SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ITEM: 21.2
(ID # 17492)

MEETING DATE:
Tuesday, November 16, 2021

FROM : TLMA-PLANNING:

SUBJECT: TRANSPORTATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY/PLANNING: PUBLIC
HEARING ON AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE DIMINISHMENT NO. 180001 DIMINISHING
RANCHO CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE NO. 1 AND ADOPTION OF
RESOLUTION NO. 2021-203 — Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration — Applicant: Koll
Development c/o Greg Koll — Engineer / Representative: Ventura Engineering — Third
Supervisorial District — Southwest Area Plan: Agriculture — Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy
Area: Winery District — Rancho California Zoning Area: Wine Country - Winery Zone — Location:
north of De Portola Road, east of Monte De Oro Road, south of Meng Asbury Road and west of
Camino Arroyo Seco — APN 941-180-032 — REQUEST: Remove approximately 42.63 acres that
are not currently subject to a land conservation contract from Rancho California Agricultural
Preserve No. 1. District 3. [Applicant Funds 100%]

RECOMMENDED MOTION: That the Board of Supervisors:

1. ADOPT the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the environmental analysis under CEQ No.
180004, based on the findings and conclusions provided in the initial study, attached
hereto and incorporated herein, and the conclusion that the project will not have a
significant effect on the environment with the incorporation of mitigation;

Continued on page 2

ACTION:Policy

J(gy"n Hildebrand, Planning Director 012212021

MINUTES OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

On motion of Supervisor Washington, seconded by Supervisor Perez and duly
carried, IT WAS ORDERED that the above matter is approved as recommended.

Ayes: Spiegel, Washington, Perez and Hewitt

Nays: None Kecia R. Harpe:

Absent: Jeffries Clerk of the B T
Date: November 16, 2021 By: '

XC: Planning, State, ACR, Recorder
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SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RECOMMENDED MOTION: That the Board of Supervisors:

2. ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 2021-203 approving Agricultural Preserve Diminishment
(APD) No. 180001 and the diminishment of a portion of Rancho California Agricultural
Preserve No. 1, as amended through Map No. 180001D, based upon the findings and
conclusions incorporated in this resolution and the CAPTAC report, both attached hereto
and incorporated herein, and this staff report; and

3. DIRECT the Clerk of the Board to record Resolution No. 2021-203 with the County
Recorder and transmit copies of Resolution No. 2021-203 to the Riverside County
Planning Department, the Director of Conservation of the State of California, and the
Office of the Assessor of Riverside County.

FINANC|AL DATA Current Fiscal Year: Next Fiscal Year: Total Cost: Ongoing Cost ;
cosT $ N/A | $ N/A | $ N/A | $ N/A |
NET COUNTY COST $ N/A | $ N/A | $ N/A | $ N/A
Budget Adjustment: N/A
SOURCE OF FUNDS: Applicant Funds 100% fel !
For Fiscal Year: N/A

C.E.0. RECOMMENDATION: Approve

BACKGROUND:
Summary

Project
Agricultural Preserve Diminishment (APD) No. 180001 proposes to remove the approximately

42.63 acre property, described in Attachment B (legal description) (“Property”), from the Rancho
California Agricultural Preserve No. 1. The removal of these acres will leave approximately 38.34
acres within the Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 1. The project site is no longer
subject to a land conservation contract, so no Certificate of Tentative Cancellation or Final
Cancellation of the land conservation contract is necessary. The exterior boundaries of the land to
be diminished from Agricultural Preserve No. 1 are shown in Attachment C (ag. preserve map)
and described in Attachment B (legal description) of this report.

Agricultural Preserve

The Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No 1, which includes the Property, was established
by the Riverside county Board of Supervisors with the adoption of Map No. 13 on February 10,
1969.

Land Conservation Contract

A land conservation (“Williamson Act”) contract was executed in 1974 by the landowners at the
time (Instrument No. 23734). However, subsequent landowners filed a Notice of Nonrenewal with
the County of Riverside, which was recorded in 2006 (Instrument No. 2006-0121740). The
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SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Williamson Act contract expired on December 31, 2015, so the project site is no longer restricted
or subject to any land conservation contract.

Alternative Land Use

The proposed alternative land use is a phased Class V Winery, including wine production, lab and
storage, wine tasting, hillside wine cave, a 10-room Country Inn and porte-cochere with pool,
snack bar and garden area, winery tours, a restaurant, a special occasion facility, and vineyards,
under Plot Plan No. 180003. The proposed Class V Winery use is not part of the proposed action
and requires approval of a plot plan, pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No. 348, Article
XIVd, Section 14.92.B.4, which will be processed separately from this diminishment case.

Technical Advisory Committee

The Comprehensive Agricultural Preserve Technical Advisory Committee (“CAPTAC”) met on
September 11, 2019 and evaluated APD No. 180001. The CAPTAC found the proposed
diminishment “Acceptable,” as it is consistent with the Land Conservation Act of 1965 and,
therefore, recommended that the Board of Supervisors grant the proposed diminishment.

General Plan and Zoning Consistency

The proposed diminishment is consistent with the Riverside County General Plan and the
Southwest Area Plan because the project site is currently designated Agriculture: Agriculture (AG:
AG) and no change to the land use designation is proposed. In addition, the project site is part of
the Wine Country Community Plan and is within the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area —
Winery District, and the site is zoned WC-W Zone (Wine Country — Winery). Similarly, no change
is proposed in the policy area or to the zoning classification. In fact, the project must be developed
in compliance to and shall be consistent with the above land use designation, policy area, and
zoning classification.

Environmental Analysis

An Initial Study (“IS”) and a Mitigated Negative Declaration have been prepared for this project as
well as the proposed alternative land use of a Class V winery for the site, in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA’). The IS and Mitigated Negative Declaration
represent the independent judgment of Riverside County. The CEQA Documents were circulated
for public review per the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105.

Impact on Residents and Businesses

The impacts of this project have been evaluated through the environmental review and public
hearing process by planning staff.

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment A: Resolution No. 2021-203
Attachment B: Exhibit A Legal Description of Diminishment under APD No. 180001
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SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Attachment C: Exhibit B “MAP NO. 13 RANCHO CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL
PRESERVE NO. 1 AMENDED BY MAP NO. 55, 282, 306, 320, 502,
853A, 180001D”

Attachment D: CAPTAC Report for APD No. 180001
Attachment E: CEQ No. 180004 (IS/MND)
\‘\\ - Vi //7
/\\/—'-'%ff: —— o fr et s _I/"M e
{ason\Fa’rin.\Principal Management Analyst  11/10/2021  Greg V. Pria/l;’.os, Director County Counsel 11/4/2021

i
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PLEASiE COMPLETE THIS INFORMATION
RECORDING REQUESTED BY:

KECIA HARPER, CLERK OF THE BOARD
RIVERSIDE CO. CLERK OF THE BOARD
4080 LEMON STREET, 15T FLOOR CAC
P O BOX 1147 — RIVERSIDE, CA 92502

MAIL STOP # 1010

AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:

RETURN TO: STOP #1010
RIVERSIDE COUNTY CLERK OF THE BOARD

P. O. BOX 1147 — RIVERSIDE, CA 92502

2021-0715194

12/03/2021 10:34 AM Fee: $ 0.00
Page 1 of 6

Recorded in Official Records
County of Riverside

Peter RAldana

Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder

B T R A b A

THIS SPACE FOR RECORDERS USE ONLY

6080

RESOLUTION NO. 2021-203

Title of Document

DIMINISHMENT OF A PORTION OF RANCHO CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE NO. 1
(GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 51231)
(Third Supervisorial District)

(TLMA-Planning Department ~ Item 21.2 of 11/16/2021)

THIS PAGE ADDED TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE SPACE
FOR RECORDING INFORMATION
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Board of Supervisors County of Riverside

RESOLUTION NO. 2021-203
DIMINISHMENT OF A PORTION OF
RANCHO CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE NO. 1

(Government Code Section 51231)

WHEREAS, the Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No 1 was established by the
Riverside County Board of Supervisors on February 10, 1969 with the adoption of Map No. 13 and
originally consisted of 193.67 acres and Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 941-320-002, 941-320-003,
941-320-004 and a portion of 941-320-001; and,

WHEREAS, in 1974, William and Virginia Simonoff owned an approximately 42.63 acre
area located north of De Portola Road, east of Monte De Oro Road, south of Meng Asbury Road
and west of Camino Arroyo Seco in the unincorporated area of Riverside County, California, and
was originally identified in 1974 as Assessor’s Parcel Number 20-50-270-23 but has been
subsequently changed to Assessor’s Parcel Number 941-180-032 (“Property”); and,

WHEREAS, the total gross acreage of the Property is 42.63 acres and is further described
in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference; and,

WHEREAS, the Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 1 was amended by the
Riverside County Board of Supervisors on February 19, 1974 to add the Property, with the adoption
of Map No. 282; and,

WHEREAS, William and Virginia Simonoff entered into a land conservation contract
pursuant to the Land Conservation Contract Act of 1965 (Government Code Section 51200 et seq.)
with the County of Riverside for the Property within the Rancho California Agricultural Preserve
No. 1, which was dated January 1, 1974 and recorded on February 28, 1974 as Instrument No. 23734
in the Office of the County Recorder of Riverside County, California; and,

WHEREAS, the Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. | was further amended by the

Riverside County Board of Supervisors with the adoption of Map Nos. 306, 320, 502 and 853A;

NOV 162021 21. 2. 1
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and,

WHEREAS, prior to November 28, 2005, Christopher Gary Simonoff became owner of the
Property, subject to the Land Conservation Contract for the Rancho California Agricultural Preserve
No. 1, which was recorded in the Office of the County Recorder of Riverside County, California;
and,

WHEREAS, on November 28, 2005, Christopher Gary Simonoff, as owner of the Property,
filed a Notice of Non-Renewal for the Land Conservation Contract, which was recorded on February
17, 2006 as Instrument No. 2006-0121740, in the Office of the County Recorder of Riverside
County, California; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code section 51246 and the Rules and Regulations
Governing Agricultural Preserves in Riverside County, County of Riverside Resolution No. 84-526,
if a landowner serves a notice of intent in any year not to renew the land conservation contract, the
existing land conservation contract shall remain in effect for the balance of the period remaining
since the original execution or the last renewal of the contract; and,

WHEREAS, the last renewal for the Land Conservation Contract for the Property within
the Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 1 took place on January 1, 2005 and the 10 years
remaining on the Land Conservation Contract expired on December 31, 2015; and,

WHEREAS, on August 29, 2016, Long Jiang and Xiaolan Xu (“Owners”) were granted
ownership of the Property, as shown on Instrument No. 2016-0369894, recorded in the Office of the
County Recorder of Riverside County, California, and are the current owners of the Property; and,

WHEREAS, on January 24, 2018, the Owners requested to diminish the Rancho California
Agricultural Preserve No. 1 by 42.63 acres, by removing the Property from the boundaries of
Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 1; and,

WHEREAS, Agricultural Preserve Case No. (“APD No. 180001) will diminish the Rancho
California Agricultural Preserve No. 1 by removing the 42.63 acre Property and reducing the total
acreage of the agricultural preserve to 38.83, in accordance with the map titled “Map No. 13 Rancho
California Agricultural Preserve No. 1 Amended by Map No. 55, 282, 306, 320, 502, 853A,

1800017, as shown on Exhibit B, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference; and,
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WHEREAS, Owners have proposed, if the diminishment is approved, that the Property will
be used for the following alternative use: Plot Plan No. 180003, which proposes a Class V Winery,
including wine production, lab and storage, wine tasting, hillside wine cave, a 10-room Country Inn
and porte-cochere with pool, snack bar and garden area, winery tours, a restaurant, a special occasion
facility, and vineyards; and,

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Agricultural Preserve Technical Advisory Committee
(“CAPTAC”) met on September 11, 2019 and evaluated APD No. 180001, finding the proposed
diminishment “Acceptable,” as it is consistent with the Land Conservation Act of 1965 and,
therefore, recommending that the Board of Supervisors grant the proposed diminishment; and,

WHEREAS, all the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and
Riverside County CEQA implementing procedures have been satisfied, including the preparation of
an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration, under CEQ No. 180004; and,

WHEREAS, all the provisions of the Rules and Regulations Governing Agricultural
Preserves in Riverside County pursuant to Resolution No. 84-526 have been satisfied; and,

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on this matter by the Riverside County Board of
Supervisors on November 16, 2016.

BE IT RESOLVED, FOUND, DETERMINED AND ORDERED by the Board of
Supervisors of the County of Riverside, State of California, in regular session assembled on
November 16, 2016, that:

1. The above recitals are true and correct and incorporated herein by this reference.

2. Pursuant to the County of Riverside’s Rules and Regulations Governing Agricultural

Preserves, Resolution No. 84-526, and the California Land Conservation Act of 1965,
a landowner may apply to have property removed from the boundaries of an
agricultural preserve once the land is no longer subject to a land conservation contract.

3. The Land Conservation Contract for the Property expired on December 31, 2015.

4. The diminishment of the Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 1 is consistent

with the provisions of the California Land Conservation Act of 1965 and the Rules and

Regulations Governing Agricultural Preserves in Riverside County, Resolution No.
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84-526, as amended.

5.  Pursuant to Section 512 of Resolution No. 84-526, since the Property is no longer
subject to a land conservation contract, the Board of Supervisors’ decision to diminish
the Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 1 is final upon the adoption of this
Resolution No. 2021-203.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that:

1. The findings of the Initial Study, under CEQ No. 180004, incorporated herein by
reference, determined that APD No. 180001 would not have a significant effect on the
environment with the incorporation of mitigation and resulted in the preparation of a
Mitigation Negative Declaration.

2. APD No. 180001 amends and diminishes the Rancho California Agricultural Preserve
No 1, established with Map No. 13, further amended by Map Nos. 55, 282, 306, 320,
502, and 853A, by removing therefrom the approximately 42.63 acre Property, as
described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, and shown
on Exhibit B, entitled “MAP NO. 13 RANCHO CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL
PRESERVE NO. 1 AMENDED BY MAP NO. 55, 282, 306, 320, 502, 853A, 180001D,”
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, being on file in the Office of the
Clerk of the Board.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that it ADOPTS the
Mitigated Negative Declaration for CEQ 180004, based on the findings incorporated in the Initial
Study, and ADOPTS Agricultural Preserve Diminishment No. 180001, as described herein and
shown on Exhibit B, entitled “MAP NO. 13 RANCHO CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL
PRESERVE NO. 1 AMENDED BY MAP NO. 55, 282, 306, 320, 502, 853A, 180001D,” attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that the Clerk of this Board
shall file and record copies of this resolution, map entitled “MAP NO. 13 RANCHO CALIFORNIA
AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE NO. 1 AMENDED BY MAP NO. 55, 282, 306, 320, 502, 853A,

180001D,” and boundary description with the Office of the County Recorder of Riverside County,




California, and transmit copies to the Director of Conservation of the State of California and to the

Assessor of Riverside County, California.

ROLL CALL:

Ayes: Jeffries, Spiegel, Washington, Perez and Hewitt
Nays: None

Absent: None

The foregoing is certified to be a true copy of a resolution
duly adopted by said Board of Supervisors on the date therein set
forth.

Kecia R. Harper, Clerk of said Board

R
By

Deput
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Agricultural Preserve Diminishment No. 180001

RIVERSIDE COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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General Plan Map | 4

RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

: ) PPT180003 NE2000001 )
T T phhoRn EXISTING GENERAL PLAN e B s

Project Site Land Use Designation:
Agriculture (AG)

Surrounding Land Use Designations:

North:
Rural Community Estate Density
Residential (RC: EDR)

East:
AG

South:
Rural: Rural Residential

West:
RC: EDR, AG

Zoning Area: Rancho California > Author: Vinnie Nguyen
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Zoning Map

RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
soparisor-Westogn PPT180003 NE2000001 gty crmur: 3102021
District 3 EXISTING ZONING Exhibit 2

Project Site Zone Classification:
Wine Country — Winery (WC - W)

Surrounding Zone Classifications:

North:
Residential Agricultural — 5 Acre Min.
(R-A-5), Rural Residential (R-R)

East:
Wine Country — Winery Existing (WC —
WE), R-A-5

South:
R-A-2 %

West:
R-R, Citrus Vineyards — 10 Acre Min.
(CV-10)

cV

Zoning Area: Rancho California D Author: Vinnie Nguyen
N
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Surrounding Land Uses ,

RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
. . PPT180003 NE2000001 :
Supervisor: Washington Date Drawn; 11/10/2021
District 3 - _..>zo USE o Exhibit 1

Project Site Land Use:
Vacant land with planted vineyard

Surrounding Land Uses:

North: S
Orchard, Res. Dwelling P

East:
Existing Wineries

South:
Res. Dwelling

West:
Res. Dwelling, Vacant Land

L _ i
Zoning Area: Rancho California D Author: Vinnie Nguyen

N 0 400 800 1.800
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Background

« Rancho Agricultural Preserve No. 1 established in 1969
* Land Conservation Contract for site was executed in 1974
* Notice of Nonrenewal filed in 2006
» Contract expired on December 31, 2015
« CAPTAC recommended approval of diminishment on Sept. 11, 2019
* |IS/MND for project. 20-day comment period
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Proposal

Agricultural Preserve Diminishment
No. 180001 proposes to Remove
approximately 42.63 acres that are not
currently subject to a land conservation
contract from Rancho California
Agricultural Preserve No. 1.

» Leave 38.84 acres within Rancho
California Agricultural Preserve No. 1

* No cancellation required

» Alternative Use: Class V Winery
(PPT180003), including wine
production, lab and storage, wine
tasting, hillside wine cave, a 10-room
Country Inn and porte-cochere with
pool, snack bar and garden area,
winery tours, a restaurant, a special
occasion facility, and vineyards

Riverside County Board of Supervisors || November 16, 2021
180001D

MAP NO. 13
RANCHO CALIFORNIA
AGRICULTURAL
PRESERVE
NO. 1

AMENDED BY MAP NO. 55, 282, 306, 320, 502, 853A, 180001D

[REN AT AT I
PIR R SHM

e AR

.\V.
4

N

AMENDMENTS

NO, 1, (ENLARGEMENT), FEBRUARY 24, 1970, MAP NO. 55

NO. 2, (ENLARGEMENT), FEBRRUARY 19, 1974 MAP NO. 282

NO. 3, (ENLARGEMENT), MAY 28, 1974, MAP NO. 306

NO. 4, (ENLARGEMENT), FEBRUARY 18, 1975, MAP NO. 320

NO. 5, (DELETION), MARCH 18, 1980, MAP NO. 502

NO. 6, (DIMINISHMENT), APRIL 23, 2002, MAP NO. 853A

NO. 7, (DHMINISHMENT), NOVEMBER 16, 2021, MAP NO. 180001D N
——_—

ADOPTED ON FEBRUARY 10, 1980
8Y THE BDARD OF SUPERVIBORS
OF THE COUNTY OF RIVERBIOE,
STATE OF CALFORMA

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
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Recommendations

THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TAKE THE FOLLOWING ACTIONS:

ADOPT the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the environmental analysis under CEQ No. 180004, based on the
findings and conclusions provided in the initial study, attached hereto and incorporated herein, and the conclusion
that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment with the incorporation of mitigation; and,

ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 2021-203 approving Agricultural Preserve Diminishment (APD) No. 180001 and the
diminishment of a portion of Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 1, as amended through Map No.
180001D, based upon the findings and conclusions incorporated in this resolution and the CAPTAC report, both
attached hereto and incorporated herein, and this staff report.

DIRECT the Clerk of the Board to record Resolution No. 2021-203 with the County Recorder and transmit copies of
Resolution No. 2021-203 to the Riverside County Planning Department, the Director of Conservation of the State of
California, and the Office of the Assessor of Riverside County.




EXHIBIT A
RANCHO CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE NO. 1
MAP NO. 282
(NOTICE OF NON-RENEWAL)

THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED REAL PROPERTY:

PARCEL A:

EASEMENTS FOR ROADWAY AND PUBLIC UTILITY PURPOSES TO BE USED IN COMMON WITH OTHERS, IN AND CVER
STRIPS OF LAND OVER THAT PORTION OF THE RANCHO PAUBA, IN THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
WHICH RANCHO WAS GRANTED BY THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES TO LUIS VIGNES BY PATENT DATED
JANUARY 19,1860, AND RECORDED IN BOOK 1, PAQE 45 OF PATENTS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF
SAN DIEGO COUNTY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

() A 110.00 FOOT STRIP OF LAND OVER THAT PORTION OF THE SAID RANCHO PAUBA, THE CENTER LINE OF WHICH IS
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: t

BEGINNNING AT THE EASTERLY TERMINUS OF THE CENTER LINE OF GLENOAKS ROAD, AS SHOWN ON THE MAP FILED
IN BOOK 50, PAGES 68 TO 75, INCLUSIVE, OF RECORD OF SURVEYS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF
SAID COUNTY; THENCE SOUTH 45° 33", 43" WEST, 201.83 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE TO
THE SOUTHEAST AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 2000.00 FEET, THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID LAST MENTIONED
CURVE 1168.60 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 33° 28' 41" TO POINT “E”, A RADIAL OF SAID LAST MENTIONED
CURVE TO SAID POINT “E” BEARS NORTH 77° 54' 58" WEST; THENCE CONTINUING SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID LAST
MENTIONED CURVE 74.97 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGEL OF 02° 08' 51"; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH
09° 56" 11" WEST, 7¢1.60 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE TO THE NORTHWEST, HAVING A
RADIUS OF 1200.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID LAST MENTIONED CURVE 1117.91 FEET THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGEL OF 53° 22" 34", THENCE TANGENT TO SAID LAST MENTIONED CURVE SOUTH 63° 18' 45" WEST, 1450.70
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTHEAST HAVING A RADIUS OF 2000.00 FEET;
THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 749.85 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGEL OF 21° 28' 54" TO POINT “G™;
THENCE CONTINUING SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 146.25 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 04° 11' 23"
THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 37° 38’ 28" WEST, 902.90 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE
CONCAVE TO THE NORTHWEST HAVING A RADIUS OF 5000.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE
935.23 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 10° 43' 01", THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 48° 21’ 29" WEST,
840.67 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTHEAST HAVING A RADIUS OF 2800.00
FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 857.74 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 17° 33’ 06" TO
POINT "H", A RADIAL LINE TO SAID POINT “H" BEARS NORTH 59° 11' 37" WEST; THENCE CONTINUING SOUTHWESTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE 1013.62 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 20° 44’ 29"

EXCEPT THE PORTION INCLUDED IN PARCEL B HEREINAFTER DESCRIBED.

{I) AN 88.00 FOOT STRIP OF LAND OVER THAT PORTION OF THE SAID RANCHO PAUBA, THE GENTER LINE OF WHICH IS
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT POINT “H" AS DESCRIBED IN PARCEL A (l) ABOVE; THENCE NORTH 59° 11’ 37" WEST, 439.88 FEET TO THE
BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTH HAVING A RADIUS OF 1200.00 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE 784.64 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGEL OF 37° 27' 50™;

EXCEPT THE PORTION INCLUDED IN PARCEL B HEREINAFTER DESCRIBED.
PARCEL B.

BEGINNING AT POINT *H" AS DESCRIBED IN PARCEL A (I) ABOVE; THENCE NORTH 59° 11° 37" WEST, 439.68 FEET;
THENCE NORTH 06° 47’ 53" EAST, 773.65 FEET;

THENCE NORTH 47° 46’ 24" WEST, 859.03 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHERLY CORNER OF PARCEL 6-A , AS DESCRIBED IN
THE DEED RECORDED MARCH 16, 1966 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 27616, IN THE OFFIGE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF
SAID RIVERSIDE COUNTY; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTHEASTERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL 6-A, NORTH 67¢ 36’ 42" EAST,
1253.71 FEET: THENCE SOUTH 41° 38’ 31" EAST, 1242 82 FEET TO THE CENTER LINE OF SAID PARCEL A(l); THENCE
ALONG SAID CENTER LINE SOUTH 48° 21’ og" WEST, 893.75 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE
TO THE SOUTHEAST HAVING A RADIUS OF 2800.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 857.74 FEET

TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING,
| II 2096-0121749
82/17/2686 68: 60
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Acres (net)

Owners

941-180-032

42.63

Christopher Gary Simonoff

Total

42.63
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AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT

Preserve Name & No.: Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 1 Map No. 282
Applicant's Name: Knoll Development Date Received: 1.24.18
Address: _79 Dunmore, Irvine CA, 92620 Supv. Dist.: Third
A Planning Department

A. Type of Application: Disestablish X Diminish

B Acreage: 42.63 acres

Cities within 1 mile: N/A

D)o Existing Zoning: Wine Country- Winery (WC-W)

E. Existing Land Use: Agriculture (AG)

1Ty, General Plan Land Use: Agriculture: Agriculture (AG: AG)

G. General Location: North of De Portola Road, East of Monte De Oro Road,

South of Meng Asbury Road and West of Camino Arroyo Seco

2 Agricultural Commigsioner

A, Existing agricultural uses or crops, acreage, and average income or crop return

per acre for last year (County-wide values):

B. Number and type of livestock:

3 Cooperative Extensgion
A. Suitable commercial agricultural uses:
B. Availability of irrigation water:

C. Nuisance effects:




Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 22
Map No. 365

Page 2

4. Natural Resource Conservation Service
A. Types of soils and soils capability classifications: (ses arracusp Lism)
B. Comparison of soil acreage (estimated):

C.Has a Soils Conservation Plan been prepared for this property? No
D~ Soils problems:
5. Asgessor
A. Last annual assessed valuation:
B. Estimated annual assessed valuation:
Cr Estimated differential:
D. Penalty fee (if applicable):
E s Assessor's parcel numbers, acreage and owner's names:

941-180-032

6. County Counsel




Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 11
Map No. 1056
Page 3

7. Committee recommendation on application: Yes Acceptable Not acceptable

Summary and Conclusions:

The Comprehensive Agricultural Preserve Technical Advisory Committee (CAPTAC) evaluated the
proposed diminishment of the agricultural preserve on the subject site. The purpose of this
evaluation was to determine if the proposed diminishment is consistent with the purpose of
the Land Conservation Act of 1965. Based on its evaluation, CAPTAC could make the five
findings necessary to conclude that the proposed diminishment is consistent with the Land
Conservation Act of 1965 (Act). Based on its findings, CAPTAC concluded that the proposed
cancellation is consistent with the Land Conservation Act of 19265 and, as a result, CAPTAC is
recommending that the Riverside County Board of Supervisors grant the proposed diminishment.
CAPTAC affirmed five of the five findings necessary to conclude that the proposed d
diminishment is consistent with the Act. Therefore, CAPTAC made the following findings,
pursuant to Section 605(4) of Rules and Regulations Governing Agricultural Preserves in

Riverside County, as amended (Resolution NO. 84-526):

BIR Whether a notice of nonrenewal has been served pursuant to the [Notice of Nonrenewal]
Section 401 of the [Rules and Regulations Governing Agricultural Preserves in Riverside
County, as amended (Resolution NO. 84-526)].

An Application for Notice of Nonrenewal within an Agricultural Preserve was submitted
to the Riverside County Planning Department and deemed complete on February 17, 2006.
The Notice of Nonrenewal was recorded by the Riverside County Clerk-Recorder on

February 17, 2006 as Instrument No. 2016-0121740.

LI Whether the cancellation is likely to result in the removal of adjacent lands from
agricultural use.
The diminishment (Ag Preserve Diminishment No. 180001) is proposing to delete
approximately 42.63 acres of the project site. Based on aerial maps of vicinity, the
project site is surrounded to the north is agricultural use, to the east, west and
south is single family residences. Besides the previously mentioned properties, no
othier property in the vicinity appears to have an agricultural use. Nevertheless, the
limited amount of existing agricultural uses in proximity to the project site and the
gimilarity of the existing and proposed uses yield very little possibility that the
cancellation of the land conservation contract will result in the removal of any

agricultural use. Therefore, the diminishment of the project site will not likely



Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 11
Map No. 1056
Page 4

AT

Iv.

result in the removal of any agricultural use given the nature of the request and the

area.

Whether the proposed alternative use of land is consistent the provisions of the County
General Plan.

The proposed alternative use: Plot Plan No. 180003 a proposal for a Class V Winery
Hotel facility in five (5) phases. Phase One (1) will consist of a winery tasting
building with a tower and restroom buildings; winery production building; and an
office/storage building. Phase Two (2) will consist of a special occasion facility
(weddings/events). Phase Three (3) will consist of a restaurant building. Phase Four
(4) will consist of a wine cave building into a hillside and covered in vineyard; an
expanded production building; and addition of a case storage to the existing production
building. Phase Five (5) will consist of a 10 room country inn with pool, snack bar,
and garden areas. The project site is located within the Southwest Area Plan, with a
land use designation of Agriculture (AG) and zoning classification of Wine Country-
Winery (WC-W). The project must develop in compliance to the Area Plan, Temecula Valley

Wine Country Policy Area- Winery District and zoning classification.

Whether the cancellation will result in discontiguous patterns of urban development.
The project site is within the Southwest Area Plan, Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy
Area- Winery District which promotes wineries and agricultural uses. To the north and
south there is a single family residences. Therefore, the exiting pattern of

development will be maintained and will be contiguous.

Whether there is proximate noncontracted land which is both available and suitable for
use to which it is proposed the contracted land be put, or, whether the development of
the contracted land would provide more contiguous patter;s of urban development than
the development of proximate noncontracted land.

Development of the subject site will connect existing winery development immediately

east of the site. Development of the contracted land will result in a more contiguous

pattern of wineries and agricultural uses.
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NOTICE OF NONRENEWAL o

[

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN pursuant to Section 51245 of the California Govemment Code that the undersigned
being all of the owners of the affected real property, elect not to renew Land Conservation Contract or Agreement

dated _January 1, 1974 and recorded on Eebruary 28, 1974 as instrument No.
23734 in the Office of the County Recorder of Riverside Countv. Califomia. The real

property affected by this notice is located in the Rancho California

Agricultural Preserve No. 1, Amendment 2 Map No. 28 . Dated _Febiinary 14,1479

described as follows: ain real prope fituting a vi anly k as the 44 64+ acres locate

(See attached Legal)
Assessor's Parcel Number(s) of Land affected: 941-180-032

ORIGINAL OWNER(s) CURRENT OWNER(s)

William Simonoff Christopher Gary Simonoff
Virginia Simonoff

ATTEST:

DEPUTY
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(All original and current owners must be listed)

CURRENT OWNER(s) SIGNATURE

OWNER:W MAILING ADDRESS:
Christopher Gary Simm_

OWNER: 480 West Manville Street
OWNER: Rancho Dominguez, CA 90220
OWNER:

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF @Mﬁg

On _&3&)@3\ \\ 9(205 .» before me personally appeared

Cneshgpre oam\ Smoncy

personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) ﬁis the person(s) whose name(s)

executed the

b NS

signature(s)

is/are-subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that
same in authorized capacity(ies), and that&]ﬂi%i{_m?jﬂg& y
on the instrument the person(sy or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

WITNES$ my hand and official seal.

Swon. U~

Notary Public

]  LORRAINE WEBBER F
i Commission # 1377204

g S=5%1 Notary Public — Califomia €

1o/

g e Los Angeles County
i MyConvn,E)q:kesSep%.mE

Acknowiedgment of Receipt
Nancy Romero, Clerk of the Board

B@”M%M Date: & T 7D @

4 A A

20R6-0121749
82/17/£666 82:08A
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EXHIBIT A
RANCHO CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE NO. 1
MAP NO. 282
(NOTICE OF NON-RENEWAL)

THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED REAL PROPERTY:
PARCEL A:

JANUARY 19,1860, AND RECORDED IN BOOK 1, PAGE 45 OF PATENTS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF
SAN DIEGO COUNTY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

{I)_A 110.00 FOOT STRIP OF LAND OVER THAT PORTION OF THE SAID RANCHO PAUBA, THE CENTER LINE OF WHICH IS
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: t

BEGINNNING AT THE EASTERLY TERMINUS OF THE CENTER LINE OF GLENOAKS ROAD, AS SHOWN ON THE MAP FILED
IN BOOK 50, PAGES 68 TO 75, INCLUSIVE, OF RECORD OF SURVEYS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF
SAID COUNTY; THENCE SOUTH 45° 33, 43" WEST, 201.83 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE TO
THE SOUTHEAST AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 2000.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID LAST MENTIONED
CURVE 1168.60 FEET THROUGH A GENTRAL ANGLE OF 33° 28’ 41" TO POINT “E”, A RADIAL OF SAID LAST MENTIONED
CURVE TO SAID POINT “E" BEARS NORTH 77° 54' 58" WEST; THENCE CONTINUING SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID LAST
MENTIONED CURVE 74.97 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGEL OF 02° 08' 51"; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH
09° 56’ 11" WEST, 701.60 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE TO THE NORTHWEST, HAVING A
RADIUS OF 1200.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID LAST MENTIONED CURVE 1117.91 FEET THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGEL OF 53° 22" 34", THENCE TANGENT TO SAID LAST MENTIONED CURVE SOUTH 63° 18’ 45" WEST, 1450.70
FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTHEAST HAVING A RADIUS OF 2000.00 FEET;
THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 749.85 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGEL OF 21° 28’ 54" TO POINT ‘G”,
THENCE CONTINUING SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 146.25 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 04° 11° 23"
THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 37° 38 28" WEST, 902.90 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE
CONCAVE TO THE NORTHWEST HAVING A RADIUS OF 5000.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE
935.23 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 10° 43' 01", THENCE TANGENT TO SAID CURVE SOUTH 48° 21° 29" WEST,
840.67 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTHEAST HAVING A RADIUS OF 2800.00
FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 857.74 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 17° 33' 06" TO
POINT "H", A RADIAL LINE TO SAID POINT “H" BEARS NORTH 59° 11’ 37" WEST; THENCE CONTINUING SOUTHWESTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE 101362 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 20° 44’ 29";

EXCEPT THE PORTION INCLUDED IN PARCEL B HEREINAFTER DESCRIBED.

() AN 88.00 FOOT STRIP OF LAND OVER THAT PORTION OF THE SAID RANCHO PAUBA, THE CENTER LINE OF WHICH IS
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT POINT “H” AS DESCRIBED IN PARCEL A (i) ABOVE; THENCE NORTH 59° 11’ 37" WEST, 439.68 FEET TO THE
BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTH HAVING A RADIUS OF 1200.00 FEET; THENCE WESTERLY
ALONG SAID CURVE 784.64 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGEL OF 37° 27' 50™;

EXCEPT THE PORTION INCLUDED IN PARCEL B HEREINAFTER DESCRIBED.

PARCEL B:

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT POINT "H” AS DESCRIBED IN PARCEL A (1) ABOVE; THENCE NORTH 59° 11' 37" WEST, 439.68 FEET;
THENCE NORTH 06° 47' 53" EAST, 773.65 FEET:

THENCE NORTH 47° 46’ 24" WEST, 859.03 FEET TO THE MOST SOUTHERLY CORNER OF PARGEL 6-A , AS DESCRIBED IN
THE DEED RECORDED MARCH 16, 1966 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 27616, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF
SAID RIVERSIDE COUNTY; THENGE ALONG THE SOUTHEASTERLY LINE OF SAID PARCEL 6-A, NORTH 67° 36’ 42" EAST,
1283.71 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 41° 38’ 31° EAST, 1242.82 FEET TO THE CENTER LINE OF SAID PARCEL A(l); THENCE
ALONG SAID CENTER LINE SOUTH 48° 21’ 29" WEST, 893.75 FEET TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE
TO THE SOUTHEAST HAVING A RADIUS OF 2800.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE 857.74 FEET

TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
2086-8121740
1T
4 of €

Page 1 of 2




Assessor Parcel No.

Acres (net) Owners
941-180-032 42,63
Christopher Gary Simonoff
Total| |42.63
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INITIAL STUDY

for
“Monarch Winery”

Agricultural Preserve Diminishment No. 180001
(APD180001)

Plot Plan No. 180003 (PPT 180003)
Lead Agency:

County of Riverside
4080 Lemon Street, 121 Floor
Riverside, CA 92502
951-955-6060

Point of Contact: Tim Wheeler, Urban Regional Planner IV
twheeler@rivco.org

Project Proponent:

Fertile Soil, LLC
79 Dunmore
Irvine, CA 92620
Point of Contact: Long Jiang
949.981.9026

Prepared by:

Matthew Fagan Consulting Services, Inc.
42011 Avenida Vista Ladera
Temecula, CA 92591
951.265.5428
Point of Contact: Matthew Fagan, Owner
matthewfagan@roadrunner.com

October 2021
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Commonly Used Abbreviations and Acronyms

AAQS

AB

AC

ACOE
ADP

ADT
ALUC
ALUCP
AMSL
APN
AQ/GHG
AQMP
ARB
Basin
BMPs
BUOW
CAAQS
CalARP
CalEEMod ™
CallEPA
CalFire
CALGreen
Cal/lOSHA
CAP
CAPCOA
CARB
CBC

CCR
CDFW
CEC
CEQA
CUP

074

dB

dBA

dBA CNEL
dBA Leq
EAP
EAPC

Ambient Air Quality Standards

Assembly Bill

Acre

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Area Drainage Plans

Average Daily Traffic

Airport Land Use Commission

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

Above Mean Sea Level

Assessor's Parcel Number

Air Quality/Green House Gas

Air Quality Management Plans

Air Resources Board

South Coast Air Basin

Best Management Practices

Burrowing Owl

California Ambient Air Quality Standards

California Accidental Release Prevention Program
California Emissions Estimator Model™

California Environmental Protection Agency
Riverside County Fire Department

California Green Building Standards Code
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Climate Action Plan

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
California Air Resources Board

California Building Code

California Code of Regulations

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Energy Commission

California Environmental Quality Act

Conditional Use Permit

Change of Zone

Decibel

A-Weighted Decibel

A-weighted decibel Community Noise Equivalent Level
A-weighted decibel equivalent noise level

Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project
Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Plus Cumulative
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FEMA
FIRM
FMMP
GHG
GP
GPA
GPEIR
HCM
HCOC
HCP
HOV
HRA
LOS
LST
MLD
MM
MSHCP
MTCOze
N20
NAAQS
NAHC
NEPA
NEPSSA
NO:
NOA
NOx
NPDES
Os

Pb
PFCs
PHS
PM
PM:zs
PM1o
Ppb
Ppm
PPV
PRC
PVC
PV

Federal Emergency Management Act
Flood Insurance Rate Map

Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program
Greenhouse Gas

General Plan

General Plan Amendment

General Plan Environmental Impact Report
Highway Capacity Manual

Hydrologic Conditions of Concern

Habitat Conservation Plan
High-Occupancy Vehicle

Health Risk Assessment

Level of Service

Localized Significance Thresholds

Most Likely Descendent

Mitigation Measure

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent
Nitrous Oxide

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Native American Heritage Commission
National Environmental Policy Act
Narrow Endemic Plants Survey Area
Nitrogen Dioxide

Naturally Occurring Asbestos

Oxides of Nitrogen

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
Ozone

Lead

Perfluorocabons

Preliminary Hydrology Study

Afternoon

Fine Particulate Matter

Respirable Particulate Matter

Parts Per Billion

Parts Per Million

Peak Particle Velocity

Public Resources Code

Polyvinyl Chloride

Photovoltaic
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RCFC&WCD
RCFD
RCIP
RCSD
RCTC
RTA

RTP
RTP/SCS
RV
RWQCB
SARWQCB
SB

SCAB
SCAG
SCAQMD
SO2

SO«
SoCAB
Sq. Ft.
TAC
USFWS
USGS
VMT
VOC
VPD
WCCP
WQmP

Page 8 of 192

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Riverside County Fire Department
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Riverside County Sheriff's Department

Riverside County Transportation Commission
Riverside Transit Authority

Regional Transportation Plan

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
Recreational Vehicle

Regional Water Quality Control Board

Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
Senate Bill

South Coast Air Basin

Southern California Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Sulphur Dioxide

Sulphur Oxides

South Coast Air Basin

Square Feet

Toxic Air Contaminant

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Geological Survey

Vehicle Miles Traveled

Volatile Organic Compound

Vehicles Per Day

Wine Country Community Plan

Water Quality Management Plan
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Environmental Assessment (CEQ / EA) Number: CEQ180004

Project Case Type (s) and Number(s): Agricultural Preserve Diminishment (APD) 180001 and Plot
Plan (PPT) 180003 “Monarch Winery”

Lead Agency Name: Riverside County Planning Department

Address: P.O. Box 1409, Riverside, CA 92502-1409

Contact Person: Tim Wheeler, Urban Regional Planner IV

Telephone Number: 951-955-6060

Applicant’s Name: Fertile Soil, LLC, Long Jiang

Applicant’s Address: 79 Dunmore, Irvine, CA 92620

L PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Description:

QOverview

The proposed Project includes Agricultural Preserve Diminishment No. 180001 to remove the
subject property from the Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 1 and Plot Plan No.
180003 (PPT 180003) for construction of a Class V Winery on approximately 44 gross acres. The
site is bounded by Meng Asbury Road and orchards to the north, residential parcels and Monte De
Oro Road to the west, Frangipani Estate Winery to the east, and De Portola Road to the south;
County of Riverside, State of California, and known as Assessor's Parcel Number
941-180-032. Reference Figure 1, Regional Location Map and Figure 2, Vicinity Map.

Agricultural Preserve Diminishment No. 180001

Remove approximately 42.63 acres that are not currently subject to a land conservation contract from
Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 1.

Plot Plan No. 180003

Plot Plan No. 180003 (PPT 180003) proposes a Class V Winery to include tasting room, office, and
production, special occasions facility, restaurant, production expansion, and a 10 room country inn, to
be developed in five (5) phases. According to Ordinance No. 348 (Providing for Land Use Planning
and Zoning Regulations and Related Functions of the County of Riverside), a Class V Winery
is a winery with an established on-site vineyard located on a minimum gross parcel size of
twenty (20) acres that is allowed with appurtenant and incidental commercial uses (with an
approved Plot Plan). Please see Table 1, PPT 18003 Phasing. Reference Figure 3, PPT 180003.

(NOTE: Some of the technical studies analyze a worst-case scenario due to the
Project changing from an 82-room hotel to a 10-room country inn. Also, some reports do not
mention vineyards in the southemn portion of the site because they were planted later
pursuant to an Agricultural Grading/Clearing Certificate Exemption, dated August 7, 2017 (BFE
170055).)
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Table 1
PPT 18003 Phasing

Parking :
Use Area (In Square Feet) Spaces Parllglrll?n?‘z:ces
Required
Phase 1
Tasting Building 4,923
Offices / Storage 1,943 97 84 Paved
Production Building (Fermentation) 10,641
Phase 2
Special Occasions Facility | 8,711 | 109 | 119 Paved
Phase 3
Restaurant Building 4,417 63 Piraosve'gﬁd énz
Phase 4
Production Building 5,925
Case Storage Building 8,793 39 10 Paved
Wine Cave 17,412*
Phase 5
Country Inn ; o8|'2?o5ms) 14 126 Paved
Total 53,438* 322 339

Note: All parking areas will be completed as a part of Phase 1 grading. Paving will occur during the respective phase.
Total parking spaces required: 322 (including 7 accessible and 20 electric vehicle). Total parking spaces provided 339
(including 7 accessible and 20 electric vehicle). (Parking calculations are based on slightly different square footage
breakdowns as required by code.)

* Cave area not included

Source: Project Plans (Appendix K)
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Building Architecture and Materials

The Monarch Winery architectural design is intended to blend harmoniously with the nature of the
area. The design is Spanish colonial revival, with smooth textured stucco and hump and bump, clay
tile roof. The design will also feature stone and adobe brick veneer, as well as exposed wood eaves
and rafter tails, in some locations. Reference Figure 4a through Figure 4e, Elevations and Project
Plans (Appendix K).

Landscaping

Project landscaping includes drought tolerant plant species. Trees are of the evergreen and
deciduous varieties. Landscape is provided along the Project perimeters, roadways, and around
water quality basins. Approximately 117,132 sq. ft. of the Project is landscaped and, of that, 74.6% is
vineyard planting and 4.5% is olive tree planting. The remaining 20.9% will be planted with various
trees, shrubs, and other plants). Additionally, the Project will be required to comply with the
requirements of County Ordinance No. 859. Reference Figure 5, Landscape Plan.

Circulation

The proposed Project will take access off De Portola Road, at the southern part of the site. There is a
secondary emergency egress proposed at the northwestern part of the site at Meng Asbury Road. De
Portola Road is classified as a mountain arterial in the County Riverside Wine County
Community Plan. Presently the roadway is improved as a two lane roadway. Monte De Oro is
classified as a two-lane Collector in the County Riverside Wine County Community Plan.
Between De Portola Road and Aranda Street, Monte De Oro is a graded dirt roadway. North of
Aranda Street to Rancho California Road, the roadway is improved as a two-lane roadway. The
Project has approximately 480 feet of frontage along Monte De Oro. However, the Project does
not propose any direct access to Monte De Oro. Refer to Figure 6, Project Roadway Sections.

Pedestrian access is provided per ADA requirements.

Drainage / Hydrology / Water Quality

Existing Conditions

The existing hydrological conditions onsite are gentle rolling slopes from the general direction of
northeast to southwest across the Project site. There is an existing, mapped 100-year inundation
area in the lower quarter of the Project site that runs along De Portola Road. The natural flows in the
inundation area are in the general direction of east to west. All flows are generally sheet flows within
localized natural channels on the way to joining the flows in the inundation area. Typical vegetation
is classified as poor by the County of Riverside hydrology design standards. In general, the Project
site soils can be classified as meeting the requirements of Type A, C, or D soils depending where the
area of interest is located on the Project site.

Proposed Conditions

The proposed conditions presented by the Project site’s layout incorporate low impact development
standards, green design elements, hydromodification elements, permeable options, and more. The
overall drainage patterns are preserved in the proposed condition by matching existing condition
discharge points, dispersing impervious area flows to permeable areas, and including infiltration
areas to mitigate increases in peak storm runoff quantities. The Project proposed overland sheet
flows from the proposed buildings, parkways, and other structures that are routed in localized
stabilized structures that are then routed to localized infiltration areas that are scattered throughout
the site and along the edges of the proposed improvements. Additionally, some parking areas are
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designed to be permeable to allow for additional flows to be infiltrated versus collected and contained
on the site. These elements mitigate the proposed increases in the imperviousness over the existing
conditions while allowing for the installation of all the proposed impervious elements. Using this type
of stormwater treatment control train (i.e., the use of multiple BMPs to manage the quantity and
quality of stormwater runoff), the Project has minimized the proposed impervious area footprint as
much as feasible without sacrificing design and use elements.

The site also proposes the stabilization of the site’'s main driveway over the existing mapped
inundation area to the south portion of the Project site. The stabilization of this driveway crossing will
only be limited to the extent of the inundation area limits as to minimize any impacts down or
upstream. The maximum depth of this inundation is less than one foot, but it can still be flooded, so
the proposed stabilized driveway area will allow for safer access before the alternative, secondary
access will be used to the north along Meng Ashbury Road.

Reference Figure 7, DMA Exhibit.

Grading

The site will be mass graded with approximately 132,816 cubic yards of cut and 132,816 cubic yards
of fill, resulting in a balanced site with no soils being exported or imported. Reference Figure 8,
Grading Plan.

Water/Sewer

The Project will not connect to any sewer lines and will utilize a proposed onsite septic system. The
onsite septic system will be evaluated by the Department of Environmental Health (DEH) to ensure
that nit is not located anywhere near a drainage area with the potential of reaching a water of the
state/US prior to approval. The Project will connect to an existing 18” water line located in Monte De
Oro Road; public water service will be provided by the Rancho California Water District (RCWD).
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FIGURE 4c
Elevations
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Source: Project Plans (Appendix K)
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A. Type of Project: Site Specific [X]; Countywide []; Community []: Policy [].

Total Project Area:

Residential Acres: N/A Lots: N/A Units: N/A Projected No. of Residents: N/A
Commercial Acres: 42 Net Lots: 1 Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area: 53,438  Est. No. of Employees: TBD
Industrial Acres: N/A Lots: N/A Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area: N/A Est. No. of Employees: N/A
Other: N/A

B. Assessor’s Parcel No(s): 941-180-032
C. Street References: Northeast corner of De Portola Road and Monte De Oro Road

D. Section, Township & Range Description or reference/attach a Legal Description:
Sections 29 & 30, Township 7 South, Range 1 West

E. Brief description of the existing environmental setting of the Project site and its
surroundings:

The Project site is located in the northeastern edges of Long Valley, northeast of the Temecula
Valley, and east of the city of Temecula, located within western Riverside County. The
surrounding areas are defined by the margins of the Santa Ana Mountains to the west and the
San Jacinto Mountains to the east/northeast. The Temecula Valley to the southwest of the
Project is encompassed by the Santa Margarita and Agua Tibia mountains. It is the
convergence of these mountains that effectively separates western Riverside County from
Orange County and the Pacific coast in general.

The habitat in the vicinity of the Project site is characterized by a broad, flat valley and a series
of rolling hills distinguished by scattered rock outcroppings. The south/southeastern half of the
Project site is generally a flat floodplain. The 7.5-minute Bachelor Mountain, California USGS
topographic quadrangle map shows a seasonal drainage traversing the southwestern corner
of the site. The northern half of the Project site consists of gently rolling foothills that continue
to rise in elevation off the property, away from the valley. Elevations within the Project range
between approximately 1,520 to 1,630 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). The hills located
on the Project contain vegetation consisting of sage scrub, buckwheat and native weeds and
grasses dotted with cactus, chollas, and Russian thistle. Geologically, the Project site lies to
the east of the main strands of the Elsinore fault zone in areas of Pliocene and Pleistocene
sedimentary units of terrestrial origin.

The Project site is currently bordered by residential development to the west, as well as vacant

property to the east, vacant property and residential development to the south, and an orchard
to the north. Reference Figure 9, Aerial Photo.
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. APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING REGULATIONS

A. General Plan Elements/Policies:

1.

Land Use: The Project is consistent with the existing Agriculture: Agriculture (A: AG) (10
Acre minimum) land use designation and is a part of the Temecula Valley Wine Country
Policy Area — Winery District and Southwest Area Plan (SWAP). The Project is consistent
with all other applicable land use policies within the General Plan.

Circulation: Adequate circulation facilities exist and are proposed to serve the Project.
The proposed Project meets with all other applicable circulation policies of the General
Plan.

Multipurpose Open Space: No natural open space land is required to be preserved
within the boundaries of this Project. The Project does contain an existing riparian area
that will not be disturbed nor significantly impacted during either construction or operations.
The proposed Project meets with all other applicable Multipurpose Open Space element
policies.

Safety: The proposed Project is located within a flood plain, a subsidence susceptible
area, has a moderate risk of liquefaction, is in a fault zone, and is in a high fire area. The
proposed Project has allowed for sufficient provision of emergency response services to
the Project through the Project design and payment of development impact fees. The
proposed Project meets with all other applicable Safety element policies.

Noise: Sufficient mitigation against any foreseeable noise sources in the area have been
provided for in the design of the Project. The Project is not expected to result in generation
of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of
the Project in excess of standards established in the local General Plan or Noise
Ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. There will be no impacts from
outdoor live events, as no such events are currently proposed. Also, noise from any
agricultural operations is exempted from the provisions of the Riverside County Noise
Ordinance on land designated for Agricultural in the General Plan, provided such
operations are carried out in a manner consistent with accepted industry standards. This
exemption includes, without limitation, sound emanating from all equipment used during
such operations, whether stationary or mobile. Amplified sounds that will occur on the
Project site have been analyzed through a Noise Study submitted for the Project (see
Appendix H). The Project meets all other applicable Noise Element Policies.

Housing: The Project is consistent with the policies of the Housing Element of the General
Plan.

Air Quality: The proposed Project has been conditioned to control any fugitive dust during
grading and construction activities. The proposed Project meets all other applicable Air
Quality element policies.

Healthy Communities: The Project meets all applicable policies of the Healthy
Communities Element of the General Plan.

B. General Plan Area Plan(s): Southwest Area Plan

C. Foundation Component(s): Agriculture
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Land Use Designation(s): Agriculture
Overlay(s), if any: Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area - Winery District

Policy Area(s), if any: Not in a General Plan Policy Area

. Adjacent and Surrounding:

1. General Plan Area Plan(s): Southwest Area Plan

2. Foundation Component(s): Agriculture

3. Land Use Designation(s):

North: Rural Community — Estate Density Residential

South: Agriculture and Rural Residential

East: Agriculture and Rural Residential

West: Rural Community — Estate Density Residential

Reference Figure 10, General Plan Land Use Designations.

4. Overlay(s), if any: Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area - Winery District

6. Policy Area(s), if any: Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area - Winery District

Adopted Specific Plan Information

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

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

Existing Zoning: Wine Country — Winery (WC-W)

Proposed Zoning, if any: Wine Country — Winery (WC-W)

Adjacent and Surrounding Zoning:

North: Residential Agriculture 5 acres (R-A-5)

South: Residential Agriculture 2.5 acres (R-A 21/2) and Citrus Vineyard 10 aces (C/V-10)

East: Wine Country — Winery Equestrian (WC-WE) and Residential Agriculture 2.5 acres
(R-A 21/2)

West: Rural Residential (R-R)

Reference Figure 11, Zoning Classifications.
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lll.  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

[] Agriculture & Forest Resources [[] Hydrology / Water Quality X Transportation

[ Air Quality [] Land Use / Planning X Tribal Cultural Resources
X Biological Resources [[] Mineral Resources [] Utilities / Service Systems
Xl Cultural Resources ] Noise ] Wiildfire

X Energy [] Paleontological Resources X M.anFiatory Findings of

[] Geology / Soils [] Population / Housing S

X Greenhouse Gas Emissions [ Public Services

IV. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

A PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION WAS NOT
PREPARED

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

XI 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

(] I 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
Declaration pursuant to applicable legal standards, (b) all 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, () no considerably different
mitigation measures have been identified and (f) no mitigation measures found infeasible have
become feasible.

[] 1find 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.
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[] I find that at least one of the conditions described in California Code of Reguiations, 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

Tim Wheeler, Urban Regional Planner IV For. John Hildebrand
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 significant impacts upon the environment that would result from construction and
implementation of the project. In accordance with California Code of Regulations, Section 15063, this
Initial Study is a preliminary analysis prepared by the Lead Agency, the County of Riverside, in
consultation with other jurisdictional agencies, to determine whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated
Negative Declaration, or an Environmental Impact Report is required for the proposed project. The
purpose of this Initial Study is to inform the decision-makers, affected agencies, and the public of
potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed Project.

Potentially Less than Less No
Significant  Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

AESTHETICS Would the Project:

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

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, H H I ]
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?

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

Source(s):  Southwest Area Plan (SWAP) — SWAP Figure 9, Southwest Area Plan Scenic Highways;
Riverside County General Plan (General Plan), Map My County (Appendix A); Site
Photos, prepared by Matthew Fagan Consulting Services, Inc. 4-2019 (Appendix L);
Revised Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
Consistency Analysis Plot Plan 180003, prepared by Principe and Associates, 6-20-
2018 (Appendix C1a); and Figure 10, General Plan Land Use Designations,
provided in Section |, Project Information, of this Initial Study.

Findings of Fact:

a) Would the Project have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway corridor within which it is
located?

No Impact

The Project site is located in the Southwest Area Plan (SWAP). According to the SWAP, three (3)
highways have been designated for Scenic Highway status:

* Interstate 215 (I-215) and State Route 79 South (SR79S) are Eligible Scenic Highways; and
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Potentially Less than Less No

Significant  Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

* Interstate 15 (I-15) is designated as an Eligible State Scenic Highway.

The Project site is located approximately 9.7 miles from 1-215, approximately 8.3 miles from I-15,
and approximately 4.1 miles from SR79S, at its closest point. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed Project will not have a substantial effect upon a scenic highway corridor. No impacts will
occur.

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

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project site is located in an unincorporated area of Riverside County, in Temecula Wine
Country. The site is currently vacant land and the southerly 17.73 acres is planted with
grapevines pursuant to an Agricultural Grading/Clearing Certificate Exemption, dated August 7,
2017 (BFE 170055).

Riversidean sage scrub is growing on the hilltops, ridges and valleys present in the northern portion
of the site. It is no longer contiguous with similar sage scrub growing in any direction. This area
receives heavy dual-purpose motorcycle use (dirt bikes). Where it is relatively undisturbed between
established trails, the growth form is closed canopy with a low abundance and diversity of sage
scrub species. Where it is disturbed, it is mixed with a high percentage of invasive, non-native
grasses and weeds.

Non-native grassland occurs primarily in southern portion of the site. It is growing in all previously
disturbed areas, and now forms a mosaic with the sage scrub in the northern portion of the site. The
ground covering is sparse in most areas, as the vegetation is periodically grazed and cleared for fire
prevention purposes. Most of it is dominated by common and widespread non-native annual grass
and weed species, but remnants of species that emerge in seasonally wet areas are also present.

Long Valley Wash roughly bisects the site in a northeast-to-southwest direction, the direction of
flow. It has been mapped as an intermittent blueline stream on the USGS Topographic Map, 7.5
Minute Series, Bachelor Mountain, California Quadrangle. The wash meanders over a distance of
approximately 1,500 linear feet on the site.

With the incorporation of an operational winery (with production and tasting) and the ancillary use
of a country inn accompanying an operational winery, this will add a long-term site use of
vineyard or farmland to the inventory of farmland in the area. Approximately 117,132 sq. ft. of the
Project is landscaped and, of that, 74.6% is vineyard planting and 4.5% is olive tree planting. The
remaining 20.9% will be planted with various trees, shrubs, and other plants.

The proposed Project has views of the Santa Rosa Mountains to the west, the Santa Margarita
Mountains and Agua Tibia range to the south, and the Black Hills to the east.

The Project site does not contain scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock

outcroppings and unique or landmark features, as these features do not exist on the Project site.
Due to the location of the proposed Project site, the proposed Project will not obstruct any prominent
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Potentially Less than Less No

Significant  Significant Than Impact
Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

vistas, or result in the creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view. This is
reflected by the Site Photos (Appendix L), as the area is primarily agricultural in nature and
there are no unique landforms on the Project site or the immediate environs. Long term views to
surrounding hills and mountains will not be obscured by the Project.

Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project will not substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings and unique or landmark features; obstruct
any prominent scenic vista or view open to the public; or result in the creation of an aesthetically
offensive site open to public view. Impacts are considered less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project site is located in a non-urbanized area. As discussed in Threshold 1.b, the area is
primarily agricultural in nature and there are no unique landforms on the Project site or the
immediate environs. The Project will be consistent in terms of size, scale and massing of other
wineries in the area. The Project, as designed will be in compliance with the General Plan,
Southwest Area Plan and the Wine Country Community Plan, as well as with design requirements
of the existing Wine Country- Winery (WC-W) zone. Therefore, the Project will not substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings or
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. Any impacts will be
less than significant.

Mitigation:  No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No mitigation monitoring is required.

2. Mt. Palomar Observatory

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

Source(s):  Southwest Area Plan (SWAP), Figure 6, SWAP Mt. Palomar Nighttime Lighting Policy
Area; Map My County (Appendix A); and Ordinance No. 655 (An Ordinance of
the County of Riverside Regulating Light Pollution).

Findings of Fact:

a) Would the Project interfere with the nighttime use of the Mt. Palomar Observatory, as
protected through Riverside County Ordinance No. 655?

Less Than Significant Impact

According to the SWAP, Figure 6, SWAP Mt. Palomar Nighttime Lighting Policy Area; the Project
site is located within Zone A of the designated Special Lighting Area that surrounds the Mt.
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Significant  Significant Than Impact

Impact with Significant
Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

Palomar Observatory. At its closest point the Project site is approximately 14.8 miles northwest
from the Observatory.

The following policy is contained in the SWAP:

e SWAP 13.1: Adhere to the lighting requirements of county ordinances for s_tandards that are
intended to limit light leakage and spillage that may interfere with the operations of the Mount
Palomar Observatory.

Ordinance No. 655 was adopted by the County Board of Supervisors on June 7, 1988 and went into
effect on July 7, 1988. The intent of Ordinance No. 655 is to restrict the permitted use of certain
light fixtures emitting into the night sky undesirable light rays which have a detrimental effect on
astronomical observation and research at the Palomar Observatory. Ordinance No. 655 contains
approved materials and methods of installation, definitions, general design requirements,
requirements for lamp source, and shielding, prohibitions and exceptions.

Adherence to Ordinance No. 655 is typically a standard condition of approval and is not considered
unique mitigation pursuant to CEQA, as it applies to all development projects uniformly. Outdoor
lighting sources include parking lot lights, wall mounted lights and illuminated signage. With
conformance with Ordinance No. 655, any impacts are expected to be less than significant with
implementation of the Project.

Mitigation: No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No mitigation monitoring is required.

3.  Other Lighting Issues
a) Create a new source of substantial light or glare L O R o

which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

b) Expose residential property to unacceptable light
levels? [ [ i O

Source(s):  Southwest Area Plan (SWAP), Figure 6, SWAP Mt Palomar Nighttime Lighting Policy
Area; Map My County (Appendix A); Ordinance No. 655; and Ordinance No. 915 (An
Ordinance of the County of Riverside Regulating Outdoor Lighting); and Figure 9,
Aerial Photo, provided in Section |, Project Information, of this Initial Study.

Findings of Fact:

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

Less Than Significant Impact
Currently, there are no light sources at the Project site. New sources of light and glare associated
with construction activities may occur. These additional artificial light sources are typically

associated with nighttime security lighting since all exterior construction activities are limited to
daylight hours in the County. In addition, workers, either arriving to the site before dawn, or
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leaving the site after dusk, may generate additional construction-related light sources. The
amount and intensity of light anticipated from these construction sources would generally be less
than the outdoor lighting currently in use at adjacent wineries, or residences, as the lighting
needed will be solely for visibility or for security of the site during the nighttime hours. a.
Additionally, these impacts will be temporary, of short-duration, and will cease when Project
construction is completed.

The Project will result in new sources of light and glare from the addition of the proposed winery,
as well as vehicular lighting from cars traveling on adjacent roadways to and from the proposed
Project. Once operational, the Project will be required to comply with Ordinance No. 655 and
Ordinance No. 915, which restricts lighting hours, types, and techniques of lighting. Outdoor
lighting sources include streetlights and wall mounted lights. Ordinance No. 655 requires the use
of low-pressure sodium fixtures and requires hooded fixtures to prevent spillover light or glare and
has been discussed in detail in Threshold 2.a.

Ordinance No. 915 requires all outdoor luminaires to be located, adequately shielded, and
directed such that no direct light falls outside the parcel of origin, onto the public right-of-way.
Ordinance No. 915 also prohibits blinking, flashing and rotating outdoor luminaires, with a few
exceptions. The Project will be required to comply with the County of Riverside conditions of
approval that require lighting restrictions. These are typically standard conditions of approval and
are not considered unique mitigation pursuant to CEQA. With conformance with Ordinance No.
655 and Ordinance No. 915, any impacts are expected to be less than significant with
implementation of the Project.

b) Would the Project expose residential property to unacceptable light levels?

Less Than Significant Impact

Three residences located westerly of the Project site are the closest residences in the proximity of
the Project. The closest residence is located approximately 224 feet westerly of the Project site.
As discussed in Threshold 2.a., construction impacts will be temporary, of short-duration, and will
cease when Project construction is completed. Once operational, Project conformance with
Ordinance No. 655, and Ordinance No. 915, will ensure that any impacts are expected to be less
than significant with implementation of the Project.

Therefore, there are no potential Project-specific impacts that could expose residential property to
unacceptable light levels. Impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation:  No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No mitigation monitoring is required.

AGRICULTURE & FOREST RESOURCES Would the Project:

4. Agriculture H ] X n

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?
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b) Conflict with existing agricultural zoning, agricultural H 0 X [

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 ] ] i ]
300 feet of agriculturally zoned property (Ordinance No.
625 “Right-to-Farm”)?

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

Source(s): Map My County (Appendix A); Ordinance No. 348 (Article XIVd — Wine Country
Zones); Revised Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan Consistency Analysis Plot Plan 180003, prepared by Principe And Associates, 6-
20-2018; (MSHCP Analysis, Appendix C1a); Riverside County General Plan Figure
0S8-2 “Agricultural Resources;” Notice of Nonrenewal 2-17-06 (DOC # 2006-
0121740) (Appendix M); Ordinance No. 625 (An Ordinance of the County of Riverside
Providing a Nuisance Defense for Certain Agricultural Activities, Operations, and
Facilities and Providing Public Notification Thereof); and Project Plans (Appendix K).

Findings of Fact:

a) Would the Project 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?

Less Than Significant Impact

According to Map My County, portions of the proposed Project site are designated as
Farmland of Local Importance or Other Lands.

Currently, the Project site is vacant land, with the southerly 17.73 acres planted with grapevines
(formerly non-native grassland) pursuant to an Agricultural Grading/Clearing Certificate
Exemption, dated August 7, 2017 (BFE 170055).

With the incorporation of an operational winery (with production and tasting) and the ancillary use
of a country inn accompanying an operational winery, the Project will add a long-term use of
vineyard or farmland to the County’s inventory of farmland in the area. Approximately 117,132 sq.
ft. of the Project is landscaped and, of that, 74.6% is vineyard planting and 4.5% is olive tree
planting. The remaining 20.9% will be planted with various trees, shrubs, and other plants.

Implementation of the proposed Project will not convert 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.
Impacts will be less than significant.

b) Would the Project conflict with existing agricultural zoning, agricultural use or with land subject
to a Williamson Act contract or land within a Riverside County Agricultural Preserve?

Less Than Significant Impact
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Please reference the discussion in Threshold 4.a. The current zoning for the Project site is WC-W (Wine
Country ~ Winery) which allows for wineries as a permitted use. The WC-W zone allows for farming operations of
crops, orchards, groves, and vineyards. The Project will include 74.6% vineyard planting and 4.5% olive
tree planting (75% planting is required per the Temecula Wine Country Policy Area for a winery project). A 44-
acre gross parcel can be used as a Class V Winery in the WC-W zone. A Class V Winery can include
special occasion facilities, outdoor events, wine country hotels, and spas. The Project, as designed,
meets the zoning development standards in terms of heights, setbacks, lot coverage, parking and landscaping.
No change to the existing zoning is proposed. The proposed use will help to maintain the County’s inventory
of farmland in the area.  Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project will not conflict with existing
agricultural zoning or agricultural use. Impacts will be less than significant.

The project is in the process of an Agricultural Preserve Diminishment (APD) No. 180001. The diminishment is
for a portion of Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 1, as shown on Map No. 180001D. Agricultural
Preserve Diminishment (APD) No. 180001 proposes to remove approximately 42.63 acres from the Rancho
California Agricultural Preserve No. 1. The removal of these acres will leave approximately 38.34 acres
within the Rancho California Agricultural Preserve No. 1. The project site is not subject to a land
conservation contract, so no cancellation is necessary. The exterior boundaries of the land to be diminished
from Agricultural Preserve No. 1 are shown in Attachment B (ag. preserve map) and described in Attachment C
(legal description).

The Comprehensive Agricultural Preserve Technical Advisory Committee (‘“CAPTAC”) met on September 11, 2019
and evaluated APD No. 180001. The CAPTAC found the proposed diminishment “Acceptable,” as it is consistent
with the Land Conservation Act of 1965 and, therefore, recommended that the Board of Supervisors grant
the proposed diminishment. The Board of Supervisors hearing is still pending at the time this environmental analysis
was conducted. No impacts will occur in this regard.

¢) Would the Project cause development of non-agricultural uses within 300 feet of agriculturally
zoned property (Ordinance No. 625 “Right-to-Farm”)?

Less Than Significant Impact

Although the Project proposes commercial uses (tasting room, restaurant, inn), the proposed Project
would maintain primarily agricultural use of the site as a winery with vineyards intended for the production
of wine. The commercial uses are determined to be secondary and incidental to the agricultural
production occurring on the Project site and would be consistent with the County’s development standards
of the Wine Country — Winery Zone, which has been established to preserve the distinctive character of the
area and to protect against the location of uses that are incompatible with agricultural uses
(ie., other agriculturally-zoned properties in the surrounding area). The Project will include 74.6%
vineyard planting and 4.5% olive tree planting. Any impacts will be less than significant.

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

No Impact

As stated above, the proposed use would be consistent with the existing WC-W (Wine Country — Winery)
zone which allows for wineries as a permitted use and respects the intent of the WC-W zone which was
established to preserve the distinctive character of the area and to protect against the location of land
uses that are incompatible with agricultural use. Implementation of the proposed Project will not
involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use. No impacts will occur.

Mitigation:  No mitigation measures are required.
Monitoring: No mitigation monitoring is required.
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5. Forest
a) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning [ [ u i
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code sec-
tion 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Govt. Code section 51104(a))?
b) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use? u O O X
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment H ] H X

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

Source(s):

Map My County (Appendix A); Figure 9, Aerial Photo, provided in Section |, Project

Information, of this Initial Study; and Project Site Visit — May 4, 2020, by Matthew

Fagan.

Findings of Fact:

a) Would the Project 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))?

No Impact

Public Resources Code Section 12220(g) identifies forest land as:

“‘Land that can support 10-percent native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods,
under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or more forest resources,
including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and

other public benefits.”

The Project site and surrounding properties are not currently being defined, zoned, managed, or
used as forest land as identified in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g). No impacts will occur.

b) Would the Project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
No Impact

As discussed in Threshold 5.a, there is no forest land on the Project site or surrounding
properties. Therefore, there will be no loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use as a result of the Project. No impacts will occur.

c) Would the Project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact
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There are no other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of forest land to non-forest use (refer to Thresholds 5.a and 5.b). No impacts
will occur.

Mitigation:  No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No mitigation monitoring is required.

AIR QUALITY Would the Project:

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

applicable air quality plan?

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 0 n X ]
of any criteria pollutant for which the Project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard?

¢) Expose sensitive receptors, which are located within 7
one (1) mile of the Project site, to substantial pollutant [ o X u
concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to ] ] X [

odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

Source(s):  Monarch Winery Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas, prepared by RK Engineering, Inc.,
4-10-2020 (AQ/GHG Study, Appendix B).

Note: Any tables or figures in this section are from the AQ/GHG Study, unless otherwise
noted.

Findings of Fact:

a) Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
Less Than Significant Impact

CEQA requires a discussion of any inconsistencies between a proposed Project and applicable
General Plans and Regional Plans. The regional plan that applies to the proposed Project
includes the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP). Therefore, this section discusses any potential inconsistencies in the proposed
Project with the AQMP.

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

The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook states that "New or amended General Plan Elements (including

land use zoning and density amendments), Specific Plans, and significant Projects must be
analyzed for consistency with the AQMP”. Strict consistency with all aspects of the AQMP is
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usually not required. A project should be considered consistent with the AQMP if it furthers one or
more policies and does not obstruct other policies.

The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook identifies two key indicators of consistency:

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

2. Whether the project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP in 2016 or increments based on
the year of project buildout and phase.

o Criterion 1 - Increase in the Frequency or Severity of Violations

The results of the analysis of short-term construction emission levels and long term operational
emission levels show that the Project would not result in significant impacts based on the
SCAQMD regional and local thresholds of significance. Therefore, the proposed Project would
not contribute to the exceedance of an air pollutant concentration standard. The proposed Project
is found to be consistent with the AQMP for the first criterion.

e Criterion 2 - Exceed Assumptions in the AQMP

Consistency with the AQMP is determined by comparing the proposed Project with the
assumptions in the AQMP. The emphasis of this criterion is to ensure that the analysis conducted
for the proposed Project is based on the same forecasts as the AQMP.

The 2020-2045 Regional Transportation/Sustainable Communities Strategy, prepared by the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) in 2021, includes chapters on the
following issues: challenges in a changing region, creating a plan for our future, and the road to
greater mobility and sustainable growth. These chapters currently respond directly to federal and
state requirements placed on SCAG. Local governments are required to use these as the basis of
their plans for purposes of consistency with applicable regional plans under CEQA.

The Project is consistent with the land use requirements in the Riverside County Zoning
Ordinance for the WC-W (Wine Country-Winery) zone. The Project land uses are also consistent
with the Temecula Wine Country Community Plan and the Southwest Area Plan. As a result, the
Project is not expected to significantly increase emissions compared to what is currently allowed
and projected in the AQMP for this region. Therefore, the Project is found to be consistent with
the AQMP for the second criterion.

Based on the analysis above, the Project will not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan. Any impacts will be less than significant.

b) Would the Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollu{ant for
which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard?

Less Than Significant Impact
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The Project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). State and federal air quality

standards are often exceeded in many parts of the SCAB.

Table 6-1, South Coast Air Basin Attainment Status, lists the attainment status for the criteria

pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB).

Table 6-1

South Coast Air Basin Attainment Status’

Pollutant

State Status

National Status

Ozone

Nonattainment

Nonattainment (Extreme)?

Carbon monoxide

Attainment

Attainment (Maintenance)

Nitrogen dioxide

Attainment

Attainment (Maintenance)

PMio Nonattainment Attainment (Maintenance)
PMzs Nonattainment Nonattainment
Lead Attainment Nonattainment (Partial)®

! Taken from California Air Resources Board http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm
2 8-Hour Ozone

3 Partial Nonattainment designation — Los Angeles County portion of Basin only

A discussion of the Project’s potential short-term construction impacts, and long-term operational
impacts is provided below.

Construction Emissions

The following provides a discussion of the methodology used to calculate regional construction air
emissions and an analysis of the proposed Project’s short-term construction emissions for the
criteria pollutants.

Methodology

The Project is proposed to be built-out over several phases, however, for purposes of this
analysis, and to provide a worst-case estimate of impacts, the entire Project development has
been analyzed in one complete phase. Construction of the Project was estimated to begin in the
year 2020 and expected to last approximately 44 months. The Project was expected to be fully
operational by the year 2023. The construction schedule, as analyzed in the AQ/GHG Study,
represents a “worst-case” analysis scenario, should construction occur any time after the
respective dates, since emission factors for construction decrease as time passes and the
analysis year increases due to emission regulations becoming more stringent. Construction
activities are expected to consist of site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and
architectural coating.
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The CalEEMod default construction equipment list is based on survey data and the size of the
site. The parameters used to estimate construction emissions, such as the worker and vendor
trips and trip lengths, utilize the CalEEMod defaults. Table 6-2, Construction Equipment
Assumptions Phase, summarizes the various construction activities, construction equipment
assumptions, and anticipated daily onsite disturbance.

Table 6-2
Construction Equipment Assumptions Phase
Soil Equipment | Total Phase
Hours | Disturbance Daily Daily
Phase' Equipment’ Amount' | Per Rate Disturbance | Disturbance
Day' | (Acres/8hr- | Footprint Footprint
Day)? (Acres) (Acres)
Site Rub?gr Tired Dozers I 3 8 s, 1.5 -
Rieparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8 0.5 20
Excavators 2 8 0.0 0.0
Graders 1 8 0.5 0.5
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 0.5 0.5 4.0
Scrapers 2 8 1.0 2.0
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8 0.5 1.0
Cranes 1 7/ 0.0 0.0
Forklifts 3 8 0.0 0.0
Building | . . T -
Construction ~E?Ierlelrator Selny T AT 1 8 0.0 0.0 1.3
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7 0.5 13
Welders 1 8 0.0 0.0
Pavers 2 8 0.0 0.0
Paving Paving Equipment 2 8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rollers 2 8 0.0 0.0
Architectural :
Coating Air Compressors 1 6 0.0 0.0 0.0

1 CalEEMod Defaults

The quantity of fugitive dust estimated by CalEEMod is based on the pieces of equipment used
during and grading. CalEEMod estimates the worst-case fugitive dust impacts will occur during
the grading phase. The maximum daily disturbance footprint would be 4.0 acres per 8-hour day
with all equipment in use.
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The following Air Quality Regulations (AQR) for construction are standard requirements called for
by SCAQMD (Rules 402 and 403 require implementation of dust suppression techniques to
prevent fugitive dust from creating a nuisance off site) and the State of California Green Building
Code, have been included in the analysis below:

Air Quality Regulations

AQR-AQ-1

AQR-AQ-2

AQR-AQ-3

AQR-AQ-4

AQR-AQ-5

The Project must follow SCAQMD rules and requirements with regards to

fugitive dust control, which include but are not limited to the following:

o All active construction areas shall be watered two (2) times daily.

o Speed on unpaved roads shall be reduced to less than 15 mph.

o Any visible dirt deposition on any public roadway shall be swept or washed
at the site access points within 30 minutes.

o Any on-site stockpiles of debris, dirt or other dusty material shall be covered
or watered twice daily.

o All operations on any unpaved surface shall be suspended if winds exceed
15 mph.

o Access points shall be washed or swept daily.

o Construction sites shall be sandbagged for erosion control.

o Apply nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’
specifications to all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas
inactive for 10 days or more).

o Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials, and
maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard space in accordance with the
requirements of California Vehicle Code (CVC) section 23114.

o Pave or gravel construction access roads at least 100 feet onto the site from
the main road and use gravel aprons at truck exits.

o Replace the ground cover of disturbed areas as quickly possible.

o A fugitive dust control plan should be prepared and submitted to SCAQMD
prior to the start of construction.

o Pave or gravel construction access roads at least 100 feet onto the site from
the main road and use gravel aprons at truck exits.

o Replace the ground cover of disturbed areas as quickly possible.

o A fugitive dust control plan should be prepared and submitted to SCAQMD
prior to the start of construction.

Prepare and implement a Construction Management Plan which will include
Best Available Control Measures to be submitted to the County of Riverside.

Construction equipment shall be maintained in proper tune.

All construction vehicles shall be prohibited from excessive idling. Excessive
idling is defined as five (5) minutes or longer.

Minimize the simultaneous operation of multiple construction equipment units.
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AQR-AQ-6

AQR-AQ-7

AQR-AQ-8

AQR-AQ-9

AQR-AQ-10

AQR-AQ-11

The use of heavy construction equipment and earthmoving activity shall be
suspended during Air Alerts when the Air Quality Index reaches the “Unhealthy”
level.

Utilize low emission “clean diesel” equipment with new or modified engines that
include diesel oxidation catalysts, diesel particulate filters or Moyer Program
retrofits that meet the California Air Resources Board (CARB) best available
control technology.

Establish an electricity supply to the construction site and use electric powered
equipment instead of diesel-powered equipment or generators, where feasible.

Establish staging areas for the construction equipment that are as distant as
possible from adjacent sensitive receptors (residential land uses).

Use haul trucks with on-road engines instead of off-road engines for on-site
hauling.

Utilize zero volatile organic compounds (VOC) and low VOC paints and
solvents, wherever possible.

Air Quality Regional Significance Thresholds

The SCAQMD has established air quality emissions thresholds for criteria air pollutants for the
purposes of determining whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment per
Section 15002(g) of the CEQA Guidelines. By complying with the thresholds of significance, the
Project would be in compliance with the SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan and the federal
and state air quality standards.

Table 6-3, SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds, lists the air quality significance
thresholds for the six criteria air pollutants analyzed in this section. Lead is not included as part of
this analysis as the Project is not expected to emit lead in any significant measurable quantity.

Table 6-3
SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds
Pollutant Construction (lbs./day) Operation (lbs./day)
NOx 100 55
voC 75 55
PMio 150 150
PM_5 55 55
SOx 150 150
co 550 550
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Regional Air Quality Impacts from Construction

Regional air quality emissions include both on-site and off-site emissions associated with
construction of the Project. Regional daily emissions of criteria pollutants are compared to the
SCAQMD regional thresholds of significance. The Project must follow all standard SCAQMD rules
and requirements with regards to fugitive dust control, as described below. Compliance with the
dust control is considered a standard requirement and included as part of the Air Quality
Regulations (AQR-AQ-1 through AQR-AQ-11), not mitigation, as this is a regulatory requirement.

Table 6-4, Regional Construction Emissions shows that the Project's daily construction
emissions will be below the applicable SCAQMD regional air quality standards and thresholds of
significance. As a result, the Project would not contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation. Furthermore, by complying with the SCAQMD standards, the Project would
not contribute to a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors).

Table 6-4
Regional Construction Emissions

Maximum Daily Emissions (Ibs./day)’
Activity voC NOx Cco SO, PM;o PMzs
Site Preparation 417 42 .47 22.24 0.04 9.31 5.87
Grading 4.55 50.26 32.76 0.06 572 3.44
Building Construction 6.77 51.70 52.74 0.19 11.64 4.04
Paving 1.40 10.23 '5.06 0.02 0.68 0.51
Architectural Coating 21.27 1.65 6.56 0.02 {1177, 0.53
Maximum!’ 21.27 51.70 52.74 0.19 11.64 5.87
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold (?) No No No No No No

"Maximum daily emissions during summer or winter; includes both on-site and off-site Project emissions
As shown in Table 6-4, regional construction daily emissions of criteria pollutants are expected to

be below the allowable thresholds of significance for all criteria pollutants. Therefore, Project
impacts would be less than significant.
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Operational Emissions
Operational Assumptions
Operational emissions occur over the life of the Project and are considered “long-term” sources of

emissions. Operational emissions include both direct and indirect sources (mobile source
emissions, energy source emissions, areas source emissions and other source emissions).

Operational Design Features

The following Air Quality Regulations for operations (AQR-AQ-12 through AQR-AQ-15) have
been included in the analysis below:

AQR-AQ-12 Comply with the mandatory requirements of Title 24 part 11 of the California
Building Standards Code (CALGreen) and the Title 24 Part 6 Building Efficiency
Standards.

AQR-AQ-13 Implement water conservation strategies, including low flow fixtures and toilets,
water efficient irrigation systems, drought tolerant/native landscaping, and
reduce the amount of turf.

AQR-AQ-14 Use electric landscaping equipment, such as lawn mowers and leaf blowers.

AQR-AQ-15 Comply with the mandatory requirements of CalRecycle’s commercial recycling
program and implement zero waste strategies.

Regional Operational Emissions

Long-term operational air pollutant impacts from the Project are shown in Table 6-5, Regional
Operational Emissions.
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Table 6-5
Regional Operational Emissions
Maximum Daily Emissions (Ibs./day)’

Activity voc © NOx co SO: PM;o PM:s
Mobile Sources 4.73 27.89 37.56 0.16 11.20 3.05
Energy Sources 0.33 2.99 2.52 0.02 0.23 0.23

Area Sources 2.30 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road Equipment 0.30 3.07 4.46 0.01 0.15 0.14
Stationary Sources 0.02 0.10 0.38 0.00 0.03 0.03
Total' 7.69 34.06 44.97 0.19 11.61 3.45
SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold (?) No No No No No No

T Maximum daily emissions during summer or winter

The maximum daily emissions analyzed in Table 6-5, include both on-site and off-site Project
emissions.

The Project’s daily operational emissions will be below the applicable SCAQMD regional air
quality standards and thresholds of significance, and the Project would not contribute substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation.

With incorporation of Air Quality Regulations for construction and operations (AQR-AQ-1 through
AQR-AQ-15), implementation of the Project will not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard. Any impacts will be less than significant.

¢) Would the Project expose sensitive receptors, which are located within one (1) mile of the
Project site, to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact

Localized Construction Analysis Modeling Parameters

CalEEMod calculates construction emissions based on the number of equipment hours and the
maximum daily disturbance activity possible for each piece of equipment. The AQ/GHG Analysis
(Appendix B) identifies the following parameters in order to compare CalEEMod reported
emissions against the localized significance threshold lookup tables:

¢ The off-road equipment list (including type of equipment, horsepower, and hours of operation)
assumed for the day of construction activity with maximum emissions.
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e The maximum number of acres disturbed on the peak day.
Any emission control devices added onto off-road equipment.

e Specific dust suppression techniques used on the day of construction activity with maximum
emissions.

Air quality emissions were analyzed using the SCAQMD’s Mass Rate Localized Significant
Threshold (LST) Look-up Tables. Table 6-6, SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds
(LST), lists the Localized Significance Thresholds (LST) used to determine whether a project may
generate significant adverse localized air quality impacts. LSTs represent the maximum
emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the
most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. LSTs are developed based
on the ambient concentrations of four applicable air pollutants for source receptor area (SRA) 26 —
Temecula Valley.

The nearest existing sensitive receptors are residential/winery uses located along the southern,
eastern and western property line of the site. The nearest structures to the property, where
people would be expected to stay for 24-hours or longer are approximately 50-75 meters away.
However, to be conservative the analysis uses the most stringent 25 meter thresholds for localized
emissions from any potential area of construction or operational activity. SCAQMD LST
methodology states that projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to the nearest
receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters.

The daily disturbance area is calculated to be 4 acres; however, LST thresholds are only based on
1, 2 and 5-acre sites. In order to be conservative, a linear progression model was used to
estimate the threshold for 4-acre site based on the established LST thresholds.

Table 6-6
SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds! (LST)
Pollutant Construction (Ibs./day) Operational (lbs./day)
NOx 323.3 323.3
CcO 1,671.9 1,671.9
PMio 10.9 383
PM_s 6.7 17

Based on the SCAQMD Mass Rate Localized Significance Thresholds for 4-acre site in SRA-26 at 25 meters

Table 6-7, Localized Construction Emissions - Unmitigated, illustrates the construction related
localized emissions and compares the results to SCAQMD LST thresholds.
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Table 6-7
Localized Construction Emissions - Unmitigated
Maximum Daily Emissions (Ibs./day)’
Activity NOx co PM;, PM; 5
On-site Emissions 50.20 31.96 9.11 5.82
SCAQMD Construction Threshold? 323.3 1,671.9 10.9 6.7
Exceeds Threshold (?) No No No No

T Maximum daily emissions during summer or winter: includes on-site Project emissions only
Z Reference 2006-2008 SCAQMD Mass Rate Localized Significant Thresholds for construction and operation, SRA-26, Temecula
Valley, 4-acre site, receptor distance 25 meters

As shown in Table 6-7, the emissions will be below the SCAQMD thresholds of significance for
localized construction emissions. Construction LST impacts will be less than significant with the
incorporation of Air Quality Regulations (AQR-AQ-1 through AQR-AQ-11) as standard conditions
of approval.

Diesel Particulate Matter — Construction

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant emissions from the Project would be related to
diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions associated with heavy diesel equipment used during
construction. According to SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are
usually described in terms of “individual cancer risk”. “Individual Cancer Risk” is the likelihood that
| a person exposed to concentrations of toxic air contaminants over a 30-year lifetime will contract
| cancer, based on the use of standard risk-assessment methodology.

As shown in Table 6-4, Regional Construction Emissions, and in Table 6-7, Localized
Construction Emissions - Unmitigated, construction-based particulate matter (PM) emissions
(including diesel exhaust emissions) do not exceed regional or local thresholds. Given the short-
term construction schedule, the proposed Project's construction activity is not expected to be a
long-term (i.e., 30 years) substantial source of toxic air contaminant emissions and corresponding
individual cancer risk and a health risk assessment is not warranted.

In September 2000, the CARB adopted the Diesel Risk Reduction Plan, which recommends
control measures to reduce the risks associated with DPM. The key elements of the Plan are to
clean up existing engines through engine retrofit emission control devices, adopt stringent
standards for new diesel engines, lower the sulfur content of diesel fuel, and implement advanced
technology emission control devices on diesel engines.

To ensure the level of DPM exposure is reduced to the maximum extent feasible, the Project shall
implement the best available pollution control strategies to minimize potential health risks. These
are reflected in SCAQMD requirements, as stated prior in the Air Quality Regulations (AQR-AQ-1
through AQR-AQ-11). Impacts from DPM are considered less than significant.
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Asbestos - Construction

Asbestos is a mineral fiber that has been used commonly in a variety of building construction
materials for insulation and as a fire-retardant. When asbestos-containing materials are damaged
or disturbed by repair, remodeling or demolition activities, microscopic fibers become airborne and
can be inhaled into the lungs, where they can cause significant health problems.

Based on the California Division of Mines and Geology General Location Guide for Ultramafic
Rocks in California - Areas More Likely to Contain Naturally Occurring Asbestos, naturally
occurring asbestos, found in serpentine and ultramafic rock, has not been shown to occur within in
the vicinity of the Project site. Therefore, the potential risk for naturally occurring asbestos (NOA)
during Project construction is small. However, in the event NOA is found on the site, the Project
will be required to comply with the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAP) standards. An Asbestos NESHAP Notification Form shall be completed and submitted
to the CARB immediately upon discovery of the contaminant.

If asbestos is discovered onsite during Project construction, the Project will be required to follow
NESHAP standards for emissions control during site renovation, waste transport and waste
disposal, and a person certified in asbestos removal procedures will be required to supervise on-
site activities. By following the required asbestos abatement protocols, Project impacts will be less
than significant.

Construction Traffic

Construction traffic is evaluated with regards to air quality and greenhouse gas related emissions.
Construction traffic is expected to be heaviest during the grading phase of the Project. As shown
in Table 6-4, with compliance with Air Quality Regulations (AQR-AQ-1 through AQR-AQ-11),
emission levels associated with on-site and off-site construction traffic will be below the applicable
thresholds set forth by the State of California and the SCAQMD.

Localized Operational Emissions

Project-related air emissions from on-site sources such as architectural coatings, landscaping
equipment, on-site usage of natural gas appliances as well as the operation of vehicles on-site
may have the potential to exceed the state and federal air quality standards in the Project vicinity,
even though these pollutant emissions may not be significant enough to create a regional impact
to the Air Basin. The nearest sensitive land uses are considered the residential and equestrian
uses located approximately 110 feet to the south of the property line, residential uses located
approximately 20 feet to the west of the property line, and the Frangipani Estate Winery located
approximately 30 feet to the east of the property line.

Table 6-8, Localized Operational Emissions, shows the localized operational emissions and
compares the results to SCAQMD LST thresholds of significance.
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Table 6-8
Localized Operational Emissions
Maximum Daily Emissions (Ibs./day)’
LST Pollutants h (2 < PMio PM2.5
(Ibs./day) (lbs./day) (Ibs./day) (Ibs./day)
On-site Emissions (mobile source)? 7.56 9.29 1.0 0.5
SCAQMD Operation Threshold? 323.2 1,671.9 33 1.7
Exceeds Threshold (?) No No No No

' Maximum daily emissions during summer or winter

2 Mobile source emissions include on-site vehicle emissions only (such as vehicle idling and circulating in the parking lot). It
is estimated that approximately 5% of mobile emissions will occur on the Project site.

% Reference: 2006-2008 SCAQMD Mass Rate Localized Significant Thresholds for construction and operation Table C-1
through C-6; SRA 26, Temecula valley disturbance area of 4-acre and receptor distance of 25 meters

As shown in Table 6-8, emissions will be below the SCAQMD thresholds of significance for
localized operational emissions. The Project will result in less than significant localized
operational emissions impacts.

Toxic Air Contaminants — Operations

A toxic air contaminant (TAC) is defined as air pollutants that may cause or contribute to an
increase in mortality or serious iliness, or which may pose a hazard to human health, and for
which there is no concentration that does not present some risk. Typically, the primary source of
TAC emissions for commercial land uses would be from on-site operations of diesel trucks. Diesel
trucks emit diesel particulate matter (DPM) which is a known source of TACs.

The Project may attract some light-heavy trucks for shipping and delivery purposes; however, the
Project is not considered a truck intensive use that would generate a significant amount of DPM.
Based on the Project’s trip generation, the Project is expected to generate a maximum of 70
heavy truck trips per day.

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, any project that has the potential to expose the
public to toxic air contaminants in excess of the following thresholds would be considered to have
a significant air quality impact:

o If the Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk is 10 in one million or greater; or

e Toxic air contaminants from the proposed project would result in a Hazard Index increase of 1
or greater.

Based on the Project’s trip generation, it is not expected that the Project would result in significant
incremental increases in potential cancer risks to surrounding sensitive receptors.

It should be noted however that a detailed health risk assessment has not been performed for this
Project. In order to determine if the Project may have a significant impact related to hazardous air
pollutants (HAP), the Health Risk Assessment Guidance for analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile
Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis, (Diesel Analysis), prepared by
SCAQMD, August 2003, recommends that if the Project is anticipated to create hazardous air
pollutants through stationary sources or regular operations of diesel trucks on the Project site,
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then the proximity of the nearest receptors to the source of the hazardous air pollutants and the
toxicity of the hazardous air pollutants should be analyzed through a comprehensive facility-wide
health risk assessment (HRA). The Air Quality Regulations (AQR-AQ-1 through AQR-AQ-11) will
reduce potential exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Any
impacts from TACs during operations will be less than significant.

Local CO Emission Impacts from Project-Generated Vehicular Trips

A CO hot spot is a localized concentration of carbon monoxide (CO) that is above the state one-
hour standard of 20 ppm or the eight-hour standard of 9 ppm. At the time of the publishing of the
1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the SCAB was designated nonattainment, and projects were
required to perform hot spot analyses to ensure they did not exacerbate an existing problem.
Since this time, the SCAB has achieved attainment status and the potential for hot spots caused
by vehicular traffic congestion has been greatly reduced. In fact, the SCAQMD AQMP found that
peak CO concentrations were primarily the result of unusual meteorological and topographical
conditions, not traffic congestion. Additionally, the 2003 SCAQMD AQMP found that, at four of the
busiest intersections in SCAB, there were no CO hot spots concentrations.

Furthermore, the Traffic Study (Appendix I) found that all significant Project traffic impacts would
be mitigated to less than significant levels. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that the Project
would not significantly increase traffic congestion in the vicinity of the site that would lead to the
formation of CO hot spots. The Project impact relative to CO hot spots will be less than
significant.

Therefore, implementation of the Project will not expose sensitive receptors, which are located
within one (1) mile of the Project site, to substantial pollutant concentrations. Any impacts will be
less than significant.

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

Less Than Significant Impact

According to the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints include
agricultural operations, wastewater treatment plants, landfills, and certain industrial operations
(such as manufacturing uses that produce chemicals, paper, etc.). Odors are typically associated
with industrial projects involving the use of chemicals, solvents, petroleum products, and other

strong-smelling elements used in manufacturing processes, as well as sewage treatment facilities
and landfills.

Heavy-duty equipment in the Project area during construction will emit odors; however, the
construction activity would cease to occur after individual construction is completed. The Project
is required to comply with Rule 402 during construction, which states that a person shall not
discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which
cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the
public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public,
or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.
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Rule 402 shall be implemented as a standard condition and is not considered unique mitigation
under CEQA. Any construction odors will be less than significant.

Land uses that commonly receive odor complaints include agricultural uses (farming and
livestock), chemical plants, composting operations, dairies, fiberglass molding facilities, food
processing plants, landfills, refineries, rail yards, and wastewater treatment plants. The Project
does not contain land uses that would typically be associated with significant odor emissions.

The Project will be required to comply with standard building code requirements related to exhaust
ventilation, as well as comply with SCAQMD Rule 402. Rule 402 requires that a person may not
discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which
cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the
public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public,
or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.
Project related odors are not expected to meet the criteria of being a nuisance. Any operational
impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation: = No mitigation measures are required.

Monitoring: No mitigation monitoring is required.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Would the Project:

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

b) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or ] % ] 1
through habitat modifications, on any endangered, or
threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations (Sections 670.2 or 670.5) or in Title
50, Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 17.12)?

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

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any ] 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 M M H X
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

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

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

Source(s): Revised Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
Consistency Analysis Plot Plan T180003, prepared by Principe And Associates,
6-20-2018 (Appendix C1a); Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan Section 6.1.2 Addendum Report, Plot Plan 180003, prepared
by Searl Biological Services, 8-27-2019 (Appendix C1b); Revised Nesting
Season Survey Burrowing Owl Plot Plan T180003 (PAR 1536), prepared by
Principe And Associates, 4-2-2018 (Appendix C2); Jurisdictional Delineation
Report Monarch Winery, prepared by Searl Biological Service, 4-3-2019
(Appendix C3); Ordinance No. 810.2 (An Ordinance of the County of Riverside
Amending Ordinance No. 810 to Establish the Western Riverside County Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan Mitigation Fee); Ordinance No. 633 (An
Ordinance of the County of Riverside Amending Ordinance No. 663 Establishing
The Riverside County Stephens' Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan Fee
Assessment Area and Setting Mitigation Fees); and Ordinance No. 559 (An
Ordinance of the County of Riverside Regulating the Removal of Trees).

Findings of Fact:

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

MSHCP Reserve Assembly Reguirements

The Project site is not located within a designated Cell, Cell Group or Sub Unit of the
Southwest Area Plan. Therefore, conservation has not been described for the Project site.

The Project site is located approximately 0.5 miles south of the closest MSHCP
Conservation Area - Cell #6694 of Cell Group C in the Vail Lake Sub Unit (SU3) of the
Southwest Area Plan. The MSHCP states that conservation within this Cell Group will
contribute to the assembly of Proposed Core 7 and Proposed Constrained Linkage 24.
Proposed Core 7 is comprised of a mosaic of upland and wetland habitat types in the Vail
Lake, Sage and Wilson Valley areas. Proposed Linkage 24 is comprised of the portion of
Temecula Creek east of Redhawk Parkway and west of Pauba Road. Specifically,
conservation within this Cell Group will range from 60%-70% of the Cell Group focusing in
the southern and central portions of the Cell Group.

The Project site is located approximately 1.1 miles south of the central portion of Cell Group
C where conservation within this Cell Group will contribute to the assembly of Proposed
Core 7. It is also located approximately 4.2 miles northeast of where conservation within
this Cell Group will contribute to the assembly of Proposed Constrained Linkage 24.
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The Project site does not have direct relationships to the assembly of Proposed Core 7 or
Proposed Constrained Linkage 24.

MSHCP _Section 6.1.1 (Property Owner Initiated Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition

Negotiation Strategy (HANS)

As stated above, the Project site is not located within an area that has been identified in the
MSHCP as an area where conservation potentially needs to occur. Review of a HANS
Application by the County Planning Department staff from the Environmental Programs
Division will therefore not be required pursuant to the MSHCP and the Riverside County
General Plan.

The Project is consistent with Section 6.1.1 of the MSHCP.

MSHCP Section 6.1.2 (Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and
Vernal Pools)

Long Valley Wash (which traverses the Project site) is located in the Santa Margarita
Watershed and is tributary to Santa Gertrudis Creek, which is tributary to Murrieta Creek,
which is ultimately tributary to the Santa Margarita River. As stated in the Project
Description, the Project will not connect to any sewer lines and will utilize a proposed onsite
septic system. The onsite septic system will be evaluated by DEH to ensure that nit is not
located anywhere near a drainage area with the potential of reaching a water of the state/US
prior to approval.

Based on field evidence observed on March 5 and July 8, 2019 by the Project Biologists, it
appears that the majority of flows from Long Valley Wash have been diverted upstream and
those that remain dissipate and flow through the Project site as surface sheetflow.
Impediments upstream of the property, particularly the approximate 1,300-foot-wide area to
the south planted with vineyard, appear to disperse and dissipate any concentrated flows.
Impediments included planted grapes and associated vineyard stakes and wires and
perpendicular wire fence-lines. Since the date of this field visit, the southerly 17.73 acres
was replanted with grapevines pursuant to an Agricultural Grading/Clearing Certificate
Exemption, dated August 7, 2017 (BFE 170055).

As observed during the site survey, the historic low-flow area of Long Valley Wash on the
property did not support evidence of concentrated flow. A remnant incised channel was
present in the central portion near the Project crossing and was not connected up or
downstream and did not appear to be currently hydrologically active. The crossing and the
access dirt road did not support evidence of recent flow. This, even after the Temecula area
had experienced a four-day storm event from February 13 to February 16 that produced
6.04 inches of rain, indicates that these areas are no longer hydrologically active. Other
field indicators of a historic hydrologic regime in the 1,300-foot area included the scattered,
sparse, and drought stressed riparian scrub and the presence of an indistinct upland swale
with what appeared to be a human-created earthen bank which is comprised of the
approximately 530-feet in the downstream portion. The earthen bank was likely put in place
for agricultural purposes and appeared to have been present for many years.
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As observed during the site survey, potential riparian/riverine areas were only present in the
western portion of the Property. Surface sheetflow across the property likely concentrates in
this area and is also collected in an agricultural drainage swale that is situated perpendicular
to the vineyard. This swale, which is lined with rock, also collects storm runoff from De
Portola Road. Road runoff, which originates on the eastside of De Portola Road, is
conveyed onto the property via three 24-inch culverts. Small collection basins are located at
the terminus of these culverts which dissipate flows to sheetflow once the basins are filled.
No evidence of concentrated flow was observed immediately downstream of the collection
basins.

The terminus of the agricultural swale supported clear hydrologic flow indicators which
included a bed and bank, sparse riparian vegetation, sediment transport, bent vegetation,
and small debris racks. The largest concentration of riparian scrub, though still with an open
canopy, was also present in this area.

As observed during the site survey, an erosional gully was present in the northeastern
portion of the site. It was confined to a small ravine worn away by running water originating
from the paved surfaces of the development located adjacent to the northeast corner of the
Project site. The gully was evident for approximately 500 feet where it conveyed storm
water runoff downslope before it dissipated on the surface as sheetflow. The gully did not
connect to the historic low-flow area of Long Valley Wash and was not clearly evident on the
site in 1967, 1978, or 1996 according to a review of historic site photographs. The gully was
present in 2009 subsequent to the construction of development offsite.

Reference Figure 7-1, MSHCP Section 6.1.2 Assessment Results. Representative
photographs of the MSHCP Section 6.1.2 assessment and a photographic key map are
provided in Appendix B of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan Section 6.1.2 Addendum Report, Plot Plan 180003 (Appendix C1b).

The Project will not impact any potential riparian/riverine areas. The existing hydrologic flow
regime will remain unaltered and will continue to provide flow to support the existing
riparian/riverine area. The flows conveyed by the two 24-inch culverts located within the
proposed acceleration/deceleration lane improvement area will be equivalent to the existing
condition with the installation and extension of the proposed two 24-inch culverts. Flows will
exit the two 24-inch culverts and flow downstream as sheetflow along De Portola Road
where they will discharge to an existing agricultural swale.
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No Project-related impacts are proposed within the agricultural swale or riparian/riverine
area in the western portion of the site. These areas will remain in their current state.

Other kinds of aquatic features that could provide suitable habitat for endangered and
threatened species of fairy shrimp are not present on the Project site (e.g. vernal pools or
swales, vernal pool-like ephemeral ponds, stock ponds or other human-modified
depressions such as tire ruts, etc.).

Topography in the northern half of the Project site is dominated by a series of elongate
hilltops and ridges flanked by shallow U-shaped valleys. The ridges trend in general north-
to- south directions, decreasing in elevations by about 40 feet. The valleys also decrease
about 40 feet in elevations between the ridges. There was no evidence discovered in the
northern portion of the Project site of the retention of storm water in naturally-occurring
ponds or manmade depressions.

Relatively flat-lying terrain is present in the southern portion of the Project site. South of the
onsite wash, the terrain slopes in a general north-to-south direction toward De Portola Road.
Because the channel was not incised in the eastern portion of the site, storm water runoff
drained onto the flat-lying southern portion of the Project site where it either percolated into
the ground or flowed into the drainage ditches present along the side of De Portola Road.
During the four nesting season surveys for the burrowing owl conducted between July 17 and
August 10, 2017 there was no evidence discovered in that portion of the Project site of the
retention of storm water in naturally-occurring pools or manmade depressions. The majority
of the soils mapped in that area, Hanford and Visalia sandy loams, were loose and
uncompacted when the burrowing owl surveys were being conducted. At that time when
data was first being collected to complete this section of the MSHCP Consistency Analysis,
it was determined that they did not appear capable of ponding water long enough to support
fairy shrimp. The statement was then made that the biological functions and values of
Vernal Pools did not exist. Suitable habitats for the species listed under the heading
“Purpose” in this section of the MSHCP were not present there.

It should be noted that when surveys were conducted at the site on September 29 and
October 4, 2017, the southern portion of the site was ripped and blended, cross ripped to a
depth of 3 feet then floated so planting of a vineyard could occur (per Agricultural
Grading/Clearing Certificate Exemption BFE 170055). When two more surveys were
conducted at the site on January 5 and February 9, 2018, the vineyard had been planted with
a 3-wire trellis system plus a drip irrigation line, metal strained wire fence supports and
braced metal posts, which resulted in a condition that changed from when the original
surveys were conducted. The vineyard will continue to be maintained to grow grapes for the
production of wines. Potential fairy shrimp habitat is no longer present in the southern
portion of the site.

Other kinds of perennial or seasonal aquatic features that could be classified as federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act are also not present on
the site (e.g., rivers, open waters, swamps, marshes, bogs, fens, etc.). The site does not
have a direct relationship to existing wetland regulations.
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The Project will not impact any riparian/riverine areas and therefore, is consistent with
MSHCP Section 6.1.2 which applies to the protection of species associated with
riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools.

MSHCP Sections 6.1.3 (Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species)

Based on Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, the site is not located within a Narrow Endemic Plant
Species Survey Area.

The Project is consistent with Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP.

MSHCP Section 6.1.4 (Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface)

Fuels management focuses on hazard reduction for humans and their property. Fuels
management for human safety must continue in a manner that is compatible with public
safety and conservation of biological resources. Fuels management for human hazard
reduction involves reducing fuel loads in areas where fire may threaten human safety or
property, suppressing fires once they have started, and providing access for fire
suppression equipment and personnel. It is recognized that brush management to reduce
fuel loads and protect urban uses and public health and safety shall occur where
development is adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area.

The site is not located adjacent to a MSHCP Conservation Area. Based on existing fuels
management policies, it does not appear that fuels management will be required for future
land uses on the Project site. Grading will however result in the removal of the riversidean
sage scrub growing on the hills and valleys located in the northern portion of the site that
may threaten human safety or property during a wildfire.

The Project will include measures to reduce the potential of adverse effects from drainage,
toxics, etc. with the implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
and a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP). These standard conditions are applicable
to all development; therefore, they are not considered mitigation for CEQA implementation
purposes.

The Project is consistent with MSHCP Section 6.1.4.

MSHCP Section 6.3.2 (Additional Survey Needs and Procedures)

Burrowing Owl (BUOW)

Based on Figures 6-2 (Criteria Area Species Survey Areas), 6-3 (Amphibian Species Survey
Areas) and 6-5 (Mammal Species Survey Areas) of the MSHCP, the Project site is not
located in an area where additional surveys are needed for certain species in conjunction with
MSHCP implementation in order to achieve coverage for these species. Also, the site is not
located in a Special Linkage Area.

The Project site is however located within the Burrowing Owl Survey Area, Figure 6-4 of the
MSHCP. Based on the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside
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Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Area, an independent assessment was made of
the presence or absence of burrowing owl habitats on the Project site and in a 150-meter
buffer zone around the Project boundary.

The assessment determined that the Project site and portions of the buffer zone supported
suitable burrowing owl habitats consisting of relatively large open expanses of annual
grassland on gentle rolling and level terrain with active small mammal burrows. Required
habitat features capable of being used for nesting and roosting were minimal on the site and
in the buffer zone and included California ground squirrel burrows and artificial burrows
(culverts).

A Nesting Season Survey following the survey instructions was then undertaken. Four
surveys were conducted between July 17 and August 10, 2017. During the 2017 Nesting
Season Survey, burrowing owls were not observed. Required burrowing owl habitats
capable of being used for nesting and roosting were not being used. Also, animal signs
diagnostic of burrowing owls that are sometimes overlooked were not discovered anywhere
on the site or in the buffer zone. There was no evidence of either active habitats presently
being used by burrowing owls, or habitats abandoned within the last year.

The Revised Nesting Season Survey for the Burrowing Owl prepared by Principe and
Associates (April 2, 2018) was approved by the Riverside County Planning Department,
Environmental Programs department on April 3, 2018.

Completion of this Nesting Season Survey is consistent with Species Conservation
Objective 5 of the MSHCP that was developed for the burrowing owl. To ensure direct
mortality of burrowing owls is avoided in the future, a pre-construction presence/absence
survey shall be conducted within thirty (30) days prior to ground disturbance at the Project
site. The Project would then be consistent with Species Conservation Objective 6 of the
MSHCP.

To ensure direct mortality of burrowing owls is avoided, a pre-construction survey for
burrowing owl is required by the MSHCP prior to any Project-related ground disturbance
activities. Additionally, a pre-construction survey for nesting birds is also required to ensure
that if grading or construction occur during the breeding season, that impacts to any nesting
birds will be avoided and/or minimized to the extent feasible. Pre-construction take
avoidance surveys are included as Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1 and Mitigation Measure
MM-BIO-2. Impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level with the incorporation of
mitigation measures.

With incorporation of Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-2, the proposed Project
is consistent with MSHCP Section 6.3.2.

MSHCP Section 6

Section 6 of the MSHCP requires:

Payment of the mitigation fee and compliance with the requirements of Section 6.0
are intended to provide full mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act
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(CEQA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Endangered Species
Act, and California Endangered Species Act for impacts to the species and habitats
covered by the MSHCP pursuant to agreements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and/or any other appropriate
participating regulatory agencies and as set forth in the Implementing Agreement for
the MSHCP.

The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Mitigation Fee
has been established to provide mitigation for biological impacts from projects within the
MSHCP area. This is not considered unique mitigation under CEQA.

The proposed Project is also located within the boundary of the adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) for the endangered Stephens’ kangaroo rat (SKR) implemented
by the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA). The SKR HCP mitigates
impacts from development on the SKR by establishing a network of preserves and a system
for managing and monitoring them. The proposed Project is located within the SKR HCP
area and will be required to comply with applicable provisions of this plan, specifically,
payment of fees. Payment of this fee is a standard condition and is not considered unique
mitigation under CEQA.

In conclusion, the proposed Project is consistent with all applicable sections of the MSHCP.
Adherence to standard conditions and implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1,
and Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2 will ensure consistency with the MSHCP. Thus, the
proposed Project will not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan. Therefore, impacts are less than significant with adherence to standard
conditions and mitigation measures.

The proposed Project is consistent with MSHCP Section 6.

b) Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any endangered, or threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the
Califo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>