439, Section VI.L “Aesthetic Resources” and Addendum No. 1. EIR 439 concluded
that build out of SP 327 would result in less-than-significant impacts to scenic resources because
planned development would be clustered in the central portion of the SP 327 property and would
include extensive landscaped areas; these design features would buffer planned development from
off-site public viewing areas and reduce the perceived scope and scale of development. Addendum
No. 1 concluded that SP 327A1 would have a similar aesthetic character as SP 327 — SP 327A1
would include grading activities that would not substantially damage scenic resources and provide a
natural appearance, and would also incorporate Development Standards and Design Guidelines
(Architecture and Landscaping) to ensure development is visually attractive and not offensive.
Further, SP 327A1 would have a smaller development footprint than SP 327; more of the property
would be preserved as natural open space, including steep slopes.

The proposed Project would implement SP 327A1. The Project’s limits of grading impact would be
approximately 201.9 acres within the impact footprint of SP 327A1 and the Project would be required
to comply with SP 327A1’'s Development Standards and Design Guidelines (Architecture and
Landscaping) to ensure that development on the Project site is visually appealing. Because the
Project wouid be consistent with approved SP 327A1, implementation of the Project would not resulit
in any new or more severe impacts to scenic resources that was previously disclosed in EIR 439 or
Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required. All
measures identified in EIR 439 to mitigate aesthetic impacts continue to apply to the proposed
Project.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.

2. Mt. Palomar Observatory

a) Interfere with the nighttime use of the Mt. O O X [
Palomar Observatory, as protected through Riverside
County Ordinance No. 6557

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.L “Aesthetic Resources;” SP 327A1; Addendum No. 1; Ord. No. 655
(Regulating Light Pollution); Temescal Canyon Area Plan Figure 6, “Mount Palomar Nighttime
Lighting Policy;” Elsinore Area Plan Figure 6, “Mount Palomar Nighttime Lighting Policy”

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is located within Zone B of the Mt. Palomar Observatory Nighttime Lighting
Policy Area (County Ordinance No. 655). (Note: EIR 439 erroneously stated that the entire Project
site was located more than 45 miles from the Mt. Palomar Observatory and, therefore, was not
subject to the nighttime lighting restrictions established by Ordinance No. 655. This discrepancy was
corrected in Addendum No. 1.) All development on the Project site would be regulated by Ordinance
No. 655, which identifies requirements for outdoor lighting that minimize potential adverse effects on
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Potentially Less than Less Impact

Significant  Significant Than Fully
New Impact with  Significant Analyzed
Impact Mitigation Impact in EIR
Incorporated 439

observations at the Mt. Palomar observatory. In addition, the proposed Project would be required to
comply with the design standards contained within SP 327A1 to minimize contributions to sky glow
(refer to SP 327A1, Section IV.C.2, Lighting). Mandatory compliance with Ordinance No. 655 and
implementation of the design measures within SP 327A1 related to outdoor lighting fixtures would
ensure that the proposed Project would not contribute substantial amounts of light pollution (i.e., sky
glow) which could interfere with nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar Observatory. Impacts would be
less-than-significant.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

3.  Other Lighting Issues

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

b) Expose residential property to unacceptable light
levels? u 0 [ X

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.L “Aesthetic Resources;” SP 327A1; Addendum No. 1; Ord. No. 915
(Regulating Outdoor Lighting); Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a&b) The Project site is undeveloped under existing conditions and is located south of existing
rural residential properties. As a proposed residential community, lighting elements that would be
installed for the Project would be of low intensity and residential in character — primarily consisting of
lights installed on individual residential lots, lights installed in on-site parks, and street lights. Although
the proposed Project would introduce new sources of artificial light on the Project site, the lighting
would be no more intense than would have occurred under approved SP 327 (as amended by SP
327A1), and would not create unacceptable sources of light or more intense lighting levels than
previously evaluated by EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1. Furthermore, the proposed Project would be
required to comply with the lighting standards contained within SP 327A1 as well as County
Ordinance No. 915. The Project's mandatory compliance with these standards would: 1) ensure that
proposed development would be compatible with the low-light, rural setting of the surrounding area; 2)
prevent substantial light or glare from falling on public streets or property adjoining the Project site;
and 3) prevent “spillover” effects from the Project site that could interfere with day or nighttime views
in the area. Implementation of the Project would not result in any new or more severe impacts to
lighting than was previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required. All
measures identified in EIR 439 to mitigate aesthetic impacts continue to apply to the proposed
Project.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.
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Impact Mitigation Impact in EIR
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AGRICULTURE & FOREST RESOURCES Would the project

4. Agriculture (] ] ] X

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

b) Conflict with existing agricultural zoning, ] 0 [] X
agricultural use or with land subject to a Williamson Act
contract or land within a Riverside County Agricultural
Preserve?

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

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

Source: EIR 439, Section V1.1 “Agricultural Resources;” Addendum No. 1; County General Plan Figure
0S-2 “Agricultural Resources;” Riverside County Land Information System (RCLIS); Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program; Google Earth (accessed October 2, 2014); Project Application
Materials.

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site does not contain any lands designated as “Prime Farmland,” “Unique
Farmland,” or “Farmland of Statewide Importance” as mapped by the State Department of
Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). As such, the Project has no
potential to convert such lands to a non-agricultural use and no impact would occur. This conclusion is
consistent with the information disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

b&c) As disclosed in EIR 439, Section VI.| “Agricultural Resources,” the Project site is not zoned
for agricultural use and is not under active agricultural production. These circumstances have not
changed since EIR 439 was certified in 2006. Also, as disclosed in EIR 439, the Project site is not
subject to a Williamson Act contract, nor is the site located within a Riverside County Agricultural
Preserve. As such, no direct impact to agricultural zoning, agricultural use, or Williamson Act contract
status would occur with development of the property as proposed by the Project. This conclusion is
consistent with the findings of EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

The Project site is not located within 300-feet of agriculturally zoned properties. Furthermore, there
are no properties in the vicinity of the Project site subject to a Williamson Act contract or Riverside
County Agricultural Preserve. As such, the Project site would not conflict with off-site agricultural
lands. The Project's impact would be less than significant, which is consistent with the conclusion of
EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

d) “Farmland” is defined in Section Il (a) of Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines to mean

“Prime Farmland,” “Unique Farmland” or “Farmland of Statewide Importance.” As described above in
the response to Item 4(a), implementation of the Project would not result in the conversion of
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Significant  Significant Than Fully
New Impact with  Significant Analyzed
Impact Mitigation Impact in EIR
Incorporated 439

Farmland to non-agricultural use. No impact would occur. This conclusion is consistent with the
findings of EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

5. Forest ] ] L1 X

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

51104(g))?

b) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of ] ] L] X
forest land to non-forest use?

c) Involve other changes in the existing U ] L] =

environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.J “Biological Resources;” Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix
A1 “Biological Resources Assessment’ (Helix Environmental Planning, 2014); Riverside County
General “Plan Figure OS-3 “Parks, Forests and Recreation Areas;” RCLIS; Project Application
Materials

Findings of Fact:

a, b & c) The Project site does not contain any forest land, is not zoned for forest resources, nor is it
identified as containing forest resources by the Riverside County General Plan. There are no
components of the proposed Project that could result in the conversion of forest resources to non-
forest use, either directly or indirectly. No impact would occur. Although the specific topic of “Forest”
was not evaluated in EIR 439, the EIR disclosed extensive information about the property’s existing
conditions and surrounding environment, including vegetation types, to reasonably conclude that the
property and immediately surrounding area do not contain forest lands and that development of the
Project would have no adverse effects on forests.

Mitigation; Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

AIR QUALITY Would the project

6.  Air Quality Impacts
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the [ [ [ =

applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 0 ] n X
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

c¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net H M M <

increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
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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 n ] ] 5

within 1 mile of the project site to project substantial point
source emissions?

e) Involve the construction of a sensitive receptor H ] u X
located within one mile of an existing substantial point
source emitter?

f) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? u N [ =

Source: EIR 439, Section VIE, “Air Quality;” Appendix E to EIR 439 “Air Quality Impact Analysis”
(Urban Crossroads, 2004); Addendum No. 1; SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan; 1997
SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan; SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook; SCAQMD Rule
1113; California Building Standards Code; Google Earth (accessed October 2, 2014)

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). The SCAB encompasses
approximately 6,745 square miles and includes Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los
Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The SCAB is bound by the Pacific Ocean to the
west; the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east,
respectively; and the San Diego County line to the south. The South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) is principally responsible for air pollution control in the SCAB. The SCAQMD
works directly with the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), county transportation
commissions, local governments, and state and federal agencies to reduce emissions from stationary,
mobile, and indirect sources to meet state and federal ambient air quality standards.

The SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to reduce air
emissions in the Basin. When the CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP) for EIR 439 was advertised for
public review (thereby establishing the environmental baseline for EIR 439), the SCAQMD’s 1997
AQMP was applicable. Since that time, the SCAQMD adopted three (3) updates to the AQMP,
including the 2012 AQMP on December 7, 2012, which is in effect at this time and is applicable to the
Project for determining consistency with the AQMP. The 2012 AQMP incorporates the latest scientific
and technological information and planning assumptions, including SCAG's 2012 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and updated emission inventory
methodologies for various source categories. For purposes of evaluation and to determine whether
the proposed Project would result in any new or more severe air quality impacts than disclosed in EIR
439, consistency with both the 1997 AQMP, which was applicable at the time EIR 439 was written,
and the 2012 AQMP are discussed below.

EIR 439 concluded that because SP 327 would be consistent with the regional growth projections
documented by Riverside County and SCAG, SP 327 would also be consistent with the 1997
SCAQMD AQMP. This rationale was applied because the 1997 SCAQMD AQMP relied on the
County’s General Plan and SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) as the basis for its growth
assumptions. Applying the same rationale, Addendum No. 1 concluded that SP 327A1 would not
conflict with the 1997 SCAQMD AQMP because the land plan for SP 327A1 would be consistent with
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the regional growth projections contained within the 1997 SCAQMD AQMP — SP 327A1 did not
change the planned number of dwelling units from SP 327 (i.e., 1,443 units) and reduced the overall
development intensity of the project by eliminating a commercial retail site planned by SP 327. The
Project would implement SP 327A1 and would not alter the location, distribution, or intensity of
development on the subject property beyond what is shown on the approved land plan for SP 327A1
(which was deemed to be consistent with the original land plan for SP 327). Accordingly, the Project
would not result in a new or more severe conflict with the regional growth projections contained within
the 1997 SCAQMD AQMP. This conclusion is consistent with the findings of EIR 439 and Addendum
No. 1.

Under existing conditions, the 2012 SCAQMD AQMP is the applicable air quality plan for the Project
area. This AQMP is based on the assumptions provided by both the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) and the Southern California Association of Governments in the latest available EMFAC model
for the most recent motor vehicle and demographics information, respectively. The proposed Project’s
consistency with the 2012 AQMP is discussed below. Criteria for determining consistency with the
2012 AQMP are defined in Chapter 12, Section 12.2 and Section 12.3 of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air
Quality Handbook (1993).

O Consistency Criterion No. 1. The proposed project will not result in an increase in the
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations,
or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions
specified in the AQMP.

Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to violations of the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). EIR 439 included an
analysis of impacts to air quality and found that short-term construction and long-term mobile
source emissions associated with SP 327 would result in direct and cumulative impacts to
regional air quality and that operational impacts would remain significant and unavoidable,
even following the incorporation of identified mitigation measures. Addendum No. 1
determined that SP 327A1’s dally construction-related air quality impacts would be the same
or similar to those disclosed in EIR 439. Addendum No. 1 also determined that SP 327A1’s
long-term operational mobile source emissions would be substantially lower than those
disclosed in EIR 439 because SP 327A1 would generate 3,434 fewer vehicle trip ends per day
under long-term operational conditions than SP 327. Accordingly, Addendum No. 1 concluded
that SP 327A1 would not increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or
cause or contribute to new violations beyond what was already identified and disclosed as part
of EIR 439.

The Project would implement the land plan for SP 327A1. Accordingly, implementation of the
proposed Project would not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air
quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations beyond what was already identified
and disclosed as part of EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1. On the basis of the preceding
discussion, the proposed Project would be consistent with Consistency Criterion No. 1.

01 Consistency Criterion No. 2: The proposed project will not exceed the assumptions in the
AQMP or increments based on the years of project build-out phase.

Assumptions used in the 2012 AQMP for projecting future emissions levels are based in part
on land use data provided by lead agency general plan documentation. Projects that propose
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general plan amendments and changes of zone may increase the intensity of use and may
result in increased stationary area source or mobile source emissions that exceed projections
contained within the AQMP. As concluded in Addendum No. 1, SP 327A1 would not
substantially exceed assumptions in the AQMP and would be consistent with Consistency
Criterion No. 2. The Project would implement SP 327A1; no changes to the approved Specific
Plan would occur as a result of the Project. As such, the Project would not substantially
exceed assumptions in the AQMP and the Project would be consistent with Consistency
Criterion No. 2.

For the reasons stated above, the proposed Project would not result in an increase in the frequency or
severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, delay the timely
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP, or
exceed the growth assumptions in the AQMP. Accordingly implementation of the proposed Project
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP to a greater degree than SP 327 or SP
327A1, and would not result in new or substantially increased impacts that were not previously
disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

b&c) EIR 439 concluded SP 327 would result in significant direct and cumulatively considerable
regional air quality impacts from short-term construction and long-term operational activities. EIR 439
identified mitigation measures to reduce SP 327’s air quality effect; however, EIR 439 concluded SP
327’s long-term direct and cumulative air quality impacts would be significant and unavoidable even
after the incorporation of specified mitigation measures. Addendum No. 1 concluded that SP 327A1
would not create any additional air quality violations beyond those previously identified in EIR 439,
and would, in fact, reduce the severity of air quality impacts as compared to SP 327 due a reduction in
planned development intensity on-site and the application of more stringent, mandatory building and
air quality regulations (although long-term direct and cumulative impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable as disclosed in EIR 439 and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations that
supported certification of EIR 439).

The proposed Project would implement the land uses planned by SP 327A1. The mitigation
measures identified in EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1 to reflect land use design changes
that resulted from SP 327A1) would continue to apply to the proposed Project, and would be enforced
by Riverside County as part of the Project’s conditions of approval. Furthermore, the Project would be
required to comply with the building and air quality regulations specified in Addendum No. 1
(including, but not limited to, the California Building Standards Code, California Code of Regulations
Title 24). Accordingly, the proposed Project would not directly cause or cumulatively contribute to any
new air quality violation or an increase in the severity of any existing or projected air quality violation
beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1. The Project would result in a
significant and unavoidabie direct and cumulative air quality impact during long-term operation as
disclosed in EIR 439 and in the Statement of Overriding Considerations that supported certification of
EIR 439.

d) The proposed Project is a master-planned residential community and would not involve the
construction of point source air pollutant emitters. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not
expose sensitive receptors located within one mile of the Project site to substantial point source
emissions. Furthermore, the proposed Project would be required to comply with the mitigation
measures imposed by EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1 to reflect land use design changes
that resulted from SP 327A1) to minimize air pollutant emissions during short-term construction
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activities and long-term operation. No impact would occur. This conclusion is consistent with the
findings of EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

e) EIR 439 did not disclose the existence of any sources of substantial point source emissions within
one (1) mile of the Project site. No such emission sources have been established within one (1) mile
of the Project site since EIR 439 was certified. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not
result in the construction of a sensitive receptor within one (1) mile of an emitter of substantial point
source air pollution, which is consistent with the conclusion of EIR 439 and Addendum No.1.

f)  The Project proposes to develop the subject property with residential land uses, parks, roads, and
water quality/detention facilities. These land uses are not typically associated with the generation of
objectionable odors. Although odor emissions could occur during short-term construction activities —
from construction equipment exhaust, application of asphalt, and the application of architectural
coatings — such odors would be no greater than disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, and
mandatory compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings), would minimize odors
associated with Project construction activities. Further, potential odors from construction activities
would not affect a substantial number of people and would be short-term and intermittent in nature,
ceasing upon completion of construction. Short-term odor impacts associated with Project
construction would be less than significant. This conclusion is consistent with the information
disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: EIR 439 identified mitigation measures that would minimize the air quality impact of SP
327 to the maximum feasible extent. The mitigation measures identified by EIR 439 were modified by
Addendum No. 1 to reflect land use design changes that resulted from SP 327A1. These mitigation
measures (as modified by Addendum No. 1) would continue to apply to the proposed Project. No new
mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1) are
required.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1).

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Would the project

7. Wildlife & Vegetation
a) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat [ [ [ X
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
conservation plan?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly ] 0 0 X
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 ] 0 [ X
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?
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d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any H ] ] X

native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) 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 ] ] ] X
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 [ 0 [ X
preservation policy or ordinance?

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.J, “Biological Resources;” EIR 439 Appendices G-1 through G-22,
Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix A1 “Biological Resources Assessment” (Helix
Environmental Planning, 2014); Addendum No. 1 Appendix A2 “MSHCP Consistency Analysis” (Helix
Environmental Planning, 2014); Addendum No. 1 Appendix A3 “Oak Tree Impacts and Mitigation for
the Toscana Project” (Helix Environmental Planning, 2014); Western Riverside County MSHCP

Findings of Fact:

a) The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) is the
regional habitat conservation plan (HCP) that applies to all properties in Western Riverside County,
including the proposed Project site. The MSHCP identifies conservation criteria for portions of the
County that are identified for conservation as part of the MSHCP. To ensure consistency with the
(then-pending) MSHCP during the planning of SP 327, the property was the subject of a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) executed between the County and the SP 327 property
owner, which was signed on June 10, 2003. The MOU cites commitments of the SP 327 property
owner and the County and includes a map showing 510.0 acres of open space conservation on the
Project site. The MOU is appended to certified EIR 439 as Appendix G-10. Section 3.3.1 of the
MSHCP and approved Joint Project Review 06 03 27 01 for SP 327 determined that approved SP 327
would be consistent with the MSHCP criteria and its guidelines so long as development is consistent
with the MOU. To date, approximately 70 acres of the Specific Plan area have been dedicated to the
Western Riverside County RCA.

An MSHCP Consistency Report was prepared by Helix Environmental Planning to evaluate SP 327A1
for consistency with the conservation requirements of the MSHCP (Addendum No. 1 Appendix A2).
The MSHCP Consistency Report for SP 327A1 was reviewed and approved by the County
Environmental Programs Department and the Western Riverside County RCA. The Report, the
findings of which were disclosed in Addendum No. 1, determined that SP 327A1 was consistent with,
and exceeded, the conservation criteria specified in the MOU because SP 327A1 resulted in a lesser
extent of overall biological impact than would have occurred from implementation of SP 327.
Specifically, SP 327A1 reduced the permanent disturbance area within the Specific Plan Area by
approximately 32 acres, which reduced direct effects to sensitive biological resources, minimized
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potential edge effects to the MSHCP Conservation Area, and improved the overall MSHCP
Conservation Area design by providing better connected open space areas. Accordingly, Addendum
No. 1 concluded that SP 327A1 was consistent with the MSHCP, and would not result in any new or
more severe impact that was not disclosed in EIR 439.

The proposed Project would implement SP 327A1. The Project’s limits of grading impact would be
approximately 201.9 acres of the impact footprint identified for SP 327A1 (and what was evaluated in
the MSHCP Consistency Report for SP 327A1) and the Project would be required to comply with the
property’'s MOU. Because the County determined SP 327A1 was consistent with the MSHCP, the
proposed Project — as an implementing action of SP 327A1 - also would be consistent with the
MSHCP. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not result in a new or more severe conflict with the
MSHCP that was not previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

b&c) As disclosed in EIR 439, two sensitive plant species, Coulter's matilja poppy and many
stemmed dudleya, are present within the Specific Plan area. EIR 439 further disclosed that
implementation of SP 327 would impact both of these species, but that impacts would be less than
significant because the impacts would be consistent with the MSHCP’s conservation requirements
and would not threaten the regional viability of the species. Addendum No. 1 determined that, like SP
327, SP 327A1 would impact both the Coulter's matilja poppy and many stemmed dudleya.
However, as disclosed in Addendum No. 1, SP 327A1’s impacts to both species would be less than
what was previously reported in EIR 439. The proposed Project would implement SP 327A1 and its
limits of grading impact would be an approximately 201.9-acre portion of the impact footprint identified
for SP 327A1. Therefore, the Project would have no potential to result in impacts to the Coulter’s
matilija poppy or many stemmed dudleya that were not previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum
No. 1.

EIR 439 disclosed that the SP 327 would result in the loss of habitat for a number of special-status
wildlife species, including listed and non-listed species, but impacts to many of these species and
their habitat are Covered Species identified in the MSHCP and, as such, any impacts would be fully
mitigated through mandatory compliance with the MSHCP and the property's MOU. EIR 439 also
disclosed that SP 327 had the potential to impact one special-status species not covered by the
MSHCP (least Bell's vireo) but that impacts would be less-than-significant as a result of mandatory
compliance with the MSHCP and the property's MOU. Because SP 327A1 has a smaller physical
disturbance area than SP 327 and, like SP 327, is required to comply with the MSHCP and the
property's MOU, Addendum No. 1 concluded that SP 327A1 would not result in any new or more
severe impacts to special-status wildlife species than disclosed in EIR 439. The Project would
implement a portion of the SP 327A1 and its limit of grading impact would be approximately 201.9
acres of the impact footprint identified for SP 327A1. Furthermore, the Project would be required to
comply with the property's MOU. Therefore, the Project would have no potential to result in impacts to
special-status animal species that were not previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

d) EIR 439 concluded that the previously-approved SP 327 project would result in a less than
significant impact to regional wildlife movement because development would be concentrated in the
center of the property. Addendum No. 1 concluded that SP 327A1 would actually improve wildlife
movement and better facilitate open space connectivity as compared to SP 327 because SP 327A1
would reduce the Specific Plan’s overall development footprint. The proposed Project would
implement SP 327A1; the Project’s limits of grading impact would be approximately 201.9 acres of the
impact footprint identified for SP 327A1. Therefore, there is no potential for the Project to adversely
affect wildlife movement to a greater degree than previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.
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e &f) Asdisclosed in EIR 439, the Specific Plan area contains natural upland and riparian/riverine
habitats, including resources under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB). EIR 439 determined that impacts to the natural upland and riparian/riverine habitats,
including areas under the jurisdiction of the USACE, CDFW, and the RWQCB, would be significant
but that impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the application of required
mitigation.

Addendum No. 1 determined that implementation of SP 327A1 would result in reduced impacts to
natural biological habitats, including areas under the jurisdiction of the USACE, CDFW, and RWQCB,
than SP 327 due to the preservation of approximately 32 additional acres of natural habitat that
otherwise would have been impacted by SP 327. Although SP 327A1 would result in reduced
impacts as compared to SP 327, Addendum No. 1 concluded that impacts would be considered
significant and the mitigation measures identified in EIR 439 would continue to apply (with
modifications to reflect land use design changes that resulted from SP 327A1, current best practices
for biological resources, and current, applicable federal, State, and County of Riverside regulations).
With application of the mitigation imposed by EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1), SP 327A1’s
impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed Project would implement SP 327A1. The Project’s limits of grading impact would be
approximately 201.9 acres of the impact footprint identified for SP 327A1, and the Project would be
required to comply with the applicable mitigation imposed by EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No.
1). As such, implementation of the Project would not result in any new or more severe impacts to
natural biological habitats, including areas under the jurisdiction of the USACE, CDFW, and RWQCB,
than previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

g) The proposed Project site contains oak trees that are regulated by the County. As disclosed in
EIR 439, development associated with SP 327 would impact 65 oak trees. SP 327A1 reduced the
Specific Plan’s development footprint by approximately 32 acres, which resulted in an approximately
54 percent decrease in impacts to oak trees as compared to impact levels previously disclosed in EIR
439. (Impacts would be reduced from 65 oak trees as reported in EIR 439 to 35 oak trees as reported
in Addendum No. 1.) Accordingly, Addendum No. 1 concluded that implementation of SP 327A1
would not result in more severe impacts to oak trees than previously discussed in EIR 439.

The proposed Project would implement SP 327A1. The Project’s limits of grading impact would be
approximately 201.9 acres of the impact footprint identified for SP 327A1; therefore, there is no
potential for the Project to result in more severe impacts to oak trees than previously disclosed in
Addendum No. 1. Furthermore, the Project would be required to comply with mitigation requirements
of EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1 to reflect land use design changes that resulted from SP
327A1). Based on the foregoing, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in any new
significant or more severe impact to oak trees than previously discussed in EIR 439.

The County does not have any other biological protection ordinance applicable to the proposed
Project.

Mitigation: EIR 439 identified mitigation measures that would minimize the impact of SP 327 on

biological resources to less-than-significant levels. The mitigation measures identified by EIR 439
were modified by Addendum No. 1 to reflect land use design changes that resulted from SP 327A1,
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current best practices for biological resources, and current, applicable federal, State, and County of
Riverside regulations, and would continue to apply to the proposed Project. No new mitigation
measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1) are required.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1).

CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the project

8. Historic Resources
a)  Alter or destroy an historic site?

O O 0 X

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

[ O U X

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.K, “Cultural Resources;” EIR 439 Appendix H-1, “An Archaeology
Assessment of the Temescal Hills” (Christopher Drover, 2001); EIR 439 Appendix H-2, “An
Archaeological Assessment of the Temescal Valley Project” (Christopher Drover, 1990); Addendum
No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix B “Phase 1 Cultural Resources Assessment” (Christopher Drover,
2012); Addendum No. 1 Appendix L2 “A Phase |l Cultural Resource Evaluation Report for RIV-8137
at the Toscana Project” (Brian F. Smith and Associates, 2014); On-Site Inspection; Project Application
Materials

Findings of Fact:

a&b) EIR 439 concluded the Specific Plan area did not contain any historic resource sites. As
disclosed in Addendum No. 1, subsequent to certification of EIR 439, two (2) previously unrecorded
historical sites were discovered within the Specific Plan area during a cultural resources assessment
not related to SP 327 (Valley-lvy Glen Transmission Line project). One site was recorded in the
southwestern portion of the Specific Plan area and comprised a small scatter of historic refuse (CA-
RIV-8118H), and one site was recorded in the south-central portion of the Specific Plan area and
comprised the remnants of a concrete standpipe (CA-RIV-8137H).

Addendum No.1 concluded that although two historical resource sites were identified during field work
within the Specific Plan area that were not disclosed in EIR 439, the conclusions of EIR 439 remained
accurate because neither CA-RIV-8118H nor CA-RIV-8137H qualified as a significant resource. CA-
RIV-8118H is comprised of random artifacts (e.g., glass bottle fragments, metal cans, ceramic plate
fragments) that are characteristic of a roadside trash scatter and lack any historic association, while
CA-RIV-8137H is a badly deteriorated concrete standpipe and has no associated historic deposits.
Both historic sites would be disturbed by SP 327A1 (CA-RIV-8118H would be disturbed by on-site
biological mitigation activities and CA-RIV-8137H would be impacted by construction of an access
road). However, because neither of these historic sites qualify as a significant historic resource,
Addendum No. 1 concluded that impacts would be less than significant and wouid not be more severe
than previously disclosed in EIR 439.

Of the two historic resources located within the Specific Plan area, only CA-RIV-8137H is located
within the Project site. The Project would implement SP 327A1 and would, therefore, impact CA-RIV-
8137H. However, because this site is not a significant historic resource, implementation of the Project
would not result in impacts to any historical site designated as a significant historic resource. The
proposed Project would not result in any new impacts or increase the severity of a previously
identified impact as previously analyzed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.
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Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

9. Archaeological Resources
a) _ Alter or destroy an archaeological site.

significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5?

c¢) Disturb any human remains, including those

O
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O
interred outside of formal cemeteries? U

0| O|g
Oo| Oj0

X
X
X

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

Source: EIR 439, Section VIK, “Cultural Resources;” EIR 439 Appendix H-1, “An Archaeology
Assessment of the Temescal Hills” (Christopher Drover, 2001); EIR 439 Appendix H-2, “An
Archaeological Assessment of the Temescal Valley Project’ (Christopher Drover, 1990); Addendum
No. 1 Appendix B “Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment” (Drover Consulting Archaeology, 2012),
Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a&b) EIR 439 disclosed that one (1) prehistoric archaeological site (CA-RIV-1089) is located within
the Specific Plan area. As documented in EIR 439, this site comprises a bedrock mortar milling
station and associated lithic scatter. No testing was conducted to determine the significance of CA-
RIV-1089; therefore, EIR 439 assumed the site to be unique and significant. However, because CA-
RIV-1089 is located in an area that was planned as undisturbed open space by SP 327, EIR 439
concluded that direct impacts to this prehistoric archaeological resource would be less than
significant. Although direct impacts to CA-RIV-1089 were determined to be less than significant, EIR
439 included mitigation to ensure that no substantial adverse effects to CA-RIV-1089 would occur.

Addendum No. 1 concluded that SP 327A1 would not result in any new or more severe impact to
archaeological resources beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439. As with SP 327, SP
327A1 would preserve CA-RIV-1089 within an undeveloped open space area. Additionally, SP 327A1
would be required to comply with the mitigation requirements of EIR 439 to provide archaeological
monitoring during grading activities to ensure that any previously undiscovered archaeological
resources that may be unearthed during grading activities on the Project site would be properly
identified and treated.

The proposed Project would implement SP 327A1. The Project's grading footprint would be
approximately 201.9 acres of the impact footprint identified for SP 327A1, and the Project would be
required to comply with the mitigation requirements of EIR 439 to avoid potential adverse impacts to
archaeological resources. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not result in any new
impacts or increase the severity of a previously identified impact as previously analyzed in EIR 439 or
Addendum No. 1.

c) Neither EIR 439 nor Addendum No. 1 disclosed the presence of human remains on the Project
site and no human remains have been identified on the Project site during past archaeological
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investigations and other field work. Nonetheless, EIR 439 provided mitigation in the event that
previously undiscovered human remains are uncovered during Project-related construction activities.
The mitigation from EIR 439 would continue to apply to the proposed Project and would require the
Project developer to comply with California Health and Safety Code §7050.5, which states that, if
human remains are discovered, earthwork and other construction activities in the affected area shall
cease immediately and cannot resume until the Riverside County Coroner is notified and has made
the necessary findings as to the origin of the remains. Further, pursuant to California Public
Resources Code §5097.98(b), the remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final
decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made by the Coroner. If the Riverside County
Coroner determines the remains to be of Native American origin, the California Native American
Heritage Commission must be contacted within 24 hours. The Native American Heritage Commission
must then immediately notify the “most likely descendant(s)’ of the discovery. The most likely
descendant(s) shall then engage in consultations and make recommendations concerning the
treatment of the remains within 48 hours of receiving notification, as provided in Public Resources
Code §5097.98. With mandatory compliance with State law and mitigation from EIR 439, any adverse
impacts to human remains, if discovered, would be avoided. Therefore, the Project would not result in
any new or more severe impacts to human remains beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439
or Addendum No. 1.

d) The Project site does not contain any known existing religious or sacred uses; therefore, EIR 439
did not disclose any impacts associated with such uses. As discussed above in the response to ltem
9(b), EIR 439 included mitigation to provide archaeological monitoring during grading activities to
ensure that any archaeological resources (including religious or sacred uses) that may be unearthed
during grading activities on the Project site would be properly identified and treated. This requirement
would continue to apply to the proposed Project and would be incorporated as part of the County’s
conditions of approval for the Project. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant and the
proposed Project would not result in the potential for any new or more severe impacts to
archaeological resources beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.

10. Paleontological Resources
a) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleonto- O O [ X
logical resource, or site, or unigue geologic feature?

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.K, “Cultural Resources;” EIR 439 Appendix H-3, “A Paleontological
Survey and Assessment of the Temescal Valley Property near Alberhill” (Heritage Resources, 1990),
Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix J, “Paleontological Resource and Monitoring
Assessment, Toscana Specific Plan project area” (Brian F. Smith and Associates, 2014); Project
Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a) Potential impacts to paleontological resources were evaluated and disclosed in EIR 439, which
determined that based on the subject property’s geologic setting, there was the potential to uncover
paleontological resources during excavations within portions of the Specific Plan area. Mitigation
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included in EIR 439 required SP 327 to implement a paleontological monitoring program to ensure
that potential impacts to paleontological resources would be less than significant.

A Paleontological Resources and Monitoring Assessment report was prepared in support of SP
327A1 by Brian F. Smith and Associates. As documented in Addendum No. 1, Brian F. Smith and
Associates concluded the likelihood of finding fossilferous materials within the Specific Plan area
during excavation and/or mass grading activities is very low due to the lack of known fossil deposits in
the local area and the composition of the soils within the Specific Plan area (which are rocky and lack
the sedimentary accumulation necessary for fossil deposits). Accordingly, Addendum No. 1
concluded that implementation of SP 327A1 would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource, and that the mitigation imposed by EIR 439 was unnecessary.

Based on the findings of Addendum No.1, there is no potential for the Project to directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource because the geologic properties on-site are not conducive
to the creation of fossils. No mitigation is required. Accordingly, implementation of the Project would
not result in a new or more severe impact to paleontological resources than disclosed in EIR 439.
Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS Would the project

11. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or County u | 0
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 0] ] ] X
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: EIR 439, Section VI.A, “Geology and Seismicity;” EIR 439 Appendix B-1 “Geotechnical
Feasibility Investigation” (T.H.E. Soils Co., 2001); EIR 439 Appendix B-3 “Seismic Survey”’ (E.R.
Browne & Associates, 1989); EIR 439 Appendix B-5, “Fault Hazard Investigation” (T.H.E. Soils Co.,
2004); Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix C1, “Fault Hazard Letter” (Advanced
Geotechnical Solutions, 2013); Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (Advanced Geotechnical
Solutions); RCLIS

Findings of Fact:

a&b) As disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, the Specific Plan area is not located in an
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or a County-designated Fault Hazard Zone. The Specific Plan
area does contain two (2) conjectured fault segments; however, as concluded in EIR 439 and affirmed
in a fault hazard letter prepared in support of Addendum No. 1, these faults are not active. Therefore,
both EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1 concluded that implementation of the Specific Plan would have no
potential to expose people or structures to potential adverse effects resulting from a fault hazard zone,
and there is no potential for fault rupture within the Specific Plan area.
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The Project site was evaluated for geologic hazards, including hazards related to seismic faulting, by
Advanced Geotechnical Systems (Appendix A1 to this EIR Addendum). The hazard assessment
included a detailed trenching evaluation of the on-site conjectured fault segments. Based on the
observations gathered in the field, Advanced Geotechnical Systems determined the on-site faults to
be pre-Holocene in age and concluded that movement along the faults is highly unlikely — the faults
could be classified as “not active.” Accordingly, the Project would not expose people or structures to
potential adverse effects resulting from a fault hazard zone, and there is no potential for fault rupture
on the Project site. The Project would not result in new or increased impacts associated with seismic
faulting hazards beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required. All
measures identified in EIR 439 to mitigate SP 327’s impact to geology and soils continue to apply to
the proposed Project.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.

12. Liquefaction Potential Zone
a) Be subject to seismic-related ground failure, [ [ [ X
including liquefaction?

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.A, “Geology and Seismicity;” EIR 439 Appendix B-1 “Geotechnical
Feasibility Investigation” (T.H.E. Soils Co., 2001); Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix C1,
“Geotechnical Feasibility Letter” (Advanced Geotechnical Solutions, 2013) and “Fault Hazard Letter”
(Advanced Geotechnical Solutions, 2013); Temescal Canyon Area Plan Figure 12 “Seismic Hazards;”
Elsinore Area Plan Figure 12 "Seismic Hazards;” Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (Advanced
Geotechnical Solutions)

Findings of Fact:

a) EIR 439 evaluated the potential of seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, on the
Project site, and concluded that the likelihood of such ground failure on the site is low due to the
geologic characteristics of underlying bedrock and soils, with the exception of areas within the
Temescal Wash. To preclude potential impacts associated with seismic ground failure, SP 327 was
conditioned to follow the earthwork and grading recommendations contained in the Geotechnical
Feasibility Investigation prepared by T.H.E. Soils Co. (EIR 439 Appendix B-1) to ensure manufactured
slopes supporting the bridge crossings over the Temescal Wash could withstand seismic-related
ground shaking.

As disclosed in Addendum No. 1, Advanced Geotechnical Solutions reviewed the geotechnical
reports and materials prepared in support on EIR 439 and affirmed the findings and recommendations
contained therein as adequate and appropriate for SP 327A1. Accordingly, Addendum No. 1
concluded that implementation of the Project would not result in new or increased impacts associated
with seismic-related ground failure beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439.

Advanced Geotechnical Solutions performed a detailed evaluation of the Project site’s underlying soils
in support of proposed TR 36593 (refer to Appendix A1 to this EIR Addendum). The analysis
performed by Advanced Geotechnical Solutions confirmed the information previously disclosed in EIR
439 and Addendum No. 1, that soils subject to liquefaction are present within the Temescal Wash.
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The Project is required to be designed and constructed in accordance with the latest applicable
seismic safety standards, including the standard requirements of the California Building Code and the
County Building Code. Furthermore, the site-specific grading and construction recommendations
contained in the Project’'s geotechnical report have been incorporated into the Project’s grading plan
design to reduce the risk of seismic-related ground failure due to liquefaction. The County also has
made the site-specific grading and construction recommendations conditions of Project approval to
assure their implementation (Conditions of Approval 10.BS Grade.002 and 60.BS Grade.004).
Accordingly, with mandatory compliance to applicable building codes and the Project’'s conditions of
approval, potential impacts associated with seismic-related ground failure would be less than
significant. The Project would not result in new or more severe seismic-related ground failure impacts
beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

13. Ground-shaking Zone
a) Be subject to strong seismic ground shaking? [ [ [ X

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.A, “Geology and Seismicity;” EIR 439 Appendix B-1 “Geotechnical
Feasibility Investigation” (T.H.E. Soils Co., 2001); EIR 439 Appendix B-3 “Seismic Survey” (E.R.
Browne & Associates, 1989); EIR 439 Appendix B-5, “Fault Hazard Investigation” (T.H.E. Soils Co.,
2004); Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix C1 “Fault Hazard Letter” (Advanced
Geotechnical Solutions, 2013); County General Plan Figure S-2 “Earthquake Fault Study Zones;”
California Building Standards Code,; Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (Advanced Geotechnical
Solutions)

Findings of Fact:

a) As disclosed in EIR 439, the Southern California region is seismically active and development
within the Specific Plan area likely would be exposed to strong seismic ground shaking over the life of
the Specific Plan. The nearest active fault to the Specific Plan area is the located approximately 1.0
mile to the south (Glen lvy Fault within the Elsinore Fault zone). EIR 439 indicated that proposed
development within the Specific Plan area would be required to comply with the recommendations
within the geotechnical report prepared for SP 327, the Uniform Building Code (which has since been
superseded by the California Building Code, which is based on the International Building Code), and
applicable County Ordinances to reduce potential ground-shaking impacts to less-than-significant
levels.

Addendum No. 1 concluded that implementation of SP 327A1 would be subject to similar ground-
shaking effects as disclosed in EIR 439 because the design, earthwork and grading requirements
assumed in EIR 439 would continue to apply to SP 327A1 and those requirements would be adequate
and appropriate for SP 327A1.

Because the Southern California region is seismically active, the Project site is expected to
experience moderate to severe ground shaking during the lifetime of the Project. This risk is not
considered substantially different than that of other similar properties in the Southern California area
or different than what was assumed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1. As a mandatory condition of
Project approval, the Project would be required to construct proposed structures in accordance with
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the California Building Code and applicable County Ordinances (as disclosed in EIR 439). The
California Building Code is designed to ensure that buildings and other structures resist collapse and
substantial adverse effects associated with strong seismic ground shaking. Accordingly, with
mandatory compliance to the California Building Code and applicable County Ordinances, ground
shaking impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. This conclusion is
consistent with the findings of EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required. All
measures identified in EIR 439 to mitigate SP 327’s impact to geology and soils continue to apply to
the proposed Project.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.

14. Landslide Risk
a) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is [ [ [ X
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: EIR 439, Section VI.A, “Geology and Seismicity;” EIR 439 Appendix B-1 “Geotechnical
Feasibility Investigation” (T.H.E. Soils Co., 2001); EIR 439 Appendix B-3 “Seismic Survey” (E.R.
Browne & Associates, 1989); EIR 439 Appendix B-5, “Fault Hazard Investigation” (T.H.E. Soils Co.,
2004); Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix C1 “Geotechnical Feasibility Letter’ (Advanced
Geotechnical Solutions, 2013) and “Fault Hazard Letter” (Advanced Geotechnical Solutions, 2013);
County General Plan Figure S-2 “Earthquake Fault Study Zones;” California Building Standards Code;
Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (Advanced Geotechnical Solutions)

Findings of Fact:

a) EIR 439 concluded that with the incorporation of the design recommendations of the geotechnical
investigation prepared for SP 327, the Specific Plan area would not contain unstable geologic units or
soils and also would not be subject to landslides, lateral spreading, collapse, or rockfall hazards.

As disclosed in Addendum No. 1, there are no components of SP 327A1 that would result in landslide
or soil instability hazards that are greater than what was disclosed in EIR 439. Further, as disclosed
in Addendum No. 1, the site-specific earthwork and grading recommendations for SP 327 (as
described in EIR 439) would continue to apply to SP 327A1 to ensure that substantial adverse effects
associated with unstable soils do not occur.

Advanced Geotechnical Solutions performed a detailed evaluation of the Project site’s underlying soils
in support of proposed TR 36593 (refer to Appendix A1 to this EIR Addendum). The analysis
performed by Advanced Geotechnical Solutions confirmed the information previously disclosed in EIR
439 and Addendum No. 1, that soils underlying the Project site would be stable and not subject to
landslides, lateral spreading, collapse, or rockfall hazards with compliance with the site-specific
grading and construction recommendations contained in the Project’s geotechnical report (which have
been incorporated into the Project design and made County conditions of Project approval (Conditions
of Approval 10.BS Grade.002 and 60.BS Grade.004)). Accordingly, with mandatory compliance to the
Project's conditions of approval, potential impacts associated with unstable soils, landslides, lateral
spreading, collapse, or rockfall hazards would not occur. The Project would not result in new or more
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severe seismic-related ground failure impacts beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439 and
Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

15. Ground Subsidence

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

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.A, “Geology and Seismicity;” EIR 439 Appendix B-1 “Geotechnical
Feasibility Investigation” (T.H.E. Soils Co., 2001); EIR 439 Appendix B-3 “Seismic Survey” (E.R.
Browne & Associates, 1989); EIR 439 Appendix B-5, “Fault Hazard Investigation” (T.H.E. Soils Co.,
2004); Addendum No. 1 Appendix C1, “Geotechnical Feasibility Letter” (Advanced Geotechnical
Solutions, 2013) and “Fault Hazard Letter” (Advanced Geotechnical Solutions, 2013); County General
Plan Figure S-2 “Earthquake Fault Study Zones;” California Building Standards Code; Preliminary
Geotechnical Investigation (Advanced Geotechnical Solutions)

Findings of Fact:

a) As disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, the likelihood of ground subsidence within the
Specific Plan area is low, with the exception of the areas within the Temescal Wash. Application of
site-specific geotechnical recommendations prepared for SP 327, as discussed in EIR 439 and
Addendum No. 1, as well as mandatory compliance of applicable building codes would preclude any
hazards related to ground subsidence.

Based on the results of a geotechnical investigation of the Project site, Advanced Geotechnical
Solutions determined that the likelihood of ground subsidence is very low due to the presence of
dense geologic materials underlying the subject property. Also, the Project’s design incorporates the
site-specific grading and construction recommendations contained in the Project’'s geotechnical report
— which the County has made conditions of Project approval to assure their implementation — to
further reduce the potential for ground settlement on the Project site (Conditions of Approval 10.BS
Grade.002 and 60.BS Grade.004). Accordingly, the Project would not be located on a geologic unit or
soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the Project, and impacts wouid be
less than significant. The Project would not result in new or more severe ground-subsidence-related
impacts beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Accordingly, with mandatory compliance to the Project’'s conditions of approval, potential impacts
associated with unstable soils, landslides, lateral spreading, collapse, or rockfall hazards would not
occur. The Project would not result in new or more severe seismic-related ground failure impacts
beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.
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16. Other Geologic Hazards ] n ] X

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

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.A, “Geology and Seismicity;” Addendum No. 1; Google Earth (accessed
October 3, 2014); Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (Advanced Geotechnical Solutions)

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is not located in close proximity to any known active volcanoes. Additionally, as
disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, there are no conditions in the vicinity of the Project site
that could subject the site to hazards associated with seiches or mudflows. Consistent with the
information disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, no impact would occur.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

17. Slopes
a) Change topography or ground surface relief u [ L] X
features?
b) Create cut or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or
_higher than 10 feet? n [ O X
c) Result in grading that affects or negates n ] n X

subsurface sewage disposal systems?

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.B, “Soils, Slopes, and Erosion;” EIR 439 Appendix B-1 “Geotechnical
Feasibility Investigation” (T.H.E. Soils Co., 2001); Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix C1,
“Geotechnical Feasibility Letter” (Advanced Geotechnical Solutions, 2013) and “Fault Hazard Letter”
(Advanced Geotechnical Solutions, 2013); Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (Advanced
Geotechnical Solutions); Supplemental Geotechnical Analysis (Advanced Geotechnical Solutions);
Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a) EIR 439 disclosed that grading activities associated with SP 327 would alter the Project site’s
natural topography, but would preserve the overall topographic character of the site to the extent
feasible by clustering development in the central portion of the subject property and engineering
manufactured slopes to blend with the natural topographic contours. As disclosed in Addendum No.
1, SP 327A1 would develop 32 less acres than the originally approved land plan for SP 327 and
would, therefore, reduce changes to the Specific Plan area’s topography and ground surface relief
features.

The proposed Project would implement SP 327A1. The Project's grading plan represents
approximately 201.9 acres of the grading plan identified for SP327A1. Therefore, implementation of
the Project would not result in any new impacts to the subject property’s natural topography or ground
surface relief features or increase the severity of such impacts, as previously disclosed in EIR 439
and Addendum No. 1.
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b) As evaluated in EIR 439, approved SP 327 planned to construct slopes with gradients greater
than 2:1 or heights higher than 10 feet on the subject property. SP 327 was conditioned to comply
with the recommendations of the geotechnical report for SP 327 (T.H.E. Soils Co., 2001), applicable
building codes, and Riverside County ordinances during the engineering design and construction of
slopes with gradients greater than 2:1 or heights higher than 10 feet. In addition, SP 327 was
conditioned to provide Riverside County with a slope stability report prior to the issuance of grading
permits that demonstrates that all manufactured slopes with gradients steeper than 2:1 or heights
higher than 10 feet meet minimum safety regulations.

As disclosed in Addendum No. 1, SP 327A1 also included manufactured slopes with heights greater
than 10 feet or gradients steeper than 2:1, and the conditions of approval applied to SP 327 to
minimize potential hazards associated with steep slopes (as disclosed in EIR 439) also would be
applied to SP 327A1. Addendum No. 1 concluded that implementation of SP 327A1 would result in
less-than-significant impacts associated with steep slopes, and would be consistent with the
information presented in EIR 439.

The proposed Project would include manufactured slopes higher than 10 feet (with manufactured
slopes up to 130 feet in height) and slopes steeper than 2:1 (the steepest slope would be constructed
at a gradient of 1.5:1). The stability of proposed manufactured slopes were evaluated by Advanced
Geotechnical Solutions in the Project’s Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (Appendix A1 to this
EIR Addendum) and Supplemental Geotechnical Analysis (Appendix A2 to this EIR Addendum). As
part of these analyses, Advanced Geotechnical Solutions concluded that the manufactured slopes
proposed by the Project would be stable with implementation of site-specific grading and construction
recommendations (including recommendations on slope design, minimum soil compaction standards,
and construction materials), which are similar in character to the recommendations applied to SP 327
and originally disclosed in EIR 439. These site-specific geotechnical recommendations have been
incorporated into the Project design and have been made conditions of Project approval to assure
their implementation (Conditions of Approval 10.BS Grade.002 and 60.BS Grade.004). With
mandatory compliance to the Project’s conditions of approval, potential hazards associated with
manufactured slopes would not occur. The Project would not result in new or more severe impacts
related to manufactured slopes beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No.
1.

c) Asdisclosed in EIR 439, one (1) septic system is located within the Specific Plan area. However,
this septic system is not located within the Project site. Therefore, implementation of the Project
would not result in grading that affects or negates subsurface sewage disposal systems.
Implementation of the Project would not result in any impacts that were not previously disclosed in
EIR 439, nor would the Project increase the severity of impacts previously disclosed in EIR 439.

Mitigation. Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

18. Soils

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

b) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in ] u ] X

Section 1802.3.2 of the California Building Code (2007),
creating substantial risks to life or property?
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c) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting ] ] ] X

use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of waste water?

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.B, “Soils, Slopes, and Erosion;” EIR 439 Appendix B-1 “Geotechnical
Feasibility Investigation” (T.H.E. Soils Co., 2001); Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix C1,
“Geotechnical Feasibility Letter” (Advanced Geotechnical Solutions, 2013) and “Fault Hazard Letter”
(Advanced Geotechnical Solutions, 2013); Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (Advanced
Geotechnical Solutions); Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a) EIR 439 disclosed that temporary soil erosion would occur during development of SP 327, but
that impacts associated with soil erosion and/or the loss of top soil would be less than significant with
mandatory compliance with State and local regulations concerning water quality. Addendum No. 1
concluded that SP 327A1 would not increase the severity of erosion-related impacts disclosed in EIR
439 because SP 327A1 would have a similar grading footprint and earthwork quantities as SP 327.

The proposed Project would implement SP 327A1; therefore, the Project’s grading plan (including
earthwork quantities) represents an approximately 201.9-acre portion of the grading plan identified for
SP 327A1. Furthermore, the proposed Project would be subject to the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit required by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, which
would require the implementation of a site-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program during
construction to minimize the potential for temporary soil erosion. Accordingly, there are no
components of the Project that would result in new erosion-related impacts or increase the severity of
erosion-related impacts above the levels disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

b) EIR 439 disclosed that the Project site does not contain soils with the potential for expansion.
EIR 439 concluded that impacts would be less than significant, and the incorporation of required
conditions of approval (i.e., compliance with State and local building codes) would further minimize
on-site risks associated with expansive soils. A site-specific geotechnical investigation prepared for
the Project confirmed the findings of EIR 439 (see Appendix A1 to this EIR Addendum). The Project’s
mandatory compliance with the site-specific geotechnical recommendations, which have been
incorporated into the Project's design and made conditions of Project approval to assure their
implementation (Conditions of Approval 10.BS Grade.002 and 60.BS Grade.004), would ensure that
significant impacts associated with expansive soils would not occur. The Project would not resuit in
any new or more severe impacts related to expansive soils beyond what was disclosed in EIR 439.

c) Septic systems were not discussed in EIR 439 because SP 327 did not plan for the use of such
systems. Similarly, the proposed Project would install domestic sewer service facilities and does not
propose the use of septic systems. As such, and consistent with the information disclosed in EIR 439,
no impact associated with septic systems would occur because the Project does not propose the use
of septic systems.

Mitigation: No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required. All

measures identified in EIR 439 to mitigate SP 327’s impact to geology and soils continue to apply to
the proposed Project.
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Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.
19. 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? [ u u =

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.B, “Soils, Slopes, and Erosion;” EIR 439, Section VI.C, “Hydrology,
Flooding & Drainage;” Addendum No. 1; Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan (Proactive
Engineering Consultants West, 2013); Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a & b) All potential short- and long-term erosion impacts associated with developing the Project as
planned by SP 327 were addressed in EIR 439. As concluded by EIR 439, erosion-related impacts
on the Project site would be less than significant with the incorporation of mandatory conditions of
approval requiring compliance with NPDES program (including the conditions that would be issued by
the Regional Water Quality Control Board to further reduce the potential for substantial erosion from
the Project site) and applicable Riverside County ordinances. There are no components of the Project
that would increase short- and/or long-term erosion impacts beyond those disclosed in EIR 439, and
the proposed Project would be conditioned similar to approved SP 327 to incorporate design features
to minimize water-borne erosion and siltation. A Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan
(WQMP) was prepared for the proposed Project (see Appendix B to this EIR Addendum), and
describes that first flush runoff from developed portions of the Project site would be routed to
infiltration basins. The infiltration basins are designed to treat stormwater flows for water quality
purposes, including through the removal of silt and sediment. The Preliminary WQMP also identifies
other Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the Project that would minimize impacts associated with
erosion. Compliance with the Preliminary WQMP is required as a condition of Project approval
(Condition of Approval 60.BS Grade.011). Therefore, through mandatory compliance with conditions
of approval and compliance with the NPDES program (including the conditions issued by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board), the Project would result in less than significant erosion-related impacts.
This conclusion is consistent with the findings of EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required. All
measures identified in EIR 439 to mitigate SP 327’s impact to geology and soils continue to apply to
the proposed Project.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.

20. Wind Erosion and Blowsand from project either
on or off site. L] O u X
a) Be impacted by or resuit in an increase in wind
erosion and blowsand, either on or off site?

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.B, “Soils, Slopes, and Erosion;” Addendum No. 1; Riverside County
General Plan Figure S-8 “Wind Erosion Susceptibility Map;” Project Application Materials
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Findings of Fact:

a) EIR 439 concluded that although the Project site is located within an area designated by the
County as having “Moderate” wind erosion potential, wind erosion impacts associated with
development on the property would be less than significant because on-site soils are not prone to
blowsand hazards and the site is not subjected to unusually strong winds. EIR 439 did disclose that
temporary short-term construction activities could increase the potential for wind erosion; however,
mandatory compliance with County and SCAQMD requirements would ensure that areas disturbed by
grading are re-vegetated to preclude wind erosion. The Project would be required to comply with
applicable County and SCAQMD requirements to preclude wind erosion impacts on the Project site,
including but not limited to SCAQMD Rule 403. Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Project
would result in no new or more severe wind erosion or blowsand impacts beyond what was disclosed
as part of EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required. All
measures identified in EIR 439 to mitigate SP 327’s impact to geology and soils continue to apply to
the proposed Project.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Would the project

21. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

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

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

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.E “Air Quality” and Section VIl.A “Circulation and Traffic,;” EIR 439,
Appendix E “Air Quality Analysis” (Urban Crossroads); EIR 439 Appendix | “Temescal Hills Specific
Plan Traffic Impact Analysis” (Urban Crossroads, 2004); Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix
D, “Toscana Specific Plan Amendment No. 1 Greenhouse Gas Analysis” (Urban Crossroads, 2014);
CREED v. City of San Diego (2011); Greenhouse Gas Reduction Memorandum (Urban Crossroads,
2014)

Findings of Fact:

a&Db) Although climate change impacts due to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions were not
specifically evaluated in EIR 439, the EIR analyzed air quality impacts associated with buildout of the
approved project, inclusive of carbon dioxide (CO2) and other GHG emissions. EIR 439 also
addressed vehicle emissions (both construction and operational) and operational emissions from
energy consumption, which are the most common sources of greenhouse gas emissions.

As such, GHG emissions and the issue of global climate change (GCC) do not represent new
information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known at the
time that the EIR 439 was certified. Information on the effect of GHG emissions on climate was
known long before the Riverside County certified EIR 439. GCC and GHG emissions were identified
as environmental issues since as early as 1978 when the U.S. Congress enacted the National
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Climate Program Act (Pub L 95-367, 92 Stat 601). In 1979, the National Research Council published
“Carbon Dioxide and Climate: A Scientific Assessment," which concluded that climate change was an
accelerating phenomenon partly due to human activity. Numerous studies conducted before and after
the National Research Council report reached similar conclusions. Information also was widely
published in a series of reports by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPPC) dating
back to the 1990s, including IPPC’s “2001 Third Assessment Report.” California adopted legislation
in 2002 requiring the California Air Resources Board to develop regulations limiting greenhouse gas
emissions from automobiles. As such, information about GCC and GHG emissions was available with
the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time EIR 439 was certified in 2006. During the public
review period and public hearings associated with EIR 439, no objections or concerns were raised
regarding the EIR’s analysis of GHG emissions, and no legal challenge was filed within the statute of
limitations period established by Public Resources Code §21167(c). Pursuant to CEQA case law and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3), the issue of project-related GHG emissions does not provide
new information of substantial importance or substantial evidence of a new impact to the environment
that was not or could not have been known at the time EIR 439 was certified.

Addendum No. 1 made minor revisions to EIR 439 to adequately address GHG emissions associated
with SP 327A1. As disclosed in Addendum No. 1, SP 327A1 would generate approximately
25,703.08 metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MTCO2e) per year, or approximately 24.6% less annual
GHG emissions than the land uses originally planned by SP 327 and evaluated in EIR 439.
(Addendum No. 1 referred to the GHG that would have occurred with implementation of the original
SP 327 as “business as usual,” BAU.) Because SP 327A1 would not achieve the County’s reduction
target of 25% below BAU (based on the County’s Draft Standard Operating Procedure, SOP),
Addendum No. 1 added a new mitigation measure (MM AQ-13) to require SP 327A1’s implementing
projects to reduce annual GHG emissions on a project-wide basis to no more than 25,577 MTCO2e
per year, which equates to a 126 MTCO2e reduction compared to the GHG emissions estimated for
SP 327A1.

A memorandum was prepared by Urban Crossroads to demonstrate compliance with MM AQ-13 from
Addendum No. 1, and is included as Appendix G to this Addendum No. 2. As calculated in Appendix
G, to reduce water consumption and the associated energy-usage, the Project would be designed to:
1) reduce outdoor water use by 30%, consistent with Riverside County Ordinance No. 859; 2) reduce
indoor water use by 20% consistent with Division 4.3 of the 2013 California Green Building Standards
Code Residential Mandatory Measures; 3) use U.S. EPA Certified WaterSense labeled or equivalent
faucets, high-efficiency toilets (HETSs); and 4) use water-conserving shower heads. These features
are imposed as mitigation measures, below. With implementation of these measures, Urban
Crossroads calculates that greenhouse gas emissions would be reduced by an additional 288.90
MTCO2e per year, which is more than twice the amount required by MM AQ-13 in Addendum No. 1.
Refer to Appendix G for calculations.

The Project would also directly or indirectly comply with a number of mandatory government
regulations that would further reduce GHG emissions, including the regulations listed below, that
would assist in the reduction of GHG emissions:

¢ Regional GHG Emissions Reduction Targets/Sustainable Communities Strategies (SB 375)

e Pavely Fuel Efficiency Standards (AB1493). Establishes fuel efficiency ratings for new
vehicles.
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o Title 24 California Code of Regulations (California Building Code). Establishes energy
efficiency requirements for new construction. Title 24 will become even more stringent
beginning January 1, 2014.

¢ Title 20 California Code of Regulations (Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards). Establishes
energy efficiency requirements for appliances.

o Title 17 California Code of Regulations (Low Carbon Fuel Standard). Requires carbon content
of fuel sold in California to be 10% less by 2020.

¢ California Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (AB1881). Requires local agencies
to adopt the Department of Water Resources updated Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance or
equivalent to ensure efficient landscapes in new development and reduced water waste in
existing landscapes.

¢ Statewide Retail Provider Emissions Performance Standards (SB 1368). Requires energy
generators to achieve performance standards for GHG emissions.

¢ Renewable Portfolio Standards (SB 1078). Requires electric corporations to increase the
amount of energy obtained from eligible renewable energy resources to 20 percent by 2010
and 33 percent by 2020.

The Project’'s compliance with required mitigation and the above-listed plans, policies, and regulations
that have been adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs and that are applicable to
the proposed Project would ensure that the Project would conflict with the State’s ability to achieve the
GHG emissions reduction targets defined in AB 32, which is the State’s primary GHG emissions
regulation. Accordingly, the Project would not generate GHG emissions that may have a significant
impact on the environment and would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The Project would not result in any new or more severe
impacts related to GHG emissions beyond those previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: All mitigation measures from EIR 439 shall continue to apply to the Project. In addition to
the mitigation measures from EIR 439, the additional mitigation measure listed below shall apply to
achieve the GHG emissions reduction mandate of Mitigation Measure AQ-13 from EIR 439.

AQ-14: (Condition of Approval 80.Planning.037) Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project
Applicant shall provide evidence to the County of Riverside Building and Safety Department
demonstrating that residential development incorporates the following measures to reduce
water consumption and the associated energy-usage:

a. All residences shall be designed in conformance with Riverside County Ordinance No.
859.2 and shall achieve an outdoor water demand of no more than seventy percent
(70%) of its reference evapotranspiration.

b. All residences shall be designed in conformance with Division 4.3 of the 2013 California
Green Building Standards Code (Residential Mandatory Measures).

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in the revised Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for Addendum No. 2 to EIR 439.
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Would the project

22. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

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

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

c) Impair implementation of or physically interfere ] 0 ] 4
with an adopted emergency response plan or an
emergency evacuation plan?

d) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous ] ] ] X
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 n 0 ] X
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Govern-
ment Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environ-
ment?

Source: EIR 439, Section VLG, “Toxic Substances;” EIR 439 Appendix F “Hazardous
Materials/Environmental Database Report” (EDR, 2003); Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1
Appendix E, “Phase | Environmental Assessment Report, Toscana” (McAlister GeoScience, 2013);
Addendum No. 1 Appendix C2, “Rock Blasting Analysis” (Revey Associates, 2013); Google Earth
(accessed October 6, 2014); EnviroStor Database (accessed October 6, 2014); GeoTracker Database
(accessed October 6, 2014); California Water Resources Control Board List of Solid Waste Disposal
Sites (accessed October 6, 2014), California Water Resources Control Board List of Active Cease and
Desist Orders and Cleanup Abatement Orders (accessed October 6, 2014); Project Application
Materials

Findings of Fact:

a&b) As concluded in EIR 439, SP 327 would not develop land uses within the Specific Plan area
that would permit hazardous materials storage. EIR 439 documented man-made features on the site
that had the potential to pose a health and safety hazard to the public or contain hazardous materials,
including: a ranch house, a storage building, barn, three mobile homes, the foundations for two
buildings, a septic system, and several wells and above-ground storage tanks. EIR 439 concluded
that removal of these man-made features, as required to implement SP 327, would result in a less-
than-significant impact related to hazards and hazardous materials because the construction
contractor would be required to ensure mediation of the site in accordance with applicable federal,
State, and local standards. EIR 439 also disclosed that blasting would occur on the property during
construction activities, but that mandatory compliance with applicable federal, State, and local
standards would preclude a significant impact. As such, EIR 439 did not include mitigation measures
for toxic substances, as mandatory regulatory requirements would adequately address all potential
hazards and hazardous materials concerns.

Page 36 of 89 EA No. 42624




Potentially Less than Less Impact

Significant  Significant Than Fully
New Impact with  Significant Analyzed
Impact Mitigation Impact in EIR
Incorporated 439

EIR 439 did not include a site-specific Environmental Site Assessment of existing property conditions,
so a site assessment was conducted by McAlister GeoScience in 2013 in support of SP 327A1, the
findings of which was documented in Addendum No. 1. During the site assessment in 2013,
McAlister GeoScience observed all of the man-made features previously described in EIR 439.
Based on the estimated age of the man-made features within the Specific Plan area, McAlister
GeoScience concluded it was likely that Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM), lead-based paint
(LBP), and/or polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB)-containing were present on the property. However,
Addendum No. 1 concluded the removal and disposal of these hazardous materials, if present, would
not represent a significant impact because all remediation activities would be required to comply with
applicable federal, State, and local regulations, which would ensure that construction-related
demolition activities would not expose construction workers or nearby sensitive receptors to significant
health risks. Addendum No. 1 also concluded that blasting activities during construction would not
pose a substantial hazardous materials impact because all blasting activities would be required to
adhere to the recommended practices contained in the project-specific Blasting Analysis (Addendum
No. 1 Appendix C2) as well as applicable federal, State, and local regulations. This finding was
consistent with EIR 439. Lastly, Addendum No. 1 concluded that SP 327A1, like SP 327, would not
include land uses that would store, transport, or dispose of hazardous materials. Accordingly,
Addendum No. 1 concluded that SP 327A1 would not result in any new or more severe impacts
associated with hazards or hazardous materials beyond what was associated with the previously
approved project as disclosed in EIR 439.

The proposed Project would implement SP 327A1. The land uses proposed by the Project are
identical to those planned by SP 327A1, and would not include any land uses that would store,
transport, or dispose of hazardous materials. Several building foundations, storage tanks, and
groundwater wells are located within the Project area, and would need to be removed in order to
implement the Project. As disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, removal of these man-made
features from the Project site would not expose the public to substantial adverse effects related to
hazards and hazardous materials because the construction contractor would be required to comply
with all applicable federal, State, and local regulations related to the handling, removal, and disposal
of hazardous materials, and the capping of wells. Accordingly, the Project would not increase the
potential for reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No.
1.

c) EIR 439 did not identify the Project site as an emergency evacuation route in any emergency
response plans or emergency evacuation plans. No evacuation routes have been identified on or
near the Project site since EIR 439 was certified in 2006; therefore, there has been no change in
circumstance. Accordingly, the Project would not impair or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. This conclusion is consistent with the
finding of EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

d) As disclosed in EIR 439, the Project site is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school. The nearest school site is located approximately 0.5-mile from the Project site
(Todd Elementary School). Therefore, there is no potential for the proposed Project to emit or handle
hazardous substances within 1/4-mile of an existing or planned school, because no such school sites
exist. No impact would occur. This conclusion is consistent with the finding of EIR 439 and
Addendum No. 1.
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e) As originally disclosed in EIR 439 and confirmed by a review of databases compiled by the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control, the California State Water Resources Control
Board, and the California Environmental Protection Agency, the proposed Project site is not included
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.
Accordingly, the Project would not be located on a hazardous materials site and would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment. No impact would occur. Implementation of the
Project would not result in a new or more severe impact than previously disclosed in EIR 439 and
Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

23. Airports
a) Result in an inconsistency with an Airport Master [ [ [ &
Plan?
b) Require review by the Airport Land Use
Commission? u [ O X
c) For a project located within an airport land use ] N a X

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 H N 0 2
airstrip, or heliport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

Source: EIR 439, Section V, “General Plan Consistency Analysis;” EIR 439, Section VIIA,
“Circulation and Traffic,” Addendum No. 1; Riverside County General Plan Figure S-19 “Airport
Locations;” RCLIS; Google Earth (accessed October 6, 2014)

Findings of Fact:

a,b,c&d) Potential impacts to public airports were addressed in EIR 439, which concluded that
such impacts would not occur because the Project site is not located within close proximity to any
public or private airports and is not under the purview of any airport master plan. No public airports or
private airstrips have been constructed in the vicinity of the Project site since EIR 439 was certified in
2006. Accordingly, the Project has no potential to create an inconsistency with any airport master
plan; would not require review by an Airport Land Use Commission; and would not be subject to
safety hazards associated with the routine operation of public or private airports in the nearby area.
This conclusion is consistent with the information disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.
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24. Hazardous Fire Area n u ] ]

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: EIR 439, Section VII.C, “Fire Protection Services and Fire Hazards;” Addendum No. 1;
Conceptual Fire Protection Plan (Firewise 2000, 2014); Riverside County General Plan Figure S-11
“Wildfire Susceptibility;” Temescal Canyon Area Plan Figure 11 “Wildfire Susceptibility;” Elsinore Area
Plan Figure 11 “Wildfire Susceptibility;” RCLIS; Fire Protection Plan (Firewise 2000, 2014); Project
Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a) As reported in EIR 439, the Specific Plan area is located within a high fire hazard area and a fuel
modification program consistent with County requirements, including Ordinance No. 787 (Uniform Fire
Code), would be required by implementing development to protect future on-site residents from
wildland fire hazards. SP 327A1 provides area of fuel modification in accordance with County
standards (including defensible space planning at locations where residential areas would interface
with areas of natural vegetation), but Addendum No. 1 anticipated that fuel modification areas would
be refined by the fire protection plans(s) that would be required to accompany implementing
development proposals (i.e., tentative tract maps) based on the precise location of future homes
pursuant to Ordinance No. 787 and the conditions of approval for SP 327 (SP 327 Condition of
Approval 10.Fire 006).

A Fire Protection Plan has been prepared for the proposed Project and approved by the Riverside
County Fire Department (refer to Appendix C of this EIR Addendum). The Fire Protection Plan
identifies the specific locations of fuel modification areas on the Project site and establishes
requirements for allowable, fire-resistant plant materials, plant spacing, irrigation, and maintenance
(e.g., pruning, thinning) at locations where development would interface with areas of natural
vegetation. The Fire Protection Plan has been incorporated into the Project’s design, and a condition
of approval has been placed on the Project to ensure development on-site complies with the Fire
Protection Plan (Condition of Approval 50.Fire.003). Mandatory compliance with the Fire Protection
Plan would ensure that wild land fire hazards affecting the Project site would be less than significant.
Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in any new or more severe significant fire
hazard impacts on the Project site than previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Monitoring: No monitoring is required.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Would the project

25. Water Quality Impacts
a) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern [ O u &
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? [ [ [ b
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c) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or | 0 [] X

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 0] 0 ] X
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 ] ] ] X
area, as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

fy Place within a 100-year flood hazard area H u u X
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
or odors)?

OO
HE N
O
X X

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.C, “"Hydrology, Fiooding and Drainage;” EIR 439, Section VI.F, “Water
Resources;” EIR 439 Appendix C-1 “Hydrology Report for Temescal Hills” (Trans-Pacific Consultants,
2002); EIR 439 Appendix C-2 “Bridge Hydraulics for Two Proposed Bridges on Temescal Wash”
(Howard H. Chang Consultants); Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix F, “Toscana Specific
Plan Preliminary Drainage Study” (Proactive Engineering, 2013); Addendum No. 1 Appendix G,
“Bridge Hydraulics Letter Update” (Webb, 2013); Addendum No. 1 Appendix K, “Groundwater Impacts
Memorandum” (Thomas Harder & Co. 2014); Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan
(Proactive Engineering Consultants, 2013); Preliminary Drainage Study (Proactive Engineering
Consultants, 2013); Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a) EIR 439 concluded that implementation of SP 327 would not result in a significant adverse effect
to the existing drainage pattern within the Specific Plan area. Similarly, Addendum No. 1 concluded
that SP 327A1 would result in less-than-significant impacts to the area’s existing drainage pattern,
and that no new or more severe significant impacts than previously disclosed in EIR 439 would occur.

As discussed in detail in Addendum No. 1, SP 327A1 is designed to maximize the preservation of the
natural drainage courses that traverse the subject property — more than more than half of the Specific
Plan area would be preserved within open space areas. Storm water flows originating from off-site
areas, excluding flows in Temescal Wash, would be captured by one of two proposed underground
storm drain systems planned by SP 327A1, which would discharge to the natural drainage course
northwest of the Specific Plan area and the Temescal Wash. Stormwater runoff flows to all outfalls
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tributary to Spanish Hills and downstream of developed portions of the Specific Plan would be
reduced by SP 327A1 to 50 percent of the peak 100-year storm flow rate pursuant to the conditions of
approval applied to SP 327. Stormwater flows originating from developed portions of the Specific
Plan area would be captured via SP 327A1’s planned system of storm drains installed beneath on-site
roadways. First flush storm water flows (all flows with the exception of flows from very large storm
events) originating from developed areas on-site would be routed to water quality treatment facilities
distributed throughout the Specific Plan area for water quality treatment. From the water quality
treatment facilities, storm water flows would either infiltrate into the ground or be discharged in close
proximity to historic flow locations within on-site open space areas. Runoff in excess of first flush
flows would bypass the water quality treatment facilities and would be discharged in close proximity to
historic flow locations within on-site open space areas (and would then, ultimately, leave the Specific
Plan area). Water quality treatment of runoff flows in excess of first flush flows would not be
necessary, as first flush flows capture the majority of water-borne pollutants (including silt and
sediment). SP 327A1 plans for the majority of on-site runoff (runoff originating within the Specific Plan
area) to be directly conveyed to Temescal Wash. Because the runoff would be directly conveyed to a
major watercourse, the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s increased
runoff criteria does not apply. SP 327A1 would reduce flow velocities at outlet points with the
construction of rip-rap outlet structures and/or energy dissipating structures, thereby minimizing the
potential for erosion. With the construction of SP 327A1’s planned storm water drainage system,
development would not substantially aiter the existing drainage pattern of the Specific Plan in any way
that could result in substantial on- or off-site erosion and, as such, impacts would be less than
significant.

The proposed Project would implement SP 327A1, including a portion of its planned storm water
drainage system. Because the Project would not construct the entire SP 327A1 storm water drainage
system (the Project comprises the first of three development phases for SP 327A1), the Project
includes several interim storm water drainage facilities to capture and convey storm water runoff.
These interim facilities would be replaced by permanent facilities upon buildout of the subsequent
phases of SP 327A1. A Preliminary Drainage Study was prepared for the Project and demonstrates
that the performance of the permanent and interim storm water drainage facilities proposed by the
Project would be consistent with the planned SP 327A1 storm water drainage system (refer to
Appendix D of this EIR Addendum). Therefore, the Project would not substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the subject property in any way that could result in substantial on- or off-site
erosion. The Project’s impact would be less than significant. The proposed Project would not result in
any new or more severe significant erosion impacts associated with drainage pattern alteration than
previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

b) EIR 439 concluded that buildout of SP 327 would result in less-than-significant impacts to water
quality because mandatory compliance with conditions of approval requiring compliance with the
NPDES program (including the conditions would be issued by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board) and applicable Riverside County ordinances would minimize the potential for water-borne
pollution to be discharged from the Specific Plan area.

The conditions imposed on SP 327 would continue to apply to the proposed Project. Specifically, the
Project would be required to prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program
(SWPPP) during construction-related activities (pursuant to the requirements of the NPDES program)
and a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) during long-term operation. The SWPPP would
specify the Best Management Practices (BMPs) that would be required during construction activities
to ensure that all potential poliutants of concern are prevented, minimized, and/or otherwise
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appropriately treated prior to being discharged from the subject property. The WQMP is a post-
construction management program that ensures the on-going protection of the watershed basin by
requiring structural and programmatic controls to minimize, prevent, and/or otherwise appropriately
treat storm water runoff fliows before they are discharged from the site. A Preliminary WQMP for the
Project is provided as Appendix B to this EIR Addendum. This site-specific Preliminary WQMP
identifies measures that would be undertaken on the Project site to preclude significant water quality
impacts, including the incorporation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) into the design for the
site. Mandatory compliance with the SWPPP and WQMP, as assured through a County conditions of
approval applied to the Project, would ensure that implementing residential development would not
violate any water quality standard during short-term construction or long-term operational activities
(Condition of Approval 50.Flood RI.009). Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant and no
new or more severe significant impact would occur beyond those already identified as part of EIR 439
or Addendum No. 1.

c) The Project does not propose to use groundwater wells for landscape irrigation or as a potable
water source, and therefore would have no impact on groundwater levels due to groundwater
extraction. The Project would implement the land uses planned by SP 327A1. As disclosed in
Addendum No. 1, SP 327A1 would not result in any adverse change to the natural water balance of
the aquifer system in the area and would not substantially reduce groundwater recharge in the area.
As such, and consistent with the information disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, no
substantial depletion of the groundwater supplies would occur with implementation of the proposed
Project and impacts would be less than significant.

d) Refer to responses 25(a) and (b), above.

e) The proposed Project would not construct housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. The
Project would not result in any new or more severe impacts than previously disclosed in EIR 439 or
Addendum No. 1.

f) The proposed Project would not install structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that would
increase flood hazards for downstream properties by redirecting or impeding flood flows. Impacts
would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. The Project would not result in
any new or more severe significant impacts than disclosed by EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

g) The proposed Project would not degrade water quality in ways not previously mentioned above in
response 25(b), above, or as previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1. Furthermore,
when EIR 439 was certified in 2006, the unincorporated areas of Riverside County were regulated by
the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems Permit (MS4 Permit) - Order No. R8-2002-0011. The
primary purpose of this permit was to regulate discharge of pollutants in urban runoff from MS4 storm
drain systems. Today, that MS4 Permit has been superseded with an updated, more stringent MS4
Permit (Order No. R8-2010-0033). The proposed Project is required to comply with standards set forth
in the current MS4 Permit. With mandatory adherence to the updated MS4 Permit, the proposed
Project is expected to result in an overall improvement in the quality of storm water discharged from
the Project site than anticipated by EIR 439. Accordingly, the Project would not result in any new or
more severe significant impacts than disclosed by EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

h) The proposed Project proposes to construct and operate water quality treatment facilities on the

subject property. The water quality treatment facilities are designed to filter and pass water into
natural drainage courses, and ultimately, the regional drainage system. Storm water in the water
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quality treatment facilities would not be stagnant, and proposed water quality treatment facilities would
drain within the time limits required by the RCFCWCD to preclude vector attraction and odor.
Therefore, there is no potential for proposed water quality treatment facilities to attract vectors or
produce obnoxious odors. As such, a significant impact would not occur.

Mitigation: No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required. All
measures identified in EIR 439 to mitigate SP 327’s impact to hydrology and water quality continue to
apply to the proposed Project.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.

26. Floodplains

Degree of Suitability in 100-Year Floodplains. As indicated below, the appropriate Degree of
Suitability has been checked.
NA - Not Applicable [X] U - Generally Unsuitable [ ] R - Restricted [ ]

a) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern M H n <
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?

[
O
O
X

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)?

[
[
[
X

d) Changes in the amount of surface water in any
water body? L L] [ X

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.C, “Hydrology, Flooding and Drainage;” EIR 439, Section VI.F, “Water
Resources;"” EIR 439 Appendix C-1 “Hydrology Report for Temescal Hills” (Trans-Pacific Consultants,
2002); EIR 439 Appendix C-2 “Bridge Hydraulics for Two Proposed Bridges on Temescal Wash”
(Howard H. Chang Consultants); Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1 Appendix F, “Toscana Specific
Plan Preliminary Drainage Study” (Proactive Engineering, 2013); Addendum No. 1 Appendix G,
“Bridge Hydraulics Letter Update” (Webb, 2013); Riverside County General Plan Figure S-9 “100- and
500-Year Flood Hazard Zones;” Riverside County General Plan Figure S-10 “Dam Failure Inundation
Zone;” Temescal Canyon Area Plan Figure 10 “Flood Hazards;” Elsinore Area Plan Figure 10 “Flood
Hazards;” Preliminary Drainage Study (Proactive Engineering Consultants, 2013); Project Application
Materials

Findings of Fact:

a & b) EIR 439 concluded that implementation of SP 327 would not result in a significant adverse
effect to the existing drainage pattern within the Specific Plan area. Similarly, Addendum No. 1
concluded that SP 327A1 would result in less-than-significant impacts to the area’s existing drainage
pattern, and that no new or more severe significant impacts than previously disclosed in EIR 439
would occur.
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As discussed in detail in Addendum No. 1, SP 327A1 is designed to maximize the preservation of the
natural drainage courses that traverse the subject property — more than more than half of the Specific
Plan area would be preserved within open space areas. Storm water flows originating from off-site
areas, excluding flows in Temescal Wash, would be captured by one of two proposed underground
storm drain systems planned by SP 327A1, which would discharge to the natural drainage course
northwest of the Specific Plan area and the Temescal Wash. This dual storm drain system would
reduce potential flood hazard risks (from to stormwater flows originating from outside the Specific Plan
area) within the Spanish Hills community located northwest of the Specific Plan area. Stormwater
flows originating from developed portions of the Specific Plan area would be captured via SP 327A1’s
planned system of storm drains installed beneath on-site roadways. First flush storm water flows (all
flows with the exception of flows from very large storm events) originating from developed areas on-
site would be routed to water quality treatment facilities distributed throughout the Specific Plan area
for water quality treatment. From the water quality treatment facilities, storm water flows would either
infiltrate into the ground or be discharged in close proximity to historic flow locations within on-site
open space areas. Runoff in excess of first flush flows would bypass the water quality treatment
facilities and would be discharged in close proximity to historic flow locations within on-site open
space areas (and would then, ultimately, leave the Specific Plan area). SP 327A1 plans for a majority
of on-site runoff (runoff originating within the Specific Plan area) to be directly conveyed to Temescal
Wash. Under SP 327A1, detention basins are not required within the Specific Plan area to attenuate
runoff flows to pre-development levels due to the direct proximity of the property to the Temescal
Wash. Detention basins would delay the discharge of storm water flows into the Temescal Wash
during peak storm events. If detention were proposed, storm water flows would be discharged into
the Temescal Creek closer to the peak flow rate of the Wash, thereby potentially exposing areas on
the Project site and properties downstream to an increased risk of flooding. With the construction of
SP 327A1’s planned storm water drainage system, development would not substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern or absorption rate of the Specific Plan in any way that could result in
substantial on- or off-site flooding and, as such, impacts would be less than significant.

The proposed Project would implement SP 327A1, including a portion of its planned storm water
drainage system. Because the Project would not construct the entire SP 327A1 storm water drainage
system (the Project comprises the first of three development phases for SP 327A1), the Project
includes several interim storm water drainage facilities to capture and convey storm water runoff.
These interim facilities would be replaced by permanent facilities upon buildout of the subsequent
phases of SP 327A1. A Preliminary Drainage Study was prepared for the Project and demonstrates
that the performance of the permanent and interim storm water drainage facilities proposed by the
Project would be consistent with the planned SP 327A1 storm water drainage system (refer to
Appendix D of this EIR Addendum). Therefore, the Project would not substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern or absorption rates of the subject property in any way that could result in substantial
on- or off-site flooding. The Project’s impact would be less than significant. The proposed Project
would not result in any new or more severe significant erosion impacts associated with drainage
pattern alteration than previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

c) As disclosed in EIR 439, a portion of the Project site is located within the Dam Inundation Area for
Lee Lake. EIR 439 concluded that flood hazard risks on the subject property associated with the
failure of Lee Lake would be less than significant because all areas on the subject property within the
Dam Inundation Area would be retained as open space — no habitable structures would be located
within the Dam Inundation Area. Although the proposed Project includes a different land use design
than what was evaluated in EIR 439, the proposed Project would reserve areas on the property within
the Dam Inundation Area as open space. No homes or habitable structures would be constructed on
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the subject property within the designated Dam Inundation Area. Accordingly, implementation of the
proposed Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of Lee Lake. Impacts would be less than
significant. The Project would not result in any new or more severe significant impacts than disclosed
by EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

d) As discussed above in the responses to Items 26(a) and (b), implementation of the proposed
Project would not substantially alter the historical drainage patterns of the Project site. Because the
Project would not substantially alter the drainage characteristics of the Project site, there would be not
be a substantial increase in the amount of surface water in downstream water bodies. Impacts would
be less than significant, which is the same conclusion drawn by EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required. All
measures identified in EIR 439 to mitigate SP 327’s impact to hydrology and water quality continue to
apply to the proposed Project.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.

LAND USE/PLANNING Would the project

27. Land Use 0 [] (] X

a) Result in a substantial alteration of the present
or planned land use of an area?

b) Affect land use within a city sphere of influence ] 0 ] 5
and/or within adjacent city or county boundaries?

Source: SP 327; EIR 439, Section V, “General Plan Consistency Analysis;” SP 327A1; Addendum
No. 1; Riverside County General Plan; City of Corona General Plan; City of Lake Elsinore General
Plan; RCLIS; Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a) The proposed Project seeks to implement the allowed land uses pursuant to the approved SP
327A1. As concluded in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, development of the Specific Plan would not
result in a substantial alteration of the planned or present land uses in the Temescal Canyon area.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in any new impacts or increase
the severity of impacts previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

b) The Project site is located within the Sphere of Influence of the City of Corona. EIR 439 did not
identify a significant adverse effect to the Sphere of Influence of the City of Corona as a result of
development of SP 327. Similarly, Addendum No. 1 concluded that implementation of SP 327A1
would result in a less-than-significant effect to the Sphere of Infiuence of the City of Corona. The City
of Corona General Plan designates the Project site for Light Industrial land uses. The Project
proposes to develop the subject property with residential land uses, recreation facilities, water quality
treatment facilities, open space, and private roads. Although the proposed Project would develop a
portion of the City of Corona’s Sphere of Influence with land uses other than those identified in the
City of Corona General Plan, no physical land use impact would occur as a result of the
inconsistency. As such, the proposed Project would not result in any new or more severe significant
environmental impacts associated with land use designation inconsistencies within a City Sphere of
Influence or within City boundaries than disclosed by EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.
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Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.
Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.
28. Planning
a) Be consistent with the site’s existing or proposed o O L] 2
zoning?
b) Be compatible with existing surrounding zoning? ] ] ] X
c¢) Be compatible with existing and planned sur-
rounding land uses? u n O X
d) Be consistent with the land use designations and u 0 n i
policies of the General Plan (including those of any
applicable Specific Plan)? _
e) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an ] 0 0 <

established community (including a low-income or
minority community)?

Source: EIR 439, Section V, “General Plan Consistency Analysis;” SP 327A1; Riverside County
General Plan; Temescal Canyon Area Plan; Elsinore Area Plan; RCLIS; Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a) The Project site is zoned “Specific Plan” (SP) and development of the property is governed by the
Zoning Ordinance for approved SP 327, as amended by SP 327A1 (Ordinance No. 348.4797). The
proposed Project would implement SP 327A1 and would be consistent with the land uses and
development standards allowed by Ordinance No. 348.4797. Accordingly, no impact would occur.

b&c) The issues of land use and zoning compatibility were evaluated as part of EIR 439, which
concluded that development of the Project site as a master-planned mixed use community with
residential and commercial retail land uses would be compatible with surrounding land uses and
zoning. Addendum No. 1 concluded that SP 327A1 also would be compatible with surrounding land
uses and zoning. The proposed Project would implement the land uses allowed by SP 327A1 and
would not present a conflict with surrounding land uses and/or zoning. As such, a significant land use
compatibility impact would not occur. This conclusion is consistent with the findings of EIR 439 and
Addendum No. 1.

d) The proposed Project would be fully consistent with SP 327 (as amended by SP 327A1), which
was previously determined to be consistent with the General Plan as part of Addendum No. 1. The
proposed Project is fully consistent with the land use designations and policies contained within SP
327 (as amended by SP 327A1) and the General Plan; accordingly, no impact would occur.
Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in any new impacts or increase the severity
of impacts previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

e) The Project site is vacant under existing conditions; implementation of the proposed Project
would not result in the physical disruption or division of any established communities on-site. The
Project would represent a continuation of an existing pattern of residential development from the
south (although the Project site is physically separated from the existing residential land uses to the
south by I-15), and would be consistent with the planned pattern of land uses within the local area as
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anticipated by the Riverside County General Plan and Temescal Canyon and Elsinore Area Plans. As
such, the Project would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community.
No impact would occur.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

MINERAL RESOURCES Would the project

29. Mineral Resources

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known [ O] [ X
mineral resource that would be of value to the region or
the residents of the State?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally- ] ] [] I
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 ] H u X
a State classified or designated area or existing surface
mine?

d) Expose people or property to hazards from ] n ] <

proposed, existing or abandoned quarries or mines?

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.H, “Mineral Resources;” Riverside County General Plan Figure OS-5
“Mineral Resources Area;” Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a&b) EIR 439 concluded that implementation of SP 327 would not result in the loss of availability
of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region or residents of the State. In addition,
EIR 439 concluded that implementation of SP 327 would not result in the loss of availability of a site
designated by the County as a locally-important mineral resource recovery area. No component of
the proposed Project would result in new impacts to mineral resources or increase the severity of
impacts to mineral resources beyond those disclosed in EIR 439. Accordingly, implementation of the
Project would not cause the loss of availability of important mineral resources and impacts would be
less than significant. This conclusion is consistent with the finding of EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

c&d) The proposed Project site is not located in close proximity to any existing surface mines,
proposed surface mines, or abandoned quarries or mines. No mines on or around the subject
property have been identified since EIR 439 was certified in 2006, so there has been no change in
circumstance. Accordingly, there is no potential for the proposed Project to cause an incompatibility
with or present a hazard to a mine or quarry. No impact would occur.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.
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NOISE Would the project resulit 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
30. Airport Noise ] ] H X

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?

NAK A[] B[ c bo[]

b) For a project within the vicinity of a private ] ] n %
airstrip, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

NAX A[]l B[] c[] o]

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.D, “Noise;” Addendum No. 1; Riverside County General Plan Figure S-
19 “Airport Locations,” Google Earth (accessed October 6, 2014); RCLIS

Findings of Fact:

a&b) Consistent with information disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, the Project site is not
located within an airport influence area or within two miles of a public or private airport or airstrip. As
such, the proposed Project could not expose people residing in the Project area to excessive noise
levels associated with airports or airstrips. No impact would occur.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

31. Railroad Noi
NA&?lrzaD onsgD ¢E e O B 0 =

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.D, “Noise;” Addendum No. 1; Riverside County General Plan Figure S-
19 “Airport Locations,” Google Earth (accessed October 6, 2014)

Findings of Fact:

There are no active railroad corridors in the vicinity of the Project site. Accordingly, and consistent
with the information disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, there is no potential for the Project to
expose people residing in the Project area to excessive railroad noise.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.
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32. Highway Noise M n 0 X

NAX A[] B[] cd b[]

Source: SP 327; EIR 439, Section VI.D, “Noise;” EIR 439, Appendix D, “Temescal Hills Specific Plan
Noise Analysis (Urban Crossroads, 2004); Addendum No. 1; TTM No. 36593 Noise Impact Analysis
(Urban Crossroads, 2013); Google Earth (accessed October 6, 2014); Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

The Project site is approximately 0.2-mile north of a source of highway noise (i.e., I-15). Neither EIR
439 nor Addendum No. 1 identified any significant, adverse effects to future residents on the Project
site due to noise from 1-15. No component of the Project would increase noise effects due to highway
noise above levels assumed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, as proposed residential development
would be set back from I-15 at a similar distance to what was evaluated in EIR 439 and Addendum
No. 1 and would be of a similar character. Therefore, the Project would not result in any new or more
severe impacts due to highway-related noise than previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No.
1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

33. Other Noi
NAR AL B0 ¢l bCl u O O X

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.D, “Noise;” Addendum No. 1; Google Earth (accessed October 6, 2014)

Findings of Fact:

Neither EIR 439 nor Addendum No. 1 disclosed any other sources of noise that have the potential to
expose people residing in the Project area to excessive noise. No new, off-site sources of substantial
noise have been constructed in the Project vicinity since Addendum No. 1 was approved in 2014.
Therefore, no other noise impacts would occur. This conclusion is consistent with the findings of EIR
439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

34. Noise Effects on or by the Project

a) A substantial permanent increase in ambient o 20 [ [
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

b) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ] N 0 X
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?
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c) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise H X ] ]
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 u ] ] X
excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels?

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.D, “Noise;” EIR 439, Appendix D, “Temescal Hills Specific Plan Noise
Analysis (Urban Crossroads, 2004); EIR 439 Appendix B-1 “Geotechnical Feasibility Investigation”
(T.H.E. Soils Co., 2001); EIR 439 Appendix B-2 “Seismic Refraction Survey” (Terra Geosciences,
2000); EIR 439 Appendix B-4 “General Geologic Investigation & Shallow Refraction Seismic
Refraction for Rippability Study” (Pacific Soils and Engineering, 1989); Addendum No. 1; Addendum
No. 1 Appendix H “Trip Generation Analysis” (Urban Crossroads, 2013); Addendum No. 1 Appendix
C1 “Geotechnical Feasibility Letter’ (Advanced Geotechnical Solutions, 2013); Addendum No. 1
Appendix C2 “Rock Blasting Analysis” (Revey, 2013); Riverside County General Plan, Table N-1
“Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Exposure”; Noise Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads,
2013); Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a, b & c) EIR 439 evaluated the potential for residential land uses within the Project area to result in,
or be affected by, substantial adverse noise effects. As previously documented in EIR 439,
development on the Project site would not cause significant permanent or temporary increases in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the subject property or expose persons to noise levels in excess
of allowable applicable standards, with compliance to the conditions of approval imposed on SP 327.
To ensure that future residential land uses were not exposed to substantial noise levels, SP 327 was
conditioned to require future implementing tract maps within the Specific Plan area to prepare a site-
specific noise impact analysis to evaluate current site noise conditions and to identify site-specific
measures (e.g., construction techniques, design considerations) that would ensure noise levels do not
exceed acceptable levels (SP 327 Condition of Approval 30.Planning 007).

In adherence to SP 327's conditions of approval, a site-specific noise impact analysis has been
prepared to evaluate the Project’'s potential to generate substantial noise levels or be affected by
excessive noise levels, under both near- and long-term conditions. Potential near- and long-term
noise impacts associated with the Project are discussed in further detail on the following pages.

Near-Term Construction Noise Impacts

Construction noise represents a short-term impact on the ambient noise levels. Noise generated by
construction equipment, including trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete mixers and portable
generators can reach high levels. Grading activities typically represent one of the highest potential
sources for noise impacts. According to a national database of construction equipment noise
emission levels compiled by the Federal Highway Administration (FWHA), noise levels generated
during construction can range from approximately 70 A-weighted decibels (dBA) to in excess of 100
dBA when measured at 50 feet. These noise levels would diminish with distance from the
construction site at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling distance. For example, a noise level of 78 dBA
measured at 50 feet from the noise source would be reduced to 72 dBA at 100 feet from the noise
source.
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Construction activities proposed by the Project would be similar to what was evaluated in EIR 439.
The nearest noise sensitive receptor (i.e., occupied residence) to the Project site is located over 2,000
feet from the Project site. At this distance, temporary noise levels generated during Project
construction are estimated to range between 37.1 dBA and 67.1 dBA.

Although construction noise would result- in a temporary increase over ambient noise levels,
construction noise would not present any long-term impacts on the Project site or the surrounding
area. Furthermore, construction noise within the County is regulated by Ordinance No. 847, which
exempts “private construction projects,” provided that:

1) Construction does not occur between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. during the
months of June through September; and

2) Construction does not occur between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. during the
months of October through May.

Compliance with Ordinance No. 847 was assumed in the analysis presented in EIR 439. The
proposed Project would be similarly required to comply with the standards and restrictions of
Ordinance No. 847 to ensure that construction activities would not expose persons in the vicinity of
the subject property to substantial temporary or periodic increases to ambient noise levels.
Compliance with Ordinance No. 847 would be assured by conditions of approval applied to the
Project. With mandatory compliance with Ordinance No. 847, noise impacts during the Project’s
construction phase would be less than significant, and would not result in any new or more severe
impacts than were previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

Long-Term Off-Site Noise Impacts

O Existing plus Project Conditions

The off-site noise effect of the Project on the existing noise environment, in the absence of ambient
growth and cumulative development, is presented below (Existing plus Project, E+P). This noise
analysis scenario was not evaluated in EIR 439 and is provided herein for informational purposes to
disclose the potential for the noise generated by Project-related traffic to cause direct impacts to the
existing environment as required by CEQA. The E+P scenario rarely occurs as an actual real world
scenario. The time period between the baseline date for establishing the environment’s existing
conditions and the date that the Project is fully built out can often be a period of several years or
more. In the case of the proposed Project, the time period estimated between the environmental
baseline date and Project buildout is five (5) years. During this time period, environmental conditions
are not static. Other projects are being constructed and the noise environment is changing.
Therefore the E+P scenario is very unlikely to materialize in real world conditions and thus does not
accurately describe the environment that exists when a particular project is constructed and becomes
operational. Regardless, the E+P scenario is evaluated to satisfy CEQA requirements to identify the
Project’s impacts to the existing environment.

Table 1, Existing Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts, summarizes the noise contribution of
Project-related traffic to the existing noise environment. As shown in Table 1, Project-related traffic
has the potential to cause a direct noise impact along three (3) roadway segments in the Project’s
study area. Using the rationale from EIR 439, a significant impact would occur if noise sensitive
receptors are located within the 65 dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) contour of a
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Table 1 Existing Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts
CNEL at 100 Feet (dBA) Potential
ID Road Segment No With Project Significant
Project Project | Addition | Impact?!
1 | Temescai Cyn. Rd. n/o Dos Lagos Dr. 69.0 69.2 0.2 No
2 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. sfo Dos Lagos Dr. 66.9 67.2 0.3 No
3 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. nfo1-215 Fwy. NB Ramps 66.5 66.9 0.4 No
4 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. s/o1-215 Fwy. SB Ramps 69.7 70.6 0.9 No
S | Temescal Cyn. Rd. n/o Trilogy Pkwy. 68.5 69.7 13 No
6 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. sfo Trilogy Pkwy. 67.1 68.8 1.7 Yes
7 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. sfo Glen vy Rd. 63.1 66.5 34 Yes
8 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. n/o Campbell Ranch Rd. 65.8 68.0 21 Yes
9 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. n/o Indian Truck Trail 58.8 63.4 46 No
10 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. s/o Indian Truck Trail 62.4 62.7 03 No
11 | Campbell Ranch Rd. | s/o Temescal Canyon Rd. 64.7 64.8 0.1 No
12 | Campbell Ranch Rd. n/o Indian Truck Trail 65.4 65.4 0.1 No
13 | Campbell Ranch Rd. s/o Indian Truck Trail 683 68.4 0.1 No
14 | Trilogy Pkwy. wfo Campbell Ranch Rd. 634 63.6 0.1 No
15 | Indian Truck Tr. e/o Campbell Ranch Rd. 68.3 68.4 0.1 No
16 | Indian Truck Tr. w/o Temescal Canyon Rd. 62.0 64.8 2.7 No

Source: Urban Crossroads. 2013 (Appendix E to this EIR Addendum, Table 6-5)

roadway where the Project contributes substantial noise levels. For two of the potentially affected
roadways listed in Table 1 (Temescal Canyon Road south of Trilogy Parkway and Temescal Canyon
Road south of Glen lvy Road) no noise sensitive receptors are located within the 65 dBA CNEL
contour (refer to Table 6-1 from Appendix E to this EIR Addendum). However, sensitive receptors are
located within the 65 dBA CNEL contour of Temescal Canyon Road north of Campbell Ranch Road,
and these receptors would be exposed to unacceptable noise levels in the absence of a noise barrier
(a noise barrier is present at this location under existing conditions). The impact to sensitive receptors
adjacent to Temescal Canyon Road north of Campbell Ranch Road would not be unique to the
Project. If SP 327 were implemented as originally approved, sensitive receptors adjacent to this
roadway segment also would be impacted, and, in fact, the original SP 327’s impact would be more
severe than what would occur under the proposed Project. As disclosed in Addendum No. 1, the
original SP 327 proposal would generate 3,434 more daily traffic trips than SP 327A1 (for which the
Project is an implementing action); therefore, SP 327 would generate substantially more off-site traffic
noise than SP 327A1 (and the Project). Accordingly, the Project’s off-site traffic noise impacts under
the E+P scenario would not be greater than the land uses that were evaluated in EIR 439 or
Addendum No. 1, and no new or more severe impact would occur.

3 Opening Year Conditions

Table 2, Opening Year Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts, summarizes the noise
contribution of Project-related traffic to the projected future noise environment at Project buildout
(Year 2018). As shown in Table 2, the Project would not contribute substantial traffic-related noise to
any off-site road segment at buildout, and impacts would be less than significant. This conclusion is
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Table 2 Opening Year Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts
CNEL at 100 Feet (dBA) Potential
iD Road Segment No With Project Significant
Project Project Addition impact?’
1 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. n/o Dos Lagos Dr. 71.1 71.2 0.1 No
2 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. s/o Dos Lagos Dr. 69.4 69.6 0.2 No
3 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. nfo1-215 Fwy. NB Ramps 69.5 69.7 0.2 No
4 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. sf/o1-215 Fwy. SB Ramps 73.2 73.2 0.0 No
S | Temescal Cyn. Rd. n/o Trilogy Pkwy. 719 720 0.1 No
6 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. sfo Trilogy Pkwy. 69.0 69.2 0.1 No
7 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. s/o Glen lvy Rd. 68.8 68.9 0.1 No
8 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. n/o Campbell Ranch Rd. 68.6 68.8 0.1 No
9 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. nfo Indian Truck Trail 69.4 70.1 0.7 No
10 | Temescal Cyn. Rd. s/o Indian Truck Trail 673 67.4 0.1 No
11 | Campbeli Ranch Rd. | s/o Temescal Canyon Rd. 68.9 69.0 0.0 No
12 | Campbell Ranch Rd. n/o Indian Truck Trail 68.2 68.2 0.0 No
13 | Campbell Ranch Rd. | s/o Indian Truck Trail 713 714 0.0 No
14 | Trilogy Pkwy. w/o Campbell Ranch Rd. 67.1 67.2 0.1 No
15 | Indian Truck Tr. e/o Campbell Ranch Rd. 710 711 0.1 No
16 | Indian Truck Tr. w/o Temescal Canyon Rd. 68.5 69.3 0.8 No

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2013 (Appendix E to this EIR Addendum, Table 6-6)

consistent with the finding of EIR 439. Accordingly, implementation of the Project would not result in
any new or more severe impacts than were previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

Long-Term On-Site Noise Impacts

O On-Site Exterior Noise Impacts

The primary source of noise impacts on the Project site would be traffic along major roadways,
including I-15 and Temescal Canyon Road. The Project also would experience some background
noise from on-site, internal roads, including Toscana Drive and Temescal Hills Drive. As required by
SP 327 Condition of Approval 30.Planning 007, a site-specific Noise Impact Analysis has been
prepared for the Project to determine if proposed residential land uses would be exposed to excessive
noise levels. Noise levels in exterior private areas in excess of 65 dBA CNEL would be classified as
“excessive.”

Future on-site exterior noise levels were calculated using the FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model
and the parameters outlined in the Project Noise Impact Analysis (refer to Appendix E of this EIR
Addendum). Based on the FHWA traffic noise prediction model, noise levels affecting private exterior
areas (i.e., backyards) in the central portions of the Project site would be less than 65 dBA CNEL.
However, private exterior areas for lots facing 1-15, Temescal Canyon Road, Toscana Drive and
Temescal Hills Drive would be exposed to unmitigated noise levels up to 69.0 dba CNEL (refer to
Table 3, Project Exterior Noise Levels). Noise affecting lots facing I-15, Temescal Canyon Road,
Toscana Drive and Temescal Hills Drive represents a significant impact for which mitigation is
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Table 3 Project Exterior Noise Levels

Pl B o Nokelovel | NolseLevel | Beriertieignt | T9p
(dBA CNEL) (dBA CNEL) (Feet) (Feet)
43 Temescal Hills Dr. 60.7 60.7 0.0 1079.6
40 | Temescal Hills Dr. 62.0 62.0 0.0 1069.4
35 Temescal Hills Dr. 635 63.5 0.0 1068.0
32 Temescal Hills Dr. 646 64.6 0.0 1074.6
29 | Temescal Hills Dr. 66.2 54.0 6.0 1101.0
25 Temescal Hills Or. 67.0 53.9 6.0 1131.0
62 | Temescal Hills Dr. 65.7 56.3 6.0 1194.7
54 Temescal Hills Dr. 65.8 54.3 6.0 1241.0
49 Temescal Hills Dr. 64.5 55.2 6.0 1254.0
11 Temescal Hills Dr. 66.7 57.4 6.0 1256.8
6 Toscana Dr. 64.1 64.1 0.0 1245.0
3 Toscana Dr. 59.1 59.1 0.0 1220.0
105 | Toscana Dr. 65.7 56.5 6.0 1173.5
102 | Toscana Dr. 63.1 63.1 0.0 1158.5
80 Toscana Dr. 67.4 56.2 6.0 1095.9
30 | Toscana Dr. 60.5 60.5 0.0 1100.4
9 Temescal Cyn. Rd. 65.7 54.9 6.0 1168.8
5 Temescal Cyn. Rd. 653 54,7 6.0 1171.4
53 Temescal Cyn. Rd. 64.9 55.0 6.0 1145.0
9 I-15 Freeway 69.4 60.4 6.0 1168.8
I-15 Freeway 69.3 60.3 6.0 1171.4
53 I-15 Freeway 69.0 60.3 6.0 1145.0

Source: Urban Crossroads. 2013 (Appendix E to this EIR Addendum, Table 7-1)

required. To mitigate significant exterior noise impacts, the proposed Project would be required to
construct a 6.0-foot tall noise barrier adjacent to affected lots. As summarized in Table 3,
implementation of the required noise barrier would reduce exterior noise levels to less than 65 dBA
CNEL within the Project.

Although the Project’'s Noise Impact Analysis identified a significant exterior noise impact, this impact
is not a new significant impact of the Project, because EIR 439 previously identified that residential
lots facing 1-15, Temescal Canyon Road, and internal collector roads could be exposed to
unacceptable traffic noise levels. EIR 439 further disclosed that a future noise study would be
required to identify site-specific measures that would ensure on-site noise levels do not exceed
acceptable levels (this requirement was also applied to SP 327 by Condition of Approval 30.Planning
007). Therefore, the mitigation measures proposed for the Project would merely fulfill the conditions
of approval for SP 327. As such, the proposed Project would not result in new or more severe long-
term exterior noise impacts that were not previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.
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O On-Site Interior Noise Impacts

The interior noise level is the difference between the predicted exterior noise level at the building
facade and the noise reduction provided by the structure. Interior noise levels greater than 45 dBA
CNEL would be classified as “excessive.”

Within the Project site, all homes would be exposed to acceptable indoor noise levels, with the
exception of lots facing I-15, Temescal Canyon Road, Toscana Drive and Temescal Hills Drive.
Unmitigated interior noise levels are presented on Table 4 and Table 5. Interior noise affecting lots
facing I-15, Temescal Canyon Road, Toscana Drive and Temescal Hills Drive represents a significant
impact for which mitigation is required. To mitigate significant exterior noise impacts, the proposed
Project would be required to implement design features into affected homes, including dual glazed
windows, sealed openings, and special insulation considerations. As summarized in Table 4 and
Table 5, the required mitigation would lower interior noise levels by a minimum of 25 dBA CNEL,
which would reduce interior noise impacts to less-than-significant levels.

Although the Project’'s Noise Impact Analysis identified a significant interior noise impact, this impact
is not a new significant impact of the Project, because EIR 439 previously identified that residential
lots on the Project site could be exposed to unacceptable interior noise levels. EIR 439 further
disclosed that a future noise study would be required to identify site-specific measures that would
ensure on-site interior noise levels do not exceed acceptable levels (this requirement was also applied
to SP 327 by Condition of Approval 30.Planning 007). Therefore, the mitigation measures proposed
for the Project would merely fuffill the conditions of approval for SP 327. As such, the proposed
Project would not result in new or more severe long-term interior noise impacts that were not
previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

d) There are no conditions associated with the proposed Project that would result in the exposure of
residents either on- or off-site to new or more severe ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
impacts than would have occurred under approved SP 327 and previously disclosed in EIR 439.
During construction of the proposed Project, the construction equipment likely to be used would be
similar to the equipment fleet evaluated in EIR 439, and is not anticipated to produce significant
amounts of ground-borne vibration of ground-borne noise levels. In addition, as disclosed in EIR 439,
and confirmed in the rock blasting analysis contained as Appendix C1 to Addendum No. 1, it is highly
unlikely that potential blasting activities on the Project site would produce a significant amount of
ground-borne vibration beyond the boundary of the property. During long-term operation of the
proposed Project, there are no uses proposed on the Project site that would result in the generation of
excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels. Accordingly, Project-related impacts
associated with ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels would be less than significant,
and would be similar to those disclosed in EIR 439.
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Table 4 First Floor Interior Noise Levels (CNEL)
ot hoadteel Noise Levell At | Interior Noise Level For Windows Int'::ii(l:i;le:ise
[ Open’ Closed® Reduction

43 Temescal Hills Dr. 546 426 29.6 9.6
40 Temescal Hills Dr. 55.9 439 30.9 10.9
35 Temescal Hills Dr. 60.5 48.5 35.5 15.5
32 Temescal Hills Dr. 64.2 52.2 39.2 19.2
29 Temescal Hills Dr. 56.7 44.7 317 11.7
25 Temescal Hills Dr. 56.6 446 316 11.6
62 Temescal Hills Dr. 583 46.3 333 133
54 Temescal Hills Dr. 56.7 44.7 31.7 11.7
49 Temescal Hills Dr. 573 453 323 123
11 Temescal Hills Dr., 59.0 47.0 340 14.0
6 Toscana Dr. 63.7 51.7 38.7 18.7
3 Toscana Dr. 61.2 492 36.2 16.2
105 | Toscana Dr. 58.6 46.6 336 13.6
102 | Toscana Dr. 62.8 50.8 378 17.8
80 Toscana Dr. 58.4 46.4 334 134
30 Toscana Dr. 60.3 483 35.3 153
Temescal Cyn. Rd. 56.5 445 315 11.5
5 Temescal Cyn. Rd. 56.4 44.4 314 11.4
53 Temescal Cyn. Rd. 56.4 44.4 31.4 114
I-15 Freeway 63.4 514 38.4 18.4
S [-15 Freeway 63.3 513 383 18.3
53 I-15 Freeway 633 513 383 183

" Includes the noise attenuation provided by the barrier as shown on Table 7-1.

? A minimum of 12 dBA noise reduction is assumed with a windows open condition

® A minimum of 25 dBA noise reduction is assumed with windows closed and standard windows with a minimum STC of 27.
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2013 (Appendix E to this EIR Addendum, Table 7-2)
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Table 5§ Second Floor Interior Noise Levels (CNEL)
Noise Level At | Interior Noise Level For Windows Required
Lot Roadway g de’ 3 - Interior l\_loise
Open Closed Reduction

43 Temescal Hills Dr. 60.5 48.5 355 155
40 Temescal Hills Dr. 616 49.6 36.6 16.6
35 Temescal Hills Dr. 63.1 51.1 38.1 18.1
32 Temescal Hills Dr. 64.1 52.1 39.1 19.1
29 Temescal Hills Dr. 65.6 53.6 40.6 20.6
25 Temescal Hilis Dr. 66.2 54.2 41.2 21.2
62 Temescal Hills Dr. 65.1 53.1 40.1 20.1
54 Temescal Hills Dr. 65.2 53.2 40.2 20.2
49 Temescal Hills Dr. 639 519 38.9 189
11 Temescal Hills Dr. 658 53.8 40.8 20.8
6 Toscana Dr. 63.7 5487 38.7 18.7
3 Toscana Dr. 64.8 52.8 39.8 19.8
105 | Toscana Dr. 65.1 531 40.1 20.1
102 | Toscana Dr. 62.7 50.7 37.7 17.7
80 | Toscana Dr. 66.4 54.4 41.4 21.4
30 Toscana Dr. 60.3 483 353 153
9 Temescal Cyn. Rd. 65.7 53.7 40.7 20.7
5 Temescal Cyn. Rd. 65.3 533 40.3 203
53 Temescal Cyn. Rd. 64.8 52.8 398 198
I-15 Freeway 693 573 443 24.3
5 I-15 Freeway 69.3 573 443 243
53 I-15 Freeway 68.9 56.9 43.9 239

" Includes the noise attenuation provided by the barrier as shown on Table 7-1.

2 Aminimum of 12 dBA noise reduction is assumed with a windows open condition

3 A minimum of 25 dBA noise reduction is assumed with windows closed and standard windows with a minimum STC of 27,
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2013 (Appendix E to this EIR Addendum, Table 7-3)

Mitigation: All mitigation measures from EIR 439 shall continue to apply to the Project. In addition to
the mitigation measures from EIR 439, the additional mitigation measures listed below shall apply to

the Project:

N-1  (Condition of Approval 80.Planning.032) Prior to issuance of any building permits for Lots 2-27
in Planning Area 5, a six-foot tall noise barrier shall be constructed along the lot boundary
facing I-15. The noise barrier may consist of any material (block, tempered glass, earthen
berm, etc.) or combination of materials that attenuates noise levels to 65 dBA CNEL or lower
within the private exterior areas (i.e., front, side, or back yards) of the above-listed residential

lots.

N-2  (Condition of Approval 80.Planning.033) Prior to issuance of any building permits for Lots 8-
16, 31-32 in Planning Area 2, Lots 49-62 in Planning Area 3, and Lots 23-31 in Planning Area
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4, a six-foot tall noise barrier shall be constructed along the lot boundary facing Temescal Hills
Drive. The noise barrier may consist of any material (block, tempered glass, earthen berm,
etc.) or combination of materials that attenuates noise levels to 65 dBA CNEL or lower within
the private exterior areas (i.e., front, side, or back yards) of the above-listed residential lots.

(Condition of Approval 80.Planning.034) Prior to issuance of building permits for Lots 1-16 in
Planning Area 1, Lots 103-106 in Planning Area 3, and Lot 80 in Planning Area 5, a six-foot tall
noise barrier shall be constructed along the lot boundary facing Toscana Drive. The noise
barrier may consist of any material (block, tempered glass, earthen berm, etc.) or combination
of materials that attenuates noise levels to 65 dBA CNEL or lower within the private exterior
areas (i.e., front, side, or back yards) of the above-listed residential lots.

(Condition of Approval 80.Planning.035) Prior to final building permit final inspection, for Lots
1-16, 95, 163-169 in Planning Area 1, Lots 1-16, 31-32 in Planning Area 2, Lots 49-64, 94-102
in Planning Area 3, Lots 1, 20-57 in Planning Area 4, and Lots 2-27, 80-83 in Planning Area 5
shall incorporate building materials that will achieve interior noise levels less than 45 dBA
CNEL. Building materials that would facilitate compliance with the 45 dBA CNEL interior noise
standard, include, but are not limited to, dual-glazed windows and a means of “windows
closed” mechanical ventilation (e.g., air conditioning).

(Condition of Approval 80.Planning.036) Prior to any building permit final inspection, an interior
noise analysis shall be completed to the satisfaction of the County of Riverside Department of
Environmental Health, Industrial Hygiene Division demonstrating that proposed residential
construction will achieve interior noise levels less than 45 dBA.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439 and in the revised Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program for Addendum No. 2 to EIR 439.

POPULATION AND HOUSING Would the project

35.

a)

Housing ] H ]

X

Displace substantial numbers of existing

housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Create a demand for additional housing,

particularly housing affordable to households earning N o [ X
80% or less of the County’s median income?
Displace substantial numbers of people, neces- n u O X
sitating the construction of replacement housing else-
where?
d) Affect a County Redevelopment Project Area? O ] O X
e) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local
population projections? L] [ [ X
f)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, ] 0 ] X

either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and

businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?
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Source: EIR 439, Section V, “General Plan Consistency Analysis;” EIR 439, Section IX, “Mandatory
CEQA Topics;” SP 327A1; Addendum No. 1; Riverside County General Plan; Project Application
Materials; RCLIS; Google Earth (accessed March 10, 2014)

Findings of Fact:

a&c) The proposed Project seeks to implement the land uses of an existing, approved specific
plan. Within the areas proposed for subdivision by the Project, there are no existing homes that
would be displaced by the proposed development, and the Project would result in the development of
602 residential units on-site. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not displace any existing
housing, would not result in the need to construct replacement housing elsewhere, and would not
displace any people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The Project
would not result in new or substantially increased impacts that were not previously disclosed in EIR
439 or Addendum No. 1.

b) The proposed Project seeks to implement land uses within an existing, approved specific plan,
and would result in the development of 602 residential units. Development of the Project as proposed
would not increase the demand for affordable housing, which will be accommodated County-wide
though implementation of Riverside County General Plan and as evaluated in the Riverside County
General Plan EIR. Accordingly, and as concluded by EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, no impact would
occeur.

d) EIR 438 did not disclose any redevelopment areas as being located on or near the Project site.
According to the Riverside County GIS database (RCLIS), the proposed Project site is not located
within or near any County Redevelopment Project Areas. Accordingly, the Project would not affect
any such area.

e) Impacts due to the introduction of residential uses to the site were previously evaluated as part of
EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, which concluded that such impacts would be less than significant.
The proposed Project is fully consistent with the land use designations of the approved SP 327 (as
amended by SP327A1), accordingly, no impact would occur. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed Project would not result in wouid not result in new or substantially increased impacts that
were not previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

f)  Impacts due to growth inducement were previously evaluated as part of EIR 439 and Addendum
No. 1, which concluded that such impacts would be less than significant. The proposed Project is fully
consistent with the land use designations of the approved SP 327 (as amended by SP 327A1);
accordingly, no impact would occur. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not
result in new or substantially increased impacts that were not previously disclosed in EIR 439 or
Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.
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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:

36. Fire Services L] ] L] X

Source: EIR 439, Section VII.C, “Fire Protection Services and Fire Hazards;” Addendum No. 1; Ord.
659; Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

Impacts associated with fire protection services were evaluated and disclosed in EIR 439 and
Addendum No. 1, which found that implementation of SP 327 would not overburden Riverside County
Fire Department resources, and would not result in the need to construct or physically alter fire
stations to provide adequate service levels. The proposed Project s would implement SP 327 (as
amended by SP 327A1) and does not contain any components that would increase the burden being
placed on fire protection services or facilities beyond the levels previously disclosed in EIR 439 or
Addendum No. 1.

Since certification of EIR 439 in 2006, additional fire protection facilities have been constructed in
close proximity to the Project site. The Toscana property is now within the response area of the
Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD) Fire Station #64 located at 25310 Campbell Ranch Road,
approximately two miles from the Project site and within a five minute response time to the Project
site. The second closest engine is located at RCFD Fire Station #15, at 20320 Temescal Canyon
Road, approximately seven miles from the Project site. Additional agencies such as the USDA-Forest
Service and nearby fire departments would likely respond with equipment under mutual aid
agreements but may arrive after RCFD engines were on-scene. Accordingly, all areas proposed for
development by the Project would receive adequate emergency response from fire protection
facilities.

EIR 439 concluded that mandatory compliance with County regulations, including Ordinance No. 787
(Uniform Fire Code) and Ordinance No. 659 (Development Impact Fee Program) would further reduce
potential adverse impacts to local fire protection services. The Project would be conditioned to
comply with the same County regulations as assumed by EIR 439 to maximize safety and minimize
the demand for fire protection services. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not result in any new
or more severe significant impacts to fire protection services than previously disclosed by EIR 439 or
Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

37. Sheriff Services ] L] L] X

Source: EIR 439, Section VII.D, “Law Enforcement Services;” Addendum No. 1; Ord. 659; Project
Application Materials
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Findings of Fact:

Impacts to sheriff services were evaluated and disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, which
found that implementation of SP 327 would not overburden Riverside County Sheriff Department
resources and would not result in the need to construct or physically alter sheriff stations to provide
adequate service levels. The proposed Project would implement SP 327 (as amended by SP 327A1)
and does not contain any components that would increase the burden being placed on sheriff services
or facilities beyond the levels previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

EIR 439 concluded that mandatory compliance with County regulations, including Ordinance No. 659
(Development Impact Fee Program), would further reduce potential adverse impacts to local sheriff
services. The Project would be conditioned to comply with Ordinance No. 659, which would provide
fair share funds for the provision of additional police protection services, which may be applied to
sheriff facilities and/or equipment, to offset the incremental increase in the demand that would be
created by the Project, as assumed by EIR 439. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not result in
any new or more severe significant impacts to sheriff protection services than previously disclosed by
EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required. All
measures identified in EIR 439 to mitigate SP 327’s impact to sheriff services continue to apply to the
proposed Project.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.

38. Schools H L] (] X

Source: EIR 439, Section VII.F, “Schools;” Addendum No. 1; Ord. 659; Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

As disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, implementation of SP 327 would increase the
population in the local area and would consequently place greater demand on the existing public
school system by generating additional students to be served by the Corona-Norco Unified School
District (CNUSD). EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1 concluded that payment of school impact fees by
implementing development projects would constitute complete mitigation for project-related impacts to
school services (pursuant to the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, Senate Bill 50).

The CNUSD plans for long-term facilities based on the land uses specified by the Riverside County
General Plan Land Use Plan. The Project would result in the construction of new residential dwelling
units pursuant to an existing, approved specific plan — the Project would not construct a greater
number of residential dwelling units on-site than disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1. Although it
is possible that the CNUSD may ultimately need to construct new school facilities in the region to
serve the growing population within their service boundaries, such facility planning is conducted by
CNUSD and is not the responsibility of the Project. However, the Project would be required to
contribute school impact fees pursuant to the requirements of Senate Bill 50. Mandatory payment of
school impact fees would reduce the Project's impacts to school facilities to a level below significant,
and no mitigation would be required. Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Project would not
result in any new or more severe significant impacts to public school services than previously
disclosed by EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.
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Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.
Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.
39. Libraries Ll L] 0] X

Source: EIR 439, Section VII.G, “Libraries;” Addendum No. 1; Ord. 659; Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

Impacts to public library services were evaluated and disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1,
which found that implementation of SP 327 would not overburden facilities or resources of the
Riverside County Library System. The proposed Project would implement SP 327 (as amended by
SP 327A1) and does not contain any components that would increase the burden being placed on
library services or facilities beyond the levels previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.
Furthermore, as assumed by EIR 439, the Project would be conditioned to comply with the provisions
of Ordinance No. 659 to provide a fair-share payment to offset the projected increased demand for
library services. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not result in any new or more severe
significant impacts to library services than previously disclosed by EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

40. Health Services [] LJ L] =

Source: EIR 439, Section VII.E, “Health Services;” Ord. 659; Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

Potential impacts to public health services were evaluated and disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum
No. 1, which found that implementation of SP 327 would not overburden Riverside County’'s public
health services facilities or resources. The proposed Project would implement SP 327 (as amended
by SP 327A1) and does not contain any components that would increase the burden being placed on
public health services or facilities beyond the levels previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No.
1. Furthermore, as assumed by EIR 439, the Project would be conditioned to comply with the
provisions of Ordinance No. 659 to provide a fair-share payment to offset the projected increased
demand for public health services. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not result in any new or
more severe significant impacts to public health services than previously disclosed by EIR 439 or
Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.
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RECREATION
41. Parks and Recreation B n u X

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 ] ] n X
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 Community n ] ] X
Service Area (CSA) or recreation and park district with a
Community Parks and Recreation Plan (Quimby fees)?

Source: EIR 439, Section VII.B, “Parks and Recreation;” SP 327A1; Addendum No. 1; CSA 152B
Park and Recreation Master Plan; Riverside County Ordinance No. 460; Riverside County Ordinance
No. 659; Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a) As disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, SP 327 would result in the construction of public
and private recreational amenities (i.e., parks and trails) within the Specific Plan area. The proposed
Project would construct recreational amenities on-site pursuant to approved SP 327 (as amended by
SP 327A1). Construction of the recreational amenities proposed by the Project would result in
potential impacts to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, and hydrology and water
quality, which have already been disclosed and evaluated within the respective issue areas of EIR
439, Addendum No. 1, and this EIR Addendum. Where potentially significant impacts associated with
the construction of park facilities on the Project site are identified in EIR 439, mitigation measures are
identified to reduce the impact to the maximum feasible extent. The mitigation measures identified in
EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1) would continue to apply to the proposed Project. With the
implementation of required mitigation, the proposed Project would not result in significant
environmental impacts associated with the construction of recreational facilities that are new or more
severe than what was previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

b) Impacts associated with Project residents’ use of existing recreational facilities were evaluated
and disclosed in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1, which concluded that SP 327 (as amended by SP
327A1) would not contribute to substantial physical deterioration of existing neighborhood and
regional parks because the Specific Plan would provide sufficient park land on-site to accommodate
on-site residents’ demand and would pay impact fees pursuant to County Ordinance No. 659. Fees
paid pursuant to Ordinance No. 659 would be used by the County, in part, to acquire, construct,
and/or maintain regional and community park and recreation facilities. The proposed Project would
construct recreational amenities on-site pursuant to approved SP 327 (as amended by SP 327Af1).
The Project does not contain any component that would increase the usage of existing, off-site
recreational amenities beyond what was previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.
Further, as a standard condition of Project approval, the Project would be required to pay
development impact fees (DIF) pursuant to Ordinance No. 659, which would provide additional
funding for the provision of park and recreation facilities, including regional park facilities. As such,
the proposed Project would not result in a substantial increase in the use of existing neighborhood or
regional parks that could lead to or substantially contribute to their physical deterioration. Therefore,
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impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. This conclusion is
consistent with the findings of EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

c) The Project seeks to implement a portion of approved SP 327 (as amended by SP 327A1),
including the construction of on-site parks and trails. As previously disclosed in Addendum No. 1, the
Specific Plan provides sufficient recreational amenities within the Specific Plan area to meet the future
demand of its residents. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not result in any new or more
severe impacts related to recreation that were not previously disclosed in EIR 439 or Addendum No.
1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

42. Recreational Trails ] [] L] X

Source: EIR 439, Section VII.B, “Parks and Recreation;” SP 327A1; Addendum No. 1; Temescal
Canyon Area Plan Figure 8 “Trails and Bikeway System;” Elsinore Area Plan Figure 8 “Trails and
Bikeway System;” Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

Temescal Canyon Area Plan Figure 8, Trails and Bikeway System, depicts planned recreational trails
within the Project vicinity. As shown, a regional trail is planned to traverse the central and eastern
portions of the Project site, and a multi-purpose trail is proposed on Temescal Canyon Road along the
Project site’s frontage. As disclosed in Addendum No. 1, SP 327A1 would result in slight
modifications to the planned regional trail system through the Specific Plan area, but the modified trail
alignment would be consistent with the planned trail designations as applied to the property by the
Temescal Canyon Area Plan. The modified trail alignment provided by SP 327A1 was approved by
the Riverside County Regional Park & Open Space District. The proposed Project is consistent with
SP 327A1 and would implement a portion of its trail network. Accordingly, the Project would not
conflict with the County’s recreational trail system; a significant impact would not occur. This finding is
consistent with the conclusions of EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.
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TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Would the project

43. Circulation (] L] ] X
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or

policy establishing a measure of effectiveness for the

performance of the circulation system, taking into account

all modes of transportation, including mass transit and

non-motorized travel and relevant components of the

circulation system, including but not limited to

intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian

and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 0 [] [] X
management program, including, but not limited to level
of service standards and travel demand measures, or
other standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?

¢) 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?

d) Alter waterborne, rail or air traffic?

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

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

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

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

i)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs
regarding public transit, bikeways or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise substantially decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

O|o|jojo Oog d
o|o|ja|oy oo O
O|ojojg| g|| o
XX XK KX X

Source: EIR 439, Section VIILA, “Circulation and Traffic;” EIR 439, Appendix | “Temescal Hills
Specific Plan Traffic Impact Analysis” (Urban Crossroads, 2004); Addendum No. 1; Addendum No. 1
Appendix H “Toscana Specific Plan 327 Amendment #1 Trip Generation Analysis” (Urban
Crossroads, 2013); Traffic Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads, 2014); Congestion Management
Program; Ord. No. 460; Ord. No. 461; Google Earth (accessed October, 2014); RCLIS; Project
Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

a) The analysis under this threshold focuses on potential impacts to local roadways, based on
applicable level of service (LOS) established by the County of Riverside General Plan. Refer to Iltem
43(b), below, for an analysis of potential impacts to the Riverside County Congestion Management
Plan (CMP) roadway network, including 1-15 based on the acceptable LOS standard recommended by
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).
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As disclosed in EIR 439, SP 327 would have generated an average of 17,707 traffic trips per day,
including 1,183 vehicle trips during the AM peak hour (7AM-9AM) and 1,811 vehicle trips during the
PM peak hour (4PM-6PM). EIR 439 concluded that SP 327's impact to the local circulation system
would be less than significant with mitigation.

As documented in Addendum No. 1, SP 327A1 modified the land uses allowed within the Specific
Plan area, which resulted in a substantial reduction in average daily traffic trips as compared to the
original SP 327 approval. Addendum No. 1 disclosed that SP 327A1 would generate approximately
14,272 average daily traffic trips (an approximately 19 percent reduction as compared to the original
SP 327 proposal), including 1,162 AM peak hour vehicle trips and 1,491 PM peak hour vehicle trips.
As such, Addendum No. 1 concluded that SP 327A1 would not increase the severity of any impacts
beyond what was previously evaluated as part of EIR 439.

Pursuant to a condition imposed on the original SP 327 approval (SP 327 Condition of Approval
30.TRANS 002), a site-specific traffic study was prepared to evaluate the Project’s potential effect on
existing traffic conditions and currently anticipated future traffic conditions in the Project vicinity. The
traffic report utilizes analysis techniques that are consistent with the most current County of Riverside
Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide (August 2008). Because traffic volumes and road
improvement projects evolve over time, existing traffic conditions are not the same as they were in
2004 when the traffic study supporting EIR 439 was prepared. Therefore, the traffic study area and
the Project’s anticipated traffic distribution pattern are not exactly the same as disclosed in EIR 439.
Regardless, this analysis provides an adequate basis to determine the level of traffic impact of the
currently proposed Project compared to the traffic impacts that were disclosed in EIR 439.

Existing plus Project Traffic Impact Analysis

The effect of Project-related traffic on the existing traffic network, in the absence of ambient growth
and cumulative development, is presented below (Existing plus Project, E+P). This analysis scenario
was not evaluated in EIR 439 and is provided herein for informational purposes to disclose the
potential for the traffic generated by Project-related traffic to cause direct impacts to the existing
environment as required by CEQA. The E+P scenario rarely occurs as an actual real world scenario.
The time period between the baseline date for establishing the environment’s existing conditions and
the date project buildout occurs can often be a period of several years or more. In the case of the
proposed Project, the time period estimated between the environmental baseline date and complete
Project buildout is five (5) years. During this time period, environmental conditions are not static.
Other projects are being constructed and the traffic environment is evolving. Therefore the E+P
scenario is very unlikely to materialize in real world conditions and thus does not accurately describe
the environment that exists when a particular project is constructed and becomes operational.
Regardless, the E+P scenario is evaluated to satisfy CEQA requirements to identify the Project's
impacts to the existing environment.

Table 6, Existing plus Project (E+P) Intersection Analysis, summarizes the effect of Project-related
traffic on the local circulation network. As shown in Table 6, all intersections in the Project’'s study
area would operate at an acceptable LOS during the AM and PM peak hours under E+P conditions,
with the exception of the I-15 Northbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road intersection. The [|-15
Northbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road intersection operates at deficient levels under existing
conditions (without Project traffic), and Project-related traffic would worsen this existing deficiency.
Because the Project would contribute substantial more than 50 AM and PM peak hour trips at this
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Table 6 Existing plus Project (E+P) Intersection Analysis

Exsting (2013) Exrting Plus Project
Intersection Approach Lanes'
] o) [ g | Do [ i
Tratiic
4 Inters ection contoff £t T RJL T RJL T Rf{L T RY| am | pv fam|pm] am | Pm | am|em

1] Temes cal Canyon Rd. / Dos Lagas Dr ? t 2 o1 1t b1 1 3]0 0 0] 203|248 c|lcj2os5)|247]|C]|C

2| Temescal Canyon Rd. (North) 7 Temescal Canyon Rd. Future Intersection
3] -15 NB Ramps / Temescal Canyon Rd. T8 0 1 0J0 0 0t 2 ofjo 2 1> 783 341 F' c 1149 | 383 F D
4] +15 SB Ramps / Temescal Canyon Rd. S 0 0 00 1 t}o 1 tfi A 203 257 c c 242 27 C C
Temescal Canyon Rd. / Lawson Rd css Jo 1 oJo0 1 ofjo0o 1 ojJo 0 o 168 177 c c 253 301 D D
:] Temescal Canyon Rd. / Trilogy Pkwy. s t t oo 1 1|1 o 1Jo o0 o] 142 166 B 8 140 173 5] B
7] Temescal Canyon Rd / Glen lvy Rd. css |+ 1 dft 1 GO + ofJo t Of 157 151 c c 248 %8 G D
8] Camphell Ranch Rd f Temescal Canyon Rd s t 0 140 0 ofo {1 11 1 O] 138 164 B B 167 147 8 B

9] Temescal Canyon Rd (South) / Temescal Canyon Rd Future Intersection
10] Temescal Canyon Rd ¢ Temescal Hils Dr. North €S 10 1 01 1 0Jo o0 oo 1 O Not Applicable 17 125 B B
11] Temescal Canyon Rd / Temes cal Hils Dr. South ¢ o 1 o1 1+ oJo o ofjo 1 o Not Applicable 108 118 B 8
12] Campbell Ranch Rd / Indian Truck Trail s 1 2 12 2 ofo 1 o1 t 1| 225 188 c B 27 197 C 2]
13] H15 SB Ramps / indian Truck Trail TS 0 0 ofJ1t 1 tjo 3 tJ1 2 of 161 184 B B 252 214 C ¢
14] 15 NB Ramps / indian Truck Trail s 1t 1 10 0o of2 2 ofjo 2 1] 257 230 c c 263 233 c c
15 Temescal Canyon Rd. / Indian Truck Trail 15 1 1 0J0 1 142 0 10 0 0 270 137 c B 286 214 C c

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable junsd qui (1.e., unacceptabie LOS)

' When anght twn i designated, the lane can either be stnped or unstriped  To function as a night tum lane there must be sufficient width
for nght tuming vehicles to travel outside the through lanes (minmum of 13-feef) These lanes have been designated as defacto (d) nghttum lanes
L = Left T = Through; R = Right d = Defacto Right Turn Lane; > = Right Tum Overlap Phasing, >> = Free Righi-Turn, 1= Impravernent
2 Delay and LOS calculated using the TRAFFIX operation analysis software, Traffix Version 8.0, based on the 2000 Highway Gapacty Manual (HCM) method
Synchro 8 (Version 8) has been utized to calculate defay and LOS for the -215 Freeway ramps at Temescal Canyon Road and Indian Truck Trail.
® TS = Traffic Signal, CSS = Cross Street Stop; AWS = AllWay Stop
* Volume-to-capacity ratio 1s greater than 1 00; Inters ection unstable; Level of Service “F"

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014 (Appendix F to this EIR Addendum, Table 5-1)

intersection, the Project would have a significant direct, adverse effect on traffic operations at the |-15
Northbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road intersection. Mitigation, in the form of payment of the
applicable Western Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee, is available to reduce
impacts to this intersection to less-than-significant levels.

The traffic impact at the I-15 Northbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road intersection would not be
unique to the Project. If SP 327 were implemented as originally approved, this same intersection
would be impacted under E+P conditions, and, in fact, the impact would be more severe than what
would occur under the proposed Project. As disclosed in Addendum No. 1, the original SP 327
proposal would generate 3,434 more daily traffic trips than SP 327A1 (for which the Project is an
implementing action), and therefore would generate more traffic at the intersection of 1-15 Northbound
Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road than SP 327A1 (and the Project). Accordingly, the Project’s
significant, adverse impact at the I1-15 Northbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road intersection under
the E+P scenario would not be greater than the land uses that were evaluated in EIR 439, and no
new or more severe impact would occur.
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Opening Year Traffic Impact Analysis

The Project Applicant estimates the Project would be fully built and occupied by the Year 2018
(“Opening Year”). Opening year background traffic forecasts are based upon a background (ambient)
growth rate of 2% per year, compounded annually. As directed by Riverside County staff, opening
year traffic forecasts are defined as existing (2013) traffic conditions plus five (5) years of ambient
growth plus Project traffic (Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Project, E+A+P). The total ambient
growth rate assumed for the Project is 10.4 percent.

Table 7, Opening Year (E+A+P) Intersection Analysis, summarizes local intersection operations under
the E+A+P traffic scenario. As shown in Table 7, all intersections in the Project's study area would
operate at acceptable LOS during AM and PM hours under the E+A+P traffic scenario, with the
exception of the |-15 Northbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road intersection. The Project's
contribution of traffic at this intersection would be substantial (i.e., more than 50 peak hour trips). The
analysis below provides a comparison between the information disclosed in EIR 439 and the
information available in the Project’s traffic report.

o |-15 Northbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road: With implementation of the Project, this
intersection is projected to operate at deficient levels (LOS “F”) during the AM peak hour only
under E+A+P traffic conditions. The proposed Project would contribute 226 AM peak hour trips
and 183 PM peak hour trips to this intersection under E+A+P traffic conditions.

EIR 439 disclosed that the |-15 Northbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road intersection
would operate at deficient LOS during both the AM and PM peak hours under both the Year
2008 E+A+P ftraffic scenario (i.e., LOS “E”) and Year 2012 E+A+P traffic scenario (i.e., LOS
“F) traffic scenarios. EIR 439 documented that SP 327 would contribute 322 AM peak hour
trips and 315 PM peak hour trips at this intersection under Year 2008 E+A+P traffic conditions,
and 429 AM peak hour trips and 469 PM peak hour trips under Year 2012 E+A+P traffic
conditions. As summarized above, the proposed Project would contribute fewer peak hour
trips to this intersection than disclosed in EIR 439.

EIR 439 disclosed that all intersections significantly impacted by SP 327 could operate at acceptable
levels with identified mitigation. The mitigation measures identified in EIR 439 (as modified by
Addendum No. 1 to reflect changes to the Specific Plan design that occurred as part of SP 327A1, to
reflect current, as-built conditions, and to reference currently applicable County of Riverside road
improvement standards and mitigation fee ordinances) would continue to apply to the proposed
Project to ensure that Project-related impacts to the 1-15 Northbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road
intersection would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Accordingly, the proposed Project would
not result in a significant new or more severe direct traffic impact under E+A+P traffic conditions due
to a conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing a measure of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system. Additional mitigation measures beyond those already
specified in EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1) would not be required.
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Table 7 Opening Year (E+A+P) Intersection Analysis

Intersection Approach Lanes' 2 Level of
Northbound | Southbound | Eastbound | Westhound Repieg Seoice
# Inters ection 01;?:1100'3 L T RJL T RJL T RJL T R| &M PM | AM | PM
1] Temes cal Canyon Rd. 7 Dos Lages Dr. T8 12 01 1 1>t 1t =0 6 0f 213 258 C c
2| Temescal Canyon Rd. (North) / Temescal Canyon Rd. Future Intersection
3] I-15 NB Ramps / Temescal Canyon Rd. TS 0 1 016 0 Ot 2 0O 2 1> 1519 | 465 F D
4] I-15 8B Ramps / Temescal Canyon Rd. TS 0 0 ojJoOo 1 1§06 1 I>»>1 1 0] 263 333 C c
5| Temescal Canyen Rd / Lawson Rd cssJo 1 oJo 1 0oJo 1 0)Jo 0 O] 295|343 | D| D
6] Temescal Canyon Rd. / Trilogy Pkwy. S |+t ofo 1 11 0 1]0 0 O 144 ) 179 ] B | B
7] Temes cal Canyon Rd. / Glen lvy Rd. css pi 1 djJt1 1 ojo 1 oJOo 1 0] 280 38 D D
8] Camnpbel Ranch Rd. / Temescal Canyon Rd. T8 i 0 1J0 0 oJo 1t 1)1 1 O] 178 150 B B
9| Temescal Canyon Rd. (South) / Temescal Canyon Rd. Future Intersection
10| Temescal Canyon Rd. / Temescal Hills Dr. North ¢ssjo 1 oj1 1 ojJo o OfJo 1 O 18 126 B B
11| Temescal Canyon Rd. / Temescal Hil's Dr. South €ssjo 1 o)1 1 0ojJo 0 0fJo 1 o] 109 120 B B
12] Campbell Ranch Rd. / indian Truck Trail S |1t 2 )2 2 0ofJo 1 o)1 1 1] 2B 19)C]B
13} I-15 SB Ramps / Indian Truck Trail T8 0o 0 ot 1 110 3 1|1 2 0] 263 215 c c
14] -15 NB Ramps / Indian Truck Trail TS 1 1 1Jo o0 o2 2 ojo 2 1] 279 235 c C
154 Temescal Canyon Rd. / Indian Truck Trail T8 1 1 0J6 1 1}J2 o 1]J0 0 o} 239 218 c [

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements fi.e., unacceptable LOS).
¥ When aright turn 5 designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped  To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width
for right tuning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes (minimum of 19-feef). These lanes have been designated as defacto (d) nght turn lanes
L = Left,, T = Through, R = Right; d= Defacto Right-Turn Lane; > = Right- Turn Overlap Phasing; >> = Free Right-Tum; 1= Improvement
2 Delay and LOS calculated using the TRAFFIX operation analysis software, TraffixVersion 80, based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Manuat (HCM) method.
Synchro 8 (Version 8) has been utilized to calculate delay and LOS for the I-215 Freeway ramps at Temescal Canyon Road and Indian Truck Trail
3 TS= Traffic Sgnal; CSS = Cross Street Stop; AWS = AllWay Stop

4 Volume-to-capacily ratio is gredter than 1.00; Inters ection unstable; Level of Service "F".
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014 (Appendix F to this EIR Addendum, Table 6-1)

Cumulative Impact Analysis

The analysis presented below evaluates the effect on the local circulation system of the incremental
addition of Project traffic when combined with traffic from ambient growth and other nearby projects
(Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Project plus Cumulative Development Projects, E+A+P+C). A
total of 15 other known cumulative development projects in the local area were included in the
E+A+P+C (2018) analysis.

Table 8, Opening Year plus Cumulative Developments (E+A+P+C) Intersection Analysis, summarizes
local intersection operations under the E+A+P+C traffic scenario. As shown in Table 8, all
intersections in the Project's study area would operate at acceptable LOS during AM and PM hours
under the E+A+P+C traffic scenario, with the exception of the three (3) intersections listed below.
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Table 8 Opening Year plus Cumulative Developments (E+A+P+C) Intersection Analysis

Intersection Approach Lanes' Level of
Northbound | Sotthbound Eastbound Westbound bl tcs) Service
Traffic
# Intersection Corof] L, T RJL T RJL T RIL T R| AM PM | AM| PM
1] Temesca Canyon Rd / Dos Lagos Dr. T8 12 ot ot Bt 4 >0 0 0 237 | 333 c C
2] Temescat Canyon Rd (North) / Temescal Canyon Rd New [rterssction (Ses Table 7-5)
3] I-15 NB Ramps / Temescal Canyon Rd. T |0 { o0oJoc 0 o]t 2 00 2 1>>>2000] 917 F F
4§ 1-15 SB Ramps / Temescal Canyon Rd. T |0 0 0J0 t 4]0 1 >4 {1 0]|>2000]) 1642 | F F
5§ Temesca Canyon Rd /Lawson Rd. css|o + ofJo t+ 0ofJo {1 o0o]Ja 0 O]>1000]>1000] F F
B8] Temescal Canyon Rd. / Tnlogy Pkwy. TS f t ofJo t 111 O )]0 O O] 196 | 200 B C
7] Temescal Canyon Rd. / Glen Ivy Rd. css |t 4 d)t 1t cpO0 1 0]JO 1 0| 250 | 341 D D
81 Campbell Ranch Rd. / Temescal Canyon Rd s {f o t1]J]0 ¢ oJo { ¢4 1 O} 303 345 C C
9] Temesca Canyon Rd. {South) / Temescal Canyon Rd. New Irtersection {See Table 7-5)
10} Temescal Canyon Rd, / Temescat Hills Dr Is 2 011 Z O0J1 1 0J1 1 O 9| 58] D D
11] Temescal Canyon Rd / Toscana Dr IS 2 01 2 ojJ1 1 01 1 o} 38t 03| D D
12] Campbell RanchRd. /Indian Truck Trail s t 2 2 2 ojo { ot 1t 1] B3| B2 C C
13] 1-15 SB Ramps / Indien Truck Trail s jo o oft ¢+ 10 3 {11 2 Of 45| 363]| D D
14] 1-15 N8 Ramps /Indian Truck Trail TS 1 1 4]0 0 0J2 2 o|O0 2 1| 467 | 308 | D ©
15| Temescal Canyon Rd /Indian Truck Trail TS 1 {1 0jJ0 ¢t 112 o0 10 0 Of 274 242 C C

BOLD = LOS doss not meet the applicable junsdictional requirements {i.e., unacceptable LOS).
1 Whena nght tum i designated, the lane can sither be striped or unstniped  To function as a nght tum lane there must be sufficient width for nght turning vehicles to
travel outside the through lanes (minimum of 19-feef)
L = Left T = Throughk R = Right; d = Defacto Right-Tum Lane; > = Right-Tum Overlap Phasing >> = Free Right-Tum
2 Delayand LOS calculated using the TRAFFIX operation analysis software, Traffix Version 8.0, based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Menual (HCM method.
Syrchro 8 (Version 8) has been utilized to caiculate delay and LOS for the 1215 Freeway ramps at Temescal Canyon Road and Indian Truck Trail

% TS = Traffic Signal, C$S = Cross Street Stop

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014 (Appendix F to this EIR Addendum, Table 7-1)

The analysis below provides a comparison between the information disclosed in EIR 439 and the
information available in the Project’s traffic report.

I-15 Northbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road: With implementation of the Project, this
intersection is projected to operate at deficient levels (LOS “F”) during the AM and PM peak
hours under E+A+P+C (2018) traffic conditions. The proposed Project would contribute 236
AM peak hour trips and 294 PM peak hour trips to this intersection under E+A+P+C traffic
conditions.

EIR 439 disclosed that the I-15 Northbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road intersection
would operate at LOS “F”) during both the AM and PM peak hours under both the Year 2008
E+A+P+C and Year 2012 E+A+P+C traffic scenarios. EIR 439 documented that SP 327
would contribute 322 AM peak hour trips and 315 PM peak hour trips at this intersection under
Year 2008 E+A+P+C traffic conditions, and 429 AM peak hour trips and 469 PM peak hour
trips under Year 2012 E+A+P+C traffic conditions. As summarized above, the proposed
Project would contribute fewer peak hour trips to this intersection than disclosed in EIR 439.
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e [-15 Southbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road: With implementation of the Project, this
intersection is projected to operate at deficient levels (LOS “F”) during the AM and PM peak
hours under E+A+P+C (2018) traffic conditions. The proposed Project would contribute 67 AM
peak hour trips and 183 PM peak hour trips to this intersection under E+A+P+C traffic
conditions.

EIR 439 disclosed that the 1-15 Southbound Ramps/Temescal Canyon Road intersection
would operate at LOS “F”) during both the AM and PM peak hours under both the Year 2008
E+A+P+C and Year 2012 E+A+P+C traffic scenarios. EIR 439 documented that SP 327
would contribute 433 AM peak hour trips and 600 PM peak hour trips at this intersection under
Year 2008 E+A+P+C traffic conditions, and 581 AM peak hour trips and 865 PM peak hour
trips under Year 2012 E+A+PC traffic conditions. As summarized above, the proposed Project
would contribute fewer peak hour trips to this intersection than disclosed in EIR 439.

e Temescal Canyon Road/Lawson Road: With implementation of the Project, this intersection
is projected to operate at deficient levels (LOS “F”) during the AM and PM peak hours under
E+A+P+C (2018) traffic conditions. The proposed Project would contribute 26 AM peak hour
trips and 32 PM peak hour trips to this intersection under E+A+P+C traffic conditions.

EIR 439 disclosed that the Temescal Canyon Road/Lawson Road intersection would operate
at LOS “F”) during both the AM and PM peak hours under both the Year 2008 E+A+P+C and
Year 2012 E+A+P+C traffic scenarios. EIR 439 documented that SP 327 would contribute 434
AM peak hour trips and 600 PM peak hour trips at this intersection under Year 2008 E+A+P+C
traffic conditions, and 5683 AM peak hour trips and 881 PM peak hour trips under Year 2012
E+A+PC traffic conditions. In comparison, and using current analysis methodology and traffic
data, the proposed Project would contribute fewer peak hour trips to this intersection than
disclosed in EIR 439.

EIR 439 disclosed that all intersections impacted by SP 327 on a cumulatively considerable basis
could operate at acceptable levels with identified mitigation. The mitigation measures identified in EIR
439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1) would continue to apply to the proposed Project to ensure that
all Project-related cumulatively considerable impacts to the three (3) intersections identified above are
reduced to less-than-significant levels. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not result in a
significant new or more severe cumulatively considerable traffic impact under E+A+P+C traffic
conditions due to a confiict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing a measure of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. Additional mitigation measures beyond
those already specified in EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1) would not be required.

b) The only Riverside County CMP-designated roadway in the Project vicinity is I-15. EIR 439
concluded that implementation of SP 327 would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 1-15.
Addendum No. 1 disclosed that SP 327A1 would substantially reduce impacts to I-15 from what was
previously disclosed in EIR 439 (due to an approximately 19 percent reduction in average daily traffic
trips as compared to the original SP 327 proposal), but that impacts to I-15 would remain significant
and unavoidable. The proposed Project seeks to implement the land uses allowed on the site by SP
327A1.

Although EIR 439 did not quantify the impact that traffic associated with SP 327 would have on the
performance of I-15, the EIR disclosed the total number of daily traffic trips resulting from buildout of
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the Specific Plan and the distribution of those daily traffic trips on the circulation network. EIR 439
also disclosed that the EIR for the County’s General Plan, which was certified in 2003, concluded that
I-15 would operate at failing levels as a result of anticipated growth in Riverside County. As such, the
issue of potentially deficient service on |-15 resulting from development in the County does not
represent new information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been
known at the time EIR 439 was certified, and information about the Project's potential direct and/or
cumulative impact on |-15 was available with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time EIR 439
was certified in 2006. During the public review period and public hearings associated with EIR 439,
no objections or concerns were raised regarding the EIR’s analysis of potential effects to I-15, and no
legal challenge was filed within the statute of limitations period established by Public Resources Code
§21167(c). Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3), the issue of Project-related effects to
I-15 does not provide new information of substantial importance or substantial evidence of a new
impact to the environment that was not or could not have been known at the time EIR 439 was
certified; thus, minor additions are needed to make the previous EIR adequate to cover the actions
that are currently proposed, which are documented herein and serves as an Addendum to the EIR.

Existing plus Project Traffic Impact Analysis

The effect of Project-related traffic on the existing traffic network, in the absence of ambient growth
and cumulative development, is presented below (Existing plus Project, E+P). This analysis scenario
is provided herein for informational purposes to disclose the potential for the traffic generated by
Project-related traffic to cause direct impacts to the existing environment as required by CEQA. As
described above under the response to Item 43(a), the E+P scenario is very unlikely to materialize in
real world conditions and thus does not accurately describe the environment that exists when a
particular project is constructed and becomes operational. Regardless, the E+P scenario is evaluated
to satisfy CEQA requirements to identify the Project’s impacts to the existing environment.

O Freeway Mainline Segment Operations Analysis

E+P freeway mainline volumes for I-15 are summarized in Table 9, Existing plus Project (E+P)
Freeway Mainline Segment Analysis. As shown in Table 9, all freeway mainline segments in the
Project study area would operate at acceptable LOS under the E+P traffic scenario. The Project’s
impact to the operation of I-15 freeway mainline segments would be less than significant.

O Freeway Ramp Operations Analysis

Table 10, Existing plus Project (E+P) Freeway Ramp Analysis, summarizes freeway ramp queuing at
the I-15/Temescal Canyon Road and I-15/Indian Truck Trail interchanges under E+P traffic conditions.
As shown in Table 10, all freeway ramps at the I-15/Temescal Canyon Road and I-15/Indian Truck
Trail interchanges would experience acceptable stacking lengths during the AM and PM peak hours
under E+P traffic conditions, which would preclude “spill back” of traffic from this interchange onto
mainline segments of I-15. Accordingly, implementation of the Project would result in less-than-
significant impacts to freeway ramp operations under E+P traffic conditions.

Page 72 of 89 EA No. 42624




Potentially Less than Less Impact

Significant  Significant Than Fully
New Impact with ~ Significant Analyzed
Impact Mitigation Impact in EIR
Incorporated 439

Table 9 Existing plus Project (E+P) Freeway Mainline Segment Analysis

o Existing (2013) Existing Plus Project

g Direction Mainline Segment Density? LOS Density? LOS

- Lanes' | AM PM AM | PM AM PM | Aam | PM
North of Temescal Canyon Road 3 158 227 B € 161 2347 B C

> Southbound | Temescal Canyon Road to Indian Truck Trail 3 148 221 B @ 147 22 8 C

§ South of Indian Truck Trail 3 144 201 B €] 149 205 B ]

g North of Temescal Canyon Road 3 239 255 C C 250 26 2 € D

- Northbound | Temescal Canyon Road to indian Truck Trail 3 301 236 D S 301 236 D C
South of Indian Truck Trail 3 269 225 D © 272 233 D (T

' Number of Ianes are in the specified direction and is based on existing conditions .

2 Density is measured by passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/myin)

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014 (Appendix F to this EIR Addendum, Table 5-3)

Table 10 Existing plus Project (E+P) Freeway Ramp Analysis

Exishng (2013) Exisling Plus Projed
Schng #5h Porumlo_ Sin(ch:'g)Di!mo Accepinble?’ 95th Pu:;‘:: ‘.:a(c':ﬁ“\g)bumo Accoplabie?®
Intorsoction Movemont | Distance Foef) | AMPeakHow | PM Peak Hour AM ™ AM PsakHow | PM Psak | bar AM Pu_l
1-15 NB Ramps / Temoscal Canyon Road
NEL/TR 1,350 1,287 116 Yas Yos 1.301 122 Yos Yos
1-15SB Ramps / Temescal Canyon Road
SBUT 1360 78 %0 Yes Yoy 78 50 You Yes
SBR 500 ] Yos Yes B0 123 Yos Yes
115 S8 Remps Firvdn Fruck Tral
SHL 8% 35 [ Yeos Yos 35 a5 Yoo Yeos
SBTR 1.740 3 56 Yes Yos 31 56 Yes Yes
S 500 2 4 Yos Yos 2 54 Yoz Yoz |
|15 NB Ramgps / indean Truck Tred
NBL 500 43 43 Yes Yos 52 ] Yas Yos
NOT 1358 49 49 Yes Yes 43 as Yeos Yes
NBR 500 0 0 Yes Yos 11 32 Yeos Ye3
|18 qQ 2 DrOVICRE. AN 2OCIDOND! 15 feet of SEACKNG WAICH 1S DSBUMEL 1D DE DOVIGRO In the T3NSTON for TuMm pockets 1S reNectea

cal

& QuEUR ShoWn I8 Mg aner o Cycies

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014 (Appendix F to this EIR Addendum, Table 5-2)

3O Freeway Merge/Diverge Operations Analysis

Table 11, Existing plus Project (E+P) Merge/Diverge Analysis, summarizes traffic operations at
freeway ramp junction merge/diverge areas within the Project study area under E+P traffic conditions.
As shown in Table 11, all freeway ramp junction merge/diverge areas at the I-15/Temescal Canyon
Road and I-15/Indian Truck Trail interchanges are projected to operate at acceptable LOS under E+P
traffic conditions, with the exception of the 1-15 Northbound Off-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road
(which would operate at LOS “E” during the AM peak hour). The merge/diverge area at the 1-15
Northbound Off-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road operates at LOS “E” during the AM peak hour
under existing conditions without Project-related traffic, and the Project would not worsen existing
traffic density (as measured by passenger cars per mile per lane, refer to Table 11). As such, the
Project would not cause or worsen the LOS deficiency at this freeway ramp junction merge/diverge
area under E+P traffic conditions. Impacts would be less than significant.
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Table 11 Existing plus Project (E+P) Merge/Diverge Analysis

~ = Existing (2013) Existing Plus Project
(;“ % Ramp or Segment gansston AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak H
§ ] P g Freeway e ou ak Hour
w a
Density' | LOS | Density' | LOS | Denaity' | LOS | Density' | LOS
= Off-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road 3 225 € 283 D 229 C 305 D
c
3 | On-Ramp at Temesca! Canyon Road 3] 187 B 264 € 187 B 264 (S
=}
e
- ‘g Offt-Ramp at indian Truck Trail 3 21.0 G 290 D 210 S 290 D
@ [}
é On-Ramp at Indian Truck Trail 3 182 B 237 C 192 B 243 S
t 5 On-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road 3 267 © 284 D 281 D 283 D
s c
- 3 | OftRamp at Temescal Canyon Road 3 36.8 E 299 D 368 E 299 D
o
=
Y | On-Ramp at Indian Truck Trail 3 326 D 273 G 326 D 273 (€
4
Oft-Ramp at Indian Truck Trail 3 324 D 292 D 327 D 299 D

BOLD =L0S does not meet the applicable junsdictional requirements (i ., unacceptable LOS)

! Density Is measured by passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/miAn)
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014 (Appendix F to this EIR Addendum, Table 5-4)

Opening Year Traffic Impact Analysis

As previously described under the response to Item 43(a), the Project would be fully built and
occupied by the Year 2018. As directed by Riverside County staff, opening year traffic forecasts are
defined as existing (2013) traffic conditions plus five (5) years of ambient growth (2 percent per year,
compounded annually) plus Project traffic (Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Project, E+A+P). The
total ambient growth rate assumed for the Project is 10.4 percent.

O Freeway Mainline Segment Operations Analysis

E+A+P freeway mainline volumes for I-15 are summarized in Table 12, Opening Year (E+A+P)
Freeway Mainline Segment Analysis. As shown in Table 12, all freeway mainline segments in the
Project study area would operate at acceptable LOS under the E+A+P traffic scenario, with the
exception of I-15 Northbound between Temescal Canyon Road and Indian Truck Trail. If SP 327
were implemented as originally approved, the deficiency at the above-listed freeway mainline
segment would have been greater than shown in Table 12. As disclosed in Addendum No. 1, the
original SP 327 proposal would have generated 3,434 more daily traffic trips than SP 327A1 (for
which the Project is an implementing action), and would contribute a substantially higher number of
daily traffic trips to I-15 than would occur under SP 327A1 (and the Project). Accordingly, the LOS
deficiencies at I-15 freeway mainlines segments under the E+A+P traffic scenario would not be
greater than the land uses that were evaluated in EIR 439, and a less severe impact would occur.

O Freeway Ramp Operations Analysis

Table 13, Opening Year (E+A+P) Freeway Ramp Analysis, summarizes freeway ramp queuing at the
I-15/Temescal Canyon Road and I-15/Indian Truck Trail interchanges under E+A+P traffic conditions.
As shown in Table 13, all freeway ramps at the 1-15/Temescal Canyon Road and I-15/Indian Truck
Trail interchanges would experience acceptable stacking lengths during the AM and PM peak hours
under E+A+P traffic conditions, with the exception of the [-15 Northbound Ramps at Temescal
Canyon Road (unacceptable stacking in the AM peak hour). If SP 327 were implemented as originally
approved, the stacking deficiency at the above-listed freeway mainline segment would be greater than
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Table 12 Opening Year (E+A+P) Freeway Mainline Segment Analysis

Existing {2013} EAP (2018)
>
©
é Direction Mainline Segment Density’ LOS Density? LOS
w
Lanes' | AM PM AM | PM AM PM | AM | PM
North of Temescal Canyon Road 3 158 227 B G e 26.7 B D
> | Southbound | Temescal Canyon Road to indian Truck Trail 3 148 221 B c 162 248 B c
©
§ South of Indian Truck Trail 3] 14.4 201 B © 164 227 B G
?—7_' North of Temescal Canyon Road 3 239 255 © (> 283 300 D D
- Northbound | Temescal Canyon Road to Indian Truck Trail 3 301 236 D C 358 267 E D
South of Indian Truck Trail 3 269 225 D @ 315 261 D D

BOLD = LOS does not meet the apphcable jurisdichonal requirements (1.e , unacceptabie LOS)
' Number of lanes are in the specified direction and is based on existing conditions

2 Denstty Is measured by passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/mifin)

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014 (Appendix F to this EIR Addendum, Table 6-3)

Table 13 Opening Year (E+A+P) Freeway Ramp Analysis

Existing (2013) EAP (2018)
= s
— #5th Porc':::' !.;Idn;lt:‘m)l"rmml Acceplable?’ 250 Pm':':ll' :n(c’lt::)mﬁmcn Accopiable?’
Intersachon Movement | Drdance Feal) | AM ’vakHow | PM Pevk How AM PM AM Peuk Hour | I"M Pvek How AM PM
115 NG Ramps / Temescal Canyon Road
NBL/TR 1350 1,287 116 Yes Yes 1,611 7 137 Ne Yes |
11550 Ramps / Tamescal Canyon Road
sBLm 1,360 m 50 Yes Yes 86 bl Yes Yes
SBR 500 69 70 Yes Yes 84 21 Yos Yus
115 5B Ramps /indian Truck Trall
SBL o715 35 5 Yeos Yes 31 70 Yos Yes
SBIR 1.140 3 56 Yes Yes 32 5% Yos Yos
SR 500 L) Yos Yes 30 56 Yes Yes
1 15 NH Ramps /oden Brteck Trl
Nin 500 44 45 Yes Yeos 5 3 Yes You
NBT 1,35 40 49 Yas Yes 47 39 Yos Yeos
NBR 500 0 ] Yes Yeos 1% 3 Yo3 Yos
' Gackng DIANcs 1 ACCARIANS I the MALIIAG SINCKING NAMACA 14 W4t AN A SUA) I the Aty «ANCE providen AR MIANORBI 15 IAAE AT &PACKING WAICH |8 35818 B 1 1R ANANNA fAr DM PACKST2 M raflerted
ntre BLINES SNOAR 0N A 1A WhALe 2PPErADIS

2 g5t percend @ VOUME BXCeEds CARACTY, (458 mly 08 KNGEr Queus 70 INBT WG CyCiRes.

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014 (Appendix F to this EIR Addendum, Table 6-2)

shown in Table 13. As disclosed in Addendum No. 1, the original SP 327 proposal would generate
3,434 more daily traffic trips than SP 327A1 (for which the Project is an implementing action), and
would contribute a substantially higher number of daily traffic trips to |-15 than would occur under SP
327A1 (and the Project). Accordingly, the stacking deficiency at 1-15 ramp interchanges under the
E+A+P traffic scenario would be less than the land uses that were evaluated in EIR 439, and a less
severe impact would occur.

O Freeway Merge/Diverge Operations Analysis

Table 14, Opening Year (E+A+P) Merge/Diverge Analysis, summarizes traffic operations at freeway
ramp junction merge/diverge areas within the Project study area under E+A+P traffic conditions. As
shown in Table 14, all freeway ramp junction merge/diverge areas at the 1-15/Temescal Canyon Road
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Table 14 Opening Year (E+A+P) Merge/Diverge Analysis
Existing (2013) EAP (2018)
g §
2 B Ramp or Segment Lanes on|  AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
4 = Freeway
e &
Denstty' | LOS | Denstty' | LOS | Densty' | LOS | Densty' | LOS
- OftRamp at Temescal Canyon Road 3 22)5 @ 283 D 247 & 327 D
=
§ On-Ramp at Temescal Canyon R oad 3] 187 B 264 (G 203 (@ 287 D
£
o ‘g OffRamp at Indian Truck Trail g 210 S 290 D 227 © 312 D
<) &
§ On-Ramp at Indian Truck Trail 3 182 B 2347 G 2086 © 263 ©
Ll; - On-Ramp at Temescat Canyon R oad 3 267 G 284 8] 305 D 320 D
T c
§ Off-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road 3 35.8 E 298 D 38.3 E 32z D
e
§ | On-Ramp at Indian Truck Trail 3] 326 D 273 (S 36.6 E 297 D
=z
OffRamp at Indian Truck Trall & 324 D 292 D 36.0 E 3241 D

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requiremsnts (i e , unacceptable LOS)

! Density is measured by passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/miAn)
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014 (Appendix F to this EIR Addendum, Table 6-4)

and I-15/Indian Truck Trail interchanges are projected to operate at acceptable LOS under E+A+P
traffic conditions, with the exception of the following three (3) merge/diverge areas:

e |-15, Northbound, Off-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road (LOS “E” during AM peak hour);
e 1-15 Northbound, On-Ramp at Indian Truck Trail (LOS “E” during AM peak hour); and
¢ |-15 Northbound, Off-Ramp at Indian Truck Trail (LOS “E” during the AM peak hour).

If SP 327 were implemented as originally approved, the stacking deficiency at the above-listed
freeway mainline segment would have been greater than shown in Table 14. As disclosed in
Addendum No. 1, the original SP 327 proposal would have generated 3,434 more daily traffic trips
than SP 327A1 (for which the Project is an implementing action), and would have contributed a
substantially higher number of daily traffic trips to 1-15 than would occur under SP 327A1 (and the
Project). Accordingly, the LOS deficiencies at I-15 ramp interchanges under the E+A+P traffic
scenario would be less than the land uses that were evaluated in EIR 439, and a less severe impact
would occur.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

The analysis presented below evaluates the effect on the local circulation system of the incremental
addition of Project traffic when combined with traffic from ambient growth and other nearby projects
(Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Project plus Cumulative Developments, E+A+P+C). As previously
described under the response to Item 43(a), 15 other known cumulative development projects in the
local area were included in the E+A+P+C (2018) analysis.

3 Freeway Mainline Segment Operations Analysis

E+A+P+C freeway mainline volumes for |-15 are summarized in Table 15, Opening Year plus
Cumulative Developments (E+A+P+C) Freeway Mainline Segment Analysis. As shown in Table 15,
all freeway mainline segments in the Project study area would operate at acceptable LOS under the
E+A+P+C traffic scenario, with the exception of the three (3) freeway mainline segments listed below:
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Table 156 Opening Year plus Cumulative Developments (E+A+P+C) Freeway Mainline Segment

Analysis
) Volume Densﬂy? LOS
§ Direction Mamnline Segment
fr AM PM Lanes' AM PM AM PM
North of Temescal Canyon Road 4592 5,827 3! 245 348 (C D
o | Southbound | Temescal Canyon Road to Indian Truck Trail 3312 5,169 3 143 286 B D
§ South of Indian Truck Tratl 3622 5,383 3] 189 304 C D
; North of Temescal Canyon Road 5647 6,831 3] 331 - D F
- Northbound | Temescal Canyon Road to indian Truck Trail 6,257 5,339 3 40.4 300 E D
South of Indian Truck Trail 6,356 5593 3 42,0 323 E D

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applic able junsdictional requirements (i.e , unacceptable LOS)
" Number of lanes are in the specified direction and 1s based on existing conditons .

2 Density 1s measured by passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/miin).
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014 (Appendix F to this EIR Addendum, Table 7-3)

¢ |-15 Northbound, North of Temescal Canyon Road (LOS “F” during AM peak hour);
1-15 Northbound, Temescal Canyon Road to Indian Truck Trail (LOS “E” during AM peak
hour); and

o 1-15 Northbound, South of Indian Truck Trail (LOS “E” during the AM peak hour).

EIR 439 disclosed that SP 327’s contribution of traffic to I-15 would be cumulatively considerable, but
did not quantify the potential cumulative impacts associated with SP 327. As disclosed in Addendum
No. 1, SP 327A1 would generate approximately 19-percent fewer average daily traffic trips than
disclosed in EIR 439, thereby reducing the contribution of traffic from the Specific Plan to the state
highway network (i.e., I-15). Therefore, the Project, as an implementing action of SP 327A1, would
contribute fewer peak hour trips to I-15 freeway mainline segments than previously assumed by EIR
439. Based on the foregoing information, although the cumulative impact would remain considerable,
implementation of the Project would not result in a new impact or increase the severity of impacts to I-
15 under E+A+P+C traffic conditions beyond what was previously evaluated as part of EIR 439.

3 Freeway Ramp Operations Analysis

Table 16, Opening Year plus Cumulative Developments (E+A+P+C) Freeway Ramp Analysis,
summarizes freeway ramp queuing at the |-15/Temescal Canyon Road and I-15/Indian Truck Trail
interchanges under E+A+P+C ftraffic conditions. As shown in Table 16, all freeway ramps at the |-
15/Temescal Canyon Road and I-15/Indian Truck Trail interchanges would experience acceptable
stacking lengths during the AM and PM peak hours under E+A+P+C traffic conditions, with the
exception of the three (3) movements listed below:

¢ 1-15 Northbound Ramps at Temescal Canyon Road (unacceptable stacking in the AM peak

hour);

¢ |-15 Southbound Ramps at Temescal Canyon Road (unacceptable stacking in the southbound
left/through movement in the AM peak hour); and

e |-15 Southbound Ramps at Temescal Canyon Road (unacceptable stacking in the southbound
right movement in the PM peak hour).
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Table 16 Opening Year plus Cumulative Developments (E+A+P+C) Freeway Ramp Analysis

g 95th Pem:;g:jrigaglrg)&stance Acceptable?!
Intersection Movement Distance (Feet) AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM PM
1-15 NB Ramps / Temescal Canyon Road
NBL/T/R 1,350 1,670 2 464 2 No Yes
1-15 SB Ramps / Temescal Canyon Road
SBUT 1,360 1,667 ° 7472 No Yes
SBR 500 462° 9112 Y o5 No
1-15 SB Ramps / Indian Truck Trail
SBL 675 37 109 Yes Yes
SBTR 1,740 35 109 Yes Yes
SBR 500 33 106 Yes Yes
1-15 NB Ramps / indian Truck Trail
NBL 500 155 204 Yes Yes
NBT 1.350 126 156 Yes Yes
NBR 500 96 56 Yes Yes

" Stacking Distance is acceptable if the required stacking distance is less than or equal to the stacking distance provided An additional 15 feet of stacking which is
assumed to be provided in the transition for turn pockets Is reflected in the stacking distance shown on this table, where applicable

2 g5th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer Queue shown 1s maximum after two cycles.

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014 (Appendix F to this EIR Addendum, Table 7-2)

EIR 439 disclosed that SP 327’s contribution of traffic to 1-15 would be cumulatively considerable, but
did not quantify the potential cumulative impacts associated with SP 327. As disclosed in Addendum
No. 1, SP 327A1 would generate approximately 19-percent fewer average daily traffic trips than
disclosed in EIR 439, thereby reducing the contribution of traffic from the Specific Plan to the state
highway network (i.e., I-15). Therefore, the Project, as an implementing action of SP 327A1, would
contribute fewer peak hour trips to I-15 freeway ramp junctions than previously assumed by EIR 439.
Based on the foregoing information, although the cumulative impact would remain considerable,
implementation of the Project would not result in a new impact or increase the severity of impacts to I-
15 under E+A+P+C traffic conditions beyond what was previously evaluated as part of EIR 439.

O Freeway Merge/Diverge Operations Analysis

Table 17, Opening Year plus Cumulative Developments (E+A+P+C) Merge/Diverge Analysis,
summarizes traffic operations at freeway ramp junction merge/diverge areas within the Project study
area under E+A+P+C fraffic conditions. As shown in Table 17, all freeway ramp junction
merge/diverge areas at the I-15/Temescal Canyon Road and I-15/Indian Truck Trail interchanges are
projected to operate at acceptable LOS under E+A+P+C traffic conditions, with the exception of the
following five (5) merge/diverge areas:

I-15 Southbound, Off-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road (LOS “E” during PM peak hour);

I-15 Northbound, On-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road (LOS “F” during PM peak hour);

I-15, Northbound, Off-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road (LOS “E” during AM peak hour),

I-15 Northbound, On-Ramp at Indian Truck Trail (LOS “E” during AM peak hour); and

I-15 Northbound, Off-Ramp at Indian Truck Trail (LOS “E” during the AM and PM peak hours).
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Table 17 Opening Year plus Cumulative Developments (E+A+P+C) Merge/Diverge Analysis

§ § Lanes on AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
g é Ramp or Segment Froeway ) )
w a Density LOS Density LOS
o Off-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road 3 331 D 378 E
g On-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road 3 215 € 322 D
.. | § |ofRamp at indian Truck Trai 3 240 c 340 D
% ® On-Ramp at Indian Truck Trail 3 241 C 341 D
;:: o On-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road 3 341 D 43.5 F
- g Off-Ramp at Temescal Canyon Road 3 39.8 E 345 8]
§ On-Ramp at Indian Truck Trail 3 378 E 323 D
“ Off-Ramp at Indian Truck Trail 3 40.1 E 36.3 E

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i e, unacceptable LOS).

! Density is measured by passenger cars per mile per lane {pc/mi/in)
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014 (Appendix F to this EIR Addendum, Table 7-4)

EIR 439 disclosed that SP 327’s contribution of traffic to I-15 would be cumulatively considerable, but
did not quantify the potential cumulative impacts associated with SP 327. As disclosed in Addendum
No. 1, SP 327A1 would generate approximately 19-percent fewer average daily traffic trips than
disclosed in EIR 439, thereby reducing the contribution of traffic from the Specific Plan to the state
highway network (i.e., I-15). Therefore, the Project, as an implementing action of SP 327A1, would
contribute fewer peak hour trips to I-15 freeway ramp junctions than previously assumed by EIR 439.
Based on the foregoing information, although the cumulative impact would remain considerable,
implementation of the Project would not result in a new impact or increase the severity of impacts to I-
15 under E+A+P+C fraffic conditions beyond what was previously evaluated as part of EIR 439..

c &d) The proposed Project site is not located within an airport influence area and is not located
adjacent to a waterway or active rail corridor. Therefore, the Project would neither increase air, rail or
waterborne traffic levels, nor result in substantial safety risks associated with these modes of travel.
No impact would occur.

e) The proposed Project would be conditioned to construct all on-site roadway segments and
frontage improvements in accordance with Riverside County road improvement standards and
specifications. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not create any sharp curves, dangerous
intersections, or other transportation hazards. The land uses proposed on the Project site would be
compatible with the surrounding area; therefore, the proposed Project would not create or
substantially increase a transportation hazard due to incompatible uses.

f) The Project would not construct any public streets on-site. Project-related traffic would travel on
public roads off-site, which would require maintenance. Although public roads require periodic
maintenance, such maintenance is inherent in operational activities assumed for the Project and
would not cause any new or more severe physical impacts to the environment beyond those disclosed
in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

g) The proposed Project is not anticipated to affect any roadways in the vicinity of the site during
construction, as it is anticipated that surrounding roadways have sufficient capacity to accommodate
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construction vehicle traffic traveling to and from the site. The proposed Project would have similar
construction characteristics as analyzed by EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1. As such, the proposed
Project would not cause a substantial adverse effect upon circulation during construction, and a
significant impact would not occur.

h) The proposed Project would be required to comply with Riverside County Ordinance Nos. 460 &
461, which regulate access road provisions. The requirement to provide adequate paved access to
the Project site would be required as a condition of Project approval. Additionally, the proposed
Project would not affect any roadways that provide emergency access under existing conditions. With
required adherence to County requirements for emergency access, impacts would be less than
significant. This conclusion is consistent with the findings of EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

i) The proposed Project would accommodate multi-use trails on the subject property. The Project
site is not served by the Regional Transportation Agency (RTA) under existing conditions; therefore,
the Project is not required to provide transit support facilities. Accordingly, implementation of the
Project would not result in conflicts with adopted policies supporting alternative transportation, and
would not result in a new or more severe impact that was not previously identified in EIR 439 or
Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: EIR 439 identified mitigation measures that would minimize the transportation/traffic
impact of SP 327 to the maximum feasible extent. The mitigation measures identified by EIR 439
were modified by Addendum No. 1 to refiect land use design changes that resulted from SP 327A1,
current, as-built conditions, and currently applicable County of Riverside road improvement standards
and mitigation fee ordinances. These mitigation measures (as modified by Addendum No. 1) would
continue to apply to the proposed Project. No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in
EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1) are required.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1).

44. Bike Trails [l | L] X

Source: EIR 439, Section VII.B, “Parks and Recreation;” SP 327A1; Addendum No. 1; Temescal
Canyon Area Plan Figure 8 “Trails and Bikeway System;” Elsinore Area Plan Figure 8 “Trails and
Bikeway System;” Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

The proposed Project would implement the approved trail plan for SP 327A1. As disclosed in
Addendum No. 1, implementation of the SP 327A1 trails plan would not create an inconsistency or
conflict with the planned bike trail alignment for the area. Accordingly, the Project would result in a
less-than-significant impact to bicycle trails. This finding is consistent with the conclusions of EIR 439
and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.
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UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Would the project

45. Water H ] ] X

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 ] 0 ] 4
the project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed?

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.F, “Water Resources;” Project Application Materials; Addendum No. 1;
Water Supply Assessment (Lee Lake Water District, 2013)

Findings of Fact:

a) As discussed in EIR 439, the Lee Lake Water District (LLWD) would provide domestic water
service for the Project, treated by existing treatment facilities that do not require expansion to service
the Project. The LLWD would also provide recycled water service to the proposed Project; recycled
water was not available to the Project site at the time EIR 439 was certified in 2006. Potential
physical impacts associated with supplying potable water to a master-planned residential community,
including the construction of on- and off-site water conveyance infrastructure and storage tanks, were
evaluated as part of EIR 439, which concluded that impacts would be less than significant.
Addendum No. 1 concluded that SP 327A1 would provide similar infrastructure improvements as SP
327, including the addition of recycled water infrastructure, and would not result in new or more
severe impacts to water utilities above what was previously disclosed in EIR 439. The proposed
Project seeks to implement SP 327A1. The infrastructure plan for the Project is consistent with what
was disclosed and evaluated in SP 327A1. Accordingly, the construction of infrastructure to serve the
Project would not result in a new or more severe impact to the environment than previously disclosed
in EIR 439 or Addendum No. 1.

b) Potential water supply impacts associated with delivering domestic water to the development
approved by SP 327 were evaluated as part of EIR 439, which concluded that impacts would be less
than significant. As documented in the Water Supply Assessment issued by LLWD for SP327A1, the
amount of water demanded by SP327A1 (for which the Project is an implementing action) would be
substantially lower than previously estimated for the original SP 327 proposal. Furthermore, the
proposed Project is required to implement the most recent version of the California Building Standards
Code that requires much more stringent water conservation practices than evaluated by EIR 439.
Specifically, the California Building Standards Code requires a 20-percent reduction in indoor water
use as compared standard baselines for plumbing fixtures and fittings. The water conservation
requirements of the California Building Standards Code are anticipated to further reduce potable
water demand above levels disclosed in EIR 439. As such, the proposed Project would result in a
measurable decrease in the demand for potable water as disclosed in EIR 439. Sufficient water
supplies from existing entitiements or resources are available from LLWD to serve the Project, and
new or expanded entitlements would not be needed. As such, impacts would be less than significant
and mitigation would not be required. The Project would not result in new or more severe significant
impacts to water utilities above what was previously disclosed in EIR 438.
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Mitigation: = No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required. All
measures identified in EIR 439 to mitigate SP 327's impact to utility and service systems continue to
apply to the proposed Project.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.

46. 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 n O ] X
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?

Source: EIR 439, Section VI.F, “Water Resources;” Addendum No. 1; California Building Standards
Code; Project Application Materials;

Findings of Fact:

a&b) As discussed in EIR 439, the subject property is located within the wastewater service area
of the LLWD. Potential impacts associated with supplying wastewater services to a master-planned
residential community, including the construction of wastewater conveyance infrastructure, were
evaluated as part of EIR 439, which concluded that SP 327 would result in a significant cumulative
impact to LLWD wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities due to a lack of capacity (within a
wastewater pumping station along Temescal Canyon Road and at LLWD's Water Reclamation
Facility). Mitigation was imposed on SP 327 by EIR 439 to ensure that the Master Developer of SP
327 provide fair share payments for the expansion of the pump station and water treatment facilities.
After mitigation, EIR 439 concluded that SP 327 would result in less-than-significant impacts to LLWD
wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities.

The proposed Project would be required to comply with the most recent version of the California
Building Standards Code, which requires much more stringent water conservation practices than
evaluated by EIR 439. Specifically, the California Building Standards Code requires a 20-percent
reduction in indoor water use, as compared standard baselines for plumbing fixtures and fittings,
which would substantially reduce the amount of wastewater generated by the Project from the levels
assumed in EIR 439. As such, the proposed Project would not increase the demand for wastewater
services or infrastructure above what was disclosed in EIR 439 and the Project would not result in
new or more severe significant impacts to wastewater utilities above what was previously disclosed in
EIR 439.

Mitigation: EIR 439 identified mitigation measures that would minimize the impact of SP 327 on utility
and service systems to less-than-significant levels. The mitigation measures identified by EIR 439
were modified by Addendum No. 1 to reflect land use design changes that resulted from SP 327A1.
These mitigation measures would continue to apply to the proposed Project. No new mitigation
measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 (as modified by Addendum No. 1) are required.
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Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439 (as amended by Addendum No. 1).

47. Solid Waste ] ] [ X

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

b) Does the project comply with federal, state, and n ] ] =
local statutes and regulations related to solid wastes
including the CIWMP (County Integrated Waste Manage-
ment Plan)?

Source: EIR 439, Section VIl 1, “Solid Waste;” Addendum No. 1; Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact;

a &b) Impacts to solid waste services and landfill capacity were evaluated and disclosed as part of
EIR 439, which concluded that such impacts would be less than significant. Conditions of approval
were applied to SP 327 to ensure that development and long-term operation of the Project site would
comply with applicable solid waste statutes and regulations. As disclosed in Addendum No. 1, SP
327A1 would substantially decrease the amount of solid waste that would be generated upon full
buildout of the Specific Plan. The proposed Project seeks to implement the land uses of approved SP
327A1, and therefore would generate less solid waste than disclosed in EIR 439. Accordingly,
implementation of the proposed Project would result in reduced impacts to solid waste services as
compared to EIR 439.

Mitigation: No new mitigation measures beyond those identified in EIR 439 are required. All
measures identified in EIR 439 to mitigate SP 327’s impact to utility and service systems continue to
apply to the proposed Project.

Monitoring: Monitoring shall occur as specified in EIR 439.

48. Utilities

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?

OO0
IR

NCOOC000
L.IH 00

_g) Other governmental services?

Source: EIR 439, Section VII.H, “Utilities;” California Building Standards Code; Addendum No. 1;
Project Application Materials
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Findings of Fact:

a-g) Impacts to utilities were evaluated and disclosed as part of EIR 439, which concluded that
physical impacts associated with the provision of utility services to the Project site would occur within
the ground disturbance area analyzed by EIR 439 (including off-site utility improvements that would
be constructed within the existing public rights-of-ways of developed/paved streets). No other physical
impacts would have the potential to occur. Addendum No. 1 concluded that the installation of utilities
to serve SP 327A1 would result in similar impact as disclose in EIR 439. The proposed Project seeks
to implement a portion of SP 327A1, and the utilities required to serve the Project are similar to those
previously evaluated in EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not
create any new or more severe significant impacts related to the installation and use of utilities.
Impacts would be less than significant and mitigation would not be required, which is similar to the
conclusion of EIR 439 and Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

49. Energy Conservation
a) Would the project conflict with any adopted energy [ [ X L]
conservation plans?

Source: EIR 439, Section VIILH, “Utilities;” Addendum No. 1; California Building Standards Code;
Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact:

The proposed Project would not conflict with any adopted energy conservation plans. The proposed
Project would be required to comply with the most recent version of the California Building Standards
Code, which required much more stringent energy efficiency practices (the use of energy efficient
appliances and building materials, lower water usage, and landfill waste diversion/recycling, etc.) than
assumed by EIR 439. Mandatory compliance with the California Building Standards Code would
further decrease the Project's energy demand below levels disclosed in EIR 439. Accordingly, the
proposed Project would not create a substantial conflict with adopted energy conservation plans and
impacts would be less than significant, which is consistent with the conclusion of EIR 439 or
Addendum No. 1.

Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

OTHER

50. Other: [l ] L X

Source: Staff review

Findings of Fact:

There are no other impacts identified.
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Mitigation: Mitigation is not required.

Monitoring: Monitoring is not required.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

61. Does the project have the potential to substantiaily O] ] ] X

degrade the qualty 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: Staff review, Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact: Implementation of the proposed Project would not substantially degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
populations to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or
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, to a greater degree than previously
disclosed in EIR 439.

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

Source: Staff review, Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact: The proposed Project does not create any additional impacts which are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable, beyond those disclosed in EIR 439.

63. Does the project have environmental effects that will O O O] X
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

Source: Staff review, Project Application Materials

Findings of Fact: The proposed Project would not result in new or more severe environmental effects
which would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly beyond
those disclosed in EIR 439.
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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 (¢) (3) (D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

Earlier Analyses Used, if any: Final EIR No. 439 (SCH No. 2001121105)
Addendum No. 1 to Final EIR No. 439

Location Where Earlier Analyses, if used, are available for review:

Location: County of Riverside Planning Department
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor
Riverside, CA 92505

VII. AUTHORITIES CITED

Authorities cited: Public Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21083.05; References: California
Government Code Section 65088.4; Public Resources Code Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3,
21082.1, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095 and 21151, Sundstrom v. County of
Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors (1990) 222
Cal.App.3d 1337, Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th
357, Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at
1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002)
102 Cal.App.4th 656.

Vill. DOCUMENT PREPARERS

County of Riverside
Matt Straite

T&B Planning
Tracy Zinn, AICP

David Ornelas

Viil. REFERENCES

The following documents were referred to as information sources during the preparation of this
document.

Cited As: Source:
1996 SCAG Regional 1996 Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide. Southern California
Comprehensive Plan Association of Governments. 1996.

1997 SCAQMD AQMP 1997 Air Quality Management Plan. South Coast Air Quality Management
District. November 15, 1996.
http://www.agmd.gov/agmp/97aqgmp/index.html
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Cited As:
Addendum No. 1 and
Addendum No. 1
Appendices

California Building
Standards Code

California Scenic
Highway Program

California Water
Resources Control
Board List of Active
Cease and Desist
Orders and Cleanup
Abatement Orders

California Water
Resources Control

Board List of Solid
Waste Disposal Sites

City of Corona General
Plan

City of Lake Elsinore
General Plan

Congestion
Management Program

County General Plan

County General Plan
EIR

CREED v. City of San
Diego

CSA 152B Park and
Recreation Master Plan

EnviroStor Database

Source:
Addendum No. 1 to Final EIR No. 439. Approved November 25, 2104.

California Code of Regulations, Title 24, “California Building Standards
Code” as in effect as of January 1, 2014.

California Department of Transportation. “California Scenic Highway
Program: Eligible (E) and Officially Designated (OD) Routes.” Web.
Available: <http:.//www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/scenic/cahisys.htm>.
Accessed: October 6, 2014.

California Water Resources Control Board. “List of ‘Active’ Cease and
Desist Orders and Cleanup Abatement Orders.” Web. Available:
http://www.calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/default.htm. Accessed:
October 6, 2014.

California Environmental Protection Agency. “Sites Identified with Waste
Constituents above Hazardous Waste Levels Outside the Waste
Management Unit.” Web. Available:
http://www.calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/CurrentList.pdf.
Accessed: October 6, 2014.

City of Corona General Plan. City of Corona, March 2004.
City of Lake Elsinore General Plan. City of Lake Elsinore, December 2011.
2011 Riverside County Congestion Management Program. Riverside

County Transportation Commission. December 14, 2011.

County of Riverside General Plan. Riverside County Transportation and
Land Management Agency, October 2003.

General Plan Final Program Environmental Impact Report. County of
Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency, Planning
Department. Certified October 7, 2003 (SCH No. 2002051143).

Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of
San Diego, 196 Cal. App. 4" 515 (2011).

County of Riverside Park and Recreation Master Plan County Services
Area 152B. Purkiss-Rose RSI, November 2004.

EnviroStor Database. California Department of Toxic Substances Control.
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Cited As:

EIR 439 and EIR 439
Appendices

Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program

Findings and
Statement of Facts,
Statement of
Overriding
Considerations for EIR
No. 439

Fire Protection Plan

GeoTracker Database

Greenhouse Gas
Reduction
Memorandum
Google Earth

Noise Impact Analysis

Ord. No. 460

Ord. No. 461

Ord. No. 484

Ord. No. 625

Ord. No. 655

Ord. No. 659

Ord. No. 915

Source:

Web. Available: http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public. Accessed:

October 6, 2014.

Final Environmental Impact Report No. 439 (SCH No. 2001121105) for
the Toscana Specific Plan. Certified December 2006.

“Riverside County Important Farmland 2010.” California Department of
Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program, January 2012.

Contained within Riverside County Resolution No. 2006-463 Certifying
Environmental Impact Report No. 439 and Adopting Specific Plan No.
327(Toscana). Adopted December 2006.

Toscana Phase 1 Tentative TM

36593 Conceptual Fire Protection Plan.

Firewise 2000, February 25, 2014. (Appendix C)

GeoTracker. Web. California Water Resources Control Board.
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov

Toscana Specific Plan No. 327 Supplemental Greenhouse Gas
Assessment. Urban Crossroads. October 9, 2014 (Appendix G).

Google Earth. Vers. 7.1.2.2041.

Computer software. Google, 2013.

TTM No. 36593 Noise Impact Analysis. Urban Crossroads. November 20,

2013. (Appendix E)
Riverside County Ordinance No

Riverside County Ordinance No
Specifications

Riverside County Ordinance No

Riverside County Ordinance No
Defenses.

Riverside County Ordinance No

Riverside County Ordinance No
Fee Program.

Riverside County Ordinance No
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. 460, Subdivision Regulations.

. 461, Road Improvement Standards &

. 484, Sand Blowing.

. 625, Agricultural Activities for Nuisance

. 655, Regulating Light Pollution.

. 659, Establishing a Development Impact

. 915, Regulating Outdoor Lighting
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Cited As:

Preliminary Drainage
Study

Preliminary
Geotechnical
Investigation
Preliminary WQMP
Project Application

Materials

RCLIS

Resolution No. 2006-
463

SCAQMD Air Quality
Management Plan
(AQMP)

SCAQMD CEQA Air
Quality Handbook

SCAQMD Rule 1113

SP 327A1

Supplemental
Geotechnical Analysis

Traffic Impact Analysis
Western Riverside

County Growth
Forecasts 2010-2035

Western Riverside
County MSHCP

Source:

Preliminary Drainage Study Tentative Tract Map No. 36593. Proactive
Engineering Consultants. September 2013. (Appendix D)

Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation TTM 36593. Advanced
Geotechnical Solutions, Inc. November 8, 2013. (Appendix A1)

Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan, Toscana — Phase 1.
Proactive Engineering Consultants. September 25, 2013. (Appendix B)

TR36593, as on file with the Riverside County Transportation and Land
Management Agency

Riverside County Land Information System. Riverside County
Transportation and Land Management Agency.
http://www3.tima.co.riverside.ca.us/palrclis/index.html

Riverside County Resolution No. 2006-463 Certifying Environmental
Impact Report No. 439 and Adopting Specific Plan No. 327 (Toscana).
Adopted December 2006.

Final 2012 Air Quality Management Plan. South Coast Air Quality
Management District, February 2013.
http://www.agmd.gov/aqmp/2012agmp/Final-February2013/index.html

CEQA Air Quality Handbook. South Coast Air Quality Management
District. April 1993, with November 1993 Update.

South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1113, Architectural
Coatings, South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Toscana Specific Plan (Specific Plan 327, Amendment No. 1). Approved
November 25, 2014 (Adopted December 9, 2014).

Supplemental Geotechnical Analysis 1.5:1 Fill Slopes, Toscana Project.
Advanced Geotechnical Solutions. May 28, 2014) (Appendix A2).

Tentative Tract Map No. 36593 Traffic Impact Analysis. Urban
Crossroads. June 24, 2014. (Appendix F)

Western Riverside County Growth Forecasts 2010-2035. Western

Riverside Council of Governments.
www.wrcog.cog.ca.us/downloads/Revised%20WRCOG20GF %20From%20SCAG%20092211.p
df

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan.
Riverside County Transportation and Land Management Agency, June
2003.
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