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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Document Purpose

This document is an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) prepared in accordance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), including all criteria, standards, and
procedures of CEQA (California Public Resource Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15000 et seq.).
This IS/MND is an informational document intended for use by the City of Jurupa Valley, Trustee
and Responsible agencies, and members of the general public in evaluating the physical
environmental effects of the proposed Vernola Marketplace Apartments Project (hereafter “the
Project” and as further described in Subsection 5.3).

This IS/MND was compiled by the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department, serving as the Lead
Agency for the proposed Project pursuant to CEQA §21067 and CEQA Guidelines Article 4 and
§15367. “Lead Agency” refers to the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying
out or approving a project.

The following information is provided in this Introduction: 1) the location of the proposed Project;
2) the standards of adequacy for a MND under CEQA; 3) a summary of the Initial Study findings
supporting the Lead Agency’s decision to prepare a MND for the proposed Project; 4) a description
of the format and content of this IS/MND; 5) the governmental processing requirements to consider
the proposed Project for approval; and 6) a description of the proposed Project.

1.2  Project Location

The Project site is approximately 17.4 acres in size and is located in the City of Jurupa Valley,
Riverside County, California. Specifically, the property is located east of Interstate 15 (I-15), north
of 68t Street, and west of Pats Ranch Road. Additional Project location details, including a regional
and vicinity map are provided in Section 5.1 Environmental Setting of this document.

1.3  Project Summary

The Project Applicant submitted the following applications to the City of Jurupa Valley, which
comprise the proposed Project: a General Plan Amendment (GPA1404), Change of Zone (CZ1405),
Specific Plan Amendment No. 3 to the I-15 Corridor Specific Plan (SPA1401), Development
Agreement (DA1501), and a Site Development Plan (SDP31416). Collectively, the City of Jurupa
Valley refers to these applications as Master Application No. MA1485. The Project Applicant’s
marketing name for the Project is “Vernola Marketplace Apartments.” GPA1404 seeks to change
the General Plan land use designation of the property from Community Development: Light
Industrial (LI) to Community Development: Highest Density Residential (HHDR). CZ1405 seeks to
change the zoning classification from Industrial Park (IP) to General Residential (R-3). The
proposed Project site comprises a portion of Planning Area 5 of Specific Plan No. 266 (I-15 Corridor
Specific Plan). Specific Plan No. 266 Amendment No. 3 proposes to revise the boundary of Planning
Area 5 to remove a portion of the planning area, including a portion of the Project site, from the
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Specific Plan. DA15101 is the case number for a proposed Development Agreement between the
Applicant and the City of Jurupa Valley, to specify and guarantee the land use rights to be granted
for this project as well as the Project commitments to provide infrastructure improvements,
funding for various community improvements, development phasing, and other conditions.
SPA1401 is the City of Jurupa Valley case number that identifies said Specific Plan Amendment
proposal. Site Development Permit (SDP31416) proposes 25 apartment buildings housing a total of
397 apartment units.

Refer to Subsection 5.3, Project Description, for a more detailed description of the proposed Project.
The Project’s application materials are on file with the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department
(8304 Limonite Avenue, Suite “M,” Jurupa Valley, California 92509) and are hereby incorporated by
reference. CEQA Guidelines §15150 allows for the incorporation “by reference all or portions of
another document... [and is] most appropriate for including long, descriptive, or technical materials
that provide general background ....”

1.4 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

1.4.1 CEQA Objectives

CEQA (Public Resources Code §21000, et seq.) requires that before a public agency makes a
decision to approve a project that could have one or more adverse effects on the physical
environment, the agency must inform itself about the project’s potential environmental impacts,
give the public an opportunity to comment on the environmental issues, and take feasible measures
to avoid or reduce potential harm to the physical environment. The principal objectives of CEQA
are to: 1) inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, significant
environmental effects of proposed activities; 2) identify the ways that environmental damage can
be avoided or significantly reduced; 3) prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by
requiring changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the
governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible; and 4) disclose to the public the reasons why
a governmental agency approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant
environmental effects are involved.

1.4.2 CEQA Requirements for MNDs

A MND is a written statement by the Lead Agency briefly describing the reasons a proposed project,
which is not exempt from the requirements of CEQA, will not have a significant effect on the
environment and therefore does not require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) (CEQA Guidelines § 15371). The CEQA Guidelines require the preparation of a MND if the
Initial Study prepared for a project identifies potentially significant effects, but: 1) revisions in the
project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by the applicant before a proposed MND and
Initial Study are released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point
where clearly no significant effects would occur; and 2) there is no substantial evidence, in light of
the whole record before the Lead Agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect
on the environment. If the potentially significant effects associated with a project cannot be
mitigated to a level below significance, then an EIR must be prepared (CEQA Guidelines §
15070[b]).
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1.4.3 CEQA Requirements for Environmental Setting and Baseline Conditions

CEQA Guidelines §15125 establishes requirements for defining the environmental setting to which
the environmental effects of a proposed project must be compared. The environmental setting is
defined as “...the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the
time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time
the environmental analysis is commenced...” (CEQA Guidelines §15125[a]). In the case of the
proposed Project, the Initial Study determined that a MND is the appropriate form of CEQA
compliance document, which does not require a Notice of Preparation (NOP). Thus, the
environmental setting for the proposed Project is the approximate date that the Project’s
environmental analysis commenced.

The Project Applicant submitted applications for the proposed Project to the City of Jurupa Valley in
July 2014, at which time the City commenced the Project’s environmental analysis. Accordingly, the
environmental setting for the proposed Project is defined as the physical environmental conditions
on the Project site and in the vicinity of the proposed Project as they existed in July 2014.

1.4.4 Initial Study Findings

Section 6.0 of this document contains the responses to the Environmental Checklist/Initial Study
that was prepared for the proposed Project pursuant to CEQA and City of Jurupa Valley
requirements. The Environmental Checklist/Initial Study determined that implementation of the
proposed Project would result in no impacts or less than significant environmental effects under
the issue areas of:

e Agriculture and Forestry Resources
e Greenhouse Gas Emissions

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials
e Hydrology and Water Quality

e Land Use and Planning

e Mineral Resources

e Population and Housing

e Public Services

e Recreation

o Utilities

e Mandatory Findings of Significance

The Environmental Checklist/Initial Study determined that the proposed Project would result in
potentially significant effects to the following issue areas, but the Project Applicant will incorporate
mitigation measures that would avoid or mitigate effects to a point where clearly no significant
environmental effects would occur:

e Aesthetics
e Air Quality

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 1-3



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

e Biological Resources

e (Cultural Resources

e Geology and Soils

e Noise

e Transportation/Traffic

The Environmental Checklist/Initial Study determined that, with the incorporation of mitigation
measures, there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the Lead Agency
(City of Jurupa Valley), that the Project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment.
Therefore, and based on the findings of the Environmental Checklist/Initial Study, the City of
Jurupa Valley determined that a MND shall be prepared for the proposed Project pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines § 15070(b).

1.4.5 Format and Content of MND

The following components comprise the MND in its entirety:

1.

This document, including all Sections. Section 6.0 contains the completed
Environmental Checklist/Initial Study and its associated analyses which document the
reasons to support the findings and conclusions of the Initial Study;

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) in Section 8.0, which
identifies the entities responsible for ensuring the timely and complete
implementation of all mitigation measures imposed on the proposed Project to ensure
that effects to the environment are reduced to less-than-significant levels. The basis
for the MMRP is found in the Environmental Checklist/Initial Study; and

Fourteen (14) technical reports that evaluate the effects of the proposed Project, which
are attached as Technical Appendices Al-I. These technical reports also are on file and
available for public review at the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department (8304
Limonite Avenue Suite, “M,” Jurupa Valley, California 92509) and are hereby
incorporated by reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15150.

Al. Air Quality Impact Analysis

A2. Mobile Source Air Toxic and Criteria Pollutant Health Risk Assessment
B1. Biological Technical Report — Project Site

B2. Biological Technical Report — Adjacent Property

C1. Cultural Resources Assessment - Project Site

C2. Paleontological Resources Assessment — Project Site

C3. Cultural Resources Assessment - Adjacent Property

C4. Paleontological Resources Assessment - Adjacent Property
D.  Geotechnical Engineering Investigation

E.  Greenhouse Gas Analysis

F.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment

G1. Drainage Study Report

G2. Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan

G3. Infiltration Evaluation

G4. Water and Sewer Availability Letter
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H. Noise Impact Analysis
L. Traffic Impact Analysis

4. All plans, policies, regulatory requirements, and other documentation that is
incorporated by reference in this document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15150.

1.4.6 IS/MND Processing

The City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department directed and supervised the preparation of this
IS/MND. Although prepared with the assistance of the consulting firm T&B Planning, Inc., the
content contained within and conclusions drawn by this IS/MND reflect the sole independent
judgment of the City of Jurupa Valley.

This IS/MND and a Notice of Intent (NOI) to adopt the MND will be distributed to the following
entities for a minimum 20-day public review period: 1) organizations and individuals who have
previously requested such notice in writing to the City of Jurupa Valley; 2) responsible and trustee
agencies (public agencies that have a level of discretionary approval over some component of the
proposed Project); 3) the Riverside County Clerk; and 4) the State Clearinghouse. The NOI also will
be noticed to the general public in the Riverside County Record, which is a primary newspaper of
circulation in the areas affected by the Project. The NOI identifies the location(s) where the
IS/MND and its associated MMRP and technical reports are available for public review. During the
minimum 20-day public review period, comments on the adequacy of the IS/MND document may
be submitted to the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department.

Following the minimum 20-day public review period, the City of Jurupa Valley will review any
comment letters received and determine whether any substantive comments were provided that
may warrant revisions to the IS/MND document. If substantial revisions are not necessary (as
defined by CEQA Guidelines §15073.5(b)), then the IS/MND will be finalized and forwarded to the
Jurupa Valley Planning Commission and City Council for review as part of their deliberations
concerning the proposed Project.

The Jurupa Valley Planning Commission has the authority to recommend, conditionally
recommend, or not recommend the Project for approval. The Jurupa Valley City Council has
exclusive authority to approve, conditionally approve, or deny the Project. Accordingly, public
hearings will be held before the Jurupa Valley Planning Commission and City Council to consider
the proposed Project and the adequacy of this IS/MND. Public comments will be heard and
considered at the hearings. At the conclusion of the public hearing process, the City Council will
take action to approve, conditionally approve, or deny the proposed Project. If approved, the City
Council will adopt findings relative to the Project’s environmental effects as disclosed in the
IS/MND and a Notice of Determination (NOD) will be filed with the Riverside County Clerk.
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2.0 PROJECT CONTACT INFORMATION

1. Project Title and File Number:

Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485: General Plan Amendment 1404,
Zone Change 1405, Specific Plan Amendment 1401, Development Agreement DA1501, Site
Development Permit 31416)

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:

City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department, 8304 Limonite Avenue, Suite M, Jurupa Valley, CA
92509

3. Project Location:

East of Interstate 15, north of 68th Street, west of Pats Ranch Road

4. Lead Agency Contact Person(s) and Phone Numbers:

Laurie Lovret, (951) 332-6464

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

Rick Bondar, P.O. Box 1295, Corona, CA 92878

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

Responsible Agencies: There are no Responsible Agencies, as defined in Section 15381 of
the CEQA Guidelines, who have discretionary approval authority over this project.

Other Agencies: Grading and construction activities must be conducted in accordance with
the terms of an NPDES General Construction Permit, to be issued by the Santa Ana Regional
Water Quality Control Board.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

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

Aesthetics Land Use and Planning

Agriculture and Forestry Resources Mineral Resources

Air Quality Noise

Biological Resources Population and Housing

Cultural Resources Public Services

Geology and Soils Recreation

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Transportation/Traffic

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Utilities and Service Systems
Hydrology and Water Quality Mandatory Findings of Significance

Because none of the environmental factors above are “checked,” the Project does not require the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.
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4.0 INITIAL STUDY DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

I find that although the proposal could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because
revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[ find that the proposal MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposal MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment,
but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed
by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on
attached sheets, if the effect is a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated.” An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.

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

City of Jurupa Valley

City of Jurupa Valley

Signature Agency

Thomas G. Merrell, AICP, Planning Director Date 0/’27— 70 /ﬁ)

Printed Name/Title
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5.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project involves the construction and operation of an apartment community on an
approximately 17.4 acre property in the City of Jurupa Valley, Riverside County, California. The
Project proposes to develop the property with 25 apartment buildings housing 397 apartment units
and associated amenities including a clubhouse, swimming pool, and landscaped areas. The site
also would contain internal drive aisles, parking areas, walls and fencing, utilities, and other
infrastructure improvements.

Information about the Project site’s location and environmental setting is provided in this
Subsection, below. Detailed information about the Project’s proposed physical features and
construction and operational characteristics is found in Subsection 5.3.

5.1 Environmental Setting

5.1.1 Project Location

The Project site is located in the City of Jurupa Valley in the northwestern portion of Riverside
County, California. The City of Jurupa Valley encompasses approximately 43.5 square miles and is
located in an urbanizing area of southern California commonly referred to as the Inland Empire.
The Inland Empire is an approximate 28,000 square mile region comprising San Bernardino
County, Riverside County, and the eastern tip of Los Angeles County. According to the Southern
California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 2012 Integrated Growth Forecast, the Inland Empire
is a fast-growing metropolitan area with large amounts of available land for future growth.

The approximate population of the City of Jurupa Valley as of January 1, 2014 census data is 97,774
persons, according to the California Department of Finance. SCAG’s adopted 2012 Regional
Transportation Plan Growth Forecast estimates that the City’s population will grow to 103,700
persons by 2020 and 126,000 persons by 2035. The City of Jurupa Valley abuts the city of Fontana
(in San Bernardino County) to the north, the cities of Norco and Riverside to the south, the city of
Eastvale to the west, and the City of Riverside and County of San Bernardino to the east. Figure 5-1,
Regional Map, depicts the City of Jurupa Valley and location of the Project site in context to the
regional setting.

The Project site is located in the southwestern portion of the City of Jurupa Valley, specifically
situated east of Interstate 15 (I-15), north of 68t Street, and west of Pats Ranch Road. The location
of the subject property is shown on Figure 5-2, Vicinity Map.

The Project site lies within portions of Section 30 of Township 2 South, Range 6 West of the San
Bernardino Base and Meridian and includes the following Assessor Parcel Numbers:

Assessor Parcel Numbers:

152-020-012
152-020-021
152-020-022

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 5-1



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

/

——

CAMONGA
|
\

—
o .
[ T . =/I’/\‘
A e AV
: k " W 4
Ju LU A VALLEY 4
. %
7 o '/j’ , P Z
29 [
DR®) J? g ' \/»\/
) oy ,
1 ,—’/”’_
= J\\\__ _,a‘f.‘.’;:g_sTA'\N"F’A"&iA/R|VEB '
R — e \ REGIONAL PARK . fa
4
.i )
| ) A : .I
r f; i -
i Y ’I ; 2
LFATKYE;

MAVTIH E\W.S; . <7

(= N

RIVERSIDE
couUNTY

)
KEY MAP

Source(s): ESRI, RCTLMA (2014), SANBA (2014)

T&B PLANNING, INC. Figure 5-1
PRI , [N
www.tbplanning.com ?Mﬂm REGIONAL MAP

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 5-2






Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

5.1.2 Surrounding Land Uses and Development

Figure 5-3, Surrounding Land Uses, illustrates the existing land uses in the vicinity of the Project site.

North: Located directly north of the Project site is vacant undeveloped land, beyond which are
commercial uses that include an optometrist office and Fitness 19. North of Fitness 19 along Pats
Ranch Road is the 387,000 s.f. community shopping center known as the “Vernola Marketplace.”
This commercial center is occupied by several nationwide franchised retail stores, including
Lowe’s, Michael’s, Bed, Bath & Beyond, Ross Dress for Less, Kirkland’s, BevMo, Payless Shoe Store,
and Petco. Other national franchises located here include Carl’s Jr., Del Taco, Jamba Juice, Denny’s
and Citibank.

South: The Project site is bounded on the south by 68th Street. Located to the south of 68t Street
is vacant, undeveloped land formerly used for agricultural purposes that is approved for the future
development of 464 single-family residential homes and a neighborhood park site (i.e., the
“Riverbend” project, approved by City of Jurupa Valley Resolution 2013-29 on October 17, 2013).
South of the Riverbend property is the Santa Ana River.

East: The Project site is bounded on the east by Pats Ranch Road. Located to the east of Pats Ranch
Road are single-family detached homes in several neighborhoods that comprise the master planned
community of Township Place. Located north of the single-family detached homes is Limonite
Meadows Park. To the east of the single-family detached homes is Louis Vandermolen
Fundamental Elementary School.

West: To the west of the Project site is Interstate 15 (I-15). Located west of the I-15 Freeway are
neighborhoods of single-family detached homes that are located in the City of Eastvale.

5.1.3 Existing Physical Site Conditions

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15125, the physical environmental condition for purposes of
establishing the setting of an MND is the environment as it existed at the time the Lead Agency
commenced the environmental analysis for the project. The Project’s applications were submitted
to the City of Jurupa Valley in July 2014, and the environmental analysis for the Project commenced
at that time. As such, the environmental baseline for the Project is established as July 2014 and the
following subsections provide a description of the Project site’s physical environmental condition
as of that approximate date. Topics are presented in no particular order of importance.

5.1.3.1 Land Use

Under existing conditions, the property is vacant undeveloped land that contains no structural
improvements. Numerous soil piles are found on the eastern half of the site; these are deposits of
non-hazardous construction debris from a variety of sources. The existing land use condition is
shown on Figure 5-4, Aerial Photograph.

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 5-4



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

5.1.3.2 Topography

The Project site gently slopes north to south in elevation from 624 feet to 644 feet above mean sea
level (AMSL). There are no unique or topographic features such as rock outcroppings, present on
the Project site. The existing topographic conditions at the Project site are illustrated on Figure 5-5,
USGS Topographic Map.

5.1.3.3 Geology

The Project site is located within the Peninsular Ranges geomorphic province of California. The
Peninsular Ranges province extends from the Los Angeles Basin southeast to Baja California and
the Pacific Ocean eastward to the Coachella Valley and Colorado Desert. The province consists of
numerous northwest to southeast-trending mountain ranges and valleys that are geologically
controlled by several major active faults. The Project site is located in the northern part of the
Perris block, a generally stable area situated between two major faults, the Chino/Elsinore and San
Jacinto fault zones. More specifically, the Project site is located on older, uplifted, dissected alluvial
surface associated with the Santa Ana drainage, and contains younger alluvial sediments associated
with the Santa Ana drainage, and contains younger alluvial sediments associated with a present-day
concrete-channelized tributary. The soil materials underlying the Project site are identified as old
and very old alluvial deposits (early Pleistocene), with Holocene alluvium in the dissecting
tributary. The older deposits are described as mostly well dissected, indurated, sand and gravel
deposits. The basement beneath the alluvium consists of Cretaceous granitic and metamorphic
rocks of the Riverside area. Refer to Appendix D for additional detail.

The Project site is not located in a Riverside County Recommended Earthquake Fault Study Zone or
within any Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, no known faults underlie the site and no active
or potentially active faults are trending towards or through the site. The nearest mapped fault is
the Chino-Central Avenue Fault Zone, which is located approximately 6.2 miles from the Project
site. Similar to other properties throughout southern California, the Project site is located in a
seismically active region and is subject to ground shaking during seismic events.

5.1.3.4 Soils

Based on the geotechnical investigation conducted by NorCal Engineering (refer to Appendix D),
the exploratory boring and trenches revealed the existing earth materials to consist of a fill and
natural soil. A surficial and stockpile fill classifying as brown, fine to medium grained, silty sand to
sandy and clayey silt was encountered to a depth of 1 to 18 feet. These soils were noted to be
loose/soft to dense/stiff and damp to moist. NorCal Engineering observed several large stockpiles
of soil up to approximately 18 feet in height situated along the entire southeast portion of the
Project site. An undisturbed alluvium soil classifying as a brown, fine to medium grained, silty sand
to sandy silt was encountered beneath the fill and observed to be medium dense/firm and silty to
gravelly sands which were noted to be stiff and very dense and moist.
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5.1.3.5 Hydrology

Site runoff consists of sheetflow in a generally north-south pattern. Surface flow on site is currently
collected by one storm drain inlet located approximately 440 feet north of 68t Street and 50 feet
east of the [-15 Freeway right-of-way. This storm drain flows into a RCFCWCD underground
reinforced concrete box structure (Line “]”) that runs along the western site boundary. The Project
site is within the Santa Ana River Watershed, Region 8 of the California Water Resources Control
Board. Receiving waters for the property’s drainage are the Santa Ana River Reach 3, 2, and 1,
which discharge into the Pacific Ocean, and the Prado Basin Area. The Santa Ana River Reach 3 is
303(d) impaired by copper, pathogens, and lead and Reach 2 is impaired by indicator bacteria.
Before discharging into the Pacific Ocean approximately 43 miles west of the Project site, the tidal
prism of the Santa Ana River and Newport Slough is impaired by pathogens.

The subject site is not located in a 100-year flood hazard zone delineated by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA). The site is not in an area threatened by potential inundation due to
dam or levee failure, or by seiche, tsunamis, or mudslides.

5.1.3.6 Vegetation Communities

The entire Project site is disturbed and is either unvegetated or is dominated by non-native, ruderal
species. The Project site does contain any special-status vegetation types, including those identified
by the California Natural Diversity DataBase.

5.1.3.7 Wildlife

The Project site is not located within United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) designated
critical habitat areas. No special-status animals were detected during the biological survey at the
Project site, although a few species have the potential to occur. Species that have a low probability
of occurrence on the site include the California horned lark and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit.
The Project site provides suitable foraging habitat for a number of raptor species, including special-
status raptors. For example, the disturbed, loose soils provide suitable habitat for the burrowing
owl, a raptor species classified as “sensitive” by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW).

5.1.3.8 Cultural Resources

The Project site is not known to have unique historical significance to the region. No structures
exist on the Project site. No known historic resources exist on the Project site.

From an archaeology perspective, human habitation of southern California dates back to
approximately 13,000 years ago. Over a series of cultural periods, the area transitioned from a
hunting and gathering society, to settlements of small groups of people, to large occupations near
natural water sources, to formations of distinct ethnographic groups. The Project site is located on
the boundary of the traditional cultural territories of the Cahuilla and the Gabrielino; these
territorial boundaries were somewhat fluid and changed through time. Like other Native American
groups in Southern California, the Cahuilla and the Gabrielino were semi-nomadic hunter-gatherers
who subsisted by exploitation of seasonably available plant and animal resources and were first
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encountered by the Spanish missionaries in the late 18t Century. Cultural resources investigations
on the Project site were conducted on site by LSA and no Native American or other cultural artifacts
were identified. No known cultural resources exist on the Project site. Refer to Appendix C1 for
additional detail.

The Project site contains deposits of high paleontological sensitivity. These high sensitivity
deposits include the Late to Middle Pleistocene Old Alluvial Channel Deposits mapped in the
southeastern portion of the Project site and the Early Pleistocene Very Old Alluvial Channel
Deposits mapped in the northwestern portion of the Project site. In addition, the Young Alluvial
Channel Deposits, mapped in the central portion of the Project site, have a low paleontological
sensitivity rating from the surface to a depth of 5 feet and a high paleontological sensitivity rating
below that mark. Refer to Appendix C2 for additional detail.

5.1.3.9 Transportation

Regional access to the Project site and surroundings is provided by the I-15 Freeway, which abuts
the western boundary of the Site. Limonite Avenue, classified as an Urban Arterial Highway, is the
major east-west thoroughfare in this area, located approximately one-half mile north of the Project
site. Limonite Avenue forms a complete interchange with the I-15 Freeway, with ramps in both
directions. Other major roadways providing vehicular circulation in this area include: Wineville
Avenue, an Arterial Highway located east of the Project site and north of Limonite Avenue, and
Hamner Avenue, a Major Highway located west of the Project site, on the western side of [-15. The
Project site is bordered on the east side by Pats Ranch Road, a divided, four-lane street providing
two lanes in both the north and south directions. On the south side of the site is 68th Street,
currently built as an undivided two lane street adjacent to the Site, but transitioning to a divided 4-
lane road west of I-15 and a divided three lane road east of Pats Ranch Road.

Riverside Transit Authority operates public bus service in this area, including Routes 29 and 3 with
stops nearby along Pats Ranch Road. Field observations conducted in March 2014 indicate nominal
pedestrian and bicycle activity within the study area. Existing sidewalks are found along both sides
of Pats Ranch Road, including the Project site frontage, and along the north side of 68t Street, to the
east and west of the Project site. There is no sidewalk along the 68t Street site frontage. The
Eastvale Area Plan identifies 68t Street as a future Community Trail. The nearest Class II bike lanes
are located along both sides of Hamner Avenue, in the Eastvale area on the west side of I-15.

5.1.3.10 Noise

The vacant Project site currently generates no regular stationary or mobile noise. Primary noise
sources in this area include vehicular traffic on the [-15 Freeway and the surrounding arterial street
network. Minor noise sources include outdoor activities at residential and park sites to the east,
and parking lot activities within the shopping center located several hundred feet north, at the
southeast quadrant of the I-15/Limonite Avenue interchange. Noise measurements taken at the
Site indicate existing exterior noise levels ranging from approximately 47 dBA (CNEL) to
approximately 76 dBA (CNEL) in the western part of the Site, where noise from the freeway is
dominant.
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5.1.3.11 Air Quality and Climate

The Project site is located in the 6,745-square-mile South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which includes
portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, and all of Orange County. The
SCAB is bound by the Pacific Ocean to the west, the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto
Mountains to the north and east, and the San Diego County Line to the south. The SCAB is within
the jurisdiction of South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), the agency charged with
bringing air quality in the SCAB into conformity with federal and state air quality standards. The
climate of the SCAB is characterized as semi-arid and more than 90% of the SCAB’s rainfall occurs
from November through April. During the dry season, which also coincides with the months of
maximum photochemical smog concentrations, the wind flow is bimodal, characterized by a
daytime onshore sea breeze and a nighttime offshore drainage wind.

The SCAQMD monitors levels of various criteria pollutants at 30 monitoring stations throughout the
SCAB. In 2013, federal and state ambient air quality standards were exceeded on one or more days
for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 at most monitoring locations, including the monitoring stations nearest
to the Project site. No areas of the SCAB exceeded federal or state standards for NO2, SO2, CO,
sulfates, or lead.

5.1.3.12 Utilities and Service Systems

Domestic water service and sanitary sewer service are provided to this area by the Jurupa
Community Services District (JCSD). Existing water and sewer mains are found in the adjacent
segments of Pats Ranch Road and 68t Street that can provide service for the proposed Project. The
JCSD has indicated that there are sufficient water supplies and sufficient wastewater treatment
plant capacity to meet the needs of this Project. Storm runoff from the Site currently flows into a
single storm drain that discharges into a Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District (RCFCWCD) regional drainage structure that runs along the western site boundary. The
Badlands and El Sobrante Landfills currently accept all of the municipal solid wastes generated
throughout Jurupa Valley and both have substantial remaining capacity to accept the wastes
generated by the proposed Project.

5.2  Planning Context

The City of Jurupa Valley is an incorporated city of Riverside County, California. Prior to its
incorporation, the area was governed by Riverside County. On March 8, 2011, voters approved a
ballot measure designated “Measure A” to incorporate the area into its own city. As a result, the
City of Jurupa Valley became an incorporated city on July 1, 2011. City of Jurupa Valley Ordinance
Nos. 2011-01 and 2011-10 adopted all ordinances and resolutions of the County of Riverside in
effect as of July 1, 2011 (including land use ordinances and resolutions), to remain in full force and
effect as City Ordinances. As such, development activities that occur in the City of Jurupa Valley are
regulated by the Riverside County General Plan, including the Jurupa Area Plan and applicable
portions of the Eastvale Area Plan, and Riverside County Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance No. 348)
and Subdivision Ordinance (Ordinance No. 460) that were in effect on July 1, 2011, unless
otherwise superseded by a City ordinance or resolution. The Project site is located within the
Eastvale Area Plan.
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5.2.1 General Plan

As described above, the prevailing planning document for the proposed Project site is the Riverside
County General Plan (hereafter “City of Jurupa Valley General Plan”), as it was in effect on July 1,
2011, unless otherwise superseded by a City ordinance or resolution. To-date, the Jurupa Valley
City Council has approved three ordinances affecting the General Plan that is applicable to the
Project site and supersedes the County’s General Plan. Specifically, City Ordinance No. 2013-02,
approved on April 18, 2013, deleted Riverside County Ordinance No. 348, Article 11, Section 2.5,
Subsection 2.5(a)(4), "General Plan Foundation Component Amendments - Regular” from the City’s
Municipal Code and replaced it with City Municipal Code Section 9.10.050 “Foundation Component
Changes.” Ordinance No. 2013-04, adopted May 16, 2013, added Section 9.10.070, Private
Landowner General Plan Amendments, and amended Section 9.10.050 Foundation Component
Changes, in Chapter 9.10, amendments to the County Zoning Ordinance, in Title 9, Planning and
Zoning of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code, to simplify the process for landowner initiated
amendments to the General Plan. Lastly, Resolution No. 2014-42, approved on November 6, 2014
(after the environmental analysis for this MND commenced), added an Environmental Justice
Element to the City’s General Plan.

The General Plan is divided into a number of Area Plans that provide additional guidance for
development and more specific land use designations under each Foundation Component category.
Thus, each property has a Foundation Component land use designation and a more descriptive Area
Plan designation. The Project site is located within the boundary of the Eastvale Area Plan.

5.2.1.1 Land Use Designations

The General Plan Foundation Component currently assigned to the Project site is Community
Development: Light Industrial (LI, as provided by the Interstate 15 Corridor Specific Plan No. 266).
This Specific Plan is discussed in subsection 5.2.1.3. Refer to Figure 5-6, Existing General Plan and
Area Plan Designation. The LI Designation allows for industrial and related uses including
warehousing, distribution, assembly and light manufacturing, repair facilities, and supporting retail
uses with a building intensity range floor-to area-ratio (FAR) of 0.25-0.60 FAR. Please note that the
Mira Loma Warehouse & Distribution Policy Area supersedes this and warehouse and distribution
uses are not permitted.

The adjacent properties to the north are designated Community Development: Light Industrial (LI)
and Community Development: Public Facilities (PF). The PF land use designation allows for civic
uses such as County administrative buildings and schools at a building intensity range of less than
or equal to 0.60 FAR. Pats Ranch Road provides the eastern boundary of the Project site.
Properties east of Pats Ranch Road are designated Community Development: Medium Density
Residential (MDR). The MDR land use designation allows for single-family detached and attached
residences with a density range of 2-5 du/ac. Limited agriculture and animal keeping is permitted.
Lot sizes range from 4,000 to 6,000 s.f. Located to the northeast of the Project site, and east of Pats
Ranch Road is property designated Open Space- Recreation (OS-R). The OS-R land use designation
allows for recreational uses including parks, trails, athletic fields, and golf courses. Neighborhood
parks are allowed within residential land uses. 68t Street provides the southern boundary of the
Project site. Located south of 68th Street are properties designated Community Development:
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Medium Density Residential (MDR). Interstate 15 is located immediately west of the Project site.
Located west of I-15 are properties designated as Medium Density Residential (MDR) in the City of
Eastvale.

A summary of the existing General Plan land use and zoning designations for the Project site and
surrounding properties is provided in Table 5-1, Existing General Plan & Zoning Designations, and

is discussed below in Subsection 5.2.2.

Table 5-1 Existing General Plan & Zoning Designations

Location General Plan Zoning
Land Use Designation Designation
Project Site LI [-P
Adjacent Property to the North LI, PF, OS-R I-P, A-2-10
Adjacent Property to the South MDR R-4
Adjacent Property to the East MDR R-1
Adjacent Property to the West MDR R-4

Source: (City of Jurupa Valley, July 2014)

5.2.1.2 Policy Areas

Policy Areas apply to portions of an Area Plan that contain special or unique characteristics that
merit detailed attention and focused planning policies. The Project site is not located within a
Policy Area.

5.2.1.3 Specific Plans

The Project site is partially located within the Interstate 15 Corridor Specific Plan No. 266. This
Specific Plan was originally adopted by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors in November
2003 to provide a comprehensive land use plan and governing regulations for the long range
development of a 757.7 acre area, to be comprised of a mix of residential, industrial, and
commercial uses that would serve the full range of local, community and regional needs. The
western part of the Project site, adjacent to the I-15 Freeway, is within Planning Area 5 of the
Specific Plan, and is designated as “Industrial Park (IP).” This area was intended for development of
light industrial and office uses. The eastern part of the Project site was not included in the Specific
Plan. Refer to Figure 5-7, Specific Plan 266 Boundary, for an illustration of the entire Specific Plan
area.

5.2.2 Zoning

The Project site is zoned “Industrial Park (IP).” Refer to Figure 5-8, Existing Zoning Designations.
City Ordinance No. 2012-10 requires Planning Commission approval of a Conditional Use Permit for
a variety of permitted uses in this zone, including warehouse and distribution centers, recycling
collection and processing facilities, lumber yards, vehicle storage, mini storage facilities, and
recreational vehicle storage areas. Please note that the Project site is also governed by the Mira
Loma Policy Area, which supersede the IP zoning standards; for example, warehouse and
distribution centers are not permitted.
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Properties located to the north of the Project site are zoned Industrial Park (IP) and Heavy
Agriculture (A-2-10). Properties located to the south of the Project site are zoned Planned
Residential (R-4). Properties located to the east of the Project site are zoned One-Family Dwellings
(R-1). A summary of the existing zoning designations for the Project site and surrounding
properties is provided above in 0.

5.3 Project Description

The proposed Project is a development plan to construct a 397-unit apartment community on the
17.4 acre subject property. The Project requires approvals of applications for a General Plan
Amendment (GPA1404), Change of Zone (CZ1405), Specific Plan No. 266 Amendment No. 3
(SP1401), Development Agreement (DA1501), and Site Development Permit (SDP31416). The
entitlement applications for the proposed Project are herein incorporated by reference pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines §15150 and are available for review at the City of Jurupa Valley Planning
Department, 8304 Limonite Avenue, Suite M, Jurupa Valley, California 92509. A detailed
description of the proposed Project is provided below.

5.3.1 Proposed Discretionary Approvals
5.3.1.1 General Plan Amendment No. 1404 (GPA1404)

General Plan Amendment No. 1404 (GPA1404) proposes to change the Project site’s General Plan
land use designation from Community Development: Light Industrial (LI) to Community
Development: Highest Density Residential (HHDR). The HHDR land use designation allows for
multi-family dwellings, including apartments and condominiums with multi-stories (3+ stories), at
a building intensity of 20+ dwelling units per acre (du/ac). Refer to Figure 5-9, General Plan
Amendment No. 1404.

5.3.1.2 Change of Zone No. 1405 (CZ1405)

Change of Zone No. 1405 (CZ1405) proposes to change the Project site‘s zoning designation from
Industrial Park (IP) to General Residential (R-3). Refer to Figure 5-10, Change of Zone No. 1405.

5.3.1.3 Specific Plan Amendment (SP1401)

Under existing conditions, a 10.2-acre portion of the Project site is located in Specific Plan No. 266
(I-15 Corridor Specific Plan), Planning Area 5. The remaining 7.2-acre portion of the Project site is
not located within the Specific Plan boundary. As part of the Proposed Project, the Project
Applicant submitted a Specific Plan Amendment application (SP1401) to the City of Jurupa Valley to
remove the 10.2-acre portion of the Project site from Specific Plan No. 266. As a result, Planning
Area 5 of the Specific Plan would be reduced from 22.6 acres to 12.4 acres, and would no longer
cover any portion of the Project site.

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 5-14



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

| gL ) e
¥ o2 San,
E 2 W0 %/vs
e 3 I = <
. >—:§ - g- 64)
of 3 (N
=03
ﬁ e
MEADOWV, i = A
iALE ST 15 é
g
5 & N
] & 2 S
3] < & &
z o s
w ) §
& 2 = Qg g
©
g 8 g ey, &
‘;é}' <
2 65T,
& H st
g §
g —
& 3
§ £ w
N 5 z
g a5 g
o
e 8
GEODE §T
KOURTNEY CT 5
] (%) MALACHITE CT O
= 5 :
- — z jm}
s - 2 s
& JANELLE CIR z 2 E
z g i s GOLDSTONE!ST,
I ) 3 =
CF z 2
— t‘|,N|_coua cr z L
L | 0 Z .
T o g " _ e
= o -
_ SELENITE ST g L .
[ { |
3 |
= 68TH ST
3] |
5
4
=
FrY ]
z « = —
a INGs RIVE, —
RS o
5 T z LEGND
E | Project Boundary
KAYAK ST q General Plan Land Use Designations
B commercial Retail (CR)
- Freeway (Fwy)
RIVERTRAILS DR [ ] High Density Residential (HDR)
[ ] tight Incustrial (L
[ ] Medium Density Residentail (MDR)
RIVERBOAT DR
- Open Space - Recreation (OS-R)
[ ] public Facilty (PF)
Source(s): Eagle Aerial (2013), ESRI, RCTLMA (2014)
T&B PLANNING, INC. Figure 5-6
sttt Eass e 0 125 250 500 @ EXISTING GENERAL PLAN AND
www.tbplanning.com H eet
e ' AREA PLAN DESIGNATION

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 5-15



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

8- PROPOSED EXPANSION OF PARK & RIDE TO 5.0 Ac.

Y \-—5 Ae. COMMUNITY PARK TO EE LOCATED IN PLANNING AREAS 10, 13 OR 17. LEGEND
‘@-zmmmumamunummrmmcm 3 & B
B——=25 Ac. PARK SITE T0 BE LOCATED IN PA 8. @ R

. INDUSTRIAL PARK
B - 14 DU/AC
Vernola Marketplace

U
m 5 -8 0u/ac [ |

| Apartments Project Boundary
To Be Removed From
2 - 5 DU/AC Specific Plan

Not A Part Of Specific
E SCHoOL Plan

[¢] PARK PUBLIC FACILITIES

ACREAGES ARE APPROXIMATE AND
SHOULD BE USED FOR PLANNING
PURPOSES ONLY

— Project Site

T&B PLANNING, INC. Figure 5-7

17542 East 17th Street, Suite 100 Tustin, CA 92780
P 714.505.6360 1. 714.505.6361

i bplnning com ™ [g SPECIFIC PLAN 266 BOUNDARY

Page 5-16

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

Ll _. - - Ky
‘u - a'vsfow
i o F i GC"
B oy
i s
%
| ||
MEADOWVALE ST &
o &
a ) N
s & * F
A S
z <« g
A a 13 &
3 o 3 o, £
$ o 2 Ew, ¢
Q\ o
3 S
5 65TH 57
G o
& 3 5
£ G
§ g w
I =
5 3 e
w [=)
o4 & x
e 8
GEODE ST
KOURTNEY CT 5
e MALACHITE CT o
5 Z
< % s
£ JANELLE CIR £ 2 5 2
w w
& g = E GOLDSTONE ST
3 5 ;
= !E
NICOLE CT H] -
< 7]
_ & 2 N
E 2 ; 3 L _:- r
,. L
| SELENITE ST g et .
—_ | ¥ \ i
w [
g i L ;,{-2-.. - m
= 3 68TH ST
|
] i
It :
ﬁ -
2 i LEGEND
— [3) : .
5 - | || Project Boundary
] ©
8 Rivep 5 . . .
z s 2 ' Zoning Designations
=2
g :
> 1
KAYAK ST ¥ .
1
RIVERTRAILS DR
| ]
I
RIVERBOAT DR .
[}
|
Source(s): Eagle Aerial (2013), ESRI, RCTLMA (2014) .
T&B PLANNING, INC. E% Figure 5-8
p. 714.505.6360 f. 714.505.6361 [ 125 250 500
o — e
e - EXISTING ZONING DESIGNATIONS

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 5-17



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485)

City of Jurupa Valley

gw\mow ST
[

@\ AS T f":=.—'
EXISTING.

SilVER 1P

=

[

°
ES_ZIKS‘TQ

[TTT

HARROW ST

THERESA ST

WELLS SPRING:ST-

JURUPA
VALLEY

"NORTH DR

m%ll HH—LEE;QF

JURUPA
VALLEY

AILS DR

RIVERT

| Source(s): ESRI, RCT‘LMA (2014
i m

LEGEND

- Project Boundary D Parcels

I _—_: City Boundary |:| Cities of Eastvale and Norco

General Plan Designations

I:I Low Density Residential |:| Light Industrial

I:::] Rural Community-Low Density Residential I:I Public Facilities

I:I Medium Density Residential - Open Space Recreation

I:I High Density Residential - Open Space Conservation Habitat (OS-CH)

- Commercial Retail - Water

- Project Boundary I:] Parcels

I _—_: City Boundary I:I Cities of Eastvale and Norco

LEGEND

General Plan Designations

I:I Low Density Residential I:I Light Industrial

I:::I Rural Community-Low Density Residential I:I Public Facilities

|:| Medium Density Residential - Open Space Recreation

|:| High Density Residential - Open Space Conservation Habitat (OS-CH)

- Commercial Retail - Water

= I } ] O N O = | A

=T BT AN

| e e e 0 . = ||

T&B PLANNING, INC.

17542 East 17th Street, Suite 100 Tustin, CA 92780

P 714.505.6360 f. 714.505.6361 0 300 600 1,200

www.tbplanning.com -d Feet

Figure 5-9

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1404

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study

Page 5-18



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

o
al
=
x
4
T

—— = ——y

VER ST {
&
=
H

WELL PRING ST ‘

L/ MOONRIVER ST

RR
|
QE- )

JURUPA
VALLEY

E ?{k&woﬁw |

BT
iy

~SCHLEISMAN

5\??\4

Z
g‘\ﬁ
O

U

[

)
AW

-
—
et cc e e e a— - -
-
—
et cc e e e a— - -

NORTH DR

'7%\
RIVERUE g L
PR =
Fr e e e
LEGEND

- Project Boundary C] Parcels

[ - -J City Boundary [ ] cities of Eastvale and Norco

Zoning Designations
<] Light Agriculture (A-1) E Residential Agriculture (R-A)
Light Agriculture (A-1-10) - Watercourse, Watershed & Conservation (W-1)
J—

RIVERUE
PalivN %ﬁj il =
LEGEND

- Project Boundary C] Parcels

[ - -J City Boundary [ ] cities of Eastvale and Norco

Zoning Designations
‘ - Light Agriculture (A-1) E Residential Agriculture (R-A)
- Light Agriculture (A-1-10) - Watercourse, Watershed & Conservation (W-1)
 —

=

Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10) One-Family Dwelling (R-1) Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10) One-Family Dwelling (R-1)

- General Commercial (C-1/C-P) Planned Residential (R-4)

Planned Residential (R-4)

|

Scenic Highway Commercial (C-P-S Planned General Residential (R-3)

g
Industrial Park (I-P) D (Open Area Combining Zone Residential Developments (R-5)

[ 1T

Scenic Highway Commercial (C-P-S) E (Open Area Combining Zone Residential Developments (R-5)
Industrial Park (I-P)

|
- General Commercial (C-1/C-P)
[ |
(]

=

H |

ls%ce(s):ESRI,RCTLMA(I ’1 |_1 ‘ |‘|—|"_|“ i | T T m [TTTTTT } I T ‘\H \_I‘ T } TTTTT T ” ISQL(Ice(s):ESRI,RCTLMA(I ‘M! 1_1 ‘ rrr,#“ i | T T m TTTTTTT } I T '\H \_[‘ T } TTTTT T ”
T&B PLANNING, INC. Figure 5-10
17542 East 17th Street, Suite 100 Tustin, CA 92780
P. 714.505.6360 1.714.505.6361 0 300 600 1,200
s i o CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 1405

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 5-19



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

=15 FREEWAY PROP. SCREEN WALL ‘ ‘
I EXISTING SD PROP. RCFC
Eed 16' ACCESS 008N (> __
, EXISTING 5D X. RCFCENCD EASEMENT @ BEA:githgg m ROAD\ kel ; z T —
p £ -
|4 o, SO AL SRoe = PER INST. NO. 2012-003000I PN 10 GRADE Y Y M B ~
. BE ADUSTED REMOVE & BULKHEAD o . [ I I = .
T S sz e ) U O N I Off-Site Soil Export Area
EX. 12'4 X &' RCB e o= —— | ‘
\ =T/ 6255 ‘ |
N — 6241 q - 5 = \
== £ - =
©205 £23.2 = ‘ﬁ“ ® " = - KL I
5 ) UNDERGROUNDH® K] _ 3 -l@ — o — ,,“ l .
] Y — . IREEE
PROP. | INFILTRATION 6228 \{D—FL N ) X e 2 E N = \
o DRAIN W tgjaq—t-- /X = = MO —-O.5% 6250 -
o ®“Iﬁ" FLa AREA Q % I‘_J\ | || ~05% - éfé’go 6256 & |55 — — FL-LP PROP. 67 = SN
4 il T RN ———= - PP —FL | 62580 ss s DOM. WATER PROP. DRAIN INLET ?\
M —T \ o ‘m PROP. s@RAIN—ayTTER — 5 JFLTE PROP. £ PROP & 9 ¢ %
| - R/ ¢ INLET : ‘
| il 8 famn) SEWER Lo (B
W t | \‘ J EX. RCFCENCD -3.6% — o
2 | ol PORTION OF EASEMENT “TH - - BLDG #1 K
25| W[ | RCFCEINCD i PER INST. NO. 5 #5 o
[ } | EASEMENT 2012-0030003 | &Y -43% BLDG #3 BLDG #5 TYPE VI-C H LDG o
= TO BE _ -
A BBl ;‘§ | QUITCLAIMED 9 9 ‘ TYPE VI-B ] TYPE VI-B R TYFjE A ’
3 i 2 FF=6264 N FF=6210 S
Boc #25 | 8 |l | ‘
o[ TreE B \ i ‘ L
FF=6235 L, ! E BLDG #24 KL 6262 =
FL-HP
/ il ":ﬁ TYPE IV-B BLDG # [ 2263
f s | W | B TYPE IV-B 6251 T
T Bp™ e | FL-HP |
L .l .§ 5‘2 5! - | _ 3
g ~ \Hll “FL . 624.1 Ti5% N 505 — Y s “o5% .
oz Ll )P 1 par— ; i : Negez— = poie - Comegn N o RS
6243 p23d— E @ Iy L DRAIN 0] \6257 DRAN - AU NOT A
PROP i pror/ EEIw s E TYPE I-A lg NET O FLLP wer O PART
: S e N o T ° OF.
<! h ! BLDG #2 L EEN ™
¥ lay oo # % cLuHousE TYPE I-B BLDS 4 5 BLDG #6 A
BLDG #22 o 9 = o | palef 2 TYPE Il €
(FF=626:) 4 (FF=626%) L 2 ¢
p TYPE Il L b=l T = ‘ a Fr=6210 B E &
! L FF=6251 ~45% (@ J @55 © ® 1~ 555 o );gl '\
i o  pHEmE— ==L K F g i o N
: \WiEz I PRIy Y J ? g Nk e
E 3. - N R RCB
I = =1 1 — > [ [ I FROP &' DOM [WNATER, I T T T — \'89\ 3
= — — — S iaS—= @AMP | EPSd - proe Jin o s 116241 PROP_ - "M7-05% = W—05% N-6260 ! 3 EX. RCFCEWCD
Tr i Sy WHRNDRAT G E T 18 DRAIN ="FL-T6 i =— = — - as 0s % FL k7 2 EASEMENT PER
s I CRAIN S2e pETAILL 2~ 1O I ABNeS e S0 AR 1S ss el s PROP_ 18" 52 = W gB\ INST. NO
A — —— et ———— U T ON SHEET|3 R . 2012-003000!
o = ——— — — e —N EE 4— — ) | ls RO, 8"\ SENE o
¢ K — T52T.4. *% H* }‘
P?zop. £l P B | 6222 j— T o I ‘ 1 3| [— —F 563\ 4
CONNECTI R —  _ |PLIEIR s —— 1 6246 = L EL |
EX. LOT LINE TO o 5 5 o 5o 5 I [ o 55 oo H=i=e t ] - . '
c{ BLDG #2| BEMEReED  [g| |12 o p L - o e e ) I ERE e e B F o - 5 o ooH | ] B
2 & H
g TYPE V Tl | BLDG #1 PROP. Bl ﬂD‘ A w BLDG 16 }V& | BLDG #12 BLDG #4 \-Ex. LoT LINE TO |5 }
. T |
& e £x. Lot LNE To J5 |0, TYPE Il DRAN | RLEPEAN o) 2 I d TYPE Il | E TYPE [V-A BEMEREED FASEMENT AS SHorN
/ BE MERGED hill FF=6250 IN-ET I— 5 TYPE |l ol == | b EX. LOT LINE TO ‘ bok 201, PAGE 101
X S = = .
L il I — | 3 | / | I“_—D‘;}:I | [BE MERGED FF=6214 2| E} s (
I
KT T T - I T t {1}
[ | ey ALE i s |
=53 5 6250 -05%
05; = FES g lm ‘ ‘ ‘ l | bl ’ s | e % O% l/ L j § ) | ~os% % " \]
. - JO5% £ FL-TG. i} . \ . ¥ 0 n 7
o) tEO; e — TR ) T Q5% R 1 0% B b tp ‘ | ] | ‘ ‘ ‘ ' ‘ ' \
DRAIN TS » w® PROP{| 222L--05% 2 o 6251 [ PROP—(O1\6252 62540 626.1 D 6260 6213 12—
INLET i FLTS N SSEY | == e—s——orain FLLP—t—FL-HP FL-fP— ¢ ® 2 FL-LP ‘\W}P o R g% FL-HP b
£, STRIAI B o PROP. v]_l_ INLET 6260 .| 6260 LET PROP. SENER = 6263 DRAT 6265 i s -
Solem 30 ‘l— FL-T6: 1 F-T6 [ i— ss —FL-Tg] S v ° N NOT A
T = —!
A — = L ! PART
K BLDG #20 o T . 24 } g P 116 } O I [E RREIN 2
8 | TYPE VI-A % BLDE #1 | oy BLDG #I3 \ BLDG #l0 = —
EX. P S o TYPE 1A £ . ) | ke TYPE VI-A! | ® PE VA | ] D* 2%,
POl 76 o ‘ i g ! il | w N
< durs (FF=6253) o ® N BLDG #|| FF-6263 ® |
o Uy, e &l /g},‘ £JBLDG #4/ § 1 [TYPE Vil fha] = ||7 5 Sl
o gErAld 624. DRAIN o4t ® QY "8 | TYPE VII| T 755 FF=6215) ’ £ ER !
PROPDSH /FL INLET | | ezt —— [ | WHANDRAILS & DRAN| po6a R pon | [¥] |oga ‘ I
ExX FH WLANDINGS INLET 6268 N 6214 B ° : |
= 5 o FL . \ 21 PROP. 6714
oxldr : A s oo | @ 30" MAX 6280 5 GATE |
i PROP. Wl L= T N i E B 50 30 Ly
%) 5 FENCE ~ PROP. 4' MAX q - = TT——— L_proi I r - z Crar =
id & e2a d RET. WALL j i i = : = ;DHA\N‘NE_% bN 8 22
u| |
", X e e R — i X — i | — ﬂ L D INET N PROP. SD ‘& m[ \
EX. R/ [N NO3457E [269.26' = e = = g — A
\ PROP. MAGTER t] 1%
, 7 .t. o f WATER METER
& 4 & EX_SIGN B \EX. CURB, Ex 5@(4' S o —repesmian SEE DETAIL 4 /CF = !
& TC PROP, MASTER \gf DETAIL EX. 516N PEDESTRIAN 3 ©
o 7 oy FRER— CE: N_SHEET EX. CB, | | EX. ST.—"R 9
{ SIDEWALK WATER METER I —p—— e CE Lo | - ST i
= = = PROTECT ERIGHT-IN/ RIGHT-0UT CI&HT
| ~\» — — — S A — - . PROP. 4-WAY STOP ] ¢ = = —_—— e e EX. 5D IN PLACE CCE NLY
o - 5 o N _INTERSECTION * S T — — — .
e | |\ e ! e ] PATS RANCH ROAD — = T T z o
BY OTHERS. TO BE AY i E—— W — — v — — W — L MARKINGS |+ T)g: T S B — —— - ‘ - ] PATS RANCH ROAD
COORDINATED WITH b 2~ . . R A A — — W — — — — — S— — W — L =y — S o
TRACT NO. 3634 €I . — W 3

3 S / i ,
R == -——— b oL = =_ 5 iJ_J,ﬂJ{

it
— Ed ©
‘5T§§ET| — g T T _——C TiT**%*

h /v ] i i

R . PROP. R e
PROP. PATS EX. PROP SCREEN - I—
SCREEN a5 B ;&NGH RD. GETHST. Ry R WALL ! ESMT
WALL ] ) &' 24 le'
PROP.— 5‘ BsﬁcH ‘ o P PKNG || _ DRIVEPENG | 6' ALK
W%ATEEN 1 _4/‘ 16' PROP ‘ AISLE BLDG
o —\\' —'» + o SCREEN : r——
- EX. cte - WALL i FF
R .\" — . 2. MAX. & SDWK PROP. SCREEN WALL - _ .
EG \ P. PROP. DRAINAGE FF 201 MAX - Q N PROP. 3
I~ Ex o X o DRAINAGE DITCH DITCH P @ ppsus
PROP. I6' MAX PROP. &' MAX \—P\ “EX 12W X
RCB GUTTER ; \ EX. 124 X 6H
RET. WALL RET. WALL eron, CORE Eé B\z WX 6H =
SECTION A-A SECTION B-B SECTION C-C SECTION D-D SECTION E-E SECTION G-G
NTS NTS NTS NTS NTS NTS
Source(s): Webb Associates (09-24-14)
T&B PLANNING, INC. Figure 5-11

17542 East 17th Street, Suite 100 Tustin, CA 92780
p.714.505.6360 1. 714.505.6361

e o SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 31416
Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 5-20




Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

5.3.1.4 Development Agreement (DA1501)

The Project Applicant and the City of Jurupa Valley proposed to enter into a Development
Agreement related to the proposed Project. California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5
authorizes the use of development agreements between any city, county, or city and county, with
any person having a legal or equitable interest in real property for the development of the property.
The Development Agreement would provide the Project Applicant with assurance that
development of the Project may proceed subject to the rules and regulations in effect at the time of
Project approval. The Development Agreement also would provide the City of Jurupa Valley with
assurance that certain obligations of the Project Applicant will be met, including but not limited to,
how the project will be phased, the required timing of public improvements, the Applicant’s
contribution toward funding community improvements, and other conditions.

5.3.1.5 Site Development Permit (SDP31416)

As shown on Figure 5-11, Site Development Permit No. 31416, SDP31416 proposes the following site
improvements: 25 apartment buildings, housing a total of 397 apartment units; two clubhouses;
one swimming pool; one maintenance building, landscaping, a dog park, underground utilities,
walls and fences on 17.4 acres. SDP31416 provides for garages, carports and open parking stalls
that combined would provide a total of 806 motor vehicle parking spaces. A detailed description of
the proposed development and design characteristics of SDP31416 is provided below.

A. Site Development and Site Design Characteristics

1. Conceptual Architecture

The apartment community would be comprised of 25 apartment buildings housing 397 apartment
units. The building/unit mix would consist of 1, 2, and 3-bedroom units and would offer a variety of
floor plans comprised of first, second, and third floor plans. The buildings would reach a maximum
height of 43 feet 5 inches. The apartment buildings’ exterior walls would be built of stucco material
with varying shades of white and brown, with green accents as the color features. Roofing material
would be comprised of concrete “S-tile” roofing. Other proposed exterior architectural design
features include vinyl windows, shutters, trim, and vertical tube metal railings on the first floor
patios and also on 2nd and 3 floor balconies. Figure 5-12, Conceptual Architecture, provides a
representative sample of the architecture style, colors and materials proposed by the Project. The
complete architectural plans package is available for review as part of the SDP application materials
at the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department.

2. Proposed Walls and Fences

As shown on Figure 5-11, a screen wall is proposed along the western Project boundary to buffer
the Project from adjacent I-15. In addition, as shown on Figure 5-12, an existing berm along a
portion of the westerly Project boundary would assist in screening the Project from I-15, while at
the same time providing noise attenuation for the Project site. The apartment community would be
surrounded by a retaining wall of varying heights. In addition, a 5-foot (maximum height) retaining
wall is proposed on the east side of the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District (RCFCWCD) access road. A wrought iron fence is proposed along the easterly Project
boundary and a solid screen wall is proposed along the northern Project boundary.
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3. Proposed Amenities and Landscape Features

As shown on Figure 5-13, Conceptual Landscape Plan, the Project proposes the following outdoor
amenities and landscape features:

o Entry Motor Court. A motor court with vehicular gates and decorative paving is proposed
at the main site access driveway on Pats Ranch Road, which would align with Ivory Street
opposite the Project site.

o Central Pool Area. A central pool area is proposed in the western portion of the site,
directly west of the Entry Motor Court and would be comprised of a lap pool, sun deck, and
private cabanas.

e Entertainment Courtyard. An entertainment courtyard is proposed in the Central Pool
Area and would be comprised of an outdoor kitchen area.

e Outdoor Room with Central Fireplace. An outdoor room with central fireplace is
proposed in the Central Pool Area.

e Mailbox Courtyard. A mailbox courtyard is proposed in the Central Pool Area.

e Pedestrian Promenade. A Pedestrian Promenade is proposed between the eastern and
western portions of the apartment community. The Promenade would be comprised of
landscaped and shaded parkways that would provide a linkage to the community’s major
amenities and landscaped courtyards.

e Village Green. A village green comprised of an open play turf area, a community garden, a
picnic shade structure with BBQ, and a large tot lot, is proposed near the northern boundary
of the Project site.

e Semi-Private Courtyard. A semi-private courtyard comprised of ornamental landscaping,
a BBQ, and seating nodes is proposed near the northeast corner of the Project site.

e Secondary Gated Entry with Decorative Paving. A secondary gated entry with decorative
paving is proposed in the northeast corner of the Project site.

e Outdoor Lounge. An outdoor lounge with decorative patio partially enclosed with low
walls, a central kitchen with bar counter seating under a shade structure, and a fire pit is
proposed in the southerly portion of the apartment community.

e Green Paseo. A green paseo which would act as an extension of the pedestrian promenade
is proposed in the southerly portion of the apartment community. The green paseo would
be comprised of an open turf play area with climbing/sculpture toys.

e Dog Park. A dog park comprised of an enclosed area with a dog washing station is
proposed in the southwesterly corner of the apartment community.

e 15-Foot Wide Easement Access Drive. A 15-foot wide easement access drive comprised
of decomposed granite is proposed along the westerly Project boundary.

e Pine Tree Screen from I-15. A screen of pine trees is proposed near the southwestern
Project site boundary.

e Existing Berm along I-15 Frontage. An earthen berm along a portion of the western
Project boundary would remain in its existing location.

e 38-Foot Wide Flood Control Easement. A Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District (RCFCWCD) easement exists along a portion of the westerly Project
boundary. There would be no vehicular access to the easement by Project site residents.

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 5-22



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

o [C/ 000 O (B [FJ o (H 00 O G £/

SCHEME 1 SCHEME 2

COLOR / MATERIAL LEGEND

MATERIALS:
1. STUCCO - 20/30 SAND

2. EAGLE ROOFING: CAPISTRANO - WALNUT CREEK
BLEND (3773)

3. EAGLE ROOFING: CAPISTRANO - ALBUQUERQUE
BLEND (8830)

4. VERTICAL TUBE METAL RAILING - PAINT GRADE
5. VINYL WINDOW - “ALMOND” COLOR

COLORS:

A. STUCCO (SCHEME 1) - WHITE SAND (DEW 336)
. STUCCO (SCHEME 1) - SAND DOLLAR (DE 6171)
. SHUTTERS (SCHEME 1) - ASPEN HUSH (DE 5746)
. TRIM - WILD MUSTANG (DEA 161)
. RAILING - IRON RIVER (DEA 176)
STUCCO (SCHEME 2) - PALE WHEAT (DE 6106)
. STUCCO (SCHEME 2) - STUCCO TAN (DE 6205)
. SHUTTERS (SCHEME 2) - ROXY BROWN (DE 6084)

I G T moOoO W

Source(s): Architects Orange (09-26-14)

T&B PLANNING, INC. Figure 5-12

uite 100 Tustin, CA 92780
1

P 71451

e o CONCEPTUAL ARCHITECTURE
Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 5-23




Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485)

City of Jurupa Valley

Source(s): Architects Orange (09-26-14)

AMENITY LEGEND

@ Entry Motor Court:
Vahicular Gates
- Decorativa Paving
— Directory

@(.entral Pool Araa:
- 30 x 70 lop pool with free ploy orea to the side

— Large sun deck

Privata cobanas

@ Entartoinment Courtyard:
— Outdoor kitchen
- Lounge tupe furniture
Bar countertop with decorative strip lights above

@Ovtdoa- Reoom wWith Central Freplace
@M’ai:nox Courtyard

='edastr;a-| Fromenade:
Lushly lanoscapad and shoded parewoys providing
pedestrion lircage to community's majer amenities and
longecoped courtyords thereby connecting the “string
of pearls” together.

@Vil'aqe Grean:
- B0 = 60 open ploy turf area
Comrmurity garden
- Picric shode siructure wW/BEG
- Large tot lot

Sarr'l-F'nva'.a courtyerd:
- Lushy londscope

- BBQ ond/or seating nodes provided
®aacmdar, Gated Entry with Decorative Paving

Outdoar Lounge:

- Dacorative patic partialy enclosed wWith low walls
Central outdoor kitchen with bar counter seating under
shode siructure

- Fire pit

@Grun Foseo:
- Open turf ploy orec octs as an extension of the
pedestrian promenode
- Young children climbing sculpture/toys located in center

@DOg Park:

Enclosad area
Dog woshing station

@'5' Wide Decomposed Gronite Eosement Access Drive
@Pine Tree Urbon Forast For Screen From Freawoy
@Exiating Berm Along Fresway Frontoge

3&' Wide Flood Contrel Eastern

T&B PLANNING, INC.
17542 East 171h Stret, Suite 100 Tustn, CA 92780
P 713505.6360 1. 714.505.6361

wwiw.thplanning.com

lmm-m-

Figure 5-13

CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE PLAN

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study

Page 5-24



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

4.

Proposed Circulation Improvements

As shown on Figure 5-11, circulation facilities are planned for SDP31416. Figure 5-14, Roadway
Cross-Sections, depicts the right-of-way widths associated with each of the various roadways. As
shown on Figure 5-14, site adjacent roadway improvements are planned for 68t Street and for Pats
Ranch Road. A description of each of the site adjacent roadway improvements planned as part of
the Project is provided below.

Pats Ranch Road. Pats Ranch Road is a north-south oriented roadway located along the
Project site’s eastern boundary. Pats Ranch Road is not a General Plan roadway; however,
under existing conditions, it is currently constructed to its ultimate roadway width as a
four-lane divided roadway. The only roadway improvements proposed along Pats Ranch
Road would be striping needs at the Project site access points.

68th Street. 68t Street is an east-west oriented roadway located along the Project site’s
southern boundary. As part of the Project, 68t Street would be constructed from the
Project’s western boundary to Pats Ranch Road at its ultimate half section width as a Major
Highway (118-foot right-of-way) in compliance with City of Jurupa Valley standards.

A description of the site access improvements planned as part of the Project is provided below.

Pats Ranch Road at Driveway 1. Site access improvements are proposed at the
intersection of Pats Ranch Road and proposed Driveway 1 (located near the northern
Project boundary along Pats Ranch Road). Site access improvements to this intersection
include the installation of a stop sign on the eastbound approach and the construction of a
right-in/right-out driveway comprised of the following.

0 Construction of a northbound approach to provide two through lanes.

0 Construction of a southbound approach to provide one through lane and one shared
through right turn lane.

0 Construction of an eastbound approach to provide one right turn lane.

Pats Ranch Road at Ivory Street. This site access driveway is proposed to align with the
existing Ivory Street which intersects with Pats Ranch Road opposite the Project site. Site
access improvements at this intersection include a stop sign on the eastbound approach and
the construction of the intersection as follows.

0 Construction of a northbound approach to provide one left turn lane, one through
lane, and one shared through right turn lane.

0 Construction of a southbound approach to provide one left turn lane, one through
lane, and one shared through right turn lane.

0 Construction of an eastbound approach to provide one shared left through right
turn lane.

0 Construction of a westbound approach to provide one shared left through lane and a
defacto right turn lane.
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o Entry Gates. An entry gate is proposed to be constructed at the site access driveway
proposed to align with the existing Ivory Street which intersects with Pats Ranch Road
opposite the Project site. A secondary entry gate is proposed at the intersection of Pats
Ranch Road and proposed Driveway 1 (located near the northern Project boundary along
Pats Ranch Road).

5. Proposed Non-Vehicular Circulation Improvements

The Project would construct curb and gutter and sidewalk improvements along the Project’s 68th
Street frontage. These improvements are already in place along the Pats Ranch Road frontage.
Crosswalks would be provided at the future signalized intersection of Pats Ranch Road and 68t
Street.

6. Proposed Drainage and Water Quality Improvements

The Project site’s existing north to south drainage pattern would be generally maintained under
proposed conditions but with the use of an underground pipe network. The undeveloped offsite
tributary area located between the Project site’s northern boundary and the existing Line “J” storm
drain easement would be conveyed across the Project site via storm drain Line “A” as depicted on
Figure 5-15, Proposed On-Site Hydrology Conditions. Onsite storm runoff would be collected by
surface flow in a 4-foot wide V-gutter and conveyed along the main access road of the apartment
community. As indicated on Figure 5-14, the storm runoff collected by surface flow would drop
into storm drain lines “A” and “B” and be discharged into an underground water quality infiltration
basin proposed on the southwesterly portion of the Project site. Intermittent grate inlets would be
provided along the V-gutter (Webb Associates, 2014, p. Section 1). As shown on Figure 5-16,
Conceptual Utility Plan, a 36-inch diameter storm drain line is proposed to connect with an existing
12-foot by 6-foot Reinforced Concrete Box (RCB) near the southwest corner of the Project site.
First flush storm flows would discharge into the RCB.

7. Proposed Water Service Improvements

Water service would be provided to the Project by the Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD).
Under existing conditions, water service is available from an existing 18-inch diameter water line in
Pats Ranch Road east of the Project boundary (JCSD, 2014). As shown on Figure 5-16, Conceptual
Utility Plan, 8-inch diameter water lines would be installed on the site. These water lines would
provide two connections to the existing 18-inch diameter water line in Pats Ranch Road and would
provide onsite domestic water, irrigation water, and water for fire protection services. For a
second supply connection, the JCSD requires that approximately 500 linear feet of offsite water
lines be constructed across I-15 to connect to another existing 18-inch diameter water line in 68t
Street west of [-15. Additionally, each existing line would need to be interconnected by completing
the loop in 68t Street south of the Project boundary. (JCSD, 2014) This line is a JCSD master
planned line and the Project Applicant would be eligible for JCSD fee credit for its installation.

Located to the south of 68t Street is vacant land formerly used for agricultural purposes that is
approved for the future development of single-family homes and a neighborhood park site (i.e., the
“Riverbend” project, approved by City of Jurupa Valley Resolution 2013-29 on October 17, 2013).
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The “Riverbend” Project was conditioned to construct 500 linear feet of water line beneath 68t
Street to connect with an existing 18-inch line on the west side of I-15, to serve as a second supply
connection for its development. If the proposed Project proceeds prior to the “Riverbend”
development, the proposed Project would be required to install the approximately 500 linear feet
of offsite water lines across I-15 to connect to another existing 18-inch diameter water line in 68t
Street west of I-15. On the other hand, if the “Riverbend” project occurs first, the proposed Project
would not be required to install the approximately 500 linear feet of offsite water lines across I-15
to connect to another existing 18-inch diameter water line in 68t Street west of [-15.

8. Proposed Sewer Service Improvements

Sanitary sewer service to the Project site would be provided by the JCSD. Sewer service would be
provided to the site from an existing 21-inch diameter sewer line in 68t Street south of the Project
boundary. (JCSD, 2014) As indicted on Figure 5-16, 8-inch diameter sewer lines would be installed
onsite that would connect to the existing sewer line in 68t Street.

B. Construction Characteristics

1 Earthwork and Grading

Earthwork and grading details are based on SDP31416. The grading concept proposes 125,900
cubic yards (CY) of cut and 118,000 CY of fill resulting in a total export of 7,800 CY. The excess dirt
would be pushed off-site to the adjacent property to the north of the Project site which also is
owned by the Project Applicant. The area identified to receive exported soil from the Project site is
highlighted on Figure 5-17, Off-Site Export Area. The identified disposal area would be contour
graded between the northern property line and an existing RCFCWCD storm drain easement in a
manner that would perpetuate the existing drainage pattern. The offsite area would be graded with
approximately 5.5 feet of fill. Permanent erosion control measures would consist of slopes graded
at or less than 3:1, the use of soil binders, and/or hydroseeding with native plants and vegetation.
(Ardery, 2014)

2. Anticipated Construction Schedule

Construction activities are expected to commence in June 2015 and last through November 2016
(Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 21). Construction of the Project would occur in several general
phases including grading, building construction, application of architectural coatings, and paving.
The time durations would be somewhat sequential but would overlap in some cases. The
anticipated duration of construction activities are identified in Table 5-2, Anticipated Duration of
Construction Activities.

3. Construction Equipment

Table 5-3, Anticipated Construction Equipment, indicates the major construction equipment that the
Project Applicant anticipates the construction contractor(s) would use during each phase of Project
construction.

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 5-30



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485)

City of Jurupa Valley

Table 5-2 Anticipated Duration of Construction Activities

Phase Duration (working days)
Grading 30

Building Construction 300
Architectural Coatings 306

Paving 35

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 3-2, Construction Duration

4. Anticipated Construction Employees

The Project Applicant anticipates that over the course of the proposed Project’s construction
duration, approximately thirty-six (36) construction workers would be present on the Project site
on any given day during the various phases of construction activities.
delivering construction materials would travel to and from the property, at a rate of approximately
12 trips/day. (Urban Crossroads, 2014e, p. 46)

In addition, vendors

Table 5-3 Anticipated Construction Equipment

Activity

Equipment

Number

Hours Per
Day

Grading

Excavators

Graders

Water Trucks

Rubber Tired Dozers

Scrapers

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

Building Construction

Cranes

Forklifts

Generator Sets

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

Welders

Architectural Coatings

Air Compressors

Paving

Pavers

Paving Equipment

NN R R W R W[ R | N|IN|R[R|R]|N

Rollers

2

Q|| 0| CCO| || 0|0 | || O[] 0| | | C

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 3-3, Construction Equipment Assumptions
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C. Operational Characteristics

The proposed Project would be operated as a residential apartment community. As such, typical
operational characteristics include residents and visitors traveling to and from the apartments and
associated amenities, leisure, and maintenance activities occurring within the apartment
community.

1 Future Population

The Project would develop the subject property with 397 apartment units. The California,
Department of Finance, Table E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the
State- January 1, 2011-2014 lists persons per household as 3.88 for the City of Jurupa Valley
(California Department of Finance, 2014). Therefore, applying that household size factor, the
proposed Project would increase the City of Jurupa Valley’s population by up to approximately
1,540 (397 x 3.88=1,540.36) new residents. This represents an increase of up to 1,540 new
residents as compared to zero residents that would have been generated on the property if the site
were built under its current General Plan land use designation of Light Industrial (LI).

2. Future Traffic

Traffic would be generated by the residents of the 397 apartment units planned for the site. The
Project Trip Generation summary prepared by Urban Crossroads in the Project-specific Traffic
Impact Analysis (see Technical Appendix ]) indicates that implementation of the proposed Project
would result in the generation of approximately 2,640 daily trip-ends per day, with an estimated
202 weekday trips in the AM peak hours and 246 weekday PM peak hour trips. (Urban Crossroads,
2014e, Table 4-1).
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6.0 EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

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 could 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 City of
Jurupa Valley, 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.

The environmental subject areas evaluated herein are listed below. Each section evaluates several
specific subject matters related to the general topic of the subsection. The title of each subsection is
not limiting; therefore, refer to each subsection for a full account of the subject matters addressed
therein.
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6.1 AESTHETICS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Incorporated

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

v

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

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its v
surroundings?

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

Impact Analysis

6.1(a). Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Circulation Element & Multipurpose Open Space Element;
Eastvale Area Plan; Jurupa Valley Area Plan; Google Earth; Project Application Materials; Site Field
Survey, 2014)

The Project site is located in the City of Jurupa Valley, which lies within a relatively flat valley floor
surrounded by rugged hills and mountains at a distance to the north, west, and east. North of State
Route 60 and approximately 5.5 miles northeast of the Project site is the Jurupa Mountains. Mount
Jurupa, the highest point of the Jurupa Mountains, has an elevation of approximately 2,217 feet and
is about 7 miles from the northeast corner of the Project site. Further north and approximately 12
miles north of the Project site is the base of the San Gabriel Mountains. The Pedley Hills are lower
in elevation, located less than 4 miles from the northeast of the Project site. Approximately 1.1
miles and 2.4 miles southeast of the Project is the base of the La Sierra Hills and Norco Hills,
respectively. Although atmospheric haze often obscures clear views, distant views of the San
Gabriel Mountains are visible from the adjacent I-15 Freeway, 68t Street, the Project site and Pats
Ranch Road, looking north. Long distance views of the mountains are available to motorists for
brief moments of time (seconds), while driving at varying speeds. None of these three travel routes
are designated as a Scenic Highway or some sort of scenic corridor to recognize and protect scenic
views. La Sierra and Norco Hills are visible from the Project site and 68t Street, looking southeast.
Approximately one-half mile to the south of the Project site is the Santa Ana River, which is also the
southern boundary of the City of Jurupa Valley. The river is described as a unique and significant
visual resource by the Eastvale Area Plan, although because the river sits at a low elevation, its
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visibility is limited other than from properies that sit at a higher elevation and offer unobstructed
views toward the river corridor. Views of the river from 68t Street and Pats Ranch Road adjacent to
the Project site are not present under existing conditions because there is not enough topographic
elevation change to afford a view.

The Project site consists of disturbed, relatively flat, vacant land, and stockpiles of dirt mixed with
debris. The open character of the Project site does not contribute to a scenic vista defined by the
City’s General Plan or any other planning document. The receiving site for the Project’s earth
material export is the parcel immediately to the north, which is also vacant and does not contribute
to a scenic vista.

As mentioned previously, distant landforms visible or periodically visible on clear days from the
Project’s vicinity include the San Gabriel Mountains about 12 miles to the north, the Jurupa
Mountains 5 miles to the northeast, the Pedley Hills 4 miles to the northeast, the La Sierra Hills 1.1
miles to the southeast, and the Norco Hills 2.4 miles to the southeast. According to the Site
Development Plan included as part of the Project’s application materials on file with the City of
Jurupa Valley, the proposed apartment buildings would be constructed as three-story structures,
with a maximum height of 43’ 5”. Furthermore, pursuant to the land use regulations contained
within the City’s Zoning Ordinance, the proposed R-3 zoning designation would apply a maximum
height limit of 50 feet for all structures on-site. The three-story structures proposed throughout the
site would partially block but would not completely obstruct views from surrounding public
roadways to the hills and mountains visible in the horizon under existing conditions. This would be
a less than significant impact, because the mountain views to the north are extremely long distance,
usually obscured by haze, and are available for momentary glimpses to passing motorists. The
mobile viewing experience is not considered significant; therefore, partial obstruction of these
views by the proposed apartment complex structures would have a less than significant aesthetic
impact. A proposed six (6) foot high community theme wall is proposed along the site’s shared
boundary with 68t Street and a proposed 12 foot high noise barrier is proposed along the Project
site’s frontage with [-15, which would block views from the freeway to the visual foreground of the
Project site. There are no scenic features on site; therefore, blocking foreground views of the site
from the freeway would result in a less than significant impact. The receiving site for the Project’s
earth material export would be raised in elevation by up to 5.5 feet but would not contain any
vertical structures and has no potential to impact scenic vistas. Implementation of the proposed
Project would result in a less-than-significant impact on scenic vistas.

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

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: California Scenic Highway Program Eligible and Designated Routes, n.d.; City of Jurupa
Valley General Plan, Figure C-9 - Riverside County Scenic Highways; Google Earth)

The proposed Project site and the adjacent receiving site for exported earth materials are not
located within or adjacent to a scenic highway corridor. The nearest State-eligible scenic highway
is State Route (SR) 91, which is located approximately 5.5 miles south of the Project site.
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Intervening development blocks views of the Project site from SR-91. Additionally, there are no
trees, rock outcroppings, historic buildings or other kinds of scenic resources located on the vacant
Project site or earth materials receiving site. Therefore, the proposed Project has no potential to
damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway. No impact would occur.

6.1(c). Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; Google Earth)

The Project site consists of vacant, disturbed land and soil stockpiles, with scattered patches of
weedy vegetation. The area surrounding the Project site, as described previously in Subsection 4.0,
is characterized by contemporary residential subdivisions to the east and northeast, similar vacant
land immediately north (the Project’s proposed earth materials receiving site), then a developed
retail center to the north and extending to Limonite Avenue. This area is supported by a developed
street and highway system including Interstate 15 that abuts the Project site to the west. To the
south is undeveloped land leading to the Santa Ana River corridor, beyond which are developed
lands in the City of Norco. The undeveloped land to the south is approved for the development of a
master planned residential community (“Riverbend”).

With implementation of the proposed Project, the visual character of the Project site would be
converted from a scene of open, vacant land to an apartment community of numerous three-story
buildings, carports, landscape and open space amenities. The receiving site for the Project’s earth
material export is the parcel immediately to the north, which is currently vacant and would remain
vacant but raised in elevation by up to 5.5 feet as a result of receiving the imported earth material.

As part of the Project’s entitlement applications, the Project Applicant submitted a Site
Development Plan to the City of Jurupa Valley, which would be enforced by City conditions of
approval placed on the Project. According to the proposed Development Plan, the primary
aesthetic theme for the proposed Project would be ‘contemporary’ with Spanish accents (refer to
Figure 5-12, Conceptual Architecture). The Development Plan also specifies concepts for
architectural styles, exterior colors and materials, garage and roof design, lot layouts, unit mixes,
landscaping, and other design features.

During the Project’s temporary construction period, construction equipment, supplies, and
activities would be visible on the subject property, and to a lesser extent the parcel to the
immediate north, from immediately surrounding areas. The major construction equipment
expected to be used is described in Subsection 5.3.1.5, Construction Characteristics. This equipment
has a similar character to the heavy agricultural equipment (e.g., tractors) that operated on the
Project site under past conditions. Construction activities are a common occurrence in the
developing Inland Empire region of southern California and are not considered to substantially
degrade the area’s visual quality. All construction equipment would be removed from the Project
site following completion of the Project’s construction activities. For these reasons, the temporary
visibility of construction equipment and activities at the Project site and on the parcel to the
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immediate north would not substantially degrade the visual character of the surrounding area.
Visual character changes associated with construction would be less-than-significant.

At buildout of the proposed Project, views of the site from the surrounding area would change from
disturbed, vacant land to a developed apartment community. The Project site has been planned for
light industrial uses by the prevailing General Plan since at least 2003 and the proposed apartment
community contains open space elements and frequent building separations that would likely not
occur within a light industrial development. The modern architectural styles, muted earthtone
colors, concrete roof tiles, stucco finishes and extensive interior and perimeter landscape
treatments would be compatible with the visual character of the neighboring single-family
communities to the east. The 13-foot-deep landscape setback along the Project site’s Pats Ranch
Road frontage would mirror the landscape treatment on the opposite side of this street. The 26
foot-deep landscape setback along 68t Street would include a meandering sidewalk that would fill
in an existing gap in this pedestrian route along the north side of 68t Street. Numerous street trees
are proposed along both street frontages, and the proposed landscape elements along these
frontages would provide attractive edge along the eastern and southern sides of the Project site.
These aesthetic changes throughout the site would be noticeable, however, these changes would be
visually compatible with the character and quality of the existing residential community to the east
and would not be considered to be degrading. The proposed Project would also be of comparable
character and quality as the existing homes on the opposite side of I-15 in the City of Eastvale and
the homes planned in the Riverbend development on the south side of 68t Street. The parcel to the
immediate north of the Project site would be raised in elevation by up to 5.5 feet as a result of
receiving earth materials, but the disturbed areas are proposed to be covered with soil binders
and/or a hydroseed mix of native plants, resulting in an appearance not noticeably different than
the property’s existing vacant condition.

For all of the reasons stated above, implementation of the proposed Project would not degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. Impacts would be less than
significant.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

(Sources: Ordinance No. 461; Project Application Materials)

No sources of artificial light are located on the property under the existing vacant site conditions.
Implementation of the proposed Project would include the installation of exterior lighting fixtures
throughout the site that are typical of an apartment community. Exterior nighttime lighting fixtures
would primarily include street lights, lights installed on individual buildings and in parking areas,
and lights associated with the proposed on-site pool and clubhouse area. As a result, the Project
would increase the amount of artificial nighttime light emitted in the area, incrementally
contributing to a reduction of nighttime, dark-sky views. Under existing conditions, however, the
property does not have dark sky views because the Project site is surrounded by suburban
development to the north and west, rural residential development to the northeast, and I-15 to the
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immediate west, all of which emit light. As such, the addition of exterior lighting fixtures in
Project’s development area would not constitute in a substantial new source of artificial light.

Even though the Project’s exterior lighting would not be a substantial new source of light, exterior
lighting fixtures installed on the property have the potential to result in adverse nighttime light and
glare effects associated with off-site light trespass. Potential impacts would be reduced to less than
significant, through compliance with City of Jurupa Valley Design Guidelines, Section II.H, outdoor
lighting, other than street lighting, shall be low to the ground or shielded and hooded to avoid
shining onto adjacent properties and streets. Mitigation Measure AE-1 is imposed to ensure
compliance with Ordinance 915. Street lights are required to comply with design standards
contained within City Ordinance No. 461 (Road Improvement Standards & Specifications) which
establishes minimum design standards for street lights to ensure public safety and minimize public
nuisance and would ensure that adverse effects associated with light trespass and/or glare would
not occur. Mitigation Measure AE-2 is imposed to ensure compliance with City Ordinance No. 461.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure AE-1: Prior to residential building permit issuance, the City shall
review construction drawings to ensure that proposed exterior, artificial lighting is in
compliance with City of Jurupa Valley Design Guidelines, Section II.H, outdoor lighting, other
than street lighting, shall be low to the ground or shielded and hooded to avoid shining onto
adjacent properties and streets. Project contractors shall be required to comply with the
construction drawings and permit periodic inspection of the construction site by City of
Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to confirm compliance.

Mitigation Measure AE-2: Street lights shall comply with design standards contained
within City Ordinance No. 461 (Road Improvement Standards & Specifications) which
specify that street luminaires shall be full cut off.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures AE-1 and AE-2, the Project’s potential impact
associated with off-site light and glare trespass would be reduced to below a level of significance.
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6.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Would the project: Significant Impact With | Significant T
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),

as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the v

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of

the California Resources Agency, to non-

agricultural use?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural v

use, or a Williamson Act contract?

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

d. Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

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

Impact Analysis

6.2(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?

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: California Department of Conservation (CDC), Important Farmlands Map, 2010; City of
Jurupa Valley General Plan, Multipurpose Open Space Element; Ordinance No. 625)

The State of California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP) classifies the Project site as “Farmland of Local Importance” and “Other Land. The Project
site does not contain any lands designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (“Farmland”) as mapped by the FMMP. No properties abutting the Project
site are classified as Farmland. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in the conversion
of any Farmland to non-agricultural use, and no impact would occur. (CDC, 2010)
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Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

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

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan Land Use Map, 2011; City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Map,
2011; Riverside County Land Information System (RCLIS); Riverside County General Plan Program
Environmental Impact Report, 2003; CDC, Williamson Act Map, FY '08 - ‘09)

The Project site is zoned Industrial Park (IP). The Project’s proposed Change of Zone (CZ1405)
seeks to change the IP zoning to General Residential (R-3). No lands on the Project site are zoned or
within close proximity to the site are zoned or proposed to be zoned for agricultural use. The
Project site is not identified by the Riverside County Land Information System (RCLIS) as property
that is located within an agricultural preserve. (RCLIS, 2014) In addition, the Project site is not
identified by the State of California Department of Conservation as land under a Williamson Act
Contract. Thus, the proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use
and would not conflict with a Williamson Act contract. (CDC, FY '08 - '09) No impact would occur.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

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

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan Land Use Map, 2011; City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Map,
2011)

The Project site is currently zoned Industrial Park (IP). The Project’s proposed Change of Zone
(CZ1405) seeks to change the IP zoning to General Residential (R-3). The Project site does not
contain any forest lands, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production lands, nor are
any forest lands or timberlands located on or nearby the Project site. Because no lands on the
Project site are zoned for forestland or timberland, the Project has no potential to impact such
zoning. No impact would occur.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.
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6.2(d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Finding: No impact

(Sources: Biological Technical Report, 2014)

According to a biological field survey conducted on the Project site (refer to Technical Appendix B,
Biological Technical Report) portions of the property are unvegetated and other portions are
vegetated with non-native ruderal species. The Project site and surrounding properties do not
contain forest lands, are not zoned for forest lands, nor are they identified as containing forest
resources by the City of Jurupa Valley or adjacent City of Eastvale General Plans. Because forest
land is not present on the Project site or in the immediate vicinity of the Project site, the proposed
Project has no potential to result in the loss of forest land or the conversion of forest land to non-
forest use. No impact would occur.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

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

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Multipurpose Open Space Element; Riverside County
General Plan Program Environmental Impact Report, 2003, Chapter 4.2 - Land Use/Agricultural
Resources; Google Earth)

The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program classifies the Project property as “Farmland of
Local Importance.” Farmland of Local Importance is land of importance to the local economy, as
defined by each county's local advisory committee and adopted by its Board of Supervisors.
Farmland of Local Importance is either currently producing, or has the capability of production, but
does not meet the criteria of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique
Farmland. According to a biological field survey conducted on the Project site (refer to Technical
Appendix B, Biological Technical Report) portions of the property are unvegetated and other
portions are vegetated with non-native ruderal species. The Project site is not being used for
farming.

Lands surrounding the Project site include vacant undeveloped land to the immediate north (the
Project’s proposed earth materials receiving site), beyond which is commercial development. The
Project site is bounded on the south by 68th Street. Located to the south of 68t Street is agricultural
land that is approved for the future development of 464 single-family residential homes and a
neighborhood park site (i.e., the “Riverbend” project). Because the Riverbend project has already
been approved by the City of Jurupa Valley for future residential development, implementation of
the proposed Project would not expedite the conversion of that land to non-agricultural use. The
Project site is bounded on the east by Pats Ranch Road. Located to the east of Pats Ranch Road are
single-family detached homes. To the east of the single-family detached homes is Louis
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Vandermolen Fundamental Elementary School. To the west of the Project site is I-15. Located east
of I-15 are single-family detached homes that are located in the City of Eastvale. Given the absence
of farmland or forest land and the developed character of surrounding lands, the proposed Project
would have no potential to convert farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest
use. No impact would occur.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.
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6.3 AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria Less Than

established by the applicable air quality | Potentially Significant Less Than No
management or air pollution control district | Significant | Impact With | Significant Impact
may be relied upon to make the following Impact Mitigation Impact
determinations. Would the project: Incorporated

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the v

applicable air quality plan?

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

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

precursors)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial v
pollutant concentrations?

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a v

substantial number of people?

Impact Analysis

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Air Quality Impact Analysis, 2014; South Coast Air Quality Management District Final 2012
Air Quality Management Plan, 2012; CEQA Air Quality Handbook; Project Application Materials; Trip
Generation Manual, 9t Edition, 2012.)

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

The SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to reduce air
emissions in the Basin. SCAQMD adopted the 2012 AQMP on December 7, 2012. The Final 2012
AQMP incorporates the latest scientific and technological information and planning assumptions,
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including the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS)
prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and updated emission
inventory methodologies for various source categories. The Final 2012 AQMP is based on
assumptions provided by both CARB and SCAG in the latest available EMFAC model for the most
recent motor vehicle and demographics information, respectively. The Final 2012 AQMP assumes
that development associated with general plans, specific plans, residential projects, and wastewater
facilities will be constructed in accordance with population growth projections identified by SCAG.
The SCAQMD has established criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP. These criteria
are defined in Chapter 12, Sections 12.2 and 12.3 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook and
are discussed below.

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

Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to violations of the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). As evaluated under Issues
6.3(b), (c), and (d), below, the proposed Project would not exceed regional or localized
significance thresholds for any criteria pollutant during construction or long-term operation.
Accordingly, the Project is determined to be consistent with the first criterion.

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

The growth forecasts used in the AQMP to project future emissions levels are based on the
projections of the Regional Transportation Model utilized by SCAG, which incorporates land
use data provided by lead agency general plan documentation, as well as assumptions
regarding population number, location of population growth, and a regional housing needs
assessment. The 2012 AQMP has assumed that development associated with general plans,
specific plans, residential projects, and wastewater facilities will be constructed in accordance
with population growth projections identified by SCAG in its 2012 RTP, and that development
projects would implement strategies to reduce emissions generated during the construction
and operational phases of development. The Project applicant proposes a residential land use
in an area designated for light industrial land use. With a Project site area of approximately
17.4 acres, if a 0.5 FAR is assumed for the industrial use, the site could be developed with an
industrial park having approximately 378,972 square feet of building space. Using ITE trip
generation rates, this would equate to approximately 2,588 vehicles per day, compared to the
proposed Project’s 2,640 vehicles per day.

Although on the surface it would appear that the proposed Project would generate slightly
more trips than the hypothetical industrial park, it is important to note that the vehicle fleet
mix would also be different. The hypothetical industrial park would generate almost 500 truck
trips per day which in turn would generate more emissions than the typical passenger car for a
residential occupancy, and likely equal or exceed emissions generated by additional trips
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generated by the proposed Project. (Urban Crossroads, 2014a, p. 33) In addition, the Project
does not exceed any of the SCAQMD numerical thresholds (regional and LST) for both
construction and operation. Therefore, the Project is consistent with the AQMP emission
projections for the near-term period of the project buildout. If the proposed Project is
approved by the City of Jurupa Valley, the property’s new General Plan designation of R3 will
be included in the next update to the AQMP regional growth forecasts and related emissions
forecasts.

For the reasons stated above, the proposed Project would not result in an increase in the frequency
or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, delay the
timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the Final
2012 AQMP. As such, the Project would be consistent with the AQMP and impacts would be less
than significant.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Air Quality Impact Analysis, 2014)

The SCAQMD monitors levels of various criteria pollutants at thirty (30) monitoring stations
throughout the SCAB. In 2012, the federal and State ambient air quality standards (NAAQS and
CAAQS) were exceeded on one or more days for ozone (03), particulate matter < 10 microns (PMio),
and particulate matter < 2.5 microns (PM2s) at most monitoring locations. No areas of the SCAB
exceeded national or state standards for nitrogen dioxide (NO:), sulfur dioxide (SO), carbon
monoxide (CO), sulfates or lead. The most recent three (3) years of data available for air quality
levels at the SCAQMD monitoring station nearest the Project site are provided in Table 2-3 of the
Air Quality Impact Analysis attached as Technical Appendix A1.

As with any new development project, the proposed Project has the potential to generate
substantial pollutant concentrations during both construction activities and long-term operation.
The SCAQMD has developed regional and localized significance thresholds for regulated pollutants
in order to meet national and state air quality standards. Table 6-1, SCAQMD Regional and Localized
Thresholds of Significance, summarizes the SCAQMD’s regional and localized thresholds. The
SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds (March 2009) indicate that any project in the
SCAB with daily emissions that exceed any of the indicated thresholds should be considered as
having an individually and cumulatively significant air quality impact. The proposed Project has the
potential to exceed the SCAQMD regional and/or localized emissions thresholds during both Project
construction and long-term operation. Each is discussed below.
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Table 6-1 SCAQMD Regional and Localized Thresholds of

Significance
Pollutant Construction Operations
Regional Thresholds
NOx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
voC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PMio 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day
PM3s 55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 lbs/day
co 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 lbs/day 3 lbs/day
Localized Thresholds
NOx 236.67 Ibs/day 270 lbs/day
PMio 19.93 lIbs/day 6.40 Ibs/day
PM3s 7.47 lbs/day 2.40 Ibs/day
co 1,345.67 lbs/day 1,577 lbs/day

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2014a)

It should be noted that the analysis in this Subsection assumes that the proposed Project would
comply with applicable, mandatory regulatory requirements, including: SCAQMD Rule 403,
“Fugitive Dust;” SCAQMD Rule 431.2, “Sulfur Content of Liquid Fuels;” SCAQMD Rule 1113,
“Architectural Coatings;” SCAQMD Rule 1186, “PM1o Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads, and
Livestock Operations;” and SCAQMD Rule 1186.1, “Less-Polluting Street Sweepers.”

U Construction Emissions - Regional Thresholds

Construction activities associated with the proposed Project would result in emissions of CO, VOCs,
NOx, SOx, PMiy, and PM,s. Construction related emissions are expected from the following
construction activities:

. Site Preparation

. Grading and Infrastructure Installation
. Building Construction

. Paving

. Architectural Coatings (Painting)

. Construction Workers Commuting
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For purposes of analysis, it is assumed that construction of the Project would occur from June 2015
to November 2016. If construction activities actually occur at a later date than assumed in this
analysis, emissions associated with construction vehicle exhaust would be less than disclosed
below due to the application of more restrictive regulatory requirements for construction
equipment and the ongoing replacement of older construction fleet equipment with newer, less-
polluting equipment by construction contractors, as contained in the CalEEMod model.

Dust is typically a major concern during rough grading activities. Because such emissions are not
amenable to collection and discharge through a controlled source, they are called “fugitive
emissions.” Fugitive dust emissions rates vary as a function of many parameters (soil silt, soil
moisture, wind speed, area disturbed, number of vehicles, depth of disturbance or excavation, etc.).
The CalEEMod model was utilized to calculate fugitive dust emissions resulting from this phase of
activity. Construction emissions for construction worker vehicles traveling to and from the Project
site, as well as vendor trips (construction materials delivered to the Project site) were estimated
based on CalEEMod defaults. The Project’s construction characteristics and construction
equipment fleet assumptions used in the analysis are described in the Air Quality Impact Analysis
and the Mobile Source Air Toxic and Criteria Pollutant Health Risk Assessment attached as
Technical Appendices A1 and A2, respectively.

The calculated maximum daily emissions associated with construction of the proposed Project are
presented in Table 6-2, Emissions Summary of Overall Construction. As shown in Table 6-2,
construction-related emissions would not exceed any criteria pollutant thresholds established by
the SCAQMD. Accordingly, the Project would not emit substantial concentrations of these
pollutants during construction and would not contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation on a direct or cumulative basis. Thus, impacts associated with construction-related
emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOx), CO, sulfur oxides (SOx), PM1o
and PM; s would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Table 6-2 Emissions Summary of Overall Construction

Year Emissions (pounds per day)

vocC NOx (6{0) SOx PMio PM;5
2015 18.65 87.93 68.86 0.12 8.98 5.32
2016 17.99 45.16 64.35 0.12 8.76 4.07
Maximum Daily
Emissions 18.65 87.93 68.86 0.12 8.98 5.32
SCAQMD Regional
Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 3-5.

U Construction Emissions - Localized Significance Thresholds

As previously discussed, the SCAQMD has established that impacts to air quality are significant if
there is a potential to contribute or cause localized exceedances of the federal and/or state ambient
air quality standards (NAAQS/CAAQS). Collectively, these are referred to as Localized Significance
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Thresholds (LSTs). LSTs were developed in response to environmental justice and health concerns
raised by the public regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities.
To address the issue of localized significance, the SCAQMD adopted LSTs that show whether a
project would cause or contribute to localized air quality impacts and thereby cause or contribute
to potential localized adverse health effects. The analysis makes use of methodology included in the
SCAQMD Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (Methodology) (SCAQMD, June 2003).

The significance of localized emissions impacts depends on whether ambient levels in the vicinity of
a given project are above or below State standards. In the case of CO and NO, if ambient levels are
below the standards, a project is considered to have a significant impact if emissions result in an
exceedance of one or more of these standards. If ambient levels already exceed a state or federal
standard, then project emissions are considered significant if they increase ambient concentrations
by a measurable amount. This would apply to PM1o and PMas, both of which are non-attainment
pollutants.

For this Project, the appropriate Source Receptor Area (SRA) for the LST analysis is SRA 23. LSTs
apply to CO, NOz, PMio, and PM,s. SCAQMD’s Methodology clearly states that “off-site mobile
emissions from the Project should not be included in the emissions compared to LSTs (23).”
Therefore, for purposes of the construction LST analysis only emissions included in the CalEEMod
“on-site” emissions outputs were considered.

Based on the Project’s anticipated construction characteristics, it is estimated that the Project could
actively disturb approximately 4.0 acres per day. Refer to Mitigation Measure AQ-3 which limits
grading to no more than 4.0 acres per day. The site specific construction fleet may vary due to
specific project needs at the time of construction. The SCAQMD produced look-up tables for
projects less than or equal to 5 acres in size; since the Project does not exceed a disturbance area of
5 acres in size, SCAQMD LST look-up tables are used to determine localized impacts consistent with
SCAQMD protocol.

The nearest receptor (where an individual can stay for a shorter averaged time) is located
immediately adjacent to the north of the Project site (zoned industrial). Notwithstanding, the
Methodology explicitly states that “It is possible that a project may have receptors closer than 25
meters. Projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to the nearest receptor should use
the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters.” Based on SCAQMD’s Final LST Methodology, a 25
meter receptor distance is utilized in order to determine the LSTs for emissions of CO and NO..

The nearest sensitive receptor land use (where an individual could remain for 24 hours) is located
~115 feet/35 meters east of the Project site. For purposes of this analysis, a 35 meter sensitive
receptor distance is utilized in order to determine the LSTs for emissions of PM1o and PM3s.

Assuming mandatory compliance with applicable air quality regulations, Table 6-3, Localized
Significance Summary - Construction, presents the maximum daily emissions anticipated during
construction. As shown, the Project’s localized emissions of NOx, CO, PMiy, and PM;s during
construction would not exceed the SCAQMD localized thresholds of significance. Accordingly,
localized impacts during construction would be less than significant.
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Table 6-3 Localized Significance Summary - Construction

On-Site  Site  Preparation Emissions (pounds per day)

Emissions NO, co PM1o PM,.:
Maximum Daily Emissions 87.78 54.01 7.56 5.25
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 236.67 1,345.67 19.93 7.47
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 3-9.

U Operational Emissions - Regional Thresholds

The proposed Project would be operated as a residential apartment community. As such, typical
operational characteristics include residents and visitors traveling to and from the apartments and
associated amenities, leisure, and maintenance activities occurring on the site. Accordingly,
operational emissions would be expected from the following primary sources: (1) area source
emissions, (2) energy source emissions, and (3) mobile source emissions. Emissions associated
with the Project’s operational phase would consist of emissions of ROG, NOx, CO, SOx, PM1o, and
PMzs.

As indicated in Table 6-4, Summary of Peak Operational Emissions, Project-related operational-
source emissions would not exceed applicable SCAQMD regional criteria thresholds. Accordingly,
the proposed Project would not emit substantial concentrations of these pollutants during long-
term operation and would not contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation on a direct
or cumulatively considerable basis. Thus, impacts associated with emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, SOx,
PMio and PM2 s would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

U Operational Emissions - Localized Significance Thresholds

Table 6-5, Localized Significance Summary - Operations, shows the calculated emissions for the
Project’s operational activities compared with the applicable LSTs. The LST analysis includes on-
site sources only; however, the CalEEMod™ model outputs do not separate on-site and off-site
emissions from mobile sources. In an effort to establish a maximum potential impact scenario for
analytic purposes, the emissions shown on Table 6-5 represent all on-site Project-related stationary
(area) sources and five percent (5%) of the Project-related mobile sources. Considering that the
weighted trip length used in CalEEMod™ for the Project is approximately 14.7 miles, 5% of this total
would represent an on-site travel distance for each car and truck of approximately 1 mile or 5,280
feet; thus the 5% assumption is conservative and would tend to overstate the actual impact.
Modeling based on these assumptions demonstrates that even within broad encompassing
parameters, Project operational-source emissions would not exceed applicable LSTs.

For operational LSTs, the nearest sensitive receptor where an individual can stay for a shorter
averaged time is located immediately adjacent to the north of the Project site (zoned industrial).
Notwithstanding, the Methodology explicitly states that “It is possible that a project may have
receptors closer than 25 meters. Projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to the
nearest receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters.” Based on SCAQMD’s Final
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LST Methodology, a 25 meter receptor distance is utilized in order to determine the LSTs for
emissions of CO and NOz.

Table 6-4 Summary of Peak Operational Emissions

Operational  Activities - Emissions (pounds per day)

Summer Scenario VvOC NO, co SO, PM1o PM -
Area Source 16.88 0.39 33.33 1.74e-3 0.71 0.71
Energy Source 0.16 1.33 0.57 8.51e-3 0.11 0.11
Mobile 10.13 29.35 120.42 0.29 19.56 5.50
Maximum Daily Emissions 2717 31.07 | 154.32 0.30 20.38 6.32
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO
Operational  Activities - Emissions (pounds per day)

Winter Scenario voc NO co SOy PMy, | PM;s
Area Source 16.88 0.39 33.33 1.74e-3 0.71 0.71
Energy Source 0.16 1.33 0.57 8.51e-3 0.11 0.11
Mobile 10.46 30.88 117.84 0.27 19.56 5.51
Maximum Daily Emissions 27.50 32.61 | 151.74 0.28 20.38 6.32
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 3-6.

Table 6-5 Localized Significance Summary - Operations

Emissions (pounds per day)
Operational Activity
NOx Cco PMio PMz 5
Maximum Daily Emissions 3.26 39.92 1.80 1.10
SCAQMD Localized Threshold 270 1,577 6.40 2.40
Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014a, Table 3-10.

The nearest sensitive receptor land use where an individual could remain for 24 hours is located
~115 feet/35 meters east of the Project site. For purposes of this analysis, a 35 meter sensitive
receptor distance is utilized in order to determine the LSTs for emissions of PMo and PM3s.

If emissions exceed the LST for a 5-acre site, then dispersion modeling needs to be conducted. Use
of the LSTs for a 5-acre site for operational activities is appropriate since this would result in more
stringent LSTs because emissions would occur in a more concentrated area and closer to the
nearest sensitive receptor than in reality.
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As shown on Table 6-5, operational emissions would not exceed the LST thresholds for the nearest
sensitive receptor. Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant localized impact during
operational activity.

O Conclusion

As indicated in the above analysis, less-than-significant impacts would occur based on the SCAQMD
regional thresholds during construction activities or long-term operation. Additionally, near-term
construction activities and long-term operation of the proposed Project would not exceed the
SCAQMD LSTs. Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Project would not violate any air
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and
impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation
Although Project-related construction air quality emissions would be below the SCAQMD regional
and localized thresholds for all criteria pollutants, the following mitigation measures are

nonetheless identified to ensure Project consistency with standard regulatory requirements and
the assumptions utilized in the Project’s air quality impact analysis.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South
Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403, “Fugitive Dust.” Rule 403 requires
implementation of best available dust control measures during construction activities that
generate fugitive dust, such as earth moving and stockpiling activities, grading, and
equipment travel on unpaved roads. Prior to grading permit issuance, the City shall verify
that the following notes are included on grading plans and/or stockpile plans. Project
contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with the notes and permit periodic
inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to confirm
compliance. These notes also shall be specified in bid documents issued to prospective
construction contractors.

a. During grading and ground-disturbing construction activities, the construction
contractor shall ensure that all clearing, grading, or excavation activities shall cease
when winds exceed 25 miles per hour (mph).

b. During grading and ground-disturbing construction activities, the construction
contractor shall ensure that all unpaved roads and areas within the Project undergoing
active ground disturbance are watered at least three (3) times daily during dry weather.
Watering, with complete coverage of disturbed areas by water truck, sprinkler system
or other comparable means, shall occur in the mid-morning, afternoon, and after work
has been completed for the day.

c. Temporary signs shall be installed on the construction site along all unpaved roads
indicating a maximum speed limit of 15 miles per hour (mph). The signs shall be
installed before construction activities commence and remain in place during the
duration of vehicle activities on all unpaved roads and haul routes.
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Mitigation Measure AQ-2: The Project is required to comply with California Code of
Regulations Title 13, Division 3, Chapter 10, Article 1, Section 2485, “Airborne Toxic Control
Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling.” Prior to grading permit
issuance and building permit issuance, the City shall verify that the following notes are
included on the grading and building plans. Project contractors shall be required to ensure
compliance with the notes and permit periodic inspection of the construction site by City of
Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to confirm compliance. These notes also shall be specified
in bid documents issued to prospective construction contractors.

a. Temporary signs shall be placed on the construction site at all construction vehicle
entry points and at all loading, unloading, and equipment staging areas indicating that
heavy duty trucks are prohibited from idling for more than five (5) minutes at any
location. The signs shall be installed before construction activities commence and
remain in place during the duration of construction activities at all loading, unloading,
and equipment staging areas.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Prior to grading permit issuance, the City shall verify that the
following note is included on the grading plan. Project contractors shall be required to
ensure compliance with the note and permit periodic inspection of the construction site by
City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to confirm compliance. The note also shall be
specified in bid documents issued to prospective construction contractors.

a. The construction contractor shall ensure that heavy duty construction equipment
activities (i.e., crawlers, graders, bulldozers, and scrapers) do not cause more than 4.0
acres of active ground disturbance per day. The construction contractor shall maintain
a written log or map of daily mass grading activities, which shall be available for City of
Jurupa Valley inspection upon request

6.3(c)

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Air Quality Impact Analysis, 2014)

The Project area is designated as an extreme non-attainment area for ozone and a non-attainment
area for PM1o and PM;s. Thus, pollutants of concern within the Project area include VOCs and NOx,
both of which are ozone precursors, and particulate matter (PM1o and PM;s). As indicated in Table
6-2 and Table 6-4, near-term construction activities and long-term operational activities would not
exceed any of the SCAQMD Regional Thresholds of Significance for VOCs, NOx, PM1o, or PMz5. The
SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds (March 2009) indicate that any project in the
SCAB with daily emissions that exceed any of the indicated thresholds should be considered as
having an individually and cumulatively significant air quality impact; conversely, Projects that are
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below the indicated thresholds would have a less-than-significant impact on both a direct and
cumulative basis. Because the Project would not exceed the SCAQMD Regional Thresholds for any
criteria pollutant for which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard, impacts would be less than significant and mitigation would not
be required.

6.3(d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Air Quality Impact Analysis, 2014a; Mobile Source Air Toxic and Criteria Pollutant Health
Risk Assessment, 2014b; South Coast Air Quality Management District, Multiple Air Toxics Exposure
Study in the South Coast Air Basin (MATES II1); South Coast Air Quality Management District “MATES
Il Carcinogenic Risk Interactive Map”)

Sensitive receptors can include uses such as long term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers,
and retirement homes. Residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, and athletic facilities
can also be considered as sensitive receptors. The following provides an analysis of the Project’s
potential to expose sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the Project site to substantial
pollutant concentrations during Project construction and long-term operation, including existing
residences located approximately 115 feet east of the Project site and east of Pats Ranch Road.

O Construction and Operational LST Analysis

Sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the Project site, including but not limited to the
existing residences located east of the Project site and east of Pats Ranch Road as described above,
would be exposed to localized emissions during Project construction. As indicated above under the
discussion of Issue 6.b), and as shown in Table 6-3 and Table 6-4, the proposed Project would not
exceed any of the SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Thresholds during near-term construction or
long-term operation. Accordingly, Project-related localized emissions would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during construction or long-term operation, and
impacts would be less than significant.

0 Toxic Air Pollutant Emissions

The SCAQMD documented existing baseline and projected basin-wide effects of toxic air
contaminants in their study, titled the “Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the South Coast Air
Basin, MATES-IIL.” This study shows that Project site has an estimated carcinogenic risk of 716 in
one million. On the Project site, risks would be highest close to I-15. This information is presented
for disclosure purposes and is not an effect caused by the proposed Project. As described above,
the Project would not generate substantial stationary source emissions and would not attract or
generate substantial diesel truck traffic. Accordingly, long-term operation of the Project would not
emit substantial concentrations of toxic air pollutants and would not measurably or substantially
increase ambient carcinogenic risk in the Project area above existing conditions.

Although CEQA requires an analysis of a project’s impact on the environment and not an analysis of
the environment’s impact on a project, for full disclosure purposes, the City of Jurupa Valley
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required an analysis of localized air quality effects on the Project site associated with the property’s
location, including air emissions associated with vehicular travel on the adjacent I-15 Freeway
(refer to Technical Appendix AZ2).

Carcinogenic Chemical Risk

The State of California has established a threshold of one in one hundred thousand (or ten in one
million) (1.0E-05) as a level posing no significant risk for exposures to carcinogens regulated under
the Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act (Proposition 65). This threshold is also
consistent with the maximum incremental cancer risk established by the SCAQMD for projects
prepared under the auspices of CEQA. The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993) states that
emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) are considered significant if a health risk assessment
shows an increased risk of greater than ten in one million.

Health risks associated with exposure to carcinogenic compounds can be defined in terms of the
probability of developing cancer as a result of exposure to a chemical at a given concentration.
Under a deterministic approach (i.e., point estimate methodology), the cancer risk probability is
determined by multiplying the chemical’s annual concentration by its unit risk factor (URF). The
URF is a measure of the carcinogenic potential of a chemical when a dose is received through the
inhalation pathway. It represents an upper bound estimate of the probability of contracting cancer
as a result of continuous exposure to an ambient concentration of one microgram per cubic meter
(ug/m3) over a 70 year lifetime.

To represent residential exposures, the assessment employed the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s guidance to develop viable dose estimates based on reasonable maximum exposures
(RME). Specifically, activity patterns for population mobility recommended by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and presented in the Exposure Factors Handbook were utilized.
As a result, lifetime risk values for residents were adjusted to account for an exposure duration of
350 days per year for 30 years (i.e., 95th percentile). A 9 year exposure duration was additionally
assessed to identify risk estimates associated with the average time individuals are reported to
reside at a given residence. For body weight and inhalation, the assessment employed average
adult values of 70 kilograms and 20 cubic meters per day, respectively. The time frame-based
exposure values are probably much higher than what will be the case with an apartment
community, where residents are more transient than in owner-occupied homes and are less likely
to remain in the same home for nine years, and certainly not for 350 days per year over a period of
30 years. Americans, on average, spend approximately 90 percent of their time indoors (United
States Environmental Protection Agency, 2014). If this is also true for the residents of the proposed
apartment community, they would be outdoors a small percentage of the time and exposed to
freeway emissions a corresponding small amount of time. The modeling of carcinogenic risk
exposure due to proximity to the I-15 Freeway, therefore, is probably more hypothetical and an
overestimate of the actual level of risk exposure.

For carcinogenic exposures, the summation of risk for the maximum exposed residential receptor
would be approximately 2.28E-05 (22.8 in one million) for the 30 year and 6.83E-06 (6.83 in one
million) for the 9 year exposure scenarios. In comparison to the SCAQMD Significance threshold
level of ten (10) in one million, carcinogenic risks would exceed the applicable thresholds for the 30
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year exposure scenario only. The HRA assessment conducted for the proposed Project assesses
potential risk to the entire Project site. To reduce the exposure levels, mitigation is recommended
herein to ensure air filtration systems are provided for each residential apartment unit. With the
installation of air filtration systems for each residential unit, the summation of risk for the
maximum exposed residential receptor would total 4.56E-06 (4.56 in one million) for the 30 year
and 1.37E-06 (1.37 in one million) for the 9 year exposure scenarios. In comparison to the
threshold level of ten in one million, carcinogenic risks would not exceed the applicable thresholds
for both the 30 and 9 year exposure scenario. Therefore, with the use and proper on-going
maintenance of air filtration systems (as would be assured by Mitigation Measures AQ-4 and AQ-5),
carcinogenic exposures would be within acceptable limits and impacts would be less than
significant.

Non-Carcinogenic Hazards

An evaluation of the potential non-cancer effects of contaminant exposures also was conducted.
Under the point estimate approach, adverse health effects are evaluated by comparing the
concentration of each compound with the appropriate Reference Exposure Level (REL). Available
REL’s presented in the Consolidated Table of OEHHA/ARB Approved Risk Assessment Health
Values were considered in the health risk assessment (see Technical Appendix A2).

To quantify non-carcinogenic impacts, the hazard index approach was used. The hazard index
assumes that sub-threshold exposures adversely affect a specific organ or organ system (i.e.,
toxicological endpoint). For each discrete pollutant exposure, target organs presented in regulatory
guidance were utilized.

To calculate the hazard index, the pollutant concentration or dose is divided by the appropriate
toxicity value. For compounds affecting the same toxicological endpoint, this ratio is summed.
Where the total equals or exceeds one (i.e., unity), a health hazard is presumed to exist. To assess
acute non-cancer impacts, the maximum pollutant concentration is divided by the REL for the
corresponding averaging time (e.g., 1-hour). No exposure adjustments are considered for short
duration exposures.

For chronic non-carcinogenic effects, the hazard index identified for each toxicological endpoint
totaled less than one for both the 30 year and 9 year exposure scenarios. For acute exposures (i.e.,
1 and 8-hour), the hazard indices for the identified averaging times did not exceed unity. Therefore,
acute and chronic non-carcinogenic hazards were predicted to be within acceptable limits and are
less than significant.

Criteria Pollutant Emissions

The State of California has promulgated strict ambient air quality standards for various pollutants.
These standards were established to safeguard the public’'s health and welfare with specific
emphasis on protecting those individuals susceptible to respiratory distress, such as asthmatics, the
young, the elderly and those with existing conditions which may be affected by increased pollutant
concentrations. However, recent research has shown that unhealthful respiratory responses occur
with exposures to pollutants at levels that only marginally exceed clean air standards. The
SCAQMD'’s significance thresholds for operational localized criteria pollutant emissions are
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summarized in Table 6-6, SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds. A significant impact would
occur if a project caused the exposure of sensitive receptors to localized criteria pollutant emissions
in excess of these thresholds.

Table 6-6 SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Pollutant Averaging Time Pollutant Concentration
Particulates (PM1o) 24-Hours 2.5 ug/m3 (operation)
Particulates (PM;s)

Particulates (PMio) Annual 1.0 ug/m3

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 1/8-Hours SCAQMD is in attainment;

impacts are significant if they
cause or contribute to an
exceedance of the following
attainment standards 20 ppm
(1-hour) and 9 ppm (8-hour).

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 1-Hour SCAQMD is in attainment;
impacts are significant if they
cause or contribute to an
exceedance of the following
attainment standard 0.18 ppm.

Abbreviations: parts per million (ppm); micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m3)
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014b, Table 5-1; SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

The analysis contained in Technical Appendix A2 concludes that residents on-site would be exposed
to localized criteria pollutants in excess of SCAQMD’s significance thresholds during long-term
operation, if the apartments are not equipped with an air filtration system. In the absence of an air
filtration system for each apartment unit, the maximum exposed residential receptor on-site would
be exposed to localized PM1o concentrations of 12.74 ug/m3 (24-hour) and 6.97 ug/m3 (Annual),
and PM;s concentrations of 4.81pg/m3, which are above significance thresholds. Therefore,
residents have the potential to be exposed to PM;o and PM; s concentrations. To ensure that Project
residents are not exposed to PMio and PM;;5 concentrations above threshold levels, air filtration
systems and appropriate maintenance of the air filtration systems are required pursuant to
Mitigation Measures AQ-4 and AQ-5.

With installation and proper maintenance of an air filtration system, the maximum exposed
residential receptor on-site, located adjacent to I[-15, would be exposed to localized PMjo
concentrations of 0.64 pg/m3 (24-hour) and 0.35 pg/m3 (Annual), PM;s concentrations of 0.24
pg/m3, CO concentrations of 2.69 ppm (1-hour) and 2.09 ppm (8-hour), and NO; concentrations of
0.084 ppm (1-hour). All of these localized pollutant concentrations are below the applicable
SCAQMD significance threshold. Accordingly, under long-term operating conditions with
mitigation, the proposed Project’s residents would not be exposed to substantial pollutant
concentrations and the impact would be reduced to less than significant.
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O CO Hot Spot Analysis

A CO “hot spot” would occur if an exceedance of the state one-hour standard of 20 ppm or the eight-
hour standard of 9 ppm were to occur. As identified within SCAQMD’s 2003 AQMP and the 1992
Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide (1992 CO Plan), peak carbon monoxide
concentrations in the SCAB were a result of unusual meteorological and topographical conditions
and not a result of congestion at a particular intersection.

At Project buildout, the busiest intersections in the Project vicinity would attract approximately
10,363 cumulative vehicle trips per day (i.e., I-15 southbound ramps and Limonite Avenue). In
addition, there are no unique topographical or meteorological conditions in the Project vicinity that
could contribute to the formation of a CO Hot Spot. Furthermore, the SCAB has been designated as
an attainment area for CO since 2007. Therefore, Project-related vehicular emissions would not
create a Hot Spot and would not substantially contribute to an existing or projected CO Hot Spot.
Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

O Potential Impacts From Future Development on Adjacent Property

The type of development that may occur on the land zoned for Industrial Park uses immediately to
the north cannot be defined at this time, since there is no development proposal under
consideration. It would be speculative to assume and evaluate any particular kind of land use that
might occur with respect to potential air quality impacts that could affect the Project site. The
Project Applicant, who also owns that adjacent I-P zoned property, has indicated it will record
covenants on the land title to prohibit future industrial uses on that site. Nevertheless, there is
some potential that a future land use might have truck loading docks, outdoor activity areas, etc. or
possibly some sort of industrial processing equipment that could generate emissions of air
pollutants that could potentially affect future residents within the Project site. Any such future land
use would be subject to compliance with the City’s Municipal regulations to prohibit generation of
hazardous air emissions at adjoining properties, and the development plan would be subject to the
City’s discretionary approval authority to assure compliance with zoning standards and to examine
potential air quality impacts through an assessment of the environmental impacts, pursuant to
CEQA. Compliance with the City’s existing planning procedures is expected to ensure that some
future industrial use, if proposed on the adjacent property, would be designed to prevent significant
air pollution impacts to the Project site.

Mitigation

If Project residents were to stay in their apartment units for 9 years, 365 days per year, 24-hours
per day, they would be exposed to less-than-significant carcinogenic risk and localized air pollutant
concentrations. However, if Project residents were to stay in their apartment units for 30 years,
365 days per year, 24-hours per day (the length of time recommended to be assessed by the U.S
Environmental Protection Agency), they would be exposed to significant carcinogenic risk and
localized air pollutant concentrations, absent air filtration technology. Therefore, the following
mitigation measures shall apply to the proposed Project.

Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Prior to every residential building permit final inspection, the
City shall verify that an operating air filtration system has been installed in every

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 6-25



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

apartment. The air filtration system shall have a documented efficiency level equal to or
exceeding a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 16 as defined by the American
Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) Standard 52.2.
As a condition of occupancy permits, the apartment complex owner/operator/rental
management company shall be required to maintain the air filtration systems in good
operating condition according to the manufacturer’s specifications.

Mitigation Measure AQ-5: The following note shall be specified in each apartment’s lease
agreement and an operation manual for the air filtration system shall be required in all
lease agreements notifying renters of their responsibility to operate the air infiltration
system. The Project’s rental management company shall enforce the lease agreement.

a. An air filtration system is installed in each apartment unit that achieves a
documented efficiency level equal to or exceeding a Minimum Efficiency Reporting
Value (MERV) 16 as defined by the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and
Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) Standard 52.2. Operation of the air filtration
system is required to reduce interior air pollutant levels to within South Coast Air
Quality Management District standards. It is the responsibility of the apartment
occupants to promptly report any and all maintenance issues associated with the air
filtration system to the rental management company.

6.3(e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Air Quality Impact Analysis, 2014; Project Application Materials)

Proposed construction activities at the Project site could produce odors from equipment exhaust,
application of asphalt, and/or the application of architectural coatings. However, any odors emitted
during construction would be temporary, short-term, and intermittent in nature, and would cease
upon completion of construction activities. Furthermore, standard construction practices would
minimize odor emissions and their associated impacts and construction activities would be
required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402, which prohibits the discharge of odorous emissions
that would create a public nuisance. Accordingly, the Project is not anticipated to create
objectionable odors during construction activities, and short-term impacts would be less than
significant.

During long-term operation, the proposed Project would include residential uses, which are not
typically associated with objectionable odors. The temporary storage of refuse and the placement
of refuse in the apartment community’s trash enclosures could be a source of odor; however,
Project-generated refuse would be stored in covered containers and removed at regular intervals in
compliance with the City’s solid waste regulations, thereby precluding any potential impact. In
addition, the proposed Project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402, which
prohibits the discharge of odorous emissions that would create a public nuisance. As such, long-
term operation of the Project would not create objectionable odors and impacts would be less than
significant.
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Mitigation:

Although Project-related odor impacts would be less than significant, the following mitigation
measure is recommended to ensure compliance with SCAQMD Rule 402.

Mitigation Measure AQ-6: The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South
Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 402 “Nuisance.” Adherence to Rule 402 reduces
the release of odorous emissions into the atmosphere. Prior to grading and building permit
issuance, the City shall verify that the following note is included on the grading and building
plans. Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with the notes and permit
periodic inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to
confirm compliance. The note shall be specified in bid documents issued to prospective
construction contractors.

a. There shall be no 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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6.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

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

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

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

f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
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Impact Analysis
6.4(a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications,

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

(Sources: Biological Technical Report, 2014; Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP), 2003)

Biologist/Regulatory Specialists from Glenn Lukos Associates (GLA) conducted a review of relevant
literature, field surveys, and a Geographical Information System (GIS) -based analysis of vegetation
communities. The field study focused on a number of primary objectives that would comply with
CEQA requirements, including (1) general biological surveys and vegetation mapping; (2) habitat
assessments for special-status plant species (including species with applicable Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) survey requirements); (3) habitat assessments for special-
status wildlife species (including species with applicable MSHCP survey requirements; (4) focused
burrowing owl surveys; (5) assessments for MSHCP riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools; and
(6) assessments for areas subject to the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
jurisdiction pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) jurisdiction pursuant to Division 2, Chapter 6, Section 1600-1616 of the California
Fish and Game Code. GLA conducted general biological surveys and habitat assessments on May 26,
2014 and vegetation mapping on June 25, 2014. In addition, in accordance with the survey
guidelines described in the 2006 MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions, a focused burrow
survey was conducted on June 25, 2014 followed by burrowing owl surveys on June25, July 2, July
15, and July 22, 2014.

The information below is based on the survey results documented in the Biological Technical
Reports attached as Technical Appendix B1 and B2. Refer to each report for a description of the
study methods employed by GLA regarding the general and focused biological resource surveys
conducted on the property. Individual plant and wildlife species evaluated in Technical Appendices
B1 and B2 are based on one or more of the following criteria: a) listing through the Federal and/or
State Endangered Species Act (ESA); b) occurrence in the California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
Rare Plant Inventory (Rank 1A/1B, 2A/2B, 3, or 4); and/or c) occurrence in the California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) inventory. Wildlife species were considered “special-status” based on
one or more of the following criteria: a) listing through the Federal and/or State ESA; b)
designation by the State as a Species of Special Concern (SSC), California Fully Protected (CFP)
species, or Watch List species (WL). Vegetation communities and habitats were considered
“special-status” base on one or more of the following criteria: Global (G) and/or State (S) ranking of
category 3 or less based on CDFW (refer to Technical Appendix B1 for further explanation of
global/state rankings), and riparian habitat.
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U Special-Status Vegetation Types

The entire Project site and the adjacent vacant 1.5 acre area to the north that would be a receiving
site for the Project’s exported earth materials are disturbed. The properties are either unvegetated
or are dominated by non-native, ruderal species. The CNDDB identifies the following three special-
status vegetation communities for the Project area: Southern California Arroyo Chub/Santa Ana
Sucker Stream, Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest, and Southern Sycamore Alder
Riparian Woodland. The Project site and parcel to the north do not contain any special-status
vegetation types, including those identified by the CNDDB. Therefore, the Project would not impact
any vegetation communities, including special-status communities. No impact would occur and no
mitigation is required.

U Special-Status Plants

Table 4-1 of Technical Appendices B1 and B2 provides a list of special-status plants evaluated by
GLA for the Project site through general biological surveys and habitat assessments. Species were
evaluated based on three factors: (1) species identified by the CNDDB and CNPS as occurring
(either currently or historically) on or in the vicinity of the Project site; (2) applicable MSHCP
survey areas; (3) any other special-status plants that are known to occur within the vicinity of the
Project site or for which potentially suitable habitat occurs within the site.

No special-status plants were detected on the Project site or the adjacent off-site soil export area to
the north. Due to the lack of suitable habitat and level of disturbance no special-species plants are
expected to occur on either property. Accordingly, implementation of the Project would not impact
special-status plants. No impact would occur and no mitigation is required.

O Special-Status Animals

Table 4-2 of Technical Appendices B1 and B2 provides a list of special-status animals evaluated by
GLA for the Project site through general biological surveys, habitat assessments, and focused
surveys. Species were evaluated based on three factors: (1) species identified by the CNDDB as
occurring (either currently or historically) on or in the vicinity of the Project site, (2) applicable
MSHCP survey areas, and (3) any other special-status animals that are known to occur within the
vicinity of the Project site for which potentially suitable habitat occurs.

The Project site and the adjacent off-site soil export area to the north are not located within USFWS
designated critical habitat areas and are generally not expected to result in loss of habitat for
special-status animals due to a lack of suitable habitat for most species and the level of site
disturbance. No special-status animals were detected on either property, although a few species
have the potential to occur. Species that have a low probability of occurrence include the California
horned lark and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit; however, impacts to these species would be less
than significant due to the low level of sensitivity of these species and the level of site disturbance.

Although no burrowing owls were detected during focused surveys, the Project site and the
adjacent off-site soil export area to the north have the potential to support burrowing owls and
there is the potential for burrowing owls to occupy these properties prior to commencement of
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grading activities. If owls were harmed during construction, it would be a significant impact. To
prevent harm to owls during construction, mitigation is required. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure BR-1 would ensure that a pre-construction survey for burrowing owl is conducted to
determine the presence or absence of burrowing owls prior to Project-related grading activities on
the site and in the area of the adjacent off-site soil export area to the north. If present, the
mitigation requires avoidance and/or relocation of burrowing owls in conformance with the
Western Riverside MSHCP objectives for the species. With implementation of Mitigation Measure
BR-1, direct and indirect impacts to burrowing owl would be reduced to below a level of
significance.

U Raptor Use

The Project site and adjacent parcel to the north provide suitable foraging habitat for a number of
raptor species, including special-status raptors.

U Nesting Birds

The Project site and adjacent parcel to the north contain shrubs and ground cover that could
provide suitable habitat for some species of nesting migratory birds, such as the mourning dove. As
such, there is a potential that nesting migratory birds could occupy the Project’s disturbance area
prior to the commencement of grading activities and be threatened with harm by construction
activities. Impacts to nesting birds are prohibited under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and
California Fish and Game Code. Accordingly, the proposed Project has the potential to impact active
bird nests if vegetation is removed during the nesting season (February 1 to August 31). As such,
there is a potential that the proposed Project could result in direct and/or indirect impacts to
nesting migratory birds during construction of the proposed Project. This is a potentially
significant impact for which mitigation is required. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-2
would ensure that a pre-construction nesting migratory bird survey is conducted to determine the
presence or absence of migratory nesting birds prior to Project-related grading activities. If
present, the mitigation requires avoidance of migratory bird nests during the breeding season.
With implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-2, direct and indirect impacts to nesting birds
would be reduced to below a level of significance.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure BR-1: Within 30 days prior to grading, a qualified biologist shall
conduct a survey of the Project’s proposed impact footprint (including the off-site stockpile
area) and make a determination regarding the presence or absence of the burrowing owl.
The determination shall be documented in a report and shall be submitted, reviewed, and
accepted by the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department prior to the issuance of a grading
permit and subject to the following provisions:

a. Inthe event that the pre-construction survey identifies no burrowing owls in the impact
area, a grading permit may be issued without restriction.
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b.

In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies the presence of at least one
individual but less than three (3) mating pairs of burrowing owl, then prior to the
issuance of a grading permit and prior to the commencement of ground-disturbing
activities on the property, the qualified biologist shall passively or actively relocate any
burrowing owls. Passive relocation, including the required use of one-way doors to
exclude owls from the site and the collapsing of burrows, will occur if the biologist
determines that the proximity and availability of alternate habitat is suitable for
successful passive relocation. Passive relocation shall follow CDFW relocation protocol
and shall only occur between September 15 and February 1. If proximate alternate
habitat is not present as determined by the biologist, active relocation shall follow
CDFW relocation protocol. The biologist shall confirm in writing that the species has
fledged the site or been relocated prior to the issuance of a grading permit.

In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies the presence of three (3) or
more mating pairs of burrowing owl, the requirements of MSCHP Species-Specific
Conservation Objectives 5 for the burrowing owl shall be followed. Objective 5 states
that if the site (including adjacent areas) supports three (3) or more pairs of burrowing
owls and supports greater than 35 acres of suitable Habitat, at least 90 percent of the
area with long-term conservation value and burrowing owl pairs will be conserved
onsite until it is demonstrated that MSHCP Species-Specific Conservation Objectives 1-4
have been met. Objectives 1-4 are listed in the MSHCP, Volume I, Appendix E. A grading
permit shall only be issued, either:

i. upon approval and implementation of a property-specific Determination of
Biologically Superior Preservation (DBESP) report for the western burrowing owl
by the CDFW; or

ii. a determination by the biologist that the site is part of an area supporting less than
35 acres of suitable habitat, and upon passive or active relocation of the species
following accepted CDFW protocols.

Mitigation Measure BR-2: As a condition of approval for all grading permits, vegetation
clearing and ground disturbance shall be prohibited during the migratory bird nesting
season (February 1 through September 15), unless a migratory bird nesting survey is
completed in accordance with the following requirements:

A migratory nesting bird survey of the Project’s impact footprint shall be conducted by a
qualified biologist within three (3) days prior to initiating vegetation clearing or ground
disturbance.

A copy of the migratory nesting bird survey results report shall be provided to the City
of Jurupa Planning Department. If the survey identifies the presence of active nests,
then the qualified biologist shall provide the Planning Department with a copy of maps
showing the location of all nests and an appropriate buffer zone around each nest
sufficient to protect the nest from direct and indirect impact. The size and location of all
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buffer zones, if required, shall be subject to review and approval by the Planning
Department and shall be no less than a 200-foot radius around the nest for non-raptors
and a 500-foot radius around the nest for raptors. The nests and buffer zones shall be
field checked weekly by a qualified biological monitor. The approved buffer zone shall
be marked in the field with construction fencing, within which no vegetation clearing or
ground disturbance shall commence until the qualified biologist and Planning
Department verify that the nests are no longer occupied and the juvenile birds can
survive independently from the nests.

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

Finding: No Impact
(Sources: Biological Technical Report, 2014; Western Riverside County MSHCP, 2003)

GLA conducted an assessment for MSHCP riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools, and a
jurisdictional delineation for Waters of the United States (including wetlands subject to the
jurisdiction of the USACE and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and streams
(including riparian vegetation) and lakes subject to the jurisdiction of the CDFW.

As discussed above in Item 6.4(b), the entire Project site and the adjacent off-site soil export area to
the north are disturbed, and are either unvegetated or are dominated by non-native, ruderal
species. Accordingly, the Project’s physical disturbance area does not contain any special-status
vegetation types including those identified by the CNDDB. In addition, the Project site and adjacent
parcel to the north do not contain any jurisdictional water or any riparian/riverine areas or vernal
pools. Thus, no impact would occur and no mitigation is required.

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

Finding: No Impact
(Sources: Biological Technical Report, 2014; Western Riverside County MSHCP, 2003)

GLA conducted an assessment for MSHCP riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools, and a
jurisdictional delineation for Waters of the United States (including wetlands subject to the
jurisdiction of the USACE and RWQCB, and streams (including riparian vegetation) and lakes
subject to the jurisdiction of the CDFW.

The Project site and the adjacent off-site soil export area to the north do not contain any
jurisdictional water or any riparian/riverine areas or vernal pools. Thus, no impact would occur
and no mitigation is required.
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6.4(d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Finding: No Impact
(Sources: Biological Technical Report, 2014; Western Riverside County MSHCP, 2003)

Volume [, Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP (Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines) identifies guidelines
that are intended to address indirect effects associated with locating projects (particularly
development) in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area. To minimize edge effects, the
guidelines are to be implemented in conjunction with review of individual public and private
development projects in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area.

The proposed Project is not located in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation area or other native
habitats. As such, implementation of the proposed Project would not interfere substantially with
the movement of any wildlife species. In addition, there are no native wildlife nursery sites in close
proximity to the Project site. Thus, no impacts would occur and no mitigation is required.

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

Finding: No Impact
(Sources: Biological Technical Report, 2014; Western Riverside County MSHCP, 2003)

The City has adopted all County of Riverside ordinances and resolutions in effect as of July 1, 2011,
to remain in full force and effect as City regulations. As such, the Project would be required to
comply with the Riverside County Oak Tree Management Guidelines, which were adopted for the
purpose of reducing impacts to oak woodland within the County. However, the Project site and the
adjacent receiving site for earth materials do not contain oak woodland or oak trees, so these
Guidelines would not be applicable to the Project. There are no other ordinances in place
protecting biological resources that are applicable to the Project or Project site. Therefore, no
impact would occur and no mitigation is required.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

The analysis below evaluates the proposed Project with respect to the Project’s consistency with
Western Riverside County MSHCP Reserve assembly requirements, Section 6.1.2 (Protection of
Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools), Section 6.1.3 (Protection of
Narrow Endemic Plant Species), Section 6.1.4 (Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands
Interface), and Section 6.3.2 (Additional Survey Needs and Procedures).
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O Project Relation to Reserve Assembly

The Project site and the adjacent off-site soil export area to the north that would serve as a
receiving site for the Project’s exported earth materials are not located within the MSHCP Criteria
Area. As such, the Project site and adjacent parcel to the north are not targeted for conservation by
the MSHCP to meet Reserve Assembly goals. No impact would occur and no mitigation is required.

O Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools

The Project site and adjacent land to the north do not contain any riparian/riverine or vernal pools.
Therefore, the Project would not impact any riparian/riverine areas or vernal pools, or any species
associated with such features. As such, the Project would be consistent with Volume I, Section 6.1.2
of the MSHCP. No impact would occur and no mitigation is required.

O Protection of Narrow Endemic Plants

Volume [, Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP requires that within identified Narrow Endemic Plant Species
Survey Areas (NEPSSA), site-specific focused surveys for Narrow Endemic Plants Species will be
required for all public and private projects where appropriate soils and habitat are present.

The Project site and adjacent parcel to the north are located in NEPSSA 7, which identifies the
following target species: San Miguel savory, San Diego ambrosia, and Brand’s phacelia. There is no
potential for suitable habitat for these species to be located in the Project’s physical disturbance
area and therefore the Project would not impact any Narrow Endemic Plants. As such, the Project
would be consistent with Volume I, Section 6.13 of the MSHCP. No impact would occur and no
mitigation is required.

U Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildland Interface

The MSHCP Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines are intended to address indirect effects (“edge
effects”) associated with locating development in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area. Edge
effects are identified in the MSCHP as: Drainage; Toxics; Lighting; Noise; Invasive Species; Barriers;
and Grading/Land Development.

The Project site and adjacent parcel to the north are not located in proximity to the MSHCP
Conservation Area. Therefore, the Urban/Wildland Guidelines do not apply to the Project. The
Project would be consistent with Volume I, Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP. No impact would occur and
no mitigation is required.

Additional Survey Needs and Procedures

Volume I, Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP requires habitat assessments and focused surveys for projects
located within the CAPSSA, burrowing owl, mammal, and amphibian survey areas. The Project site
and adjacent parcel to the north are located within the burrowing owl survey area, but not the
CAPPSA, mammal, or amphibian survey areas. Focused burrowing owl surveys were conducted for
the Project site and adjacent parcel to the north and burrowing owls were not detected on either
property. As discussed in the analysis under Issue 6.4(a) the Project would conduct pre-
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construction burrowing owl surveys in compliance with MSHCP Objective 6 for burrowing owls.
Therefore, with compliance with Mitigation Measure BR-1, the Project would be consistent with
Volume I, Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP and impacts would be reduced to less than significant.

Mitigation

Mitigation BR-1 shall apply.

In summary, the proposed Project would be consistent with the biological requirements of the
MSHCP, specifically pertaining to reserve assembly, Section 6.1.2 (Protection of Species Associated
with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools), Section 6.1.3 (Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant
Species), Section 6.1.4 (Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface), and Section 6.3.2
(Additional Survey Needs and Procedures.)
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6.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Would the project: Significant With Significant
he . Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique v
geologic feature?

d. Disturb any human remains, including those

v
interred outside of formal cemeteries?
Impact Analysis
6.5(a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as

defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: Cultural Resources Assessment, 2014)

The Project site and the adjacent property which would receive the exported earth material is not
known to have a unique historical significance to the region. Historic maps and aerial photographs
reviewed by LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) show that the Project area was partly disked or plowed in
1938 but on the 1948 photograph the Project area was not disked or plowed. Aerial photographs
from 1959, 1967, and 1979 show the entire Project area as plowed. A 2005 aerial photograph
shows the western portion of the Project area was disked and plowed and I-15 was located to the
south of the Project site. Historic maps from 1947 to 1982 depict a power line running north-south
through the Project area and along the southern edge of the Project area. Under existing conditions,
LSA observed a dirt road in the area where the power line was shown on the 1947 and 1948
historic photographs. The only two power poles that currently exist in the Project area are a
tubular steel pole along the north side of 68t Street and a wooden pole east of the tubular steel pole
and west of Pats Ranch Road.

For more information on the area’s history and historical context, refer to the Cultural Resources
Assessments contained as Technical Appendices C1 and C3.

CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(a) clarifies that historical resources include the following:
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1. A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources.

2. A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section

5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resource
survey meeting the requirements [of] section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code.

3. Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering,
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of
California.

A cultural resources field survey of the proposed Project site and the adjacent soil export site was
conducted by LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) on May 30, 2014; the results of which are provided in
Technical Appendices C1 and C3. LSA observed extensive mechanized ground disturbance along the
west side of the Project site due to construction of an elevated dirt road, in the southeastern portion
of the Project site from bulldozing and dumping, and throughout the remainder of the Project site
due to historical agricultural use of the land, as well as from recent disking. No structures or other
improvements were observed on the Project site or the adjacent soil export site. LSA did not
identify any cultural resources during the survey. Accordingly, the Project disturbance area
contains no known historic resources. No impact would occur.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

(Sources: Cultural Resources Assessment, 2014)

In addition to a field survey of the Project site LSA also conducted a records search at the Eastern
Information Center (EIC). The records search indicated that the Project site had been previously
surveyed and no cultural resources were documented as a result of that records search.

According to the LSA Cultural Resources Assessment, the Project site is located on the boundary of
the traditional cultural territories of the Cahuilla and the Gabrielino; these territorial boundaries
were somewhat fluid and changed through time. The City is conducting consultation with local
Native American tribes regarding the proposed Project pursuant to the requirements of California
Government Code Section 65352.3 (Senate Bill 18). The consultation process is still underway.
Refer to Technical Appendices C1 and C3 for more information about the cultural setting of the
Project site and the adjacent soil export site.

Based on the results of the field survey and records search conducted by LSA, the Project site
contains no known cultural resources. Furthermore, due to the past agricultural operations that
have occurred on the Project site for over 80 years, the potential for subsurface archeological
deposits to be present on the Project site is considered to be low. Regardless, there is a remote
potential to uncover archaeological resources during excavation and/or grading activities on the
Project site. If significant resources as defined in California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5
are unearthed, they could be significantly impacted if not appropriately treated. Although the
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Project site does not contain any recorded or known archaeological resources and the likelihood of
uncovering previously unknown resources during construction is considered low, Mitigation
Measures CR-1 through CR-3 are proposed to mitigate potential impacts to archaeological
resources to the maximum extent feasible. Implementation of these measures would ensure that an
archaeological monitoring program is implemented during ground disturbing activities, and would
ensure that any archaeological resources that may be uncovered are appropriately treated as
recommended by a qualified archaeologist. With implementation of the required mitigation, the
Project’s potential impact to archaeological resources would be reduced to the maximum extent
feasible and would be less than significant.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure CR-1: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Proponent
shall provide evidence to the City that a qualified professional archaeological monitor has
been retained by the Project Applicant to conduct monitoring of all mass grading and
trenching activities involving excavation in previously undisturbed soils and has the
authority to halt and redirect earthmoving activities in the event that suspected
archaeological resources are unearthed during Project construction.

Mitigation Measure CR-2: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Proponent
shall provide evidence to the City that appropriate Native American representative(s) shall
be allowed to monitor and have received or will receive a minimum of 15 days advance
notice of mass grading activities involving excavation in previously undisturbed soils.
During grading operations in previously undisturbed soils, a professional archaeological
monitor shall observe the grading operation until such time as the monitor determines that
there is no longer any potential to uncover buried cultural deposits. If the monitor suspects
that an archaeological resource may have been unearthed, the monitor shall immediately
halt and redirect grading operations in a 100-foot radius around the find to allow
identification and evaluation of the suspected resource. If the monitor determines that the
suspected resource is potentially significant, the archaeologist shall notify the appropriate
Native American Tribe(s) and invite a tribal representative to consult on the resource
evaluation. In consultation with the appropriate Native American Tribe(s), if such Tribe(s)
choose to participate, the archaeological monitor shall evaluate the suspected resource and
make a determination of significance pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section
21083.2. If the resource is significant, Mitigation Measure CR-3 shall apply.

Mitigation Measure CR-3: If a significant archaeological resource(s) is discovered on the
property, ground disturbing activities shall be suspended 100 feet around the resource(s).
The archaeological monitor and a representative of the appropriate Native American
Tribe(s), if such Tribal representative (s) choose to participate, the Project Proponent, and
the City Planning Department shall confer regarding mitigation of the discovered
resource(s). A treatment plan shall be prepared and implemented by the archaeologist to
protect the identified archaeological resource(s) from damage and destruction. The
treatment plan shall contain a research design and data recovery program necessary
document the size and content of the discovery such that the resource(s) can be evaluated
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for significance under CEQA criteria. The research design shall list the sampling procedures
appropriate to exhaust the research potential of the archaeological resource(s) in
accordance with current professional archaeology standards (typically this sampling level is
two (2) to five (5) percent of the volume of the cultural deposit). The treatment plan shall
require monitoring by the appropriate Native American Tribe(s), if such Tribe(s) choose to
monitor, during data recovery excavations of archaeological resource(s) of prehistoric
origin, and shall require that all recovered artifacts undergo laboratory analysis. At the
completion of the laboratory analysis, any recovered archaeological resources shall be
processed and curated according to current professional repository standards. The
collections and associated records shall be donated to an appropriate curation facility, or,
the artifacts may be delivered to the appropriate Native American Tribe(s) if that is
recommended by the City of Jurupa Valley and if an appropriate Tribe or Tribes desire to
accept such collections and records. A final report containing the significance and
treatment findings shall be prepared by the archaeologist and submitted to the City of
Jurupa Valley Planning Department and the Eastern Information Center.

6.5(c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

(Sources: Paleontological Resources Assessment, 2014; Riverside County Land Information System
Paleontological Sensitivity Map, accessed January 5, 2015)

The Project site and the adjacent soil export site do not contain any unique geologic features. Thus,
the Project has no potential to impact a unique geologic feature.

The results of the locality search and the field survey conducted by LSA indicate that there are no
known paleontological resources within the Project site or within a 1.0 mile radius of the Project
site. However, scientifically significant paleontological resources have been recovered elsewhere in
the Inland Empire and Southern California from Early to Late Pleistocene deposits similar to those
at the surface and in the subsurface of the Project site. The Holocene to Late Pleistocene Young
Alluvial Channel Deposits in the central portion of the Project site have high paleontological
sensitivity below depths of five feet or more. The Late to Middle Pleistocene Old Alluvial Channel
Deposits in the southeastern portion of the Project site and the Very Old Alluvial Channel Deposits
in the northwestern portion of the Project site and beneath the adjacent soil export site have high
paleontological sensitivity. A Paleontological Sensitivity Map that identifies these areas is
contained in Technical Appendices C2 and C4. The Paleontological Sensitivity Map in the
Paleontological Assessment for the proposed Project identifies the center of the Project site as
having Low Sensitivity surface to 5 feet deep, with High Sensitivity below 5 feet. The remainder of
the Project Site is identified as having a High Sensitivity. The Riverside County Land Information
System identifies the Project site as “High A” for paleontological sensitivity. This classification
applies to lands where geologic formations or mappable rock that have yielded fossilized body
elements and trace fossils such as tracks, nests and eggs.
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Given the occurrence of paleontologically sensitive deposits within the proposed grading footprint,
there is a potential to encounter scientifically significant, nonrenewable paleontological resources
during ground disturbing activities at the surface in the southeastern and northwestern portions of
the Project site, as well as in the central portion if excavation extends below this 5 foot depth. The
Project’s potential to adversely impact a unique paleontological resource or site as is a potentially
significant impact prior to implementation of mitigation measures.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-4 through CR-7 would ensure that a Paleontological
Resources Impact Mitigation Plan (PRIMP) is implemented during ground disturbing activities, and
would ensure that any scientifically significant, nonrenewable paleontological resources that may
be encountered are appropriately treated as recommended by a qualified paleontologist. With
implementation of the required Mitigation Measures CR4 through CR-7, the Project’s potential
impact to paleontological resources would be reduced to less than significant.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure CR-4: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Proponent
shall provide a letter of verification to the City of Jurupa Valley stating that a qualified
paleontologist has been retained to develop a Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation
Plan (PRIMP). The PRIMP shall include the methods that will be used to protect
paleontological resources that may exist within the Project site, as well as procedures for
monitoring, fossil preparation and identification, curation of specimens into an accredited
repository, and preparation of a report at the conclusion of the monitoring program to be
submitted to the City of Jurupa Valley.

Mitigation Measure CR-5: During excavation and grading activities in deposits with a high
paleontological sensitivity rating (identified on Figure 3, Paleontological Sensitivity Map, of
the Project’s Paleontological Resources Assessment, as Young Alluvial Channel Deposits
below a depth of 5 feet from the surface, Old Alluvial Channel Deposits, and Very Old
Alluvial Channel Deposits) shall be monitored on a full-time basis by a qualified
paleontological monitor following the Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Plan
(PRIMP).

Mitigation Measure CR-6: Excavation and grading activities in deposits with low
paleontological sensitivity (identified on Figure 3, Paleontological Sensitivity Map, of the
Project’s Paleontological Resources Assessment, as Young Alluvial Channel Deposits from
the surface to a depth of 5 feet) shall be monitored by a qualified paleontological monitor on
a spot-check basis.

Mitigation Measure CR-7: If paleontological resources are encountered during the course
of ground disturbance activities, the paleontological monitor shall have the authority to
temporarily redirect construction away from the area of the find in order to assess its
scientific significance. Collected resources shall be prepared to the point of identification,
identified to the lowest taxonomic level possible, catalogued, and curated into the
permanent collections of an accredited scientific institution. At the conclusion of the
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monitoring program, a report of findings shall be prepared to document the results of the
monitoring program.

Mitigation Measure CR-8: In the event that paleontological resources are encountered
when a paleontological monitor is not present, work in the immediate area of the find shall
be redirected and a paleontologist shall be contacted to assess the find for scientific
significance. In addition, if the find is located in sediments with a low paleontological
sensitivity rating (Young Alluvial Channel Deposits from the surface to a depth of 5 feet), the
paleontologist shall make recommendations as to whether monitoring shall be required in
these sediments on a full-time basis.

6.5(d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Cultural Resources Assessment, 2014)

The Project site does not contain a cemetery and no known formal cemeteries are located within
the immediate site vicinity. Field surveys conducted on the Project site did not identify the
presence of any human remains and no human remains are known to exist beneath the surface of
the site. Nevertheless, the remote potential exists that human remains may be unearthed during
grading and excavation activities associated with Project construction. In the event that human
remains are discovered during Project grading or other ground disturbing activities, the Project
would be required to comply with the applicable provisions of California Health and Safety Code
§7050.5 as well as Public Resources Code §5097 et. seq. California Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the
necessary findings as to origin. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(b),
remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and
disposition has been made by the Coroner. If the Coroner determines the remains to be Native
American, the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be contacted and the
NAHC must then immediately notify the “most likely descendant(s)” of receiving notification of the
discovery. The most likely descendant(s) shall then make recommendations within 48 hours, and
engage in consultations concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98. Mandatory compliance with these requirements would ensure that potential
impacts associated with the discovery of human remains would be less than significant and
mitigation is not required.

Mitigation

Although impacts to human remains are not anticipated, the following mitigation measure is
recommended to ensure compliance with California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and
California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.

Mitigation Measure CR-9: Prior to grading permit issuance, the City shall verify that the
following note is included on the grading plan. Project contractors shall be required to
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ensure compliance with the note. This note also shall be specified in bid documents issued
to prospective construction contractors.

a. If human remains are encountered, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
requires that no further disturbance occur until the Riverside County Coroner has
made the necessary findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to California Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free from
disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made
by the Coroner. If the Riverside County Coroner determines the remains to be Native
American, the California Native American Heritage Commission must be contacted
within 24 hours. The Native American Heritage Commission must then immediately
notify the “most likely descendant(s)” of receiving notification of the discovery. The
most likely descendant(s) shall then make recommendations within 48 hours, and
engage in consultations concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98.
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6.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Potentially
Would the project: Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

2) Strong seismic ground shaking?

3) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

4) Landslides?

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

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

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in the
Uniform Building Code, creating substantial
risks to life or property?

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

Impact Analysis

6.6(a)(1) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued
by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, 2014)
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The Project site is not located within any Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, no known faults
underlie the site, and no active or potentially active faults are trending towards or through the site.
The nearest mapped fault is the Chino-Central Avenue Fault Zone, which is located approximately
6.2 miles from the Project site. Because there are no known faults located on the Project site, there
is no potential for the Project site to rupture during a seismic event. Thus, the proposed Project
would not expose people or structures to adverse effects related to rupture of a known earthquake
fault.

6.6(a)(2) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Strong seismic ground shaking?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, 2014; RCLIS)

The Project site is located in a seismically active area of southern California and is expected to
experience moderate to severe seismic-induced ground shaking during the lifetime of the Project.
This risk is not considered substantially different than that of other similar properties in the
southern California area. As a mandatory condition of Project approval, the Project would be
required to construct proposed structures in accordance with the California Building Standards
Code (CBSC), also known as California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24 and the City Building
Code. The CBSC and the City Building Code are designed to preclude significant adverse effects
associated with strong seismic-ground shaking. In addition, the Project would be conditioned to
comply with the site-specific ground preparation and construction recommendations contained in
the Project’s Geotechnical Engineering Investigation prepared for the Project (refer to Technical
Appendix D). With mandatory compliance with these standard and site-specific design and
construction measures, potential adverse impacts associated with seismically induced ground
shaking would be reduced to less than significant. As such, the Project would not expose people or
structures to substantial adverse effects, including loss, injury, or death involving seismic ground
shaking and additional mitigation is not required.

Mitigation

The following mitigation measure is recommended to ensure compliance with the California Code
of Regulations, Title 24.

Mitigation Measure GE-1: Prior to grading and building permit issuance, the City shall
verify that the following note is included on grading and building plans. Project contractors
shall be required to ensure compliance with the note. This note also shall be specified in bid
documents issued to prospective construction contractors.

a. Construction activities shall occur in accordance with all applicable requirements of the
California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24 (also known as the California Building
Code Standards Code (CBSC) in effect at the time of construction.
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6.6(a)(3) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

(Sources: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, 2014; RCLIS)

Liquefaction and seismically induced settlement typically occur in loose granular and low-plastic
silt and clay soils with groundwater near the ground surface. During an earthquake, ground
shaking causes the soil to consolidate and increases the pore pressures in saturated soils. It is
during severe ground shaking that loose, granular soils below the groundwater table can liquefy.
The Project site contains soils that may be subject to liquefaction during seismic ground shaking.
According to Riverside County Land Information System (RCLIS) mapping, the Project site is
mapped with moderate to high liquefaction potential. Liquefaction can manifest in several ways,
including the loss of bearing, lateral spread, dynamic settlement, and flow failure. NorCal
Engineering conducted an analysis of the Project site, including the drilling of exploratory borings
and trenches into the Project site’s soils. Detailed results are included in Technical Appendix D. In
summary, the potential for liquefaction is considered to be low due to the density of the subsurface
soils and depth of historic groundwater below 50 feet. Seismic-induced settlements could be on the
order of less than one inch and should occur rather uniformly across the site. Differential
settlements would be less than one inch over a 100 feet distance in the building area.

As noted above under the response to Issue 6.6(a)(2), the Project would be designed and
constructed in accordance with the latest applicable seismic safety guidelines, including the
standard requirements of the CBSC and City Building Code. The Project would be required to
comply with the site-specific grading and construction recommendations contained within the
Project’s Geotechnical Engineering Investigation (Technical Appendix D), which the City would
make conditions of Project approval to reduce the risk of seismic-related ground failure due to
liquefaction. Although compliance with the Project’s geotechnical engineering recommendations
would be made conditions of Project approval, Mitigation Measure GE-2 is provided below to
further ensure compliance. As such, implementation of the Project would result in less than
significant impacts associated with seismic-related ground failure and/or liquefaction hazards.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure GE-2: Prior to the issuance of grading and building permits, a licensed
geotechnical engineer contracted to the City or the Project Proponent shall review the
detailed construction plans and make a written determination of concurrence with the
recommendations specified in the Project’s Geotechnical Investigation on file with the City
associated with Master Case 1485. The written determination shall be filed with the City of
Jurupa Valley. The City shall verify that all of the recommendations given in the Project’s
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation and written determination are incorporated into the
grading and building specifications, including but not limited to all disturbed top soils and
surficial and stockpiled fill (about 1 to 18 feet below existing ground surface) shall be
removed to competent native material, the exposed surface scarified to a depth of 12 inches,
brought to within 2 percent of optimum moisture content and compacted to a minimum of
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90% of the laboratory standard (ASTM: D-1557) prior to placement of any additional
compacted fill soils, foundations, slabs-on-grade and pavement. In areas of transition
between the underlying native material and engineered fill, additional overexcavation of the
native material consisting of a depth of two (2) feet below proposed foundations is required
to mitigate for differential settlement. This fill shall extend a minimum of five (5) horizontal
feet or to a depth of vertical excavation, whichever is greater, beyond the outside edge of
the perimeter foundation.

6.6(a)(4) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Landslides?

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, 2014; City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Figure S-4,
Earthquake Induced Slope Instability Map)

The Project site is generally flat and gently slopes north to south at elevations ranging from 624 feet
to 644 feet above mean sea level. The Project site is not mapped in an area considered susceptible
to seismically induced landslides or rockfalls as shown on City of Jurupa Valley General Plan Figure
S-4, Earthquake Induced Slope Instability Plan. Landslide impacts would not occur and no
mitigation is required.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, 2014)

O Impact Analysis for Temporary Construction-Related Activities

Under existing conditions, the Project site is vacant undeveloped land that has been disked and has
been subjected to dumping and bulldozing. Proposed grading activities would loosen and expose
soils at the Project site, which would increase erosion susceptibility during windy conditions and
rainstorms. In addition, exported soil is proposed to be placed on the parcel to the immediate north
and such soils would be subject to erosion until a soil binder or hydroseed mix is applied. Exposed
soils, along with any fill materials being stockpiled on the site for use in the grading operation,
would be subject to erosion during rainfall events or high winds due to the removal of the low
growth vegetation cover consisting of natural grasses and weeds, and exposure of these erodible
materials to wind and water.

Pursuant to the requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board, the Project Applicant is
required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for
construction activities, including proposed grading and soil stockpiling. The NPDES permit is
required for all projects that include construction activities, such as clearing, stockpiling of soil,
grading, and/or excavation that disturb at least one acre of total land area. The City’s MS4 NPDES
Permit requires the Project Proponent to prepare and submit to the City for approval a Project-
specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would identify a combination
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of erosion control and sediment control measures (i.e., Best Management Practices) to reduce or
eliminate sediment discharge to surface water from storm water and non-storm water discharges
during construction. In addition, as described above under the evaluation of 6.3, Air Quality, the
Project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403, which would reduce the amount of
particulate matter in the air and minimize the potential for wind erosion. With mandatory
compliance to the requirements noted in the Project's SWPPP, as well as applicable regulatory
requirements, the potential for water and/or wind erosion impacts during Project construction
would be less than significant and mitigation is not required.

Impact Analysis for Long-Term Operational Activities
Following construction, potential wind and water erosion on the Project site would be minimal, as

the areas disturbed during construction would be landscaped or covered with impervious surfaces
and drainage would be controlled through a storm drain system. Implementation of the Project
would essentially eliminate the existing conditions on the Project site that could lead to soil erosion.
Topsoils would be excavated and may be reused throughout the site, as deemed suitable by the
project’s geotechnical engineer. Any loss of topsoil that cannot be reused would be considered a
less than significant impact because the topsoil is not associated with any agriculture or farming
activities. Additionally, the soil is not classified as Prime Farmland due to its physical and chemical
properties. The exported soil that is proposed to be placed on the land to the north would be
stabilized with either a soil binder or a hydroseed mix.

As described above, the City’s MS4 NPDES Permit requires the Project Proponent to prepare and
submit to the City for approval a Project-specific SWPPP and Water Quality Management Plan
(WQMP), to address the developed site condition. The WQMP (refer to Technical Appendix G2)
identifies an effective combination of erosion control and sediment control measures (i.e.,, Best
Management Practices) to reduce or eliminate discharge to surface water from storm water and
non-storm water discharges. The WQMP for the Project requires post-construction measures to
ensure on-going erosion protection. Compliance with the WQMP would be required as a condition
of Project approval and long-term maintenance of on-site water quality features is required.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not significantly increase the risk of
erosion on- or off-site in the long term. Impacts would be less than significant and mitigation is not
required.

Mitigation
Although impacts associated with soil erosion would be less than significant, the following

mitigation measures are recommended to ensure compliance with regulatory permitting
requirements.

Mitigation Measure GE-3: Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall
obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the State
Water Resources Control Board. Evidence that an NPDES permit has been issued shall be
provided to the City of Jurupa Valley prior to issuance of the first grading permit.

Mitigation Measure GE-4: Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall
prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Project contractors shall be
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required to ensure compliance with the SWPPP and permit periodic inspection of the
construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to confirm compliance.

Mitigation Measure GE-5: Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with
the Project’'s Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) associated with Master Case 1485
and permit periodic inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its
designee to confirm compliance.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

(Sources: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, 2014; City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Figure S-4,
Earthquake Induced Slope Instability Map; RCLIS)

The Project site is relatively flat, descending gradually approximately 10 to 15 feet from north to
south. The Project site is not mapped in an area considered susceptible to seismically induced
landslides or rockfalls as shown on City of Jurupa Valley General Plan Figure S-4, Earthquake
Induced Slope Instability Plan. Accordingly, no impacts associated with landslides would occur.

The Project site is located in an area designated on the Riverside County Land Information System
(RCLIS) as susceptible to subsidence. However, based on laboratory testing of subsurface soils
from the Project site and because the property is not situated at or near a valley margin or along an
active fault, NorCal Engineering determined that the potential for land subsidence and ground
fissures is considered low (refer to Technical Appendix D). Although compliance with the Project’s
geotechnical engineering recommendations would be made conditions of Project approval,
Mitigation Measure GE-6 is provided below to ensure compliance. Accordingly, impacts associated
with subsidence and collapse would be less than significant.

Lateral spreading is primarily associated with liquefaction hazards. As noted above under Issue
6.6(a)(3), potential for liquefaction is considered to be low due to the density of the subsurface soils
and depth of historic groundwater below 50 feet. Seismic-induced settlements could be on the
order of less than one inch and should occur rather uniformly across the site. Differential
settlements would be less than on inch over a 100 feet distance in the building area. Accordingly,
impacts associated with liquefaction and lateral spreading would be less than significant.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure GE-6: Prior to the issuance of grading and building permits, a licensed
geotechnical engineer retained to the City or the Project Proponent shall review the detailed
construction plans and sections and make a written determination of concurrence with the
recommendations specified in the Project’'s Geotechnical Reports associated with Master
Case 1485. The written determination shall be filed with the City of Jurupa Valley. The City
shall verify that all of the recommendations given in the Project’s Geotechnical Reports and
written determination are incorporated into the grading and building specifications,
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including but not limited to the recommendation to remove near surface soils down to
competent materials and replace those soils with properly compacted fill to limit the
potential for soil subsidence, collapse, and expansion.

Mitigation Measure GE-1 shall also apply.

6.6(d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in the Uniform Building Code creating
substantial risks to life or property?

Finding: Less than Significant Impact

(Sources: Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, 2014)

Expansive soils are fine-grained silts and clays which are subject to swelling and contracting. The
amount of this swelling and contracting is subject to the amount of fine-grained clay materials in
the soils and the amount of moisture either introduced or extracted from the soils. As documented
in Technical Appendix D, the Project site contains expansive soils. With mandatory implementation
of standard building requirements, including the requirements of the CBC and City Building Code,
and the site-specific grading and construction recommendations contained within the Project’s
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, including but not limited to the Expansive Soil Guidelines,
existing expansive soils would be removed and replaced with competent materials; thus, the site
would be adequately stabilized to accommodate proposed development. Mitigation Measure GE-6
is nonetheless recommended to ensure compliance with the recommendations given in the
Project’s Geotechnical Engineering Investigation report.

Mitigation
Mitigation Measure GE-6 shall apply.

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

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials)

The Project proponent does not propose the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems. The Project would install domestic sewer infrastructure and connect to the Jurupa
Community Service District’'s (JCSD’s) existing sewer conveyance and treatment system.
Accordingly, no impact associated with septic tanks or alternative waste water systems would
occur and mitigation is not required.
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6.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Would the project: Significant With Significant
e . Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

Impact Analysis

An individual project cannot generate enough GHG emissions to influence global climate change.
The Project participates in this potential impact by its incremental contribution combined with the
cumulative increase of all other sources of GHGs, which when taken together may have a significant
impact on global climate change.

A numerical threshold for determining the significance of greenhouse gas emissions in the South
Coast Air Basin has not been established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. The
City of Jurupa Valley is using the following as interim thresholds for residential projects:

1) Generate greenhouse gas emissions that exceeds the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s project-level efficiency target of 4.8 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
(MTCO2e) per service population (Service population is defined as the sum of the
residential population and employees; a development's GHG emissions are divided by the
service population to yield a GHG efficiency metric that is presented in terms of "metric tons
of COze per service population per year"; or

2) Generate greenhouse gas emissions that exceeds a screening threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e
per year. Residential projects that emit less stationary source greenhouse gas emissions less
than 3,000 MTCOZ2e per year are not considered a substantial greenhouse gas emitter and
the impact is less than significant. Projects that emit in excess of 3,000 MTCOZ2e per year
require additional analysis and mitigation.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Greenhouse Gas Analysis, 2014c)

GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project would primarily be associated with Project-
related traffic. In addition, Project-related construction activities, energy consumption, water
consumption, and solid waste generation also would contribute to the Project’s overall generation
of GHG gasses. As previously noted, the City of Jurupa Valley has not adopted any numerical
thresholds of significance for GHG emissions. Nevertheless, the City is applying compliance with AB
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32 and the SCAQMD’s draft project-level efficiency target of 4.8 MT per service population to
determine significance for this Project.

The quantified analysis is the factual basis for the City’s determination regarding the effect of
Project-related GHG emissions. The analysis is specific to this Project, and may not necessarily
apply to other projects within the City of Jurupa Valley. A summary of the proposed Project’s
projected annual operational GHG emissions, including amortized construction-related emissions,
is provided in Table 6-7, Total Annual Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions. As shown, the Project is
estimated to emit approximately 5,026.5 MTCOZ2e per year, including amortized construction-
related emissions, or approximately 3.47 MTCOZ2e per service population. For more information,
refer to Technical Appendix H. Emissions of 3.47 MTCOZ2e per service population is below the
SCAQMD'’s draft project-level efficiency target of 4.8 MT per service population; thus, the Project’s
volume of GHG emissions would be less than significant.

Table 6-7 Total Annual Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Emissions (metric tons per year)
Emission Source CO; CH4 N:0 Total COzE
Annual construction-related 55.14 0.006 -- 55.27
emissions amortized over 30 years
Area 102.04 8.70e-3 1.75e-3 102.77
Energy 726.70 0.03 0.01 730.48
Mobile Sources 3,893.35 0.16 -- 3,896.70
Waste 37.07 2.19 = 83.08
Water Usage 133.52 0.85 0.02 157.95
Total COE (All Sources) 5,026.25
Service Population 1,4501
MT CO:E/Service Population 347
(SP)/Yr
Threshold MT CO.E/SP/Yr 4.8
Significant? NO

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014d (See Appendix 3.1 for detailed CalEEMod™ model outputs)

Note: Totals obtained from CalEEMod™ and may not total 100% due to rounding.

Table results include scientific notation. eis used to represent times ten raised to the power of (which would be written as x 10b") and is

followed by the value of the exponent.

! Population calculated using an average of 3.65 persons per dwelling unit (U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2008-2012)
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6.7(b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

AB 32 requires California to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the Year 2020. CARB
identified emissions reduction measures to achieve this goal as set forth in the CARB Scoping Plan.
Thus, projects that are consistent with the CARB Scoping Plan are also consistent with AB 32’s
mandate to reduce GHG emissions. A discussion of the Project’s consistency with each applicable
CARB recommend action is presented in the Greenhouse Gas Analysis prepared for the Project (see
Technical Appendix E). As discussed therein, the Project is consistent with, or otherwise would not
conflict with, the recommended measures from the CARB Scoping Plan.

In addition, activities associated with the Project would be required to comply with all mandatory
regulatory requirements imposed by the State to directly or indirectly reduce GHG emissions,
including, but not limited to:

e Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB32)
o Regional GHG Emissions Reduction Targets/Sustainable Communities Strategies (SB 375)

There are no other plans, policies, or regulations that have been adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs that are applicable to the proposed Project.

Because the proposed Project would be consistent with the CARB Scoping Plan and also would be
below SCAQMD’s draft project-level efficiency target of 4.8 MT per service population, Project-
related GHG emissions would not be substantial and would not directly or indirectly result in a
significant, cumulatively considerable impact on the environment. Therefore, the proposed Project
would result in a less-than-significant significant impact to the environment as a result of Project-
related GHG emissions.

Mitigation

Although impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significant, the
following mitigation measures are recommended to ensure compliance with regulatory permitting
requirements.

Mitigation Measure GG-1: Prior to building permit issuance, the City shall verify that the
following note is included on building plans. Project contractors shall be required to ensure
compliance with the note and permit inspection by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee
to ensure compliance. The note also shall be specified in bid documents issued to
prospective construction contractors.

a.  All installed appliances shall comply with California Code of Regulations Title 20
(Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards), which establishes energy efficiency
requirements for appliances.
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Mitigation Measure GG-2: Prior to the approval of landscaping plans, the City shall verify
that the landscaping will comply with City Ordinance No. 859, “Water Efficient Landscape
Requirements.” Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with approved
landscaping plans.

Mitigation Measure GG-3: Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the Project
Applicant shall submit energy usage calculations in the form of a Title 24 Compliance
Report to the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department showing that the Project will be
constructed to achieve the building energy efficiency standards set forth in the California
Code of Regulations Title 24 requirements in effect at the time of building permit issuance.
Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the City shall review and approve the Report.
Any combination of design features may be used to fulfill this mitigation measure, including
but not limited to, the following:

a. Increasing insulation such that heat transfer and thermal bridging is minimized;

Limiting air leakage through the structure and/or within the heating and cooling

distribution system;

Using energy-efficient space heating and cooling equipment;

Installing dual-paned or other energy-efficient windows;

Using interior or exterior energy-efficient lighting;

Installing automatic devices to turn off lights where they are not needed;

Applying paint and a surface color palette that emphasizes light and off-white colors

that reflect heat away from buildings;

h.  Designing buildings with “cool roofs” using products certified by the Cool Roof Rating
Council, and/or exposed roof surfaces using light and off-white colors;

i. Designing buildings to accommodate photo-voltaic solar electricity systems or
installation of photo-voltaic solar electricity systems;

j. Installing Energy Star-rated appliances.

ISH
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6.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?
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Impact Analysis
6.8(a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 2014)

U Impact Analysis for Existing Site Conditions

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted on the Project site by PIC Environmental
Services (PIC) to assess the existing conditions of the property. Refer to Technical Appendix F for
additional information. Based on PIC’s site inspection and review of historic aerial photographs,
the site was initially used for agricultural purposes but has not been used for agricultural
cultivation since the 1930’s (PIC, August 2014). Given the several decades of time that has passed,
any prior organochlorine pesticide residues remaining from the active farming period would have
decayed to non-hazardous levels (PIC, August 2014). Aerial photographs reviewed by PIC indicate
that dumping of nonhazardous construction debris in the southeast corner of the site commenced
after 2006. The Project site contains no structural improvements and remains unpaved. Because
the site contains no structural improvements, asbestos containing construction materials (ACM) are
not anticipated to be present on the site. During their site investigation, PIC observed no obvious
ACM. PIC observed a large amount of non-hazardous construction debris (broken concrete, asphalt,
bricks) in the southeastern portion of the property. PIC observed no evidence of underground
storage tanks (USTs,), clarifiers, stressed vegetation, significant surface staining or drains exhibiting
stains. In summary, PIC observed no evidence of Recognized Environmental Conditions
(environmental impairments) during their site inspection.

None of the adjacent properties observed by PIC exhibited obvious evidence of hazardous materials
contamination. In addition, the Environmental Data Resources (EDR) records search conducted by
PIC does not contain documentation of significant environmental impairments on any adjoining
properties (refer to Technical Appendix F for the EDR Report). As such, a significant hazard to the
public or the environment would not be created as a result of the Project associated with existing
site conditions, and impacts would be less than significant.

U Impact Analysis for Temporary Construction-Related Activities

Heavy equipment (e.g., dozers, excavators, tractors) would be operated on the subject property and
on the parcel to the immediate north during construction of the Project. This heavy equipment
would likely be fueled and maintained by petroleum-based substances such as diesel fuel, gasoline,
oil, and hydraulic fluid, which is considered hazardous if improperly stored or handled. In addition,
materials such as paints, adhesives, solvents, and other substances typically used in building
construction would be located on the Project site during construction. Improper use, storage, or
transportation of hazardous materials can result in accidental releases or spills, potentially posing
health risks to workers, the public, and the environment. This is a standard risk on all construction
sites, and there would be no greater risk for improper handling, transportation, or spills associated
with the proposed Project than would occur on any other similar construction site. Construction
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contractors would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and
regulations regarding the transport, use, and storage of hazardous construction-related materials,
including but not limited requirements imposed by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD), Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

U Impact Analysis for Long-Term Operational Activities

The Project site would be developed with residential apartment uses including but not limited to 25
apartment buildings housing 397 apartment units, a clubhouse, pool, and fitness area, which are
land uses not typically associated with the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
Although residential land uses may utilize household products that contain toxic substances, such
as cleansers, paints, adhesives, and solvents, these products are usually in low concentration and
small in amount and would not pose a significant risk to humans or the environment during
transport to/from or use at the Project site. Pursuant to State law and local regulations, residents
would be required to dispose of household hazardous waste (e.g., batteries, used oil, old paint) at a
permitted household hazardous waste collection facility. Accordingly, the Project would not expose
people or the environment to significant hazards associated with the disposal of hazardous
materials at the Project site. Long-term operation of the Project would not expose the public or the
environment to significant hazards associated with the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials and impacts would be less than significant.

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

Finding: Less than Significant Impact

(Sources: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 2014)

As mentioned previously in Item 6.8 (a) during PIC’s site inspection, no REC’s were observed on the
property. In addition, none of the adjacent properties observed by PIC exhibited obvious evidence
of hazardous materials contamination. In addition, the EDR records search does not contain
documentation of significant environmental impairments on any adjoining properties (refer to
Technical Appendix F for the EDR Report). Therefore, an accidental release of hazardous materials
during grading and site development is not anticipated. In addition, accidents involving hazardous
materials that could pose a significant hazard to the public or the environment would be highly
unlikely during the construction and long-term operation of the Project and are not reasonably
foreseeable. As discussed above under Section 6.8(a), the transport, use and handling of hazardous
materials on the Project site during construction is a standard risk on all construction sites, and
there would be no greater risk for upset and accidents than would occur on any other similar
construction site. Upon buildout, the Project site would operate as a residential apartment
community, which is a land use type not typically associated with the transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials that could be subject to upset or accident involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment. As such, impacts associated with the accidental release of
hazardous materials into the environment would be less than significant during long-term
operation of the Project.
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6.8(c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 2014; Google Earth)

The Louis VanderMolen Elementary School, located east of the Project site at the corner of 68t
Street and Carnelian Street, is located within 0.25-mile of the Project site. No other schools are
located or proposed within 0.25-mile of the Project site. Construction activities would be managed
through routine control measures to prevent a release of hazardous substances, as discussed under
the response to Issue 6.8(a). As further noted under the response to Issue 6.8(a), long-term
operation of the Project site would not involve the emission or handling of hazardous materials that
could pose a significant hazard to people or the environment, including the school. As such, Project
operation would result in a less than significant impact.

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

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 2014)

A review of the databases compiled by the State of California pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 was conducted as part of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (refer to Technical
Appendix F). This review determined that the Project site is not included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. No impact would occur.

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

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Figure 4, Eastvale Area Plan Policy Areas; City of Jurupa
Valley General Plan, Figure 5, Eastvale Area Plan Chino Airport Influence Area; RCLIS; Google Earth)

The Project site is not located within the influence area of any airport land use plan, nor is the
Project site located within two (2) miles of any public airport or public use airport. Accordingly, the
Project has no potential to expose future residents in the Project area to airport-related safety
hazards. No impact would occur.

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 6-58



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

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

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Figure S-19 - Airport Locations; Riverside County Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan, 2004; Google Earth)

There are no private airfields or airstrips in the vicinity of the Project site. Accordingly, the Project
has no potential to expose future residents in the Project area to airport-related safety hazards. No
impact would occur.

6.8(g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Safety Element; Project Application Materials)

The Project site does not contain any emergency facilities nor does it serve as an emergency
evacuation route. During construction and long-term operation, the proposed Project would be
required to maintain adequate emergency access for emergency vehicles via 68t Street and
connecting on-site roadways as required by the City. As noted in the response to Checklist item
6.17(e), both Project driveways would be equipped with electronically activated gates, as a security
measure to restrict access. Project residents and property management personnel would be
provided with electronic remote control devices for entry and exit. Emergency responders would
have access via a “Knox Box” where master keys to open the gates electronically, or manually in the
case of an electronic malfunction, would be provided within a secured location on-site.
Furthermore, the Project would not result in a substantial alteration to the design or capacity of any
public road that would impair or interfere with the implementation of evacuation procedures.
Because the Project would not interfere with an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan,
impacts are less than significant.

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

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Figure 9, Eastvale Area Plan Wildfire Susceptibility;
RCLIS; Google Earth)

The Project site is not located within a Hazardous Fire Area as mapped by the Riverside County
Land Information System (RCLIS). According to the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan Figure 9,
Eastvale Area Plan Wildfire Susceptibility, the Project site is not identified as being located within a
wildfire zone. With the exception of the vacant undeveloped land directly north of the Project site
planned for Light Industrial (LI) and Public Facilities (PF), the proposed Project is located in an area
that is largely developed and does not contain any wildlands. The Project site is bounded on the
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south, east, and west by roadways. The Project site is bounded on the south by 68t Street. Located
to the south of 68t Street is land currently used for agricultural purposes (field crop cultivation)
that is approved for the future development of 464 single-family residential homes and a public
park (the “Riverbend” community). Located to the west of the Project site is the I-15 Freeway.
Located west of I-15 are single-family detached homes in the City of Eastvale. The Project site is
bounded on the west by Pats Ranch Road. Located to the east of Pats Ranch Road are single-family
detached homes. To the east of the single-family detached homes is Louis Vandermolen
Fundamental Elementary School.

Because the Project site is located in a developed area and there are no wildlands near the site,
implementation of the proposed Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. No impact would occur.
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6.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Potentially
Would the project: Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

v

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

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

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

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

f.  Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

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

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

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

j-  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
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Impact Analysis
6.9(a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), 2014; Santa Ana River Basin
Water Quality Control Plan, 2008; One Water, One Watershed Plan 2.0, 2014)

The California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Section 13000 (“Water Quality”) et seq.,
of the California Water Code), and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendment of 1972
(also referred to as the Clean Water Act (CWA)) require that comprehensive water quality control
plans be developed for all waters within the State of California. The Project site is located within
the jurisdiction of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Water quality
information for the Santa Ana River is contained in the Santa Ana RWQCB’s Santa Ana River Basin
Water Quality Control Plan (updated February 2008) and the Integrated Regional Water
Management Plan (IRWMP) for the Santa Ana River Watershed (also referred to as “One Water One
Watershed,” dated February 4, 2014), prepared by the Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority.
These documents are herein incorporated by reference and are available for public review at the
Santa Ana RWQCB office located at 3737 Main Street, Suite 500, Riverside, CA 92501.

The CWA requires all states to conduct water quality assessments of their water resources to
identify water bodies that do not meet water quality standards. Water bodies that do not meet
water quality standards are placed on a list of impaired waters pursuant to the requirements of
Section 303(d) of the CWA. The Project site resides within the Santa Ana River Watershed, Region
8. Receiving waters for the property’s drainage are the Santa Ana River Reaches 3, 2, and 1, which
discharge into the Pacific Ocean, and the Prado Basin Area. The Santa Ana River Reach 3 is 303(d)
impaired by copper, pathogens, and lead and Reach 2 is impaired by indicator bacteria. Before
discharging into the Pacific Ocean approximately 43 miles west of the Project site, the tidal prism of
the Santa Ana River and Newport Slough is impaired by pathogens.

A specific provision of the CWA applicable to the proposed Project is CWA Section 402, which
authorizes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program that
covers point sources of pollution discharging to a water body. The NPDES program also requires
operators of construction sites one acre or larger to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) and obtain authorization to discharge stormwater under an NPDES construction
stormwater permit.

O Impact Analysis for Construction-Related Water Quality

Construction of the proposed Project would involve demolition, clearing, soil stockpiling, grading,
paving, utility installation, building construction, and landscaping activities, which would result in
the generation of potential water quality pollutants such as silt, trash, debris, chemicals, paints, and
other solvents with the potential to adversely affect water quality. As such, short-term water
quality impacts have the potential to occur during construction of the Project in the absence of any
protective or avoidance measures.
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Pursuant to the requirements of the Santa Ana RWQCB and the City of Jurupa Valley, the Project
would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal
Stormwater Permit for construction activities. The NPDES permit is required for all projects that
include construction activities, such as clearing, soil stockpiling, grading, and/or excavation that
disturb at least one acre of total land area. In addition, the Project would be required to comply
with the Santa Ana RWQCB’s Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Program. Compliance
with the NPDES permit and the Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Program involves the
preparation and implementation of a SWPPP for construction-related activities, including grading
and soil stockpiling. The SWPPP would specify the Best Management Practices (BMPs) that the
Project would be required to implement during construction activities to ensure that all potential
pollutants of concern are prevented, minimized, and/or otherwise appropriately treated prior to
being discharged from the subject property. Mandatory compliance with the SWPPP would ensure
that the proposed Project does violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements during construction activities. Therefore, water quality impacts associated with
construction activities would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be
required. Nonetheless, mitigation measure H-1 is recommended to ensure that the SWPPP
incorporates specific erosion control measures for the adjacent off-site soil export area. This
measure is already included in the proposed grading plan.

Mitigation Measure H-1: During grading and ground-disturbing activities, the
construction contractor shall ensure that the offsite export area is contour graded between
the northern property line and the RCFCD storm drain easement in a manner which would
perpetuate the existing drainage pattern. The construction contractor shall ensure that
slopes are graded at or less than 3:1, and permanent erosion measures (the use of soil
binders, and/or hydroseeding with native plants and vegetation) be implemented as soon
as possible following placement of the exported soils on the adjacent offsite export area.

O Post Development Water Quality Impacts

Storm water pollutants commonly associated with the land uses proposed by the Project (i.e.,
apartment buildings, asphalt-paved parking and vehicle circulation areas, dog park, landscaping
and a clubhouse/fitness center) include sediment/turbidity, nutrients, trash and debris, oxygen-
demanding substances, organic compounds, bacteria and viruses, oil and grease, pesticides, and
metals. Based on current receiving water impairments (303(d) List) and allowable discharge
requirements (USEPA TMDL List), the Project’s pollutants of concern are pathogens (bacteria and
viruses), nutrients/low dissolved oxygen, pesticides, sediments, trash and debris and oil and
grease. To meet NPDES requirements, the proposed storm drain system is designed to route first
flush runoff (85th percentile) to an underground infiltration basin located in the southwestern part
of the site, just prior to discharging to an existing underground storm drain structure that runs
along the western site boundary. This basin has been sized to treat the entire Project’s first flush
volumes, and contains filtration mechanisms designed to capture the range of pollutants
anticipated to be present in the developed site runoff. Infiltration basin calculations are included in
The Project’s Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) contained as Technical Appendix G2 (refer
to its Section D.5 for calculations).
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Furthermore, the Project would be required to implement its WQMP, pursuant to the requirements
of the City’s NPDES permit. The WQMP is a post-construction management program that ensures
the on-going protection of the watershed basin by requiring structural and operational controls.
The Project’s preliminary WQMP has been prepared and is included as Technical Appendix G2. The
WQMP identifies structural controls (including an underground infiltration basin) and operational
controls (including educational materials for property owners, “good housekeeping” practices such
as litter control and regular sweeping of driveways and parking areas, maintaining and marking
inlets, etc.) to minimize, prevent, and/or otherwise appropriately treat storm water runoff flows
before they are discharged from the site. Mandatory compliance with the WQMP would ensure that
the Project does violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during long-
term operation. Therefore, water quality impacts associated with post-development activities
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required.

Although impacts associated with adherence to water quality standards would be less than
significant, the erosion control measures specified in Mitigation Measures GE-3, GE-4, and GE-5 are
recommended to ensure compliance with applicable regulatory requirements related to water

quality.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; Drainage Study Report, 2014)

No potable or non-potable groundwater wells are proposed as part of the Project. The proposed
Project would be served with potable water by the JCSD, via the existing 18-inch water line located
in Pats Ranch Road. JCSD’s domestic water supplies are reliant on groundwater from the Chino
Groundwater Basin as a primary source (the Project site is located in the southern portion of the
Chino Groundwater Basin). All municipal water entities that exceed their safe yield incur a
groundwater replenishment obligation, which is used to recharge the groundwater basin with State
Water Project Water. Thus, the Project’s demand for domestic water service would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level. For more detailed information about domestic water supply refer to the Utilities and Service
Systems discussion under Issue 6.17(d).

Development of the Project would increase impervious surface coverage on the site to
approximately 75% of the site area, which would in turn reduce the amount of direct infiltration of
runoff into the ground. This would have a less than significant impact on groundwater recharge in
the areas of the Chino Groundwater Basin that are managed for that purpose, since those recharge
areas do not encompass the Project site. Therefore, impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge
would be less than significant, and mitigation would not be required.
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6.9(c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of stream or river, in a manner, which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; Drainage Study Report, 2014)

There are no stream courses or other established natural surface drainages within the Project site
or on the adjacent soil export site. Runoff currently sheet flows in several directions, due to the
undulating topography of the soil piles and grade differences across the site, but predominantly
from north to south. Surface flow on site is currently collected by one storm drain inlet located
approximately 440 feet north of 68t Street and 50 feet east of the [-15 Freeway right-of-way. This
storm drain flows into a RCFCWCD underground reinforced concrete box structure (Line “J”) that
runs along the western site boundary. Implementation of the Project would include the installation
of a stormwater drainage system in the developed areas of the property, which would discharge to
an underground infiltration basin in the southwestern part of the site. Runoff would be released
from the basin to an existing RCFCWCD underground drainage structure that runs along the
western site boundary.

As noted in the response to 6.9(a), placement of soil export materials on the adjacent property to
the north will be accomplished with contour grading to maintain the existing drainage pattern, and
that the 3:1 slope created in that area is promptly treated with erosion control such as
hydroseeding with a native plant mix and/or use of soil binders. With buildout of the proposed
Project, approximately 75% of the ground surface would become impervious, preventing any soil
erosion, and the rest of the site would be covered with landscaping that would prevent erosion in
those areas. Additionally, all runoff from the developed portions of the property would be treated
by an infiltration basin that would remove sediment that might be present in runoff from landscape
areas, prior to discharge to the RCFCWCD drainage structure. With buildout of the proposed
Project, there would be no significant alteration of the site’s existing drainage pattern and there
would not be any significant increases in the rates of erosion or siltation on or off site. No
mitigation would be required.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact
(Sources: Project Application Materials; Drainage Study Report, 2014)
As discussed above in Issue 6.9(c), there are no natural drainage courses on the Project site and the

site’s general drainage pattern would be maintained, but captured and controlled within an on-site,
underground storm drain system.
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With buildout of the proposed Project, site runoff would increase from 11.1 to 29.3 cubic feet per
second (cfs) in the 10-year storm event, a 163% increase. Developed site runoff would increase
runoff during the 100-year storm from 32.5 cfs to 47.6 cfs, an increase of 46.5%. The on-site storm
drain facilities are designed to infiltrate the low flows (2 year, 24-hour storm event), which are
represented as the Design Capture Volume. The larger flows (10 year and 100-year storm events)
would discharge into the RCFCWCD Day Creek Master Drainage Plan (MDP) Line “J” facility along
the western site boundary. This reinforced concrete box structure was designed to accept and
convey storm water from developed conditions for all areas that are tributary to it, which includes
the Project site. (Ardery, October 2014) The proposed on-site storm drain system would provide
adequate flood protection for the proposed residential uses for a 100 year-one hour duration storm
event and would prevent flooding from site runoff outside of the Project site. Project-related
impacts would be less than significant.

6.9(e) Create or contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; Drainage Study Report, 2014)

As noted in the preceding response to item 6.9(d), all of the developed site runoff would be
discharged into the existing RCFCWCD concrete box drainage structure (Line “J”) along the western
site boundary. That drainage structure was designed to accept and convey runoff from developed
sites throughout its tributary area, which includes the Project site. The added runoff from the
developed site would not exceed the capacity of that regional drainage facility, and the Project’s
impact would be less than significant. (Ardery, November 2014).

Additionally, with required adherence to a SWPPP and WQMP as discussed above under Issue
6.9(a), the Project would not provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, a
less-than-significant impacts would occur and mitigation is not required.

6.9(f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Finding: No Impact
(Source: Project Application Materials)
There are no conditions associated with the proposed Project that could result in the substantial

degradation of water quality beyond what is described above in the responses to Issues 6.9(a),
6.9(c), and 6.9(e). No impact would occur.

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 6-66



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

6.9(g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard as mapped on a Federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Letter of
Map Revision (LOMR), October 20, 2014; City of Jurupa Valley General Plan; Drainage Study Report,
2014)

At the time the Eastvale Area Plan was completed, in 2003, much of the Project site was within
al1l00-year flood hazard area, as designated in Flood Insurance Rate Map No. 06065C0683G,
prepared by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Since that time, the RCFCWCD
built its Day Creek Line “]”, a regional drainage structure that accepts runoff from a tributary area
that includes the Project site, and lands upstream of the Project site. In October 2014, the FEMA
issued a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) to document its finding that the Line “]” structure will
contain the 100-year flood flows, thus eliminating the sheet flow flooding that previously affected
the Project site and adjacent upstream land. (FEMA, 2014). As a result, the Project site is no longer
within a FEMA-designated 100-year flood hazard zone and the Project would have no impact
involving placement of housing within a flood hazard zone.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

6.9(h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures, which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

Finding: No Impact
(Sources: Project Application Materials; FEMA LOMR, October 20, 2014;Drainage Study Report, 2014)

As previously discussed in Issue 6.9(g), the Project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard zone;
therefore, the proposed development would not impede or redirect flood flows and there would be
no impact.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

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

Finding: No Impact
(Sources: Project Application Materials; Drainage Study Report, 2014; Eastvale Area Plan)
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The Eastvale Area Plan, prepared as part of the comprehensive Riverside County General Plan
before the City of Jurupa Valley was incorporated, identifies flood prone areas on lands adjacent to
the Santa Ana River, and some areas parallel to Wineville Road and I-15, including the Project site.
Please refer to the discussion under Issue 6.9(g), which indicates that the Project site is not within a
FEMA-mapped flood hazard zone. With existing elevations above 612 feet and proposed elevations
at 619 feet or above, the Project site is outside of the potential dam inundation area associated with
the Prado Dam, which affects lands downstream of the dam below an elevation of 566 feet. (Ardery,
November 2014)

Mitigation
No mitigation is required.

6.9(j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Finding: No Impact
(Source: Google Earth)

The Pacific Ocean is located more than 30 miles from the Project site; consequently, there is no
potential for tsunamis to impact the Project. In addition, no steep hillsides subject to mudflow are
located on or near the Project site. The nearest large body of surface water to the site is Lake
Mathews, located approximately 9.0 miles southeast of the Project site. Due to the distance of Lake
Mathews from the Project site and the topographic characteristics of the area, a seiche in Lake
Mathews would have no impact on the Project site. Therefore, the Project site would not be subject
to inundation by a seiche, mudflow, and/or tsunami; no impact would occur.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.
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6.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Would the project: Significant With Significant
e . Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a. Physically divide an established community? v

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

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community v
conservation plan?

Impact Analysis

6.10(a) Physically divide an established community?

Finding: No Impact
(Sources: Project Application Materials; Site Field Survey, 2014, Google Earth)

Under existing conditions, the Project site is vacant, undeveloped land that is devoid of any
buildings or other structures and no site improvements. The eastern half has been used for soil
stockpiling from a variety of sources.

To the west of the Project site is the I-15 Freeway, beyond which are medium-density, detached
residential homes in the City of Eastvale. 1-15 forms a physical barrier between the Project site and
the City of Eastvale. To the east of the Project site, on the east side of Pats Ranch Road, is the
residential community of Township Place, which is comprised of several distinctive neighborhoods
of single family homes. Because the homes in the City of Eastvale and the Township Place
community do not collectively function as an established community and are physically divided by
the Project site and I-15, the proposed Project has no potential to create an east to west division of
an established community. To the contrary, development of the Project site with the proposed
apartment community would fill a gap in the development pattern, which could add to a sense of
connectedness among other surrounding developments.

Immediately to the north of the Project site is vacant land, and that is bordered on the north by the
Vernola Marketplace, a community-scale shopping center at the southwest corner of Limonite
Avenue and Pats Ranch Road. Undeveloped, fallow agricultural land is directly south of the Project
site, between 68t Street and the Santa Ana River. That land area has an approved residential
community master plan known as “Riverbend.” The Project would thus serve as a continuation of
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development patterns to the north and south and has no potential to create a north to south
division of an established community. Development of the Project site north of 68t Street would fill
in a vacant parcel with another residential use that would expand a growing concentration of
residential uses in this area. As such, no impact would occur.

Mitigation

None required.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; City of Jurupa Valley General Plan)

Under existing conditions, the Project site is designated in the Jurupa Valley General Plan and the I-
15 Corridor Specific Plan as IP-Industrial Park. With this designation, a variety of industrial and
related uses such as warehousing/distribution, light manufacturing/assembly, repair and
maintenance, and supporting retail uses could be developed, at a land use intensity of 0.25 to 0.6
FAR (floor area ratio). With a FAR of 0.5, approximately 378,972 square feet of building area could
be developed. A General Plan Amendment is proposed to change the designation of this property to
Highest Density Residential (HHDR), which would allow for development of multi-family uses at a
density of 20+ dwelling units per acre. A corresponding change of zone is proposed to reclassify the
site as R-3 General Residential. The proposed Project would implement these new designations
through a development plan that consists of an apartment complex with 397 residential units.

Although the proposed Project would be inconsistent with the existing General Plan land use and
Zoning designations for the Project site, such an inconsistency would only be significant if it were to
result in significant, adverse physical effects to the environment. The City’s existing land use
policies and regulations for this site are intended to foster an economic development of the land,
not to preserve any natural resources, protect environmentally sensitive lands or biological
resources, or restrict or prohibit development due to the presence of a significant natural or man-
made hazard. No such environmental sensitivities have been identified on this site through any of
the environmental assessments prepared for this IS/MND. As disclosed in this IS/MND,
implementation of the proposed Project would develop the subject property at a higher intensity
than allowed under the existing General Plan and Zoning designations and would result in adverse
effects to the environment. However, in all instances where significant impacts have been
identified, mitigation is provided to reduce each impact to less-than-significant levels. Therefore,
because the Project is processing a GPA and CZ to modify the site’s underlying land use regulations
to be consistent with those proposed by the Project and because implementation of the Project
would not result in significant impacts to the environment, the Project’s inconsistency with the
site’s existing underlying General Plan land use and Zoning designations represents a less-than-
significant impact for which no mitigation would be required.
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Mitigation

None required.

6.10(c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

Finding: Less- than- Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

(Sources: Biological Technical Report, 2014).

As noted in the response to Item 6.4(f), the Project site is located within the boundaries of the
“Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Program (MSHCP).” The site is
not within an MSHCP Criteria Area and is not targeted for conservation by the MSHCP to meet
Reserve Assembly goals. A biological survey and assessment of the site and the parcel to the north
that would be used as a receiving site for the Project’s exported earth materials found that there is
no habitat that supports any rare, threatened or endangered species of plants or animals and no
sign of any such species, except for burrowing owl. Mitigation Measure BR-1 will require a pre-
construction biological survey to determine if burrowing owl is present in the Project’s disturbance
area and if so, to implement active or passive relocation of owls to suitable habitat off site, in
accordance with the provisions of the MSHCP and the protocols established by the CDFW. The
biological survey found no riparian/riverine or vernal pools habitat on site, and determined that
there is no suitable habitat for any of the narrow endemic plant species known to occur in this part
of the MSHCP area. The proposed Project would not conflict with any provisions of the MSHCP and
is consistent with the MSHCP.

Mitigation
BR-1 shall apply.
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6.11 MINERAL RESOURCES

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Would the project: Significant With Significant
e . Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

Impact Analysis

6.11(a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state?

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Figure 0S-5, “Mineral Resources”; Riverside County
General Plan Program EIR, 2003, Chapter 4.12 - Mineral Resources; Google Earth; California
Geological Survey)

No mines, oil or gas wells, or other resource extraction activity occurs on the property or is known
to have ever occurred on the property. The Project site is not located within an area known to be
underlain by regionally- or locally-important mineral resources, or within an area that has the
potential to be underlain by regionally- or locally-important mineral resources, as disclosed by the
City’s General Plan and the associated General Plan FEIR. In addition, according to mapping
conducted by the California Geological Survey (CGS), which maps areas known as Mineral Resource
Zones (MRZs), the Project site is mapped MRZ-3 which is defined by the CGS as areas containing
known or inferred mineral occurrences of undetermined mineral resources significance.
Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of value to the region or the residents of the State of
California. No impact to significant mineral resources would occur.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

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

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Figure 0S-5, “Mineral Resources”; Riverside County
General Plan Program EIR, 2003, Chapter 4.12 - Mineral Resources; Google Earth)
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Refer to the response to Item 6.11(a), above. The City’s General Plan does not identify any locally-
important mineral resource recovery sites on-site or within close proximity to the Project site, nor
are any mineral resource recovery operations located on-site or in the surrounding area. The City’s
General Plan does not identify the Project site as containing a locally important mineral resource
recovery site. As such, no impact would occur.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.
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6.12 NOISE
Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than No

Would the project: Significant With Significant

cee . Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

v

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or v
groundborne noise levels?

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

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity v
above levels existing without the project?

e. For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or

public use airport, would the project expose Y
people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?
f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people v

residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Impact Analysis

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated
(Sources: Noise Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads 2014d); Ordinance No. 847)

Under existing conditions, the property is vacant undeveloped land that contains no structural
improvements. Therefore, there are no known unusual or loud noises that originate from the
property on a regular basis. Primary noise sources near the site include traffic noise from I-15 and
68t Street. For more information about the existing noise environment surrounding the Project
site, refer to Section 5 of the Project’s Noise Impact Analysis (see Technical Appendix H).
Development of the Project site as an apartment community has the potential to expose persons to
or result in elevated noise levels during both near-term construction activities and under long-term
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operation of the Project. Near-term (i.e. temporary) and long-term (i.e. permanent) noise impacts
associated with the Project are discussed below.

U Impact Analysis for Near-Term Construction Noise

The City’s Noise Ordinance (Ordinance No. 847) includes a provision that exempts construction
activities from any maximum noise level standard, provided that construction activities occur
between the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. during the months of June through September or 7:00
a.m. to 6:00 p.m. during the months of October through May. Although the Project is required to
comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance to ensure that construction-related noise only occurs
during the daytime hours permitted by the Ordinance, when construction noise is considered to be
exempt from the regulatory provisions of the Ordinance, an assessment of construction-related
noise impacts was nonetheless conducted by Urban Crossroads and is summarized herein.

Off-Site Non-Transportation-Related Noise Impacts (Stationary Noise)

To assess short-term construction noise, Urban Crossroads identified 11 representative noise
receiver locations. As indicated on Figure 6-1, Noise Receiver Locations, sensitive receivers in the
vicinity of the Project site include residential land uses located to the west and east of the Project
site at receiver locations identified as R1, R7, R9, and R10. The closest existing noise-sensitive
receiver is receiver location R7, which is located approximately 138 feet east of the Project site.
Receiver location R11, located approximately 113 feet south of the Project site, represents an
existing vacant lot that is zoned for residential use. (Urban Crossroads, 2014d, pp. 59-60)

Regardless of the Project’s consistency with the City’s noise ordinance as described above,
construction activities on the Project site, especially those involving heavy equipment, would
initially create intermittent, short-term noise increases in the vicinity of the Project site,
representing a temporary effect on ambient noise levels. Noise generated by construction
equipment, including trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete mixers, and portable generators, can
reach high levels. The projected noise levels used for analysis assume the worst-case noise
environment with all construction equipment operating simultaneously, at full power, at the same
location on the Project site. In reality, noise levels would vary day to day and vary throughout the
day, as it is highly unlikely that all pieces of construction equipment would simultaneously operate
at the same time and location. The highest construction noise level increases would occur during
Project grading activities. As shown on Table 6-8, Construction Equipment Noise Level Summary,
Project-related construction noise levels during peak operating conditions are estimated to reach a
maximum noise level of 80.1 A-weighted decibels (dBA) equivalent continuous (average) sound
level (Leq) during grading activities when measured at 50 feet from the noise source. (Urban
Crossroads, 2014d, p. 64)

As described above, noise generated during near-term Project construction activities would cause
an elevated temporary increase in ambient noise levels and could potentially affect off-site
receptors that might be present, particularly when construction equipment is operating in close
proximity to Pats Ranch Road, east of which is a residential community. Although near-term
Project construction activities on the Project site would be consistent with the City’s Noise
Ordinance and impacts would thus be less than significant, implementation of Mitigation Measure
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Source(s): Urban Crossroads (11-21-14)

Figure 6-1
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N-1 would ensure compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance and ensure that additional noise
attenuation measures are incorporated into the Project’s construction plans to minimize the
exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to temporary increases in ambient noise levels such that the
increases would not be considered substantial. Traffic mitigation measure TR-1, requiring City
approval and contractor implementation of a construction traffic management plan, would also
reduce construction-related noise impacts by prohibiting construction traffic from being routed
through any residential areas.

Table 6-8 Construction Equipment Noise Level Summary

Distance To Construction Phase Hourly Noise Level {dBA Leg])
Noise
: Property Line Building Arch

R 1 e . . 2
eceiver (In Feet)* Grading Fonct Coating Paving Peak
R1 1,239 543 49.9 41.1 48.0 543
R2 913" 57.0 525 43.8 506 57.0
R3 502 62.2 57.7 45.0 558 62.2
R4 416’ 63.8 5823 50.6 575 63.8
RS 477 62.6 58.1 49.4 56.3 62.6
R& 232 68.9 6d.4 55.7 62.5 68.9
R7 138’ 734 68.9 60.2 67.0 73.4
R& 1,053 557 513 42.6 45.4 55.7
RS 374 64.7 60.3 51.5 58.4 64.7
R10 141° 73.2 68.7 60.0 66.2 73.2
R11 113 80.1 757 66.9 738 80.1

1 Noise receiver locations are shown on Figure 6-1.
2 Estimated construction noise levels during peak operating conditions.
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014d, Table 10-5, Construction Equipment Noise Level Summary

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure N-1: Prior to grading and building permit issuance, the City shall
verify that the following notes are included on grading plans and building plans. Project
contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with the notes and permit periodic
inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to confirm
compliance. These notes also shall be specified in bid documents issued to prospective
construction contractors.

a) All construction activities shall comply with City Ordinance No. 847 (Noise
Ordinance).
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b) Construction contractors shall equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile,
with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with manufacturers’
standards.
) All stationary construction equipment shall be placed in such a manner so that
emitted noise is directed away from the construction site’s southern and eastern
Project boundaries.
d) Construction equipment staging areas shall be located in areas of the property

that would create the greatest distance between construction-related noise
sources and noise sensitive receivers nearest the Project site’s southern and
eastern boundaries.

U Impact Analysis for Long-Term Operational Noise

The Noise Element included as Chapter 7 of the City’s General Plan provides performance standards
and noise control guidelines for determining and mitigating non-transportation (stationary) noise
source impacts. The stationary noise source criteria are used to control operational noise sources
such as idling trucks, outdoor speakers, and mechanical ventilation systems. As established by
General Plan performance standards, these noises, as projected to any portion of any surrounding
property containing a habitable dwelling, hospital, school, library or nursing home, shall not exceed
65 equivalent level dBA (dBA Leq) between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. or 45 dBA Leq between 10:00
p.m. and 7:00 a.m. for a cumulative period of more than ten (10) minutes per hour.

While the General Plan provides background on noise fundamentals and establishes noise
compatibility standards for noise-sensitive land uses, it does not include any standards or criteria
to assess the impacts associated with transportation (mobile) noise source impacts. Therefore, for
purposes of evaluating long-term operational transportation-related noise impacts within the City,
the analysis in this IS/MND relies on the noise criteria derived from the standards provided in the
General Plan Guidelines, a publication of the State Office of Planning and Research. These standards
are used by many California cities and counties, including the City of Jurupa Valley. For noise-
sensitive land uses such as residential land uses, including multi-family projects, exterior noise
levels up to 65 dBA community noise level equivalent level (CNEL) and interior noise levels up to
45 dBA CNEL are considered to be compatible with transportation-related noise sources. A project
is considered to result in a significant transportation-related noise impact if traffic generated by
that project would cause or contribute to exterior noise levels in excess of 65 dBA CNEL and the
project’s contribution to the noise environment equals 3 dBA CNEL or more. (A change of 3 dBA is
considered “barely perceptible” by the human ear and changes of less than 3 dBA CNEL generally
cannot be perceived except in carefully controlled laboratory environments).

Off-Site Non-Transportation-Related Noise Impacts (Stationary Noise)

The Project proposes the development of an apartment community. This type of land use is not
typically associated with a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise because it does not
include any major stationary noise sources such as industrial machinery, loading docks, commercial
air conditioning units, etc. The proposed Project does not include any of these kinds of stationary
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noise sources. There would be a number of small-scale air conditioning units with air filtration
systems, but these would be well shielded by the apartment buildings and would be hundreds or
thousands of feet away from any off-site sensitive receptors located to the east of Pats Ranch Road.
Therefore, the proposed apartment community is not anticipated to generate substantial noise
levels or noise that may exceed the limits prescribed in the City’s Noise Ordinance. Long-term
impacts to off-site receptors associated with non-transportation-related noise would be less than
significant.

Off-Site Transportation-Related Noise Impacts (Mobile Noise)

Future traffic generated by the proposed Project has the potential to cause or contribute to elevated
traffic-related noise volumes at off-site locations, which could potentially impact sensitive
receptors. To assess the off-site noise level increases associated with development of the proposed
Project, noise contours were developed by Urban Crossroads for the following traffic scenarios:

Existing: This scenario refers to the existing traffic noise conditions, without and with the proposed
Project.

Project Completion (Year 2016): This scenario refers to the background noise conditions at
Project completion (Year 2016) without and with the proposed Project.

Year 2035: This scenario refers to the background noise conditions at Year 2035 without and with
the proposed Project.

Traffic noise contour boundaries were established by Urban Crossroads based on future traffic
conditions on off-site study area road segments. The contours represent the equal levels of noise
exposure as measured from the center of each roadway and do not take into account the effect of
any existing noise barriers or topography that may affect ambient noise levels. Existing and
projected future noise levels, both with and without Project traffic, are presented in Table 6-9,
Table 6-10, and Table 6-11.

Table 6-9, Existing Off-Site Project-Related Noise Impacts, presents a comparison of the existing
noise conditions to the noise conditions that would result with implementation of the proposed
Project in the absence of cumulative development and ambient growth. As indicated on Table 6-9,
off-site roadway noise levels within the Project study area would increase up to 1.0 dBA CNEL at
two roadway segments (Pats Ranch Road, north of 65t Street and Pats Ranch Road south of 65t
Street) with development of the Project. As shown in Table 6-9, there are several roadway
segments in the Project study area that would exceed the City of Jurupa Valley’s 65 dBA CNEL
exterior noise standard for residential land uses both with and without the Project. However, the
Project would not directly cause any roadway segment to exceed the 65 dBA CNEL noise standard
and the Project’s incremental noise contributions to study area roadways would be considered
“barely perceptible” (i.e., less than 3 dBA CNEL). Therefore, because the without Project noise
levels are between 60 and 65 dBA and the Project would not generate a readily perceptible 3 dBA
or greater Project-related noise level increase, off-site transportation-related noise impacts would
be less than significant under Existing plus Project conditions. (Urban Crossroads, 2014d, p. 48)
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Table 6-10, Year 2016 Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts, presents a comparison of the
projected noise conditions in the Year 2016 (estimated Project completion year), including
cumulative development and ambient growth, to the noise conditions that would result with
implementation of the proposed Project. As shown in Table 6-10, off-site roadway noise levels
within the Project study area would increase up to 1.8 dBA CNEL at one roadway segment
(Limonite Avenue west of the I-15 southbound ramp) with development of the proposed Project,
which could be potentially significant because the without project noise level CNEL is greater than
65 dBA and the project related increase is greater than 1.5 dBA; however, there are no noise-
sensitive receptors impacted by the off-site traffic noise level impacts on this road segment. As
shown in Table 6-10, there are several roadway segments in the Project study area that are
projected to exceed the City of Jurupa Valley’s 65 dBA CNEL standard for residential uses both with
and without the Project. However, the Project would not directly cause any roadway segment to
exceed the dBA CNEL standard and the Project’s incremental noise contributions to study area
roadways would be considered “barely perceptible” (i.e., less than 3 dBA CNEL). Therefore, under
Year 2016 conditions, the Project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in
surrounding roadway noise levels above ambient conditions. Thus, off-site transportation-related
noise impacts would be less than significant under Year 2016 plus Project conditions.

Table 6-9 Existing Off-Site Project-Related Noise Impacts

CNEL at 100 Feet (dBA) Potential

ID Road Segment No With Project Significant

Project Project Addition Impact?*
1 | Hammer Av. n/o 68th St. 65.2 65.3 0.1 No
2 | Hammer Av. s/o 68th St. 66.2 66.2 0.0 No
3 | Pats Ranch Rd. s/o Limonite Av. 63.2 63.7 0.5 No
4 | Pats Ranch Rd. n/o 65th St. 60.4 61.4 1.0 No
5 | Pats Ranch Rd. s/0 65th St. 60.5 61.5 1.0 No
6 | Pats Ranch Rd. nfo Ivory St. 60.5 61.2 0.7 No
7 | Pats Ranch Rd. n/o 68th St. 603 60.8 0.5 No
8 | Limonite Av. w/o |-15 SB Ramp 68.2 68.3 0.1 No
9 | Limonite Av. efo I-15 SB Ramp 63.1 68.2 0.1 No
10 | Limonite Av. e/o I-15 NB Ramp 70.7 70.8 0.1 No
11 | Limonite Av. w/o Pats Ranch Road 70.1 703 0.2 No
12 | Limonite Av. e/o Pats Ranch Road 69.8 69.9 0.1 No
13 | Limonite Av. e/o Wineville Av. 69.4 69.5 0.1 No
14 | 68th St. w/o Hammer Av. 60.3 60.3 0.0 No
15 | 68th St. efo Hammer Av. 62.5 02.7 0.2 No
16 | 68th 5t. w/o Pats Ranch Road 63.0 63.3 0.3 No
17 | 68th St. e/o Pats Ranch Road 60.6 60.7 0.1 No

1 A significant impact is defined when noise levels exceed 65 dBA and a project contributes 3.0 dBA or more
to the affected roadway.

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014d, Table 7-7, Existing Off-Site Project Related Traffic Noise Impacts
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Table 6-10 Year 2016 Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise
Impacts
CNEL at 100 Feet {dBA) Potential
D Road Segment No With Project Significant
Project Project Addition Impact?*
1 | Hammer Av. n/o 68th St. 65.5 66.5 1.0 No
2 Hammer Av. s/o 68th St. 66.4 67.2 0.8 No
3 | Pats Ranch Rd. s/o Limonite Av. 63.8 64.7 09 No
4 | Pats Ranch Rd. nfo 65th St. 61.5 62.5 1.0 No
5 | Pats Ranch Rd. s/o 65th St. 61.6 62.5 0% No
6 | Pats Ranch Rd. nfo lvory St. 61.3 62.3 1.0 No
7 | Pats Ranch Rd. nfo 68th St. 60.9 62.0 1.1 No
8 | Limonite Av. w/o |-15 SB Ramp 68.4 70.2 1.8 Yes
9 | Limonite Av. efo I-15 SB Ramp 68.4 69.8 1.4 No
10 | Limonite Av. e/o1-15 NB Ramp 71.0 71.9 0.9 No
11 | Limonite Awv. w/o Pats Ranch Road 70.4 71.4 1.0 No
12 | Limonite Av. e/o Pats Ranch Road 70.1 71.0 0.5 No
13 | Limonite Av. e/o Wineville Av. 69.7 70.5 0.8 No
14 | 68th St. w/fo Hammer Av. 60.3 60.9 0.4 No
15 | 68th St. e/o Hammer Av. 62.9 63.5 0.6 No
16 | 68th 5t. w/0 Pats Ranch Road 63.4 63.8 0.4 Mo
17 | 68th St. e/o Pats Ranch Road 60.8 61.5 0.7 Mo

1 A significant impact is defined when noise levels exceed 65 dBA and a project contributes 3.0 dBA or more
to the affected roadway.
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014d, Table 7-8, Year 2016 Off-Site Project Related Traffic Noise Impacts

Table 6-11, Year 2035 Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise Impacts, presents a comparison of the
projected noise conditions in the Year 2035, including cumulative development and ambient
growth, to the noise conditions that would result with implementation of the proposed Project. Off-
site roadway noise levels within the Project study area would increase up to 0.6 dBA at one
roadway segment (Pats Ranch Road, south of 65t Street) with development of the proposed
Project. As shown in Table 6-11, there are several roadway segments in the Project study area that
are projected to exceed the City of Jurupa Valley’s 65 dBA CNEL standard for residential land uses
both with-and-without the Project. However, the Project would not directly cause any roadway
segment to exceed the 65 dBA CNEL standard and the Project’s incremental noise contributions to
study area roadways would be considered “barely perceptible” (i.e., less than 3 dBA CNEL).
Accordingly, the Project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in surrounding
roadway noise levels above ambient conditions under Year 2035 conditions. Therefore, off-site
transportation-related noise impacts would be less than significant under Year 2035 plus Project
conditions.

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 6-81



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

Table 6-11 Year 2035 Off-Site Project-Related Traffic Noise
Impacts
CNEL at 100 Feet {dBA) Pateireial
1D Road Segment With P:;ie‘:t Project Significant
Project Cumu:l:tive Addition | Impact?
1 Hammer Av. n/o 68th St. 67.0 67.0 0.0 No
2 | Hammer Av. s/0 68th St. 67.7 67.7 0.0 No
3 | Pats Ranch Rd. s/o Limonite Av. 66.1 66.3 0.2 No
4 | Pats Ranch Rd. n/o 65th St. 633 63.8 0.5 No
5 | Pats Ranch Rd. s/0 65th St. 63.4 64.0 0.6 No
6 | Pats Ranch Rd. nfo lvory St. 63.4 63.8 0.4 No
7 | Pats Ranch Rd. n/o 68th St. 63.2 63.5 0.3 No
3 | Limonite Av. w/0o I-15 SB Ramp 71.0 71.0 0.0 No
9 | Limonite Av. efo I-15 SB Ramp 70.5 70.6 0.1 No
10 | Limonite Av. e/o1-15 NB Ramp 72.9 73.0 0.1 No
11 | Limonite Av. w/o Pats Ranch Road 72.9 73.0 0.1 No
12 | Limonite Av. e/o Pats Ranch Road 72.9 729 0.0 No
13 | Limonite Av. e/o Wineville Av. 72.0 72.0 0.0 No
14 | 68th St. w/o Hammer Av. 61.3 6l.3 0.0 No
15 | 68th St. e/o Hammer Av. 563.8 64.0 0.2 No
16 | 68th St. w/0 Pats Ranch Road 66.0 66.1 0.1 No
17 | 68th 5t. e/o Pats Ranch Road 63.5 63.5 0.0 No

1 A significant impact is defined when noise levels exceed 65 dBA and a project contributes 3 dBA or more to
the affected roadway. (Source: Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON), 2002)
Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014d, Table 7-9, Year 2035 Off-Site Project Related Traffic Noise Impacts

In summary, long-term operation of the proposed Project would not generate a substantial
permanent increase in transportation-related ambient noise levels, nor would Project-related
traffic expose persons to permanent or noise levels in excess of the standards established by the
City of Jurupa Valley. Thus, impacts associated with off-site transportation-related noise would be
less than significant and no mitigation would be required.

On-Site Non-Transportation-Related Noise Impacts (Stationary Source)

The Project site is surrounded by vacant land to the immediate north that is zoned Industrial Park
(I-P) and Heavy Agriculture (A-2-10), residential development to the east, park site to the
northeast, vacant land zoned for residential land uses to the south, and residential land uses to the
west of [-15. None of these land uses are considered to be a source of substantial non-
transportation-related stationary noise, in their current conditions. Accordingly, implementation of
the Project would not expose future on-site residents to non-transportation-related stationary
noise levels from existing neighboring land uses in excess of those allowed by the City’s Noise
Ordinance.
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The type of development that may occur on the land zoned for Industrial Park uses immediately to
the north cannot be defined at this time, since there is no development proposal under
consideration. It would be speculative to assume and evaluate any particular kind of land use that
might occur with respect to potential noise impacts that could affect the Project site. The Project
Applicant, who also owns that adjacent I-P zoned property, has indicated it will record covenants
on the land title to prohibit future industrial uses on that site. Nevertheless, there is some potential
that a future land use might have truck loading docks, large air conditioning units, outdoor activity
areas, etc. that could generate noise that would be audible within the Project site. Any such future
land use would be subject to compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance regulations and other
regulations to prohibit generation of excessive noise at adjoining properties, and the development
plan would be subject to the City’s discretionary approval authority to assure compliance with
zoning standards, compatibility with the Project, and to examine potential noise impacts through an
assessment of the environmental impacts, pursuant to CEQA. Compliance with the City’s existing
planning procedures is expected to ensure that some future industrial use, if proposed on the
adjacent property, would be designed to prevent significant noise impacts to the Project site. Thus,
long-term on-site noise impacts associated with non-transportation-related noise would be less
than significant.

On-Site Transportation-Related Noise Impacts (Mobile Source)

It is expected that the primary source of transportation-related noise affecting the Project site
would be traffic noise from I-15, located to the west of the site, and 68t Street located to the south
of the site. To determine if the future residents on the Project site could be exposed to substantial
transportation-related noise from I-15 and/or 68t Street, estimated noise levels under Year 2035
conditions were calculated by Urban Crossroads. Table 6-12, Exterior Noise Levels, presents a
summary of future noise levels at the proposed first floor patio areas.

For a description of the receiver locations identified in Table 6-12 above, please refer to Figure 6-2.
Calculations indicate that the buildings facing I-15 and 68t Street would experience unmitigated
exterior noise levels ranging from 47.2 to 75.9 dBA CNEL. Refer to Technical Appendix I for the on-
site traffic noise analysis calculations. Thus, the Project has the potential to expose on-site
residents to exterior noise levels in excess of 65 dBA CNEL, which is regarded as a significant
impact for which mitigation is required. Implementation of Mitigation Measure N-2 would require
the Project to construct a 12 foot high noise barrier at the locations of Noise Receivers R3 to R6 and
R9 to R10 for proposed buildings 1 and 21-25 adjacent to I-15. With implementation of the
recommended noise barriers, the Project’s ground level outdoor living areas would be exposed to
exterior noise below the significance threshold of 65 dBA.

To determine if the interior noise levels comply with the City of Jurupa 45 dBA CNEL interior noise
standards, future noise levels were calculated at the proposed first, second, and third floor building
facades. Table 6-13, First Floor Interior Noise Levels (CNEL), indicates that future noise levels at the
proposed first floor building facades are expected to range from 47.2 to 64.2 dBA CNEL and
standard windows with a minimum Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating of 27 are expected to
satisfy the City of Jurupa Valley’s 45 dBA CNEL interior noise level standards. Table 6-14, Second
Floor Interior Noise Levels (CNEL), indicates that future noise levels at the proposed second floor
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Table 6-12 Exterior Noise Levels
Peak Hour Naise Levels 24-Hour Noise Levels
TNM {dBA Leq)* CNEL {dBA CNEL)’ Top of
Receiver Without With 12* | Conversion | \arihout With 12' | Noise Barrier
Location® Sound Saund Factor® Sound Sound Elevation
Wwall wall wWall wall
R1 539 -7 +2.0 558 - 635.0¢
R2 452 -7 +2.0 472 - 639.0¢
R3 528 555 +2.0 61.8 57.5 637.5
R4 52.0 51.5 +2.0 54.0 535 636.1'
R5 65.5 58.8 +2.0 67.5 60.8 635.2
R& 548 544 +2.0 56.8 56.4 635.2
R7 61.9 -5 +2.0 63.9 - 642.00
R8 62.2 -7 +2.0 64.2 -2 639.0¢
RS 735 616 +2.0 755 63.6 637.5
R10 73.e 61.9 +2.0 158 63.9 637.5

1 See Exhibit 6-A of the Noise Impact Analysis (Technical Appendix H) for the TNM receiver locations.
2 Peak hour noise level calculations included in Appendix 8.1.

3 Peak hour to CNEL conversion factor as shown in Table 6-8.

4 Noise barrier recommendations are included on Exhibit ES-A.

5 Receivers that require the planned earthen berm without a recommended sound wall.

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014d, Table 8-1, Exterior Noise Levels

building facades are expected to range from 48.6 to 68.9 dBA CNEL and windows with an upgraded
STC rating of 33 are expected to satisfy the City of Jurupa Valley’s 45 dBA CNEL interior noise
levels. As indicted in Table 6-15, Third Floor Interior Noise Levels (CNEL) future noise levels at the
proposed third floor building facades would range from 54.9 to 72.2 and windows with an
upgraded STC rating of 33 are expected to satisfy the City of Jurupa Valley’s 45 dBA CNEL interior
noise level standards.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure N-2 would require the Project to provide special building
measures to ensure that future residents of the proposed apartment community are not exposed to
interior noise levels that exceed the City of Jurupa Valley’s standard 45 dBA CNEL. As shown
previously on Table 6-12, with the recommended noise barriers, the mitigated future exterior noise
levels would satisfy the City of Jurupa Valley 65 dBA CNEL exterior noise level standards. Thus,
with the incorporation of the required mitigation, significant impacts associated with the exposure
of on-site noise receptors to transportation noise would be reduced to less than significant. In
addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure N-3 would require preparation of an interior noise
study that would finalize the noise attenuation requirements using the precise grading plans and
actual design specifications.
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Table 6-13 First Floor Interior Noise Levels (CNEL)
TNM Required Estimated
Rty Noise Level Interior Interior Upgraded Interior
: at Fagade! Noise Noise Windows* Noise Level®
Location . iy vl fy
Reduction Reduction
R1 558 10.2 25 No 309
R2 47.2 22 25 No 222
R3 _h _h _h s T
R4 53.5 35 25 No 285
R> 60.8 158 25 MNo 358
Rb 56.4 11.4 25 No 314
R7 63.9 18.% 25 No 38.9
R3 64.2 19.2 25 No 3s.2
RS9 _h _h _b _B B
R10 _5 _G _5 _F _FG

1 Exterior noise level at the facade with a windows closed condition requiring a means of mechanical
ventilation (e.g. air conditioning).

2 Noise reduction required to satisfy the 45 dBA CNEL interior noise standards.

3 A minimum of 25 dBA noise reduction is assumed with standard building construction.

4 Does the required interior noise reduction trigger upgraded windows with a minimum STC rating of greater
than 277

5 Estimated interior noise level with minimum STC rating for all windows.

6 Receiver represents an outdoor area and does not have a first floor requiring interior noise level reduction.
Source; Urban Crossroads, 2014d, Table 8-2, First Floor Interior Noise Impacts (CNEL)
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Table 6-14 Second Floor Interior Noise Levels (CNEL)
NN Required Estimated
Ricatvas Naise Level Interior Interior Upgraded Interior
. at Fagade? Noise Noise Windows* Noise Level’
Location e oion
Reduction Reduction
R1 67.1 221 25 No 421
R2 48.6 36 25 No 236
R3 _h _Fh _h _h _h
R4 556 10.6 25 No 30.6
R5 66.4 214 25 Mo 41.4
R6 60.2 15.2 e No 35.2
R7 67.8 22.8 25 MNo 42.8
R3 68.5 23.9 25 No 43.9
R9 _h _h _h _F _h
R10 _F _6 _F _F _F

1 Exterior noise level at the facade with a windows closed condition requiring a means of mechanical
ventilation (e.g. air conditioning).

2 Noise reduction required to satisfy the 45 dBA CNEL interior noise standards.

3 Estimated noise reduction with the recommended windows.

4 Does the required interior noise reduction trigger upgraded windows with a minimum STC rating of greater
than 277

5 Estimated interior noise level with minimum STC rating for all windows.

6 Receiver represents an outdoor area and does not have a second floor requiring interior noise level
reduction.

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014d, Table 8-3, Second Floor Interior Noise Impacts (CNEL)
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Table 6-15 Third Floor Interior Noise Levels (CNEL)
INM Required Estimated
Rt Noise Level Interior Interior Upgraded Intericr
] at Fagade! Noise Noise Windows® Noise Level®
Location e o
Reducticn Reducticn
R1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
R2 54.9 9.9 25 No 28.9
R3 _h _h _h _h _h
R4 59.6 14.6 25 No 34.6
R5 71.8 26.8 31 Yes 40.8
R& 64.5 19.5 25 No 39.5
R7 71.5 26.5 31 Yes 40.5
R8 72.2 272 31 Yes 41.2
R9 _h H _ha _F _h
R10 ] _5 ] _F _h

1 Exterior noise level at the facade with a windows closed condition requiring a means of mechanical
ventilation (e.g. air conditioning).

2 Noise reduction required to satisfy the 45 dBA CNEL interior noise standards.

3 Estimated noise reduction with the recommended windows.

4 Does the required interior noise reduction trigger upgraded windows with a minimum STC rating of greater
than 277

5 Estimated interior noise level with minimum STC rating for all windows.

6 Receiver represents an outdoor area and does not have a third floor requiring interior noise level reduction.
"n/a" = Receiver represents a two-story building as indicated on the site plan prepared by Architects Orange,
October 7, 2014.

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014d, Table 8-4, Third Floor Interior Noise Impacts (CNEL)

Mitigation
Mitigation Measure N-2: Prior to issuance of any building permits for buildings adjacent
to [-15 (Building 1 and Buildings 21 to 25), a minimum effective 12 foot high barrier shall be
constructed on the western boundary of the Project site adjacent to I-15. Recommended
barrier locations and other noise mitigation measures are shown on Figure 6-2, Noise
Mitigation.

Mitigation N-3: Prior to issuance of building permits, a final noise study based on final
precise grading plan elevations shall be prepared by a qualified acoustician and approved
by the City to validate appropriate noise barrier heights, locations, and construction
materials. All required noise barriers shall be designed to reduce noise levels to below 65
dBA CNEL within outdoor living areas. The noise barrier shall provide a weight of at least 4
pounds per square foot of face area with no decorative cutouts or line-of-sight openings
between shielded areas and the roadways. The noise barriers may consist of masonry
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Source(s): Urban Crossroads (11-21-14)

Figure 6-2

T NOISE MITIGATION
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block, stucco veneer over wood framing (or foam core), or 1 inch thick tongue and groove
wood of sufficient weight per square foot, % inch thick glass or other transparent material
with sufficient weight per square foot, earthen berm, or any combination of these materials
that achieves the required noise attenuation and shall have no decorative cutouts or other
line-of-sight openings between shielded areas and the noise source (adjacent roadway).
Prior to issuance of building permits, the City of Jurupa Valley shall review and approve the
noise barrier design, placement, and materials to ensure that the required level of sound
attenuation will be achieved.

Mitigation Measure N-4: Prior to issuance of any residential building permits, an interior
noise analysis shall be completed to the satisfaction of the City Planning Department
demonstrating that the proposed building materials will achieve interior noise levels less
than 45 dBA CNEL. Building materials that would facilitate compliance with the 45 dBA
CNEL interior noise standard, include, but are not limited to dual-glazed windows and a
means of “windows closed” mechanical ventilation (e.g. air conditioning).

6.12(b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Noise Impact Analysis, 2014d; Ordinance No. 847)

The City of Jurupa Valley has not adopted vibration standards other than for passing trains. The
Project site is not exposed to vibration from passing trains. However, the United States Department
of Transportation (FTA) provides guidelines for maximum-acceptable vibration criteria for
different types of land uses. These guidelines allow 80 Vibration decibels (Vdb) for residential uses
and buildings where people normally sleep. Construction activity can result in varying degrees of
ground-borne vibration, depending on the equipment and methods used and the distance to the
affected structures and soil type. Construction vibration is generally associated with pile driving or
rock blasting. The Project does not propose to employ any pile driving, rock blasting, or rock
crushing equipment during construction activities. Other construction equipment such as air
compressors, light trucks, hydraulic loaders, etc., generate little or no known vibration.
Occasionally, large bulldozers and loader trucks can cause perceptible vibration levels at close
proximity. While not enforceable regulations within the City of Jurupa Valley, the FTA guidelines of
80 Vdb for sensitive land uses provide the basis for determining the relative significance of
potential Project-related vibration impacts.

Under existing conditions, there are no known sources of ground-borne vibration or noise that
affect the Project site. The Project would not generate ground-borne vibration or ground-borne
noise, except, potentially during the construction phase from the use of heavy construction
equipment. It is expected that ground-borne vibration from Project construction activities would
only cause intermittent, localized intrusion ground-borne vibration levels resulting from
construction activities occurring within the Project site. Construction activities that would occur
within the Project site are expected to include grading, which would have the potential to generate
low levels of ground-borne vibration. Based on the FTA standards, none of the vibration levels
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from construction equipment are projected to reach or exceed 80 Vdb. As such, impacts from
ground-borne vibration and noise during near-term construction would be less than significant.

There are no conditions associated with the long-term operation of the proposed Project that would
result in the exposure of on- or off-site residents to excessive ground-borne vibration or noise. The
proposed Project would develop the subject property as a multi-family residential community and
would not include nor require equipment, facilities, or activities that would generate ground-borne
vibration or ground-borne noise. In addition, the Project site is not located in the vicinity of a
railroad line or any other use associated with ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise;
therefore, the Project would not expose future on-site residents to substantial ground-borne
vibration or noise. Accordingly, under long-term operation, the Project would not expose on- or off-
site sensitive receptors to substantial ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise. Impacts are
less than significant.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Noise Impact Analysis, 2014d; Ordinance No. 847)

As discussed above under Issue 6.12(a), the only potential for the Project to create a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels is the result of future traffic generated by the proposed
Project that has the potential to cause or contribute to elevated traffic-related noise volumes at off-
site locations. The analysis presented under Issue 6.12(a) concluded that the Project’s incremental
noise contributions to study area roadways would be considered “barely perceptible” (i.e., less than
3.0 dBA CNEL). As such, the Project’s traffic would not result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient roadway noise levels. Off-site transportation-related noise impacts would be less than
significant and mitigation is not required.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

(Sources: Noise Impact Analysis, 2014d; Ordinance No. 847)

As discussed above under Issue 6.12(a), the only potential for the Project to create a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels is during its construction phase. The
analysis presented under Issue 6.12(a) concluded that the Project would result in elevated noise
levels during construction and although the impact would be less than significant via mandatory
compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance, Mitigation Measure N-1 is included to reduce exposure
of off-site receptors to construction-related noise.
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Mitigation

Mitigation Measure N-1 shall apply.

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

Finding: No Impact
(Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Figure 5, Chino Airport Influence Policy Area)

The nearest airport to the Project site is the Chino Airport, located more than 5.0 miles west of the
Project site. As shown on General Plan Eastvale Area Plan Figure 5, Chino Airport Influence Policy
Area, the project site is not located within the Chino Airport Influence Policy Area. The Project site
is not located within in the influence area of any airport land use plan, nor is the Project site located
within two (2) miles of any public airport or public use airport. Accordingly, the Project has no
potential to expose future residents in the Project area to excessive, airport-related noise. No
impact would occur.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

6.12(f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Finding: No Impact
(Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Figure 5, Chino Airport Influence Policy Area)

There are no private airfields or airstrips in the vicinity of the Project site. Accordingly, the Project
would have no potential to expose future residents in the Project area to excessive noise levels
associated with a private airstrip. No impact would occur.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.
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6.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Would the project: Significant With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporated

No
Impact

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

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of v
replacement housing elsewhere?

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

Impact Analysis

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; Google Earth; State of California, Department of Finance, “E-5
Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State — January 1, 2011- 2014; City of
Jurupa Valley General Plan Appendix E)

The Project site is designated by the Jurupa Valley General Plan for “Community Development:
Light Industrial (LI)” land uses. General Plan Amendment No. 1404 (GPA1404) proposes to change
the Project site’s General Plan land use designation from Community Development: Light Industrial
(LI) to Community Development: Highest Density Residential (HHDR), which would allow for the
development of multi-family residential land uses at a density range of 20+ dwelling units per acre.

The proposed Project would develop the subject property with up to 397 apartment units.
Therefore, using population estimates provided by the California Department of Finance, the
proposed Project would increase the City of Jurupa Valley’s population by up to approximately
1,540 (397 x 3.88 = 1,540.36) new residents.

Under CEQA, direct population growth by a project is not considered necessarily detrimental,
beneficial, or of little significance to the environment. Typically, population growth would be
considered a significant impact pursuant to CEQA if it directly or indirectly affects the ability of
agencies to provide needed public services and requires the expansion or new construction of
public facilities and utilities, or if it can be demonstrated that the potential growth results in a
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physical adverse environmental effect. Impacts associated with the proposed Project’s future
population are evaluated throughout this IS/MND, and where impacts are identified mitigation
measures have been imposed on the Project to reduce such impacts to a level below significant.
There is no indication, based on the analysis throughout this IS/MND that this Project would result
in significant adverse environmental impacts associated with responding to the population growth
induced by this Project. Accordingly, the Project’s direct impacts associated with population
inducement would be less than significant.

Additionally, it is unlikely that the Project would indirectly induce population growth on nearby
properties because the Project would not remove any impediments to growth in the area. The
Project site is surrounded by development and properties approved for development, including I-
15 immediately west of the Project site; thus, the development potential of surrounding properties
is limited. Although the Project may result in the construction of approximately 500 linear feet of
offsite water lines across [-15, the construction of such a water line only would serve the proposed
Project and the recently-approved “Riverbend” project to the south. The construction of this off-
site water line would not induce or encourage the development of any other properties in the
surrounding area.

Based on the foregoing analysis, and assuming compliance with the mitigation measures identified
throughout this IS/MND, the Project’s direct and indirect impacts due to population growth would
be less than significant.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

6.13(b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

Finding: No Impact.

(Sources: Project Application Materials; Google Earth)

Under existing conditions, the Project site is vacant and undeveloped and does not contain any
housing. Accordingly, the Project would not displace existing housing, nor would it necessitate the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact would occur.

Mitigation

No Mitigation is required.

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

Finding: No Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; Google Earth)

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 6-93



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

As described under the response to Issue 6.13(b) above, under existing conditions, the Project site
is vacant and undeveloped and does not contain any housing. Accordingly, the Project would not
displace people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact
would occur.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 6-94



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

6.14 PUBLIC SERVICES

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Would the project: Significant With Significant
e . Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

1) Fire protection?

2) Police protection?

3) Schools?

4) Parks?

ANNEANENENEN

5) Other public facilities?

Impact Analysis

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

1. Fire Protection

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Riverside County Fire Protection Master Plan-1987; Riverside County Fire Department
Strategic Master Plan 2009-2029; Riverside County Fire Department “Fire Stations”; Google Earth;
Ordinance No. 659, Project Application Materials; Captain Andre Schmidt, Captain, Eastvale Fire
Station)

The Riverside County Fire Department provides fire protection services to the Project area.
Development of the proposed Project would affect fire protection services by placing an additional
demand on existing Riverside County Fire Department resources, which could be required to
respond to emergency medical situations, structural fires, and possibly some sort of hazardous
materials incident over the operating life of the Project.

The Riverside County Fire Department provides fire protection services to the Project area. The
Project would be primarily served by the West Riverside Fire Station (Station No. 18), an existing
station located approximately 1.8 roadway miles east of the Project site at 7545 Mission Boulevard.
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Development of the proposed Project would impact fire protection services by placing an additional
demand on existing Riverside County Fire Department resources should its resources not be
augmented. To offset the increased demand for fire protection services, the proposed Project would
be conditioned by the City to provide a minimum of fire safety and support fire suppression
activities, including compliance with State and local fire codes, fire sprinklers, a fire hydrant system,
paved access, and secondary access routes.

Furthermore, the Project would be required to comply with the provisions of the City’s
Development Impact Fee Ordinance, which requires a fee payment to assist the City in providing for
fire protection services. Payment of the Development Impact Fee would ensure that the Project
provides fair share funds for the provision of additional public services, including fire protection
services, which may be applied to fire facilities and/or equipment, to offset the incremental
increase in the demand for fire protection services that would be created by the Project.

Mitigation

Although the Project would not require construction of new or physically altered fire station
facilities and impacts to Fire Protection services would be less than significant, Mitigation Measure
PS-1 is recommended to ensure compliance with City’s Development Impact Fee (DIF) Ordinance

Mitigation Measure PS-1: The Project shall comply with City’s Development Impact Fee
(DIF) Ordinance, which requires payment of a development mitigation fee to assist in
providing revenue that the City can use to improve public facilities and/or equipment, to
offset the incremental increase in the demand for public services that would be created by
the Project. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant shall pay fees in
accordance with the City’s Ordinance 659.

2. Police Protection

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Ordinance No. 659; Riverside County General Plan Program EIR, 2003, Chapter 4.15 - Public
Services; Project Application Materials)

The Riverside County Sheriff’s Department provides community policing to the Project area via the
Jurupa Valley Station located at 7477 Mission Boulevard, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509. The Riverside
County Sheriff's Department has set a minimum level of service standard of 1.0 deputy per 1,000
people.

At full buildout, the Project would introduce approximately 1,540 new residents to the Project site.
The proposed Project would result in an increase in the cumulative demand for services from the
Riverside Sheriff's Department. To maintain the desirable level of service, buildout of the proposed
Project would generate a need for approximately 1.5 additional deputies. The proposed Project
would not, however, result in the need for new or expanded physical sheriff facilities because the
addition of approximately 1.5 deputies would not necessitate the construction of new or modified
sheriff facilities.
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The proposed Project’s demand on sheriff protection services would not be significant on a direct
basis because the Project would not create the need to construct a new Sheriff station or physically
alter an existing station. The Project would be required to comply with the provisions of the City’s
Development Impact Fee (DIF) Ordinance (County Ordinance No. 659), which requires a fee
payment which the City will use to for various public facilities, including facilities to support police
protection services. Payment of the DIF fee would ensure that the Project provides fair share funds
which the City can use to improve Sheriff's Department facilities and/or equipment, to offset the
cost of the incremental increase in the demand for services that would be created by the Project.
Thus, the Project’s incremental demand for sheriff protection services would be offset with the
Project’s required payment of DIF fees.

Mitigation

Although the Project would not require construction of new or physically altered Sheriff’s station
facilities and impacts to Police Protection services would be less than significant, Mitigation
Measure PS-1 shall apply to ensure compliance with City’s Development Impact Fee (DIF)
Ordinance

3.Schools

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: California Senate Bill 50; Project Application Materials)

The proposed Project would be served by the Corona-Norco Unified School District (CNUSD).
Future students generated by the Project most likely would attend the VanderMolen Elementary
School located 0.1 mile east of the Project site; River Heights Intermediate School, located 1.1 miles
southwest of the Project site; and the Roosevelt High School, located approximately 1.2 miles
southwest of the Project site.

The construction of 397 multi-family dwelling units as proposed by the Project would increase the
population in the local area and would consequently place greater demand on the existing public
school system by generating additional students to be served by the CNUSD.

Although it is possible that the CNUSD may ultimately need to construct new school facilities in the
region to serve the growing population within their service boundaries, such facility planning is
conducted by CNUSD and is not the responsibility of the Project. Furthermore, the proposed
Project would be required to contribute fees to the CNUSD in accordance with the Leroy F. Greene
School Facilities Act of 1998 (Senate Bill 50). Pursuant to Senate Bill 50, payment of school impact
fees constitutes complete mitigation for project-related impacts to school services, where projects
are subject to compliance with CEQA. Therefore, mandatory payment of school impact fees would
reduce the Project’s impacts to school facilities to a level below significant, and no mitigation would
be required.

Mitigation

Although the proposed Project would not directly result in impacts associated with construction of
new or physically altered schools and the impact of this Project would be less than significant,
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Mitigation Measure PS-2 is recommended to ensure compliance with the Leroy F. Greene School
Facilities Act of 1998 (Senate Bill 50).

Mitigation Measure PS-2: The Project shall comply with the Leroy F. Greene School
Facilities Act of 1998 (Senate Bill 50), which requires payment of a school impact fee on a
per dwelling unit basis to assist in providing revenue that school districts (including
CNUSD) can use to ensure the adequate provision of public education facilities and services
to service new development. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant
shall pay required impact fees to the CNUSD following CNUSD protocol for impact fee
collection.

4. Parks
Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; State of California, Department of Finance, “E-5 Population
and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State - January 1, 2011-2014.”)

As discussed below under the Responses to Issues 6.15 (a) and (b), using population estimates
provided by the California Department of Finance , the proposed Project would increase the City of
Jurupa Valley’s population by up to approximately 1,540 (397 x 3.88 person per household =
1,540.36) new residents. Based on the Jurupa Area Recreation and Park’s District (JARPD) goal of
providing 5.0 acres of park land for each 1,000 residents, the Project would generate a demand for
approximately 7. 7 acres of park land to meet the outdoor recreational needs of future Project
residents. Some or all of that demand can be met with existing local and regional parks maintained
by JARPD; however, the Project’s added population would decrease the JARPD’s ratio of parkland
per 1,000 residents. The proposed Project would construct a swimming pool and clubhouse with
fitness area, along with passive recreation areas, walkways, and a dog park to provide on-site
outdoor recreation opportunities. While the Project residents would enjoy these amenities on a
regular basis, and this usage could replace some demand on public recreational facilities, these
private recreational facilities do not meet public parkland demand requirements.

Expansion of JARPD parks occurs from time-to-time, based on updated assessments of parkland
needs and population growth, and based on available funding and priorities for expenditures of
parkland funds. Pursuant to JARPD Ordinance No. 02-2007, the proposed Project would be
required to pay a developer impact fee to JARPD to mitigate the project’s impact involving demand
for additional parkland and to help fund acquisition and development of parkland in the future. As
the precise nature of parkland improvements that would be constructed, in part, using the Project’s
fee contribution cannot be determined at this time, it would be speculative to attempt to analyze
impacts to the environment that may result from such future park construction. Prior to
construction of any future park improvements, the JARPD would need to plan and design such park
improvements and conduct appropriate analysis under CEQA, prior to approving a decision to
acquire or develop additional parkland. The Project would also be required to pay the City’s DIF,
pursuant to County Ordinance 659, which allocates a portion of the fee toward acquisition of
regional open space and recreation resources needed to respond to population growth due to new
development. Payment of that fee, in addition to the JARPD fee required under Ordinance No. 02-
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2007, would further mitigate the project’s impact involving costs to provide public parkland to a
growing population.

Based on the foregoing analysis, it is concluded that the proposed Project would result in a less than
significant impact on the supply of public parkland. Nonetheless, mitigation is proposed to ensure
that the Project contributes its fair-share towards the cost of acquiring and/or constructing new
park facilities to offset the incremental effects of the proposed Project.

Mitigation

Although the Project would not require construction of new or physically altered public recreation
facilities and impacts to public parks would be less than significant, Mitigation Measure PS-1 shall
apply to ensure compliance with City’s Development Impact Fee (DIF) Ordinance, along with
Mitigation Measure PS-3, to ensure compliance with the JARPD’s Development Impact Fee
Ordinance No. 02-2007.

Mitigation Measure PS-3: The Project shall comply with JARPD Ordinance No. 02-2007,
which requires payment of a development impact fee on a per dwelling unit basis to assist
in providing revenue that JARPD can use to ensure the adequate provision of public
parkland to service new development. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project
Applicant shall pay required impact fees to the JARPD, following JARPD protocol for impact
fee collection.

5. Other Public Facilities
Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Ordinance No. 659; Project Application Materials; California Department of Finance Table E-
5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State - January 1, 2011-2014.”)

Implementation of the Project would result in an increase in the population by approximately 1,540
new residents in the Project area and would increase the demand for public services, including
public health services and library services. These services are provided on a regional basis and
expansions to facilities occur from time to time based on the planning and funding programs of the
affected agencies. Construction of a new library or health care facility, or expansions to existing
facilities would not be required due to development of the proposed Project; thus the Project
impact would be less than significant. The Project would be required to comply with the provisions
of the City’s DIF Ordinance (Ord 659), which requires a fee payment to assist the City in providing
public services. Payment of the DIF fee would ensure that the Project provides fair share funds for
the provision of additional public services, and these funds may be applied to the acquisition
and/or construction of public services and/or equipment (including library books).
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Mitigation
Although the Project would not result in direct impacts associated with the construction of new or

physically altered library facilities and the impact would be less than significant, the Project
Applicant shall pay DIF fees as required by MM-PS-1.
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6.15 RECREATION

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Would the project: Significant With Significant
e . Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

Impact Analysis

6.15(a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; State of California, Department of Finance, “E-5 Population
and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State - January 1, 2011-2014")

As discussed in the response to 6.14(a) Parks, the Project’s estimated 1,540 residents would
generate a demand for approximately 7.7 acres of park land. These residents would likely visit
existing local and regional parks from time-to-time, in addition to enjoying the on-site swimming
pool, clubhouse and fitness area, dog park and other outdoor walking areas to be built within the
proposed apartment complex. The nearest local park is the Limonite Meadows Park, located less
than % mile to the east on the opposite side of Pats Ranch Road. That park is owned/maintained by
the Jurupa Area Recreation and Parks District (JARPD) has grassy areas, playground equipment and
picnic tables. There are several other parks maintained by the JARPD within a mile or two of the
Project site, on the east side of I-15. In addition, the proposed Riverbend project, when constructed,
will include public parkland.

It is considered highly unlikely that all of the Project’s residents or large groups of residents would
frequent Limonite Meadows Park or any other park at the same time, or that the activities they
would create at any affected park would be so intensive that substantial physical deterioration
would occur or be accelerated. Regional parks are intended to serve residents from a wide area
and to handle outdoor recreation needs of existing and growing populations. Future residents of
the proposed Project would not impact any regional parks with exceptionally intensive activities or
frequency of use that would result in substantial physical deterioration of those recreation
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resources. As such, the Project impacts on existing local or regional parks would be less than
significant.

Mitigation

None required.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials)

Private, on-site recreation amenities proposed by the Project include a pool, clubhouse, picnic
areas, outdoor barbeque area, dog park, and walkways. No off-site parks or recreational
improvements are proposed or required as part of the Project.

Development of proposed recreational features within the Project site would have a physical
impact on the environment. However, impacts resulting from their construction are described
throughout the analysis in this IS/MND. In instances where significant impacts have been
identified, mitigation measures are recommended in each applicable subsection of this IS/MND to
reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, the construction of recreation facilities
on-site would not result in any significant physical effects on the environment that are not already
identified and disclosed as part of this Initial Study. Accordingly, additional mitigation measures
beyond those identified throughout this IS/MND would not be required.

Mitigation

None required.
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6.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

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

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

Result in inadequate emergency access?

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

Impact Analysis

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

mass transit?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated
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(Sources: Traffic Impact Analysis - Urban Crossroads 2014e)

Refer to the response under Issue 6.16(f), below, for an analysis of the Project’s potential impacts to
pedestrian and bicycle circulation and public transit.

For purposes of analyzing the Project’s potential impacts to traffic, the City of Jurupa Valley
identified the traffic impact study area in conformance with the requirements of the Riverside
County’s Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) preparation guidelines, which were adopted by the City.
Based on these guidelines, the minimum area to be studied includes any intersection of "Collector"
or higher classification street, with "Collector" or higher classification streets, at which a proposed
project would add 50 or more peak hour trips. For the proposed Project, the traffic study impact
area includes nine intersections. Refer to Technical Appendix I for more information about the
analysis methodologies employed in the Project-specific TIA prepared by Urban Crossroads.

For purposes of determining the significance of traffic impacts under this Subsection and in
accordance with the City’s TIA preparation guidelines:

e During the weekday AM (between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.) and/or PM (between 4:00
p.m. and 6:00 p.m.) peak hour, if an intersection is projected to operate at an acceptable
level of service (i.e., LOS “D” or better) without the Project and the addition of Project
traffic (as measured by 50 or more peak hour trips) is expected to cause the intersection
to operate at an unacceptable level of service (i.e., LOS “E” or “F”), the impact is
considered a significant direct impact.

e When an intersection is projected to operate below an acceptable LOS (i.e.,, LOS “E” or
“F”) without the Project, and the Project is anticipated to contribute traffic (as measured
by 50 or more peak hour trips), the Project’s contribution to the cumulative impact
would be cumulatively considerable.

Under existing conditions, the Project site is vacant, undeveloped land; thus, it generates very little
traffic if any. Existing traffic counts in the study area were collected in May 2014. Those days were
representative of typical weekday peak hour traffic conditions in the study area, as no observations
were made in the field by Urban Crossroads that would indicate atypical traffic conditions on this
date. Intersections along 68t Street and Pats Ranch Road, south of Limonite Avenue, were
evaluated during the weekday mid-day peak hour (between 1:00 p.m. and 3:00 p.m)., as schools
were also in session and operating on normal schedules at the time the traffic counts were
collected. Based on those traffic counts, all intersections in the study area operate at acceptable
levels of service (LOS) except for the intersection of Pats Ranch Road/68t% Street in the City of
Jurupa Valley that operates at LOS “E” in the AM peak hour, whereas LOS “D” is the acceptable
standard. Refer to Technical Appendix I for more information about existing traffic conditions.

U Project Trip Generation and Distribution

Trip generation represents the amount of traffic that is attracted to and produced by a development
project. Determining traffic generation for a specific project is based upon forecasting the amount
of traffic that is expected to be both attracted to and produced by the specific land uses proposed
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for a given development. The land uses proposed by the Project are estimated to produce an
estimated 2,640 daily vehicle trips, including 202 trips during the AM Peak Hour and 246 trips
during the PM Peak Hour. For more information about trip generation, refer to Section 4 in the
Traffic Study (Technical Appendix I).

Trip distribution is the process of identifying the probable destinations, directions, or traffic routes
that would be utilized by Project traffic. The potential interaction between the planned land uses
and surrounding regional access routes are considered, to identify the routes where Project traffic
would distribute. The trip distribution for the proposed Project was developed based on
anticipated travel patterns to and from the Project site for both passenger cars and truck traffic.
The trip distribution patterns are heavily influenced by the geographical location of the site, the
location of surrounding uses, and the proximity to the regional freeway system. Figure 6-3, Project
Trip Distribution illustrates the trip distribution patterns for the Project.

The assignment of traffic from the Project area to the adjoining roadway system is based on the
Project trip generation, trip distribution, and the arterial highway and local street system
improvements that would be in place by the time of Project buildout (2016). Based on the
identified Project traffic generation and trip distribution patterns, Project average daily traffic
(ADT) volumes and peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are shown on Figure 6-4,
Project Volumes.

U Analysis Scenarios

For the purpose of the proposed Project’s traffic impact analysis, potential impacts to traffic and
circulation are assessed for each of the conditions listed below.

e Construction Conditions (1 scenario)

e Existing (2014) plus Project Conditions (1 scenario)

e Opening Year (2016) with Project and Opening Year (2016) with Project and cumulative
development projects (2 scenarios)

e Horizon Year (2035) without Project and Horizon Year (2035) with Project (2 scenarios)

The Construction Conditions analysis determines the potential for Project construction-related
traffic to result in an adverse effect to the local roadway system. Types of traffic anticipated during
construction include employees traveling to/from the Project site as well as deliveries of
construction materials to the Project site.

The Existing (2014) plus Project (E+P) analysis determines direct Project-related traffic impacts
that would occur on the existing roadway system in the theoretical scenario of the Project being
placed upon existing conditions. Existing conditions (2014) represents the baseline traffic
conditions as they existed at the time the Project’s applications were deemed complete by the City
of Jurupa Valley. Because the Project is not expected to be fully built and occupied until at least
2016, the E+P scenario is presented to disclose direct impacts as required by CEQA.
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The Opening Year (2016) analysis includes an evaluation the Existing plus Ambient Growth plus
Project (E+A+P) traffic conditions. The E+A+P analysis is intended to identify the direct impacts
associated solely with the development of the proposed Project based on the expected background
growth within the study area. The Opening Year (2016) analysis also includes an evaluation of
Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Project plus Cumulative Development (E+A+P+C) conditions to
identify the Project’s potential cumulative contribution to traffic impacts within the study area.

The Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis is utilized to determine if improvements funded
through local and regional transportation mitigation fee programs such as the City of Jurupa Valley
Development Impact Fee (DIF) program, County of Riverside Transportation Uniform Mitigation
Fee (TUMF) program, Mira Loma Road and Bridge Benefit District (RBBD) program, or other
approved funding mechanism can accommodate the long-range cumulative traffic at the target level
of service (LOS) identified in the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan. If the “funded” improvements
can provide the target LOS, then the Project’s payment into mitigation fee program is considered
adequate cumulative mitigation as imposed through Conditions of Approval applied to the Project
by the City of Jurupa Valley.

If other improvements are needed beyond the “funded” improvements (such as localized
improvements to non-TUMF or non-DIF facilities), they are identified as such, and paid for through
the Project’s calculated fair share contribution.

Near-Term Construction Impact Analysis
During the construction phase of the Project, traffic to-and-from the subject property would be

generated by activities such as construction employee trips, import of construction materials, and
use of heavy equipment. It is anticipated that up to 72 worker trips and 12 vendor trips would
occur per day during the construction phase. These trips represent two-way daily trips, or one trip
inbound and one trip outbound. Assuming that all inbound trips occur in the morning and all
outbound trips occur in the evening, a total of 42 inbound and 42 outbound trips are estimated.
However, this is a conservative estimate as vendor trips are likely to occur throughout the day as
opposed to during the morning and evening commute periods. Vehicular traffic associated with 72
worker trips and 12 vendor trips would be minimal and is not expected to result in any adverse
effects to the local roadway system.

Construction of the Project would require the import of construction materials to and from the site,
including raw building materials, building pad, concrete, parking lot base, asphalt, concrete
masonry unit, pipes, landscaping, road base, building equipment, steel roofing, soil, etc.
Construction traffic would typically occur during the hours of 6:00 AM and 4:00 PM and will be
restricted along 68t Street during the ingress and egress periods of the nearby Vandermolen
Elementary School. This traffic will have the least impact if delivery trucks would utilize the most
direct route between the site and the I-15 Freeway via Limonite Avenue. Preparation and
implementation of a construction traffic management plan will be required to identify specific haul
routes for the off-site import and export of excavated materials in excess of 500 c.y. per day and/or
5,000 cy. for the Project. The plan should also include how delivery vehicles will be
accommodated. This will ensure that construction-related truck traffic will have a nominal effect
and also result in a less-than-significant impact.
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Heavy equipment would be utilized on the Project site during the construction phase, such as flat
beds, dozers, scrapers, graders, track hoes, dump trucks, forklifts, cranes, cement trucks, pavers,
rollers, water trucks, rolling container trucks and bobcats. As most heavy equipment is not
authorized to be driven on a public roadway, most equipment would be delivered and removed
from the site via flatbed trucks. Delivery of heavy equipment to the Project site would not occur on
a daily basis, but would occur periodically throughout the construction phase based on need. If
delivery of heavy construction equipment to the Project site is limited to time periods outside of the
morning and evening peak hours, it would have a nominal effect on the local roadway system, and
impacts to the roadway system would be less than significant. Preparation and implementation of a
construction traffic management plan is recommended to ensure that this occurs; this will ensure
that transport of heavy equipment to/from the Project site would have a nominal effect and also
result in a less-than-significant impact.

In conclusion, the Project is not anticipated to result in a conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance
or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system
during near-term construction activities. Impacts during the Project construction phase would be
less than significant. Nonetheless, to minimize impacts on local traffic flows and potential nuisance
impacts to neighboring land uses, a construction traffic management plan will be implemented, as
set forth in Mitigation Measure TR-1.

U Existing (2016) Plus Project Traffic Impact Analysis (E+P)

Intersection Operations Analysis

This subsection presents an analysis of existing traffic volumes plus traffic generated by the
proposed Project (Existing plus Project, or E+P). This is provided is to disclose the project’s traffic
impacts if they were to occur within the existing environment, although it is noted that the E+P
scenario rarely materializes as an actual scenario in the real world. The time period between the
environmental baseline date and the date project buildout occurs can often be a period of several
years or more. In the case of the proposed Project, the time period estimated between the City
deeming the applications complete (2014) and estimated Project buildout (2016) is two (2) years.
During this time period, conditions are not static. Other projects are being constructed, the
transportation network is evolving, and traffic patterns are changing. Therefore the E+P scenario is
very unlikely to materialize in real world conditions and thus does not accurately describe the
environment that would exist when the proposed Project is constructed and becomes operational.

Intersection levels of service for the E+P are summarized in Table 6-16, Existing and Existing Plus
Project Conditions Intersection Analysis (2014).

Pats Ranch Road is proposed to extend to the south to provide access to the future Riverbend
project. As such, a westbound left turn lane will be added as part of the Riverbend project to
provide site access. As shown in Table 6-16, for E+P traffic conditions, the intersection analysis
results indicate that the addition of Project traffic is not anticipated to result in any additional LOS
deficiencies beyond those previously identified for Existing traffic conditions. However, impacts to
Pats Ranch Road/68t Street are regarded as a significant, cumulatively considerable impact of the
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Project because Project-related traffic would contribute traffic to an already deficient LOS.
Therefore, mitigation is required.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2 would require the Project to contribute its fair share
towards improvements to the Pats Ranch Road/68t Street intersection to ensure that adequate
LOS can be maintained with the addition of Project traffic. As such, impacts to this intersection
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with adherence to required mitigation.

U Opening Year (2016) Traffic Impact Analysis (E+A+P)

Intersection Operations Analysis

The Opening Year (2016) conditions analysis identifies the specific impacts associated solely with
the development of the proposed Project based on the expected background growth within the
study area (Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Project, or E+A+P). Cumulative development
projects within the Project study area are not included within the E+A+P evaluation. Intersection
levels of service for the E+A+P condition are summarized in Table 6-17, Opening Year (E+A+P)
Intersection Analysis (2016).

As shown in Table 6-17, for E+A+P traffic conditions, the intersection analysis results indicate that
the addition of Project traffic is not calculated to result in any additional LOS deficiencies beyond
those previously identified for Existing and E+P traffic conditions. However, impacts to Pats Ranch
Road/68t% Street are regarded as a significant, cumulatively considerable impact of the Project
because Project-related traffic would contribute traffic to an already deficient LOS. Therefore,
mitigation is required.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2 below, would require the Project to contribute its fair
share towards improvements to the Pats Ranch Road/68t% Street intersection to ensure that
adequate LOS can be maintained with the addition of Project traffic. As such, impacts to this
intersection would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with adherence to required mitigation.
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Table 6-16 Existing and Existing Plus Project Conditions Intersection Analysis (2014)
Existing (2014) E+P
Traffic Delay * (secs.) Level of Service Delay * (secs.) Level of Service | Acceptable
# | Intersection Control® AM Mid PM AM | Mid | PM AM Mid PM AM | Mid | PM LOS
1 | Hamner Av. / 68th Street TS 37.8 | 28.8 | 29.7 D C C 38.9 | 30.0 | 30.6 D C C D
2 | 1-15 SB Ramps / Limonite Av. TS 30.2 | N/A | 33.0 C N/A C 309 | N/A | 339 C N/A C D
3 | 1-15 NB Ramps / Limonite Av. TS 32.7 N/A | 37.7 C N/A D 333 N/A | 41.1 C N/A D D
4 | Pats Ranch Rd. / Limonite Av. TS 10.5 | N/A | 151 B N/A B 119 | N/A | 171 B N/A B D
5 | Pats Ranch Rd. / 65th St. TS 125 | 123 | 155 B B B 125 | 123 | 155 B B B D
6 | Pats Ranch Rd. / Driveway 1 CSS - - - - - - 9.0 9.5 9.6 A A D
7 | Pats Ranch Rd. / Ivory St. CSS 16.3 | 16.4 | 12.0 C C B 185 | 195 | 14.7 C C B D
8 | Pats Ranch Rd. / 68th St. AWS 48.1 | 233 | 135 E C B 56.0 | 28.7 | 14.8 F D B D
9 | Wineville Av. / Limonite Av. TS 22.0 | N/A | 273 c N/A c 22.0 | N/A | 273 C N/A C D

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

N/A = Not applicable. Intersection not evaluated during the mid-day peak hour.

'Per the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all-way stop
control. For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane)
are shown.

2CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All-Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Improvement

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014e, Table 5-1
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Table 6-17 Opening Year (E+A+P) Intersection Analysis (2016)
Existing (2014) EAP (2016)
Acceptabl
Traffic Delay * (secs.) Level of Service Delay * (secs.) Level of Service e

# | Intersection Control® AM Mid PM AM Mid | PM AM Mid PM AM Mid | PM LOS
Hamner Av. / 68th

1 | Street TS 37.8 28.8 | 29.7 D C C 399 | 30.5 | 311 D C C D
1-15 SB Ramps /

2 | Limonite Av. TS 30.2 N/A | 33.0 C N/A C 31.4 N/A | 35.6 C N/A D D
1-15 NB Ramps /

3 | Limonite Av. TS 32.7 N/A 37.7 C N/A D 34.3 N/A | 44.8 C N/A D D
Pats Ranch Rd. /

4 | Limonite Av. TS 10.5 N/A | 15.1 B N/A B 12.1 N/A | 18.1 B N/A B D
Pats Ranch Rd. /

5 | 65th St. TS 125 12.3 | 155 B B B 12,5 | 12.3 | 155 B B B D
Pats Ranch Rd. /

6 | Driveway 1 Css -- -- - -- - -- 9.0 9.5 9.7 A A A D
Pats Ranch Rd. /

7 | lvory St. CSS 16.3 16.4 | 12.0 C C B 19.1 20.2 14.9 C C B D
Pats Ranch Rd. /

8 | 68th St. AWS 48.1 233 | 135 E C B 65.8 | 329 | 155 F D C D
Wineville Av. /

9 | Limonite Av. TS 22.0 N/A 27.3 C N/A C 22.0 N/A 27.3 C N/A C D

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

N/A = Not applicable. Intersection not evaluated during the mid-day peak hour.

'Per the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or
all-way stop control. For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or
movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

%CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All-Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Improvement

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014e, Table 6-1
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Progression Analysis

A progression analysis was performed for the E+A+P scenario to evaluate the performance of
Limonite Avenue between I-15 and Wineville Avenue during peak hours. The traffic progression
analysis assesses the potential needs of the intersections with traffic added from the proposed
Project. Queues (i.e., stacking distance) reported are based upon the 95t percentile queues
resulting from the progression analysis. The 95t percentile queue is longest projected traffic queue
up to 95 percent of the queues that occur. Or, only 5 percent of the queues are projected to exceed
this length. The queue length reported is for the lane with the highest queue in the lane group. The
stacking distances along Limonite Avenue under the E+A+P traffic conditions are summarized in
Table 6-2 of the TIA, which indicates that the following movements may potentially experience
queuing issues during the peak 95t percentile traffic flows (Urban Crossroads, 2014e, p. 69):

For Pats Ranch Road/Limonite Avenue the westbound left lane will not provide adequate storage to
accommodate 95t percentile EAP (2016) vehicle queues during the AM and PM peak hours. This
could potentially result in vehicles spilling back into the adjacent westbound through lane and may
affect peak hour operations at Wineville Avenue. The recommendation in the traffic report is to
lengthen the westbound left turn lane to 250 feet to accommodate the 95t percentile queues. This
will be implemented as a project condition of approval and through Mitigation Measure TR-5.

For Wineville Avenue/Limonite Avenue the westbound left turn lane will not provide adequate
storage to accommodate 95t percentile EAP (2016) vehicle queues during the PM peak hour only.
This could potentially result in vehicles spilling back into the adjacent westbound through lane.
The recommendation in the traffic report is to lengthen the westbound left turn lane to 300 feet to
accommodate 95t percentile queues. This will be implemented as a project condition of approval
and through Mitigation Measure TR-6.

U Opening Year (2016) Plus Cumulative Traffic Impact Analysis (E+A+P+C)

Intersection Operations Analysis

Traffic within the Project study area from development projects that are approved and not yet
constructed, along with developments that are currently in the process of entitlement, have been
added to the E+A+P traffic volumes to represent Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Project plus
Cumulative Development conditions (E+A+P+C). The purpose of this analysis is to determine if the
Project in conjunction with nearby development projects has the potential to result in traffic
impacts that are individually less than significant but considerable on a cumulative basis.
Intersection levels of service for the E+A+P+C (2016) scenario are summarized in Table 6-18,
Opening Year Plus Cumulative Condition (E+A+P+C) Intersection Analysis (2016).

As shown in Table 6-18, for E+A+P+C (2016) traffic conditions the following study area
intersections are projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service (LOS) during peak hours:

e [-15 Southbound Ramps/Limonite Avenue in the AM and PM Peak Hours;
e [-15 Northbound Ramps/Limonite Avenue in the AM and PM Peak Hours; and
e Pats Ranch Road/68t Street in the AM Peak Hour and Mid-day Peak Hour.
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Table 6-18 Opening Year Plus Cumulative Condition (E+A+P+C)
Intersection Analysis (2016)
EAPC (2016)
Traffic Delay * (secs.) Level of Service Acceptable
# | Intersection Control’ | Am Mid PM AM | Mid | PM LOS
1 | Hamner Av. / 68th Street TS 46.9 35.3 34.6 D D C D
2 | I-15 SB Ramps / Limonite Av. TS 59.7 N/A 87.0 E N/A F D
3 | I-15 NB Ramps / Limonite Av. TS 71.5 N/A 65.1 E N/A E D
4 | Pats Ranch Rd. / Limonite Av. TS 26.2 N/A 40.9 C N/A D D
5 | Pats Ranch Rd. / 65th St. TS 125 12.3 15.5 B B B D
6 | Pats Ranch Rd. / Driveway 1 CSS 9.2 10.1 10.2 A B D
7 | Pats Ranch Rd. / Ivory St. CSS 24.1 28.7 17.7 C D C D
8 | Pats Ranch Rd. / 68th St. AWS 87.3 47.8 18.4 F E C D
9 | Wineville Av. / Limonite Av. TS 26.6 N/A 54.4 C N/A D D

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

N/A = Not applicable. Intersection not evaluated during the mid-day peak hour.

'Per the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for
intersections with a traffic signal or all-way stop control. For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay
and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

’CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All-Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Improvement

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014e, Table 7-1

The proposed Project would contribute to, but would not directly cause, cumulatively significant
impacts at the above-listed intersections. Accordingly, impacts to the above-listed intersections are
significant on a cumulative basis under E+A+P+C (2016) conditions and mitigation is required
because the Project’s contribution to this impact is cumulatively considerable.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2 through Mitigation Measure TR-4 below, would
require the Project to participate local and regional mitigation fee programs and contribute its fair
share towards improvements to these intersections to ensure that adequate LOS can be maintained
with the Project’s contribution of cumulative traffic to the local roadways and intersections. As
such, impacts to these intersections would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with adherence
to required mitigation.

The proposed Project would contribute to, but would not directly cause, cumulatively significant
impacts at the above-listed intersections. Accordingly, impacts to the above-listed intersections are
significant on a cumulative basis under E+A+P+C (2016) conditions and mitigation is required
because the Project’s contribution to this impact is cumulatively considerable.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2 through Mitigation Measure TR-4 below, would
require the Project to participate local and regional mitigation fee programs and contribute its fair
share towards improvements to these intersections to ensure that adequate LOS can be maintained
with the Project’s contribution of cumulative traffic to the local roadways and intersections. As
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such, impacts to these intersections would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with adherence
to required mitigation.

Progression Analysis

A progression analysis was performed for the E+A+P+C scenario to evaluate the performance of
Limonite Avenue between [-15 and Wineville Avenue, and for the I[-15/Limonite Avenue
interchange ramps during peak hours. The stacking distances along Limonite Avenue and the
freeway ramps under the E+A+P+C traffic conditions are summarized in Table 7-2 of the TIA, which
indicates that the following movements could experience queuing problems during the peak 95t
percentile traffic flows:

For I-15 Southbound Ramps/Limonite Avenue, the eastbound through lane will not provide
adequate storage to accommodate 95th percentile EAPC (2016) vehicle queues during the AM and
PM peak hours. This will result in vehicles spilling back and may affect the peak hour operations at
the signalized Eastvale Gateway intersection.

For the I-15 Northbound Ramps/Limonite Avenue, the northbound left turn and northbound right
turn lanes will not provide adequate storage to accommodate 95th percentile EAPC (2016) vehicle
queues during the PM peak hour only. This will result in vehicles spilling back into the adjacent
northbound through lane. However, these queues are not anticipated to spill back onto the I-15
Freeway mainline.

For the I-15 Northbound Ramps/Limonite Avenue, the westbound through lane will not provide
adequate storage to accommodate 95th percentile EAPC (2016) vehicle queues during the AM and
PM peak hours. This will result in vehicles spilling back and may affect the peak hour operations at
Pats Ranch Road.

For Pats Ranch Road/Limonite Avenue, the westbound Left turn lane will not provide adequate
storage to accommodate 95th percentile EAPC (2016) vehicle queues during the AM and PM peak
hours. This will result in vehicles spilling back into the adjacent westbound through lane and may
affect peak hour operations at Wineville Avenue.

For Wineville Avenue/Limonite Avenue, the westbound Left turn lane will not provide adequate
storage to accommodate 95th percentile EAPC (2016) vehicle queues during the PM peak hour
only. This will result in vehicles spilling back into the adjacent westbound through lane.
Recommended improvements to address queuing problems are as follows:

The 95th percentile queues for EAPC (2016) traffic conditions, with improvements identified in the
Traffic Study, indicates there are projected queuing issues anticipated during the weekday peak
hours. Improvements assumed include the third eastbound and third westbound through lanes
across the bridge over the I-15 Freeway along Limonite Avenue. Improvements also include
adjusting traffic signal cycle lengths for all intersections along Limonite Avenue (assumed as part of
the coordinated system), optimal green time splits for turning movements at each intersection, and
the turn pocket lengthening recommendations as discussed above. With these proposed
improvements, it is anticipated that there would be no queuing issues, with the exception of the
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intersection of Pats Ranch Road at Limonite Avenue. An additional 50 feet, for a total of 300-fee of
stacking, is necessary to accommodate the anticipated 95th percentile queues for the westbound
left turn lane at Pats Ranch Road, which can be accommodated through restriping. The Project
would be required to contribute funds toward the improvements identified in the Traffic Impact
Assessment pursuant to Mitigation Measures TR-2 through TR-6. As such, the proposed Project’s
near-term and long-term cumulative impact to these intersections would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with adherence to required mitigation.

O Horizon Year (2035) Traffic Impact Analysis

The Horizon Year (2035) conditions analysis is utilized to determine if improvements anticipated in
long-term planning documents such as the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan are adequate to
accommodate long-term cumulative traffic conditions at the target LOS, or if additional mitigation is
necessary. Intersection levels of service for the Horizon Year scenario are summarized in Table 6-
19, Horizon Year Intersection Analysis (2035).

As shown in Table 6-19, under Horizon Year traffic conditions the following study area
intersections are projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service (LOS) during peak hours:

[-15 Southbound Ramps/Limonite Avenue in AM and PM Peak Hours;
[-15 Northbound Ramps/Limonite Avenue in the PM Peak Hour;

Pats Ranch Road/Limonite Avenue in the AM and PM Peak Hours;

Pats Ranch Road/68t Street in the AM, Mid-day and PM Peak Hours; and
Wineville Avenue/Limonite Avenue in the AM and PM Peak Hours.

Upon construction of the roadway improvements planned by the City of Jurupa General Plan and
partially funded by existing traffic improvements programs (i.e, Mira Loma RBBD, Western
Riverside TUMF, City of Jurupa Valley DIF), intersections in the Project study area would operate at
the LOS shown in Table 6-20, Horizon Year Intersection Analysis - With Improvements (2035). The
Project would be required to contribute funds toward the improvements identified in Table 6-20
pursuant to Mitigation Measures TR-2 through TR-6. As such, the proposed Project’s near-term and
long-term cumulative impact to these intersections would be reduced to less-than-significant levels
with adherence to required mitigation.

A queuing analysis was performed for the southbound and northbound off-ramps at the I-
15/Limonite Avenue interchange, to determine whether there could be significant vehicle queues
that could result in deficient peak hour operations at the ramp-to-arterial intersections and
potentially "spill back” onto the I-15 Freeway mainline. This analysis found that there will be
queuing problems during the PM peak hour at the northbound ramps, where queues could exceed
the turn pocket lengths and could spillback into the adjacent through lanes and potentially onto the
[-15 Freeway mainline. With programmed improvements planned for the interchange, and
additional geometric improvements to increase traffic capacity identified in the Traffic Study, the
potential queuing problem noted above would be eliminated. These improvements would also
include optimal cycle lengths for all intersections along Limonite Avenue (assumed as part of the
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Table 6-19 Horizon Year Intersection Analysis (2035)
2035 Without Project 2035 With Project
Traffic Delay * (secs.) Level of Service Delay * (secs.) Level of Service | Acceptable
# | Intersection Control® AM Mid PM AM | Mid | PM AM Mid PM AM | Mid | PM LOS
1 | Hamner Av. / 68th Street TS 48.7 47.8 49.6 D D D 52.0 50.8 53.2 D D D D
2 | 1-15 SB Ramps / Limonite Av. TS >200.0 N/A 98.4 F N/A F >200.0 N/A 98.4 F N/A F D
3 | I-15 NB Ramps / Limonite Av. TS 54.6 N/A 138.4 D N/A F 61.3 N/A 145.4 E N/A F D
4 | Pats Ranch Rd. / Limonite Av. TS 120.2 N/A >200.0 F N/A F 129.6 N/A >200.0 F N/A F D
5 | Pats Ranch Rd. / 65th St. TS 19.3 14.9 25.9 B B C 49.2 14.4 27.6 D B C D
6 | Pats Ranch Rd. / Driveway 1 CSS -- -- -- -- -- -- 9.6 10.7 11.1 A B B D
7 | Pats Ranch Rd. / Ivory St. CSS 28.6 25.7 15.6 D D C 30.7 34.8 27.9 D D D D
8 | Pats Ranch Rd. / 68th St. AWS >100.0 | >100.0 85.0 F F F >100.0 | >100.0 99.2 F F F D
9 | Wineville Av. / Limonite Av. TS 77.2 N/A >200.0 E N/A 77.7 N/A >200.0 F N/A F D

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

N/A = Not applicable. Intersection not evaluated during the mid-day peak hour.

'Per the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all-way stop
control. For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane)
are shown.
2CSS = Cross-street Stop; AWS = All-Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Improvement

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2014e, Table 8-1
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Table 6-20 Horizon Year Intersection Analysis - With Improvements (2035)
Intersection Approach Lanes Delay2 Level of
Traffic | Northbound | Southbound | Eastbound | Westbound (secs.) Service
Intersection Contro [ L T R |L T R L T R|L T R|AM | Mid|PM |AM | Mid | PM
2 | 1-15 SB Ramps / Limonite Av.
- Horizon Year (2035) Without Project TS 0 0 o0 |1 2 3 0 3 1|98 | NA| 86 A | NA| A
- Horizon Year (2035) With Project TS 0 0 O 2 |0 3 1]/0 3 1|105|N/A| 87 B | NJA| A
3 | 1-15 NB Ramps / Limonite Av.
- Horizon Year (2035) Without Project TS 1 2|0 O 0O |0 3 1|0 3 1]|156|N/A|263| B |[N/A| C
- Horizon Year (2035) With Project TS 1 2|0 O 0O |0 3 1|0 3 1]|164|N/A|276| B |[N/A| C
4 | Pats Ranch Rd. / Limonite Av.
- Horizon Year (2035) Without Project TS 1 1>|1 1 1> (1 3 1>|2 3 1 |206|N/A|458| C |[N/A| D
- Horizon Year (2035) With Project TS 2 1 1>|1 1 01>|1 3 1>|2 3 1|231|N/A|[520| C |[NA]| D
8 | Pats Ranch Rd. / 68th St.
- Horizon Year (2035) Without Project TS 1 1 1 1 1> |1 2 1 1 309 |43.1|406| C D D
- Horizon Year (2035) With Project TS 1 1 0|1 1 1>|1 2 o0/1 1 |528|549|408| c | D | D
9 | Wineville Av. / Limonite Av.
- Horizon Year (2035) Without Project TS 1 2 0|1 2 1>]2 3 0|2 3 0/]203|N/A[373] C |[NA| D
- Horizon Year (2035) With Project TS 1 2 0 2 1> (2 3 0|2 3 O0|203|N/A|380| C |[NA| D

N/A = Not applicable. Intersection not evaluated during the mid-day peak hour.

'When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.
L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; > = Right-Turn Overlap Phasing; >> = Free-Right Turn Lane; 1 =Improvement

’Per the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all-way stop control.

3TS = Traffic Signal

Source: Urban Crossroads 2014e, Table 8-3
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coordinated system) and optimal green time splits for turning movements at each intersection.
This Project will be required to pay fair share fees to help fund these long range interchange
improvements, as required by the Project conditions of approval and Mitigation Measures TR-3 and
TR-4.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure TR-1:
Prior to issuance of grading permits and building permits, a construction traffic

management plan shall be submitted for approval by the City’s Building Official. This plan
shall identify route restrictions, hourly restrictions, locations of staging and storage areas,
locations of work crew parking, etc., to minimize impacts during morning and afternoon
peak commute periods and to prohibit routing of truck traffic through any neighboring
residential areas.

Mitigation Measure TR-2: Prior to the issuance of the Project’s first building permit, the
Project Proponent shall pay to the City of Jurupa Valley a fair share contribution to assure
the construction of the geometric improvements specified in the Project conditions of
approval at the intersection of Pats Ranch Road /68t Street.

Mitigation Measure TR-3: Prior to the issuance of the Project’s first building permit, the
Project Proponent shall pay fees required by the Riverside County TUMF and RBBD
programs to assure the construction of the geometric improvements specified in the Project
conditions of approval to the intersection of [-15 Southbound Ramps/Limonite Avenue.

Mitigation Measure TR-4: Prior to the issuance of the Project’s first building permit, the
Project Proponent shall pay fees required by Riverside County TUMF and RBBD programs
to assure the construction of the geometric improvements specified in the Project
conditions of approval to the intersection of [-15 Northbound Ramps/Limonite Avenue.

Mitigation Measure TR-5: Prior to the issuance of the Project’s first occupancy permit, the
Project Proponent shall pay fees required by the Riverside County TUMF program and its
fair share contribution toward improvements not programmed by TUMF to assure the
construction of the geometric improvements specified in the Project conditions of approval
to the intersection of Pats Ranch Road/Limonite Avenue.

Mitigation Measure TR-6: Prior to the issuance of the Project’s first occupancy permit, the
Project Proponent shall pay fees required by the Riverside County TUMF program and its
fair share contribution toward improvements not programmed by TUMF to assure the
construction of the geometric improvements specified in the Project conditions of approval
to the intersection of Wineville Avenue/Limonite Avenue.
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6.16(b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

(Sources: Traffic Impact Analysis, 2014e; 2011 Riverside County Congestion Management Program)

The 2011 Riverside County Congestion Management Program (CMP) was prepared by the Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) in accordance with Proposition 111, passed in June
1990. The CMP was established in the State of California to more directly link land use,
transportation, and air quality and to prompt reasonable growth management programs that would
more effectively utilize new and existing transportation funds, alleviate traffic congestion and
related impacts, and improve air quality. Deficiencies along the CMP system are identified by RCTC
when they occur so that improvement measures can be identified. Understanding the reason for
these deficiencies and identifying ways to reduce the impact along a critical CMP corridor is
intended to conserve scarce funding resources and help target those resources appropriately.

In the vicinity of the Project site, I-15/Limonite interchange ramps are the only CMP intersections
that receive 50 or more peak hour trips from the Project. The RCTC has adopted LOS “E” as the
minimum standard for intersections and segments along the CMP System of Highways and
Roadways. As described above under the response to Issue 6.16(a), implementation of the
proposed Project would result in significant direct and cumulatively considerable impacts to the I-
15/Limonite interchange ramps; however, these impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant
levels with implementation of required mitigation measures (i.e, Mitigation Measures TR-3
through TR-4). Accordingly, implementation of the Project would not conflict with the applicable
CMP, including LOS standards, and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

Mitigation
Mitigation Measures TR-3 and TR-4 shall apply.

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

Finding: No Impact

(Source: Project Application Materials)

The Project site is not in the vicinity of any public or private airfield and the Project does not
include an air travel component (e.g., runway, helipad, etc.). Accordingly, the Project would not
have the potential to affect air traffic patterns, including an increase in traffic levels or a change in
flight path location that results in substantial safety risks. No impact would occur.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.
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6.16(d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Traffic Impact Analysis, 2014e; Google Earth; Project Application Materials)

The residential apartment complex land uses proposed by the Project would be compatible with
existing development in the surrounding area; therefore, implementation of the Project would not
create a transportation hazard as a result of an incompatible use. The Project proposes to construct
physical frontage improvements to Pats Ranch Road and 68t Street in conformance with City
standards, including but not limited to striping, streetscape improvements, and location and design
of site access improvements. With the implementation of these improvements, the Project would
provide adequate vehicular and pedestrian safety and ensure that no hazardous transportation
design features would be introduced by the Project. Accordingly, the Project would not
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use. Impacts would be less
than significant and mitigation is not required.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

6.16(e) Resultininadequate emergency access?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Source: Project Application Materials)

Buildout of the proposed Project would result in a new residential apartment community, which
would increase the need for emergency access to-and-from the site. During the course of the City of
Jurupa Valley’s required review of the proposed Project, the Project’s transportation design was
reviewed by the City’s Engineering Department to ensure that adequate access to and from the site
would be provided for emergency vehicles. Both Project driveways will be equipped with
electronically activated gates, as a security measure. Residents and property management
personnel would be provided with electronic remote control devices for entry and exit. Emergency
responders (Sheriff, Fire Department and ambulance services) would have access via a “Knox Box”
where master keys to open the gates electronically, or manually in the case of an electronic
malfunction, will be provided within a secured location on-site. Furthermore, Conditions of
Approval will be issued by the City prior to consideration of the proposed Project by City Council,
which will require that the Project provide adequate paved access to-and-from the site. With
required adherence to City requirements for emergency vehicle access, impacts would be less than
significant.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.
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6.16(f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety
of such facilities?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Traffic Impact Analysis, 2014e; Project Application Materials)

The Project is designed to comply with all applicable transportation policies, plans, and programs.
The Project would dedicate public right-of-way and improve 68t Street in accordance with City
standards, as well as implement various other circulation improvements, including the installation
of traffic control signage, crosswalks at the intersection of 68t St. and Pats Ranch Road, and
sidewalks along the Project frontages to facilitate safe pedestrian circulation. In addition, Project
residents would be able to access to the planned Community Trail along the south side of 68t Street
and the existing Regional Trail to the southwest via the planned sidewalk improvements and
crosswalks at the intersection of Pats Ranch Road and 68t% Street. The Project also would
accommodate pedestrians via on-site sidewalks. Riverside Transit Authority (RTA) operates a
public bus route along Pats Ranch Road (i.e., Route 3 and 29) and implementation of the Project
would not interfere with the operation of this transit route.

Accordingly, the proposed Project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be
required.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.
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6.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Would the project: Significant With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporated

No
Impact

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control v
Board?

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

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

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

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

f.  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid v
waste disposal needs?

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

Impact Analysis

6.17(a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact
(Sources: Project Application Materials; JCSD Water and Sewer Availability Letter, 2014)

Wastewater treatment and collection services would be provided to the proposed Project by the
Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD). JCSD has estimated that this Project would generate
approximately 0.23 million gallons per day (MGD) of wastewater, based on a per unit factor of 180
gallons per day (GPD). Wastewater generated by the proposed Project would be treated at the
Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (WRCRWTP), which is owned and
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operated by the Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority (WRCRWA). WRCRWA
is required to operate the Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant in
accordance with the waste treatment and discharge standards and requirements set forth by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The proposed Project would discharge all
wastewater generated in the apartment buildings and the clubhouse/fitness center to a sanitary
sewer line in the adjacent segment of 68t Street, where it would flow into sewer mains that convey
sewage to the WRCRWTP. The Project’s wastewater would be comprised of the same kinds of
pollutant elements that are typically found in domestic wastewater generated within residential
uses and would not require any unusual treatment processes that are not already in place at the
Treatment Plant. As such, the Project would have no potential to exceed the applicable wastewater
treatment requirements established by the RWQCB. Accordingly, impacts would be less than
significant.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

6.17(b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD) Water and Sewer
Availability Letter, 2014; JCSD 2010 Urban Water Management Plan)

Water service would be provided to the proposed Project by the JCSD. Under existing conditions,
water service is available from an existing 18-inch diameter water line in Pats Ranch Road east of
the Project boundary (JCSD, 2014). Eight-inch diameter water lines would be installed on the
Project site to provide two connections to the existing 18-inch diameter water line in Pats Ranch
Road and would provide onsite domestic water, irrigation water, and water for fire protection
services. For a second supply connection, the JCSD requires that approximately 500 linear feet of
offsite water lines be constructed across I-15 to connect to another existing 18-inch diameter water
line in 68t Street west of I-15. Additionally, each existing line would need to be interconnected by
completing the loop in 68t Street south of the Project boundary (Jurupa Community Services
District, 2014). This line is a JCSD master planned line and the Project Applicant would be eligible
for JCSD fee credit for its installation. This secondary supply connection was also required for the
previously approved Riverbend project, located on undeveloped land immediately to the south, and
may be built by that project if it occurs before the proposed Project is under construction. JCSD has
not identified any deficiencies in the affected segments of the existing water main system and has
indicated that the existing water mains are adequate to provide the water service required for this
Project.

Sanitary sewer service to the Project site would be provided by the JCSD. Sewer service would be
provided to the site from an existing 18-inch diameter sewer line in Pats Ranch Road east of the
Project site and from an existing 21-inch diameter sewer line in 68t Street south of the Project
boundary (JCSD, 2014). Eight-inch diameter sewer lines would be installed onsite that would
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connect to the existing sewer lines in the adjacent streets. JCSD has not identified any deficiencies
in the affected segments of the existing sewer main system and has indicated that there is sufficient
capacity in both the Pats Ranch Road and 68t Street sewers to handle the wastewater from this
Project. The proposed 397 unit Project is not large enough to require or result in construction of
new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities to meet the anticipated
wastewater treatment demands of the proposed Project. Refer to Threshold 6.17(e) for additional
information.

The installation of water and sewer lines as proposed by the Project would result in physical
impacts to the surface and subsurface of infrastructure alignments. This also includes the possible
extension of 500 feet of JCSD water line along 68th Street across the I-15 as noted above. The
short-term construction impacts would involve typical minor levels of air pollutants from
excavation activities and construction machinery and vehicle emissions, increased localized noise,
and occasional traffic disruption. These impacts are considered to be part of the Project’s
construction phase and are evaluated throughout this IS/MND accordingly. In instances where
significant impacts have been identified for the Project’s construction phase, mitigation measures
are recommended in each applicable subsection of this IS/MND to reduce impacts to less-than-
significant levels. The construction of water and sewer lines as necessary to serve the proposed
Project would not result in any significant physical effects on the environment that are not already
identified and disclosed as part of this IS/MND. Accordingly, additional mitigation measures
beyond those identified throughout this Initial Study would not be required.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

6.17(c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact
(Source: Project Application Materials; Drainage Study Report, 2014)

The proposed Project would construct an underground pipe network to collect runoff from
throughout the site and convey drainage flows into an underground water quality/detention basin
in the southwestern corner of the site. This basin would be equipped with filtration mechanisms to
remove water pollutants and to regulate outflows into an existing underground RCFCWCD storm
drainage structure (Line “]) that runs along the western boundary of the site. No modifications to
the County’s storm drain would be required for this Project.

The construction of storm drain lines, V-gutters, an underground infiltration basin, and grate inlets
as proposed by the Project would result in physical impacts to the surface and subsurface of the
Project site. These impacts are considered to be part of the Project’s construction phase and are
evaluated throughout this IS/MND accordingly. In instances where significant impacts have been
identified for the Project’s construction phase, mitigation measures are recommended in each
applicable subsection of this Initial Study to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. The
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construction of storm drain infrastructure on-site as necessary to serve the proposed Project would
not result in any significant physical effects on the environment that are not already identified and
disclosed as part of this IS/MND. Accordingly, additional mitigation measures beyond those
identified throughout this IS/MND would not be required.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; JCSD 2010 Urban Water Management Plan; JCSD Water and
Sewer Availability Letter, 2014)

Water service to the proposed Project would be provided by JCSD. According to the 2010 JCSD
Urban Water Management Plan, the JSCD relies predominantly on groundwater and desalinated
brackish groundwater from the Chino Groundwater Basin. A detailed account of current and
projected JCSD water supplies is available in JSCD’s Urban Water Management Plan, which is herein
incorporated by reference and available for review at JCSD, 11201 Harrel Street, Jurupa Valley, CA
91752 or online at www.jcsd.us. According to JCSD’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, JCSD
has 16 wells, 8 booster stations, and 15 reservoirs of 53.7 million-gallon capacity. In order to
ensure a continuing supply of good quality water for current citizens and also future development,
JSCD participates in a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) with other neighboring water purveyors, called
the Chino Desalter Authority (CDA). The CDA owns and operates two water treatment plants
(Desalters) for the removal of Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) and nitrates (NO3) in the Chino Basin,
along with the necessary wells, pipelines, booster pump stations and reservoirs for the delivery of
this highly treated water. Both Desalters utilize Reverse Osmosis (RO) and lon Exchange (IX)
treatment processes to remove the nitrates from the groundwater. The treatment capacity for each
plant is 12 million gallons/day (MGD). JCSD has a contractual obligation to purchase 10.9 MGD
(11,500 acre feet per year (AFY)).

The JCSD’s current water supply exceeds the projected maximum day demand projected for the
years 2013-2018. For example, the JCSD’s water demand for 2014 is 29,824 gallons per minute
(GPM), while the supply is 40,509 GPM. In 2018 the estimated water demand is 33,850 GPM, while
the estimated supply is 47,559 GPM (JCSD, 2014). Additionally, as detailed in the JCSD 2010 Urban
Water Management Plan, JCSD has identified adequate supplies to meet demands during normal,
single-dry, and multiple-dry years throughout the 25-year planning period (2010 thru 2035).

Estimated daily and peak domestic water demands and fire department demands for development
of the Project (in gallons per minute (gpm])) are as follows:

e Average Demand= 17 ac x 3.20 gpm/ac =54 gpm (77,760 gallons per day (gpd) or 87.16
AFY)
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e Maximum Demand =54 gpm x 2. 7 = 145 gpm (208,800 gpd or 234 AFY)
JCSD has indicated that adequate water plant pumping capacity and water storage is available to
service the Project. Based on the analysis provided above, adequate water supplies are anticipated
to serve the project from existing entitlements and as such, no new or expanded entitlements are
needed to meet the water demands of the proposed Project.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: Project Application Materials; JCSD Sewer Master Plan; JCSD Water and Sewer Availability
Letter, 2014; Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority (WRCRWA)

Treatment of wastewater collected by JCSD in the Project site’s vicinity occurs at the Western
Riverside County Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (WRCRWTP). Sewer service is contingent
upon the quantity and quality of wastewater generated by the Project. The WRCRWTP currently
treats 8 million gallons per day (MGD) with a capability for expansion to 32 MGD. A $44 million
expansion to increase the plant capacity to 13.25 MGD is underway and is in the design stage
(WRCRWA, n.d.). JCSD has estimated that this Project would generate approximately 0.23 MGD of
wastewater, based on a per unit factor of 180 GPD, which would comprise a small fraction of the
treatment plant’s existing daily capacity. With the next plant expansion and future expansions, it is
anticipated that there will be adequate capacity to treat the incremental increase in waste water
anticipated from the proposed Project. The Project’s impact on the treatment plant capacity would
be less than significant. Nonetheless, JCSD will need to verify that their existing allocation of
treatment capacity can accommodate this Project; if not, this Project would have to purchase
capacity in the treatment plant. While this does not involve a significant environmental effect,
Mitigation Measure U-1 is recommended to ensure that the Project pays for additional JCSD
allocation of regional wastewater treatment plant capacity, if needed, to handle the wastewater
load generated by this Project.

Mitigation

Mitigation Measure U-1: The Applicant shall work with JCSD to assure that the JCSD’s
allocation of wastewater treatment capacity in the WRCRWTP is sufficient to accommodate
this Project’s wastewater load. If it is insufficient, the Project shall pay for the required
volume of treatment plant capacity, prior to issuance of any building permits.
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6.17(f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Estimating 2003 Building-Related
Construction and Demolition Materials Amounts; Countywide Disposal Tonnage Tracking System
Disposal Reports - 2nd Quarter 2014”; Cal Recycle Solid Waste Information System; Riverside County
General Plan Program EIR, 2003, Chapter 4.15 - Public Services)

Construction and operation of the proposed Project would result in the generation of a variety of
solid wastes, requiring disposal at a landfill. During the second quarter of 2014 (April 1, 2014
through June 30, 2014), which is the most recent time period for which reporting data is available,
all solid waste generated within the City of Jurupa Valley was deposited at the Badlands Sanitary
Landfill and the El Sobrante Landfill. Therefore, the analysis below evaluates the Project’s potential
to result in adverse impacts to these two landfill facilities.

The Badlands Sanitary Landfill has a permitted disposal capacity of 4,000 tons per day. The
Badlands Sanitary Landfill is estimated to reach capacity, at the earliest time, in the year 2024;
however, future landfill expansion opportunities exist at this site. During the second quarter of
2014, the Badlands Sanitary Landfill accepted approximately 222,357.27 tons of landfilled waste
(approximately 2,443.4 tons per day), which corresponds to approximately 61% of its permitted
daily disposal volume.

The El Sobrante Landfill is has a permitted disposal capacity of 16,054 tons per day. The El
Sobrante Landfill is estimated to reach capacity, at the earliest time, in the year 2045; however,
future landfill expansion opportunities exist at this site. During the second quarter of 2014, the El
Sobrante Landfill accepted approximately 451,062.25 tons of landfilled waste (approximately
4,956.7 tons per day), which corresponds to approximately 31% of its permitted daily disposal
volume.

O Construction Impact Analysis

Since there are no existing buildings or other structures or site improvements on the Project site,
there would be no demolition or demolition-related wastes. There would be vegetation and some
soil wastes generated during the site clearance/excavation activities that would be disposed of at
local landfills, since these would not be appropriate materials for reuse in the preparation of the
site for building pads, etc.

Waste also would be generated by the construction process, primarily consisting of discarded
materials and packaging, along with wood and other materials wastes. Based on the proposed
Project’s total building square footage of 572,351 s.f,, including apartment buildings (565,396 s.f.),
leasing/clubhouse (4,393 s.f.), and cabana (2,562 s.f.), and a construction waste generation factor of
4.39 pounds per s.f., approximately 1,256 tons of waste would be generated during the construction
of the proposed Project. Additional waste would be expected from the construction of streets,
common areas, infrastructure installation, and other Project-related construction activities.
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Pursuant to Section 4.408 of the 2013 California Green Building Standards Code, at least 50% of the
Project’s construction wastes (excluding soil and land-clearing debris) must be recycled and/or
salvaged for reuse, rather than transported for landfill disposal. Those wastes that are not diverted
from landfills would be disposed at the Badlands Sanitary Landfill and/or the El Sobrante Landfill.
These landfills receive well below their maximum permitted daily disposal volume and demolition
and construction waste generated by the Project is not anticipated to cause these landfills to exceed
their maximum permitted daily disposal volume. Furthermore, none of these regional landfill
facilities are expected to reach their total maximum permitted disposal capacities during the
Project’s construction period. Because the Project would generate a relatively small amount of
solid waste per day, as compared to the permitted daily capacities for Badlands Sanitary Landfill
and the El Sobrante Landfill, these regional landfill facilities would have sufficient daily capacity to
accept solid waste generated by the Project. Impacts would be less than significant.

U Operational Impact Analysis

Based on a waste generation factor of 0.41 tons per unit per year as documented in the Riverside
County General Plan EIR, the Project’s proposed 397 apartments would generate approximately
162.7 tons of waste per year, or 0.44 tons of waste per day.

Solid waste generated during long-term operation of the Project would be disposed at the Badlands
Sanitary Landfill and/or the El Sobrante Landfill. During long-term operation, the Project’s solid
waste would represent approximately 0.003% of the daily permitted disposal capacity at the
Badlands Sanitary Landfill and approximately 0.003% of the daily permitted disposal capacity at
the El Sobrante Landfill. These landfills currently receive well below their maximum permitted
daily disposal volume and, as noted earlier, they both have sufficient remaining capacity, with
potential expansion areas, to remain open to accept wastes for decades to come. As such, solid
waste generated by the Project is not anticipated to cause these landfills to exceed their maximum
permitted daily disposal volume. Impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

6.17(g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact

(Sources: California Assembly Bill 939; Riverside County Integrated Waste Management Plan, 1996)

The California Integrated Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill (AB) 939), signed into law in 1989,
established an integrated waste management system that focused on source reduction, recycling,
composting, and land disposal of waste. In addition, the bill established a 50% waste reduction
requirement for cities and counties by the year 2000, along with a process to ensure
environmentally safe disposal of waste that could not be diverted. Per the requirements of the
Integrated Waste Management Act, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors adopted the
Riverside Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP), which outlines the goals,
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policies, and programs the County and its cities will implement to create an integrated and cost
effective waste management system that complies with the provisions of AB 939 and its diversion
mandates.

Section 4.408 of the California Green Building Standards Code establishes a mandatory requirement
to recycle and/or salvage for reuse a minimum of 50% of the non-hazardous construction waste
created by a residential construction project (excluding soil and land-clearing debris). The
Contractor must submit a construction waste management plan for City approval to define the
methods of compliance and provide documentation of the satisfactory accomplishment of the waste
diversion efforts. In order to assist the City of Jurupa Valley and the County of Riverside in
achieving the mandated goals of the Integrated Waste Management Act, the apartment
management company would be required to work with future refuse haulers to develop and
implement feasible waste reduction programs, including source reduction, recycling, and
composting. Additionally, in accordance with the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of
1991 (Cal Pub Res. Code § 42911), the Project would provide adequate areas for collecting and
loading recyclable materials where solid waste is collected. The collection areas are required to be
shown on construction drawings and be in place before occupancy permits are issued. The
implementation of these programs would reduce the amount of solid waste generated by the
Project and diverted to landfills, which in turn would aid in the extension of the life of affected
disposal sites. The Project would comply with all applicable solid waste statutes and regulations; as
such, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation

Although impacts associated with compliance to federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste would be less than significant, the following mitigation measures are
recommended to ensure compliance with mandatory solid waste reduction requirements.

Mitigation Measure U-2: The Project shall participate in established City-wide programs
for residential development projects to reduce solid waste generation, in accordance with
the provisions of the Riverside Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan.
Additionally, the Project shall comply with Section 4.408 of the 2013 California Green
Building Code Standards, which requires new development projects to submit and
implement a construction waste management plan in order to reduce the amount of
construction waste transported to landfills. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the
City of Jurupa Valley shall confirm that a sufficient plan has been submitted, and prior to
final building inspections, the City of Jurupa shall review and verify the Contractor’s
documentation that confirms the volumes and types of wastes that were diverted from
landfill disposal, in accordance with the approved construction waste management plan.

Mitigation Measure U-3: The Project shall comply with the California Solid Waste Reuse
and Recycling Act of 1991, which requires new development projects to prepare a waste
recycling plan in order to reduce the amount of solid waste diverted to landfills. Prior to the
issuance of grading and building permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a Waste
Recycling Plan to the City of Jurupa Valley and the Riverside County Waste Management
Department. The Waste Recycling Plan shall list the estimated quantity of waste to be

Environmental Checklist/Initial Study Page 6-130



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley

generated on-site during construction and demolition activities and the methods that will
be utilized to recycle, reuse, compost and/or salvage a minimum of 50% of the construction
and demolition waste generated on-site. Following the completion of construction
activities, the Project Applicant shall submit a final Waste Recycling Report to the City of
Jurupa Valley and the Riverside County Waste Management Department that demonstrates
the actual quantities of construction and demolition waste generated and recycled.

Mitigation Measure U-4: The Project shall comply with the California Solid Waste Reuse
and Recycling Act of 1991, which requires new development projects to provide
refuse/recycling collection and loading areas in order to reduce the amount of solid waste
transported to landfills. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the City of Jurupa Valley
shall confirm that adequate areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials are
identified on Project construction drawings.
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6.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Would the project: Significant With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporated

No
Impact

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

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

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

Impact Analysis

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

(Sources: Project Application Materials, this IS/MND)

All impacts to the environment, including impacts to habitat for fish and wildlife species, fish and
wildlife populations, plant and animal communities, rare and endangered plants and animals, and
historical and pre-historical resources were evaluated as part of this IS/MND. Throughout this
IS/MND, where impacts were determined to be potentially significant, mitigation measures have
been imposed to reduce those impacts to less-than-significant levels. Accordingly, with
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incorporation of the mitigation measures imposed throughout this IS/MND, the Project would not
substantially degrade the quality of the environment and impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation

All mitigation measures specified in this IS/MND shall apply.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

(Sources: Project Application Materials; this 1S/MND)

As discussed throughout this IS/MND, implementation of the proposed Project has the potential to
result in effects to the environment that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable,
including impacts to Biological Resources and Transportation/Traffic. In all instances where the
Project has the potential to contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact to the environment,
mitigation measures have been imposed to reduce potential effects to less-than-significant levels.
As such, with incorporation of the mitigation measures imposed throughout this IS/MND, the
Project would not contribute to environmental effects that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation
Mitigation Measures BR-1, BR-2, and TR-2 through TR-6 shall apply.

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

Finding: Less-than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

(Sources: Project Application Materials; this 1S/MND)

The Project’s potential to result in environmental effects that could adversely affect human beings,
either directly or indirectly, has been discussed throughout this Environmental Checklist/Initial
Study. In instances where the Project has potential to result in direct or indirect adverse effects to
human beings, including impacts to Air Quality, Geology and Soils, and Noise, mitigation measures
have been applied to reduce the impact to below a level of significance. With required
implementation of mitigation measures identified in this IS/MND, construction and operation of the
proposed Project would not involve any activities that would result in environmental effects which
would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

Mitigation
Mitigation measures AQ-1 though AQ-6, GE-1 through GE-5, and N-1 through N-4 shall apply.
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8.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program identifies the entities responsible for ensuring the timely and complete
implementation of all mitigation measures imposed on the proposed Project to ensure that effects to the environment are reduced to less-
than-significant levels. The table below presents findings for significant impacts that warrant mitigation measures along with impacts
that were found to be less than significant but that have associated mitigation measures to ensure compliance with recommendations.
The table below tracks all mitigation that is detailed in the IS/MND for the proposed Project.

Impact Mitigation Measure (MM) Responsible Monitoring Implementation Level of
Party Party Stage Significance
Aesthetics
Threshold 6.1(d): The Project would | Mitigation Measure AE-1: Prior to residential | Project City of Jurupa Valley Prior to issuance of a Less than Significant

introduce new sources of artificial
lighting to the property, which has
the potential to adversely affect
nighttime views in the area.

building permit issuance, the City shall review
construction drawings to ensure that proposed
exterior, artificial lighting is in compliance with City of
Jurupa Valley Design Guidelines, Section II.H, outdoor
lighting, other than street lighting, shall be low to the
ground or shielded and hooded to avoid shining onto
adjacent properties and streets. Project contractors
shall be required to comply with the construction
drawings and permit periodic inspection of the
construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its
designee to confirm compliance.

Mitigation Measure AE-2: Street lights shall comply
with design standards contained within City
Ordinance No. 461 (Road Improvement Standards &
Specifications) which specify that street luminaires
shall be full cut off.

Applicant/Developer

Project
Applicant/Developer

Planning and Building
& Safety Departments

City of Jurupa Valley;
Engineering
Department

building permit

Prior to approval of street
improvement plans

with Mitigation
Incorporated

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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recommended to ensure compliance
with applicable SCAQMD rules and
thresholds.

stockpiling activities, grading, and equipment travel
on unpaved roads. Prior to grading permit issuance,
the City shall verify that the following notes are
included on grading plans and/or stockpile plans.
Project contractors shall be required to ensure
compliance with the notes and permit periodic
inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa
Valley staff or its designee to confirm compliance.
These notes also shall be specified in bid documents
issued to prospective construction contractors.

a. During grading and ground-disturbing
construction activities, the construction contractor
shall ensure that all clearing, grading, or excavation
activities shall cease when winds exceed 25 miles per
hour (mph).

b. During grading and ground-disturbing
construction activities, the construction contractor
shall ensure that all unpaved roads and areas within
the Project undergoing active ground disturbance are
watered at least three (3) times daily during dry
weather.  Watering, with complete coverage of
disturbed areas by water truck, sprinkler system or
other comparable means, shall occur in the mid-

morning, afternoon, and after work has been
completed for the day.
c. Temporary signs shall be installed on the

construction site along all unpaved roads indicating a
maximum speed limit of 15 miles per hour (mph).
The signs shall be installed before construction
activities commence and remain in place during the

Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley
Impact Mitigation Measure (MM) Responsible Monitoring Implementation Level of

Party Party Stage Significance

Air Quality

Threshold 6.3(b): Although proposed | Mitigation Measure AQ-1: The Project is required to | Project City of Jurupa Valley, Prior to the issuance of Less than Significant

temporary near-term construction | comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality | Applicant/Developer/ Building & Safety grading and stockpile

activities would not exceed | Management District Rule 403, “Fugitive Dust.” Rule | Construction Manager department permits

applicable SCAQMD regional | 403 requires implementation of best available dust

thresholds for all criteria pollutants | control measures during construction activities that

emissions, mitigation is | generate fugitive dust, such as earth moving and

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Impact

Mitigation Measure (MM)

Responsible
Party

Monitoring
Party

Implementation
Stage

Level of
Significance

duration of vehicle activities on all unpaved roads and
haul routes.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: The Project is required to
comply with California Code of Regulations Title 13,
Division 3, Chapter 10, Article 1, Section 2485,
“Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-
Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling.” Prior to
grading permit issuance and building permit issuance,
the City shall verify that the following notes are
included on the grading and building plans. Project
contractors shall be required to ensure compliance
with the notes and permit periodic inspection of the
construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its
designee to confirm compliance. These notes also
shall be specified in bid documents issued to
prospective construction contractors.

a. Temporary signs shall be placed on the
construction site at all construction vehicle entry
points and at all loading, unloading, and equipment
staging areas indicating that heavy duty trucks are
prohibited from idling for more than five (5) minutes
at any location. The signs shall be installed before
construction activities commence and remain in place
during the duration of construction activities at all
loading, unloading, and equipment staging areas.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Prior to grading permit
issuance, the City shall verify that the following note is
included on the grading plan. Project contractors
shall be required to ensure compliance with the note
and permit periodic inspection of the construction site
by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to confirm
compliance. The note also shall be specified in bid
documents issued to prospective construction
contractors.

a. The construction contractor shall ensure

that heavy duty construction equipment activities (i.e.,
crawlers, graders, bulldozers, and scrapers) do not

Project
Applicant/Developer/
Construction Manager

Project
Applicant/Developer/
Construction Manager

City of Jurupa Valley
Building & Safety
Department

City of Jurupa Valley
Building & Safety
Department

Prior to the issuance of
grading and building
permits

Prior to the issuance of a
grading permit

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Impact Mitigation Measure (MM) Responsible Monitoring Implementation Level of
Party Party Stage Significance
cause more than 4.0 acres of active ground
disturbance per day. The construction contractor
shall maintain a written log or map of daily mass
grading activities, which shall be available for City of
Jurupa Valley inspection upon request
Threshold 6.3(d): The Project would | Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Prior to every residential | Project City of Jurupa Valley | Prior to final building | Less than Significant
not expose sensitive receptors in the | building permit final inspection, the City shall verify | Applicant/Developer Building &  Safety | inspections for each
vicinity of the Project site to | that an operating air filtration system has been Department apartment building
substantial concentrations of | installed in every apartment. The air filtration system
particulate matter during temporary | shall have a documented efficiency level equal to or
near-term construction activities. exceeding a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value
(MERV) 16 as defined by the American Society of
Although the Project would not Heating, Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers
expose on-site residents to (ASHBAE) Standard 52.2. As a condition of occupancy
substantial  toxic air pollutant permits, the apartment complex
concentrations  during long-term owner/operator/rental management company shall
operation, due in part to the be required tq maintain -tl?e air flltratlf)n systems in
installation of an air filtration system good operating condition according to the
in every residential home, mitigation manufacturer’s specifications.
is recommended to ensure that this ] ] ] o
design feature is installed and | Mitigation Measure AQ-5: The following note shall Project City (_)f Jurupa Valley Prlor.to.the.flrst bt.nldmg
properly maintained. be specified in each apartment’s lease agreement and | APplicant/Developer/ Planning Department permit final inspection

an operation and maintenance manual for the air
filtration system shall be required in all lease
agreements notifying renters of their responsibility to
operate and maintain the air infiltration system. The
Project’s rental management company shall enforce
the lease agreement.

a. An air filtration system has been installed
in each apartment unit that achieves a documented
efficiency level equal to or exceeding a Minimum
Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 16 as defined by
the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air
Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) Standard 52.2.
Operation and maintenance of the air filtration system
is required to reduce interior air pollutant levels to
within South Coast air Quality Management District

Lease Manager

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Impact Mitigation Measure (MM) Responsible Monitoring Implementation Level of
Party Party Stage Significance
standards. It is the responsibility of the apartment
occupants to promptly report any and all maintenance
issues associated with the air filtration system to the
rental management company.
Threshold 6.3(e): Although Project- | Mitigation Measure AQ-6: The Project is required to | Project City of Jurupa Valley | Prior to issuance of | Lessthan Significant
related odor impacts would be less | comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality | Applicant/Developer/ Planning Department | grading and building
than significant, the following | Management District Rule 402 “Nuisance.” Adherence | Construction Manager and Building & Safety | permits, prior to first
mitigation measure is recommended | to Rule 402 reduces the release of odorous emissions Department building permit final
to ensure compliance with SCAQMD | into the atmosphere. Prior to grading and building inspection
Rule 402. permit issuance, the City shall verify that the following
note is included on the grading and building plans.
Project contractors shall be required to ensure
compliance with the notes and permit periodic
inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa
Valley staff or its designee to confirm compliance. The
note shall be specified in bid documents issued to
prospective construction contractors.
a. There shall be no 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.
Biological Resources
Threshold 6.4(a): Although no | Mitigation Measure BR-1: Within 30 days prior to | Project Biologist City of Jurupa Valley Prior to the issuance of a Less than Significant
nesting migratory birds and/or | grading, a qualified biologist shall conduct a survey of Planning Department grading permit and with Mitigation
burrowing owls were observed on | the Project’s proposed impact footprint and make a and Building & Safety within 30 days prior to Incorporated
the Project site, there is the potential | determination regarding the presence or absence of Department grading

that these species could occupy the
site prior to the commencement of
construction activities and thus be
impacted by such activities.

the burrowing owl. The determination shall be
documented in a report and shall be submitted,
reviewed, and accepted by the City of Jurupa Valley
Planning Department prior to the issuance of a

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Impact

Mitigation Measure (MM)

Responsible
Party

Monitoring
Party

Implementation
Stage

Level of
Significance

grading permit and subject to the following
provisions:

a. In the event that the pre-construction
survey identifies no burrowing owls in the impact
area, a grading permit may be issued without
restriction.

b. In the event that the pre-construction
survey identifies the presence of at least one
individual but less than three (3) mating pairs of
burrowing owl], then prior to the issuance of a grading
permit and prior to the commencement of ground-
disturbing activities on the property, the qualified
biologist shall passively or actively relocate any
burrowing owls. Passive relocation, including the
required use of one-way doors to exclude owls from
the site and the collapsing of burrows, will occur if the
biologist determines that the proximity and
availability of alternate habitat is suitable for
successful passive relocation. Passive relocation shall
follow CDFW relocation protocol and shall only occur
between September 15 and February 1. If proximate
alternate habitat is not present as determined by the
biologist, active relocation shall follow CDFW
relocation protocol. The biologist shall confirm in
writing that the species has fledged the site or been
relocated prior to the issuance of a grading permit.

c. In the event that the pre-construction
survey identifies the presence of three (3) or more
mating pairs of burrowing owl, the requirements of
MSCHP Species-Specific Conservation Objectives 5 for
the burrowing owl shall be followed. Objective 5
states that if the site (including adjacent areas)
supports three (3) or more pairs of burrowing owls
and supports greater than 35 acres of suitable
Habitat, at least 90 percent of the area with long-term
conservation value and burrowing owl pairs will be
conserved onsite until it is demonstrated that MSHCP
Species-Specific Conservation Objectives 1-4 have

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Impact

Mitigation Measure (MM)

Responsible
Party

Monitoring
Party

Implementation
Stage

Level of
Significance

been met. Objectives 1-4 are listed in the MSHCP,
Volume I, Appendix E. A grading permit shall only be
issued, either:

i. upon approval and implementation of a
property-specific Determination of Biologically
Superior Preservation (DBESP) report for the western
burrowing owl by the CDFW; or

ii. a determination by the biologist that the
site is part of an area supporting less than 35 acres of
suitable habitat, and upon passive or active relocation
of the species following accepted CDFW protocols.

Mitigation Measure BR-2: As a condition of approval
for all grading permits, vegetation clearing and
ground disturbance shall be prohibited during the
migratory bird nesting season (February 1 through
September 15), unless a migratory bird nesting survey
is completed in accordance with the following
requirements:

a. A migratory nesting bird survey of the
Project’s impact footprint shall be conducted by a
qualified biologist within three (3) days prior to
initiating vegetation clearing or ground disturbance.

b. A copy of the migratory nesting bird survey
results report shall be provided to the City of Jurupa
Planning Department. If the survey identifies the
presence of active nests, then the qualified biologist
shall provide the Planning Department with a copy of
maps showing the location of all nests and an
appropriate buffer zone around each nest sufficient to
protect the nest from direct and indirect impact. The
size and location of all buffer zones, if required, shall
be subject to review and approval by the Planning
Department and shall be no less than a 200-foot
radius around the nest for non-raptors and a 500-foot
radius around the nest for raptors. The nests and
buffer zones shall be field checked weekly by a

Project Biologist

City of Jurupa Valley
Planning Department
and Building & Safety
Department

Prior to the issuance of a
grading permit and
within 30 days prior to
grading

Less than Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Impact Mitigation Measure (MM) Responsible Monitoring Implementation Level of
Party Party Stage Significance
qualified biological monitor. The approved buffer
zone shall be marked in the field with construction
fencing, within which no vegetation clearing or
ground disturbance shall commence until the
qualified biologist and Planning Department verify
that the nests are no longer occupied and the juvenile
birds can survive independently from the nests.
Threshold 6.4(f): Although no nesting | Mitigation BR-1 shall apply. Project Biologist City of Jurupa Valley | Prior to issuance of a | Less than Significant
migratory birds and/or burrowing Planning Department | grading permit and | with Mitigation
owls were observed on the Project and Building & Safety | within 30 days of grading | Incorporated
site, there is the potential that these Department activity
species could occupy the site prior to
the commencement of construction
activities and thus be impacted by
such activities.
Cultural Resources
Threshold 6.5(b): The Project has the | Mitigation Measure CR-1: Prior to the issuance of a | Project City of Jurupa Valley | Prior to issuance of a | Less than Significant
potential to uncover and affect | grading permit, the Project Proponent shall provide | Applicant/Developer/ Planning Department | grading permit and | with Mitigation
previously unknown archaeological | evidence to the City that a qualified professional | Archaeologist and Building & Safety | during grading, where | Incorporated
resources during construction | archaeological monitor has been retained by the Department warranted
activities. Project Applicant to conduct monitoring of all mass
grading and trenching activities in previously
undisturbed soils and has the authority to halt and
redirect earthmoving activities in the event that
suspected archaeological resources are unearthed
during Project construction.
Mitigation Measure CR-2: Prior to the issuance of a | Project City of Jurupa Valley | Prior to issuance of a
grading permit, the Project Proponent shall provide | Applicant/Developer/ Planning Department | grading permit and
evidence to the City that appropriate Native American | Archaeologist and Building & Safety | during grading, where
representative(s) shall be allowed to monitor and Department warranted
have received or will receive a minimum of 15 days
advance notice of mass grading activities in previously
undisturbed soils. During grading operations in
previously undisturbed soils, a professional
archaeological monitor shall observe the grading
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program Page 8-8
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Impact

Mitigation Measure (MM)

Responsible
Party

Monitoring
Party

Implementation
Stage

Level of
Significance

operation until such time as the monitor determines
that there is no longer any potential to uncover buried
cultural deposits. If the monitor suspects that an
archaeological resource may have been unearthed, the
monitor shall immediately halt and redirect grading
operations in a 100-foot radius around the find to
allow identification and evaluation of the suspected
resource. If the monitor determines that the
suspected resource is potentially significant, the
archaeologist shall notify the appropriate Native
American Tribe(s) and invite a tribal representative to
consult on the resource evaluation. In consultation
with the appropriate Native American Tribe(s), the
archaeological monitor shall evaluate the suspected
resource and make a determination of significance
pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section
21083.2. If the resource is significant, Mitigation
Measure CR-3 shall apply.

Mitigation Measure CR-3: If a significant
archaeological resource(s) is discovered on the
property, ground disturbing activities shall be
suspended 100 feet around the resource(s). The
archaeological monitor and a representative of the
appropriate Native American Tribe(s), the Project
Proponent, and the City Planning Department shall
confer regarding mitigation of the discovered
resource(s). A treatment plan shall be prepared and
implemented by the archaeologist to protect the
identified archaeological resource(s) from damage
and destruction. The treatment plan shall contain a
research design and data recovery program necessary
document the size and content of the discovery such
that the resource(s) can be evaluated for significance
under CEQA criteria. The research design shall list the
sampling procedures appropriate to exhaust the
research potential of the archaeological resource(s) in
accordance with current professional archaeology

Project
Applicant/Developer/
Archaeologist

City of Jurupa Valley
Planning Department
and Building & Safety
Department

Concurrent with grading
activities.

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley
Impact Mitigation Measure (MM) Responsible Monitoring Implementation Level of
Party Party Stage Significance

standards (typically this sampling level is two (2) to
five (5) percent of the volume of the cultural deposit).
The treatment plan shall require monitoring by the
appropriate Native American Tribe(s) during data
recovery excavations of archaeological resource(s) of
prehistoric origin, and shall require that all recovered
artifacts undergo laboratory analysis. At the
completion of the laboratory analysis, any recovered
archaeological resources shall be processed and
curated according to current professional repository
standards. The collections and associated records
shall be donated to an appropriate curation facility, or,
the artifacts may be delivered to the appropriate
Native American Tribe(s) if that is recommended by
the City of Jurupa Valley. A final report containing the
significance and treatment findings shall be prepared
by the archaeologist and submitted to the City of
Jurupa Valley Planning Department and the Eastern
Information Center.

Threshold 6.5(c): The Project has the | Mitigation Measure CR-4: Prior to the issuance of | Project City of Jurupa Valley, Prior to issuance of a Less than Significant
potential to uncover and affect | grading permits, the Project Proponent shall provide a | Applicant/Developer/ Planning Department, grading permit and with Mitigation
previously unknown paleontological | letter of verification to the City of Jurupa Valley stating | Paleontologist Building & Safety during grading, where Incorporated
resources during construction | that a qualified paleontologist has been retained to Department warranted

activities. develop a Paleontological Resources Impact

Mitigation Plan (PRIMP). The PRIMP shall include the
methods that will be used to protect paleontological
resources that may exist within the Project site, as
well as procedures for monitoring, fossil preparation
and identification, curation of specimens into an
accredited repository, and preparation of a report at
the conclusion of the monitoring program to be
submitted to the City of Jurupa Valley.

City of Jurupa Valley, Prior to issuance of a
Mitigation Measure CR-5: During excavation and Proiect Planning Department, grading permit and
; o . . . . rojec
grading activities in deposits with a high ) ] Building & Safety during grading, where
- e . . oo . Applicant/Developer/
paleontological sensitivity rating (identified on Figure . Department warranted
Paleontologist

3, Paleontological Sensitivity Map, of the Project’s
Paleontological Resources Assessment, as Young
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Impact Mitigation Measure (MM) Responsible Monitoring Implementation Level of
Party Party Stage Significance
Alluvial Channel Deposits below a depth of 5 feet from
the surface, Old Alluvial Channel Deposits, and Very
0ld Alluvial Channel Deposits) shall be monitored on a
full-time basis by a qualified paleontological monitor
following the Paleontological Resources Impact
Mitigation Plan (PRIMP).
Mitigation Measure CR-6: Excavation and grading Project City of Jurupa Valley, Prior to issuance of a
activities in deposits with low paleontological | Applicant/Developer/ Planning Department, grading permit and
sensitivity (identified on Figure 3, Paleontological | Paleontologist Building & Safety during grading, where
Sensitivity Map, of the Project's Paleontological Department warranted
Resources Assessment, as Young Alluvial Channel
Deposits from the surface to a depth of 5 feet) shall be
monitored by a qualified paleontological monitor on a
spot-check basis.
Mitigation Measure CR-7: .If paleontological Project City of Jurupa Valley, Prior to issuance of a
resources . are encounte.re.d. during the course. of Applicant/Developer/ Planning Department, grading permit and
grou.nd disturbance activities, t.he paleontologl?al Paleontologist Building & Safety during grading, where
monitor shall have the authority to temporarily Department warranted
redirect construction away from the area of the find in
order to assess its scientific significance. Collected
resources shall be prepared to the point of
identification, identified to the lowest taxonomic level
possible, catalogued, and curated into the permanent
collections of an accredited scientific institution. At
the conclusion of the monitoring program, a report of
findings shall be prepared to document the results of
the monitoring program.
Mitigation Measure CR-8: In the event that | Project City of jurupa Valley, | Prior toissuance ofa
. : Planning Department, grading permit and
paleontological resources are encountered when a | Applicant/Developer/ o . )
paleontological monitor is not present, work in the | Paleontologist Building & Safety during grading, where
Department warranted

immediate area of the find shall be redirected and a
paleontologist shall be contacted to assess the find for
scientific significance. In addition, if the find is located
in sediments with a low paleontological sensitivity

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley
Impact Mitigation Measure (MM) Responsible Monitoring Implementation Level of
Party Party Stage Significance
rating (Young Alluvial Channel Deposits from the
surface to a depth of 5 feet), the paleontologist shall
make recommendations as to whether monitoring
shall be required in these sediments on a full-time
basis.
Threshold 6.5(d): Although impacts | Mitigation Measure CR-9: Prior to grading permit | Project City of Jurupa Valley Prior to issuance of a Less than Significant
to human remains would be less than | issuance, the City shall verify that the following note is | Applicant/Developer/ Planning Department grading permit and
significant, mitigation is | included on the grading plan. Project contractors | Construction Manager and Building & Safety during grading, if
recommended to ensure compliance | shall be required to ensure compliance with the note. Department warranted
with California Health and Safety | This note also shall be specified in bid documents
Code Section 7050.5 and California | issued to prospective construction contractors.
Public  Resources Code Section | If human remains are encountered,
5097.98(b). California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
requires that no further disturbance occur until the
Riverside County Coroner has made the necessary
findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to California
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(b), remains
shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a
final decision as to the treatment and disposition has
been made by the Coroner. If the Riverside County
Coroner determines the remains to be Native
American, the California Native American Heritage
Commission must be contacted within 24 hours. The
Native American Heritage Commission must then
immediately notify the “most likely descendant(s)” of
receiving notification of the discovery. The most
likely descendant(s) shall then make
recommendations within 48 hours, and engage in
consultations concerning the treatment of the remains
as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.
Geology and Soils
Threshold  6.6(a)(2): Although | Mitigation Measure GE-1: Prior to grading and | Project City of Jurupa Valley Prior to issuance of Less than Significant
impacts associated with seismic | building permit issuance, the City shall verify that the | Applicant/Developer/ Building & Safety grading and building
shaking would be less than | following note is included on grading and building | Construction Manager Department permits, concurrent with
significant, mitigation is | plans. Project contractors shall be required to ensure grading and construction

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Impact Mitigation Measure (MM) Responsible Monitoring Implementation Level of
Party Party Stage Significance

recommended to ensure compliance | compliance with the note. This note also shall be activities
with the California Code of | specified in bid documents issued to prospective
Regulations, Title 24. construction contractors.

a. Construction activities shall occur in

accordance with all applicable requirements of the

California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24 (also

known as the California Building Code Standards Code

(CBSC) in effect at the time of construction.
Threshold 6.6(a)(3): The Project | Mitigation Measure GE-2: Prior to the issuance of | Project Geotechnical City of Jurupa Valley Prior to issuance of Less than Significant
contains soils that are subject to | grading and building permits, a licensed geotechnical | Engineer Building & Safety grading and building with Mitigation
liquefaction and could expose people | engineer contracted to the City or the Project Department permits Incorporated

or structures to substantial adverse
effects associated with soil failure.

Proponent shall review the detailed construction
plans and make a written determination of
concurrence with the recommendations specified in
the Project’s Geotechnical Investigation on file with
the City associated with Master Case 1485. The
written determination shall be filed with the City of
Jurupa Valley. The City shall verify that all of the
recommendations given in the Project’s Geotechnical
Engineering Investigation and written determination
are incorporated into the grading and building
specifications, including but not limited to all
disturbed top soils and surficial and stockpiled fill
(about 1 to 18 feet below existing ground surface)
shall be removed to competent native material, the
exposed surface scarified to a depth of 12 inches,
brought to within 2 percent of optimum moisture
content and compacted to a minimum of 90% of the
laboratory standard (ASTM: D-1557) prior to
placement of any additional compacted fill soils,
foundations, slabs-on-grade and pavement. In areas of
transition between the underlying native material and
engineered fill, additional overexcavation of the native
material consisting of a depth of two (2) feet below
proposed foundations is required to mitigate for
differential settlement. This fill shall extend a
minimum of five (5) horizontal feet or to a depth of
vertical excavation, whichever is greater, beyond the

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Impact

Mitigation Measure (MM)

Responsible
Party

Monitoring
Party

Implementation
Stage

Level of
Significance

outside edge of the perimeter foundation.

Threshold 6.6(b): Although impacts

associated with soil erosion would be
less than significant, mitigation is
recommended to ensure compliance
with regulatory permitting
requirements.

Mitigation Measure GE-3: Prior to grading permit
issuance, the Project Proponent shall obtain a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit from the State Water Resources Control Board.
Evidence that an NPDES permit has been issued shall
be provided to the City of Jurupa Valley prior to
issuance of the first grading permit.

Mitigation Measure GE-4: Prior to grading permit
issuance, the Project Proponent shall prepare a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).
Project contractors shall be required to ensure
compliance with the SWPPP and permit periodic
inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa
Valley staff or its designee to confirm compliance.

Mitigation Measure GE-5: Project contractors shall
be required to ensure compliance with the Project’s
Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) associated
with Master Case 1485 and permit periodic inspection
of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or
its designee to confirm compliance.

Project
Applicant/Developer/
Construction Manager

Project
Applicant/Developer/
Construction Manager

Project
Applicant/Developer/
Construction Manager

City of Jurupa Valley
Building & Safety
Department

City of Jurupa Valley
Building & Safety
Department

City of Jurupa Valley
Building & Safety
Department

Prior to issuance of a
grading permit

Prior to issuance of a
grading permit and
concurrent with grading
activities

Prior to issuance of a
grading permit and
concurrent with grading
activities

Less than Significant

Threshold  6.6(c): The Project

contains soils that could be subject to
liquefaction and could expose people
or structures to substantial adverse
effects associated with soil failure.

Mitigation Measure GE-6: Prior to the issuance of
grading and building permits, a licensed geotechnical
engineer contracted to the City or the Project
Proponent shall review the detailed construction
plans and sections and make a written determination
of concurrence with the recommendations specified in
the Project’s Geotechnical Reports associated with
Master Case 1485. The written determination shall be
filed with the City of Jurupa Valley. The City shall
verify that all of the recommendations given in the
Project's  Geotechnical Reports and  written
determination are incorporated into the grading and
building specifications, including but not limited to the
recommendation to remove near surface soils down
to competent materials and replace those soils with
properly compacted fill to limit the potential for soil

Project
Applicant/Developer

City of Jurupa Valley
Building & Safety
Department

Prior to issuance of a
grading permit

Less than Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated
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subsidence and collapse.

Mitigation Measure GE-1 shall also apply.

Threshold 6.6(d): The Project site

contains expansive soils.

Mitigation Measure GE-6 shall apply.

Project
Applicant/Developer

City of Jurupa Valley
Building & Safety
Department

Prior to issuance of a
grading permit

Less than Significant
with Mitigation

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Threshold 6.7(b): Although impacts
associated with greenhouse gas
emissions would be less than
significant, mitigation is
recommended to ensure compliance
with regulatory permitting
requirements.

Mitigation Measure GG-1: Prior to building permit
issuance, the City shall verify that the following note is
included on building plans. Project contractors shall
be required to ensure compliance with the note and
permit inspection by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its
designee to ensure compliance. The note also shall be
specified in bid documents issued to prospective
construction contractors.

a. All installed appliances shall comply with
California Code of Regulations Title 20 (Appliance
Energy Efficiency Standards), which establishes
energy efficiency requirements for appliances.

Mitigation Measure GG-2: Prior to the approval of
landscaping plans, the City shall verify that the all
landscaping will comply with City Ordinance No. 859,
“Water Efficient Landscape Requirements.” Project
contractors shall be required to ensure compliance
with approved landscaping plans.

Mitigation Measure GG-3: Prior to issuance of the
first building permit, the Project Applicant shall
submit energy usage calculations in the form of a Title
24 Compliance Report to the City of Jurupa Valley
Planning Department showing that the Project will be
constructed to achieve the building energy efficiency
standards set forth in California Code of Regulations
Title 24 requirements in effect at the time of building
permit issuance. Prior to issuance of the first building
permit, the City shall review and approve the Report.
Any combination of design features may be used to

Project
Applicant/Developer

Project
Applicant/Developer

Project
Applicant/Developer

City of Jurupa Valley
Building & Safety
Department

City of Jurupa Valley
Building & Safety
Department

City of Jurupa Valley
Building &  Safety
Department

Prior to building permit
issuance

Prior to building permit
issuance

Prior to issuance of first
building permit

Less than Significant
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fulfill this mitigation measure, including but not
limited to, the following:

a. Increasing insulation such that heat

transfer and thermal bridging is minimized;

b. Limiting air leakage through the structure
and/or within the heating and cooling distribution
system;

c. Using energy-efficient space heating and
cooling equipment;

d. Installing dual-paned or other energy-
efficient windows;

e. Using interior or exterior energy-efficient
lighting;

f. Installing automatic devices to turn off
lights where they are not needed;

g. Applying paint and a surface color palette
that emphasizes light and off-white colors that reflect
heat away from buildings;

h. Designing buildings with “cool roofs” using
products certified by the Cool Roof Rating Council,
and/or exposed roof surfaces using light and off-white
colors;

i Designing buildings to accommodate
photo-voltaic solar electricity systems or installation
of photo-voltaic solar electricity systems;

j- Installing Energy Star-rated appliances.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Stormwater  Pollution

Threshold 6.9(a): Significant water

quality impacts during construction
activities would be avoided through
preparation and implementation of a

Prevention

Plan (SWPPP) and compliance with
the terms of a General Construction

Mitigation Measure H-1: During grading and
ground-disturbing  activities, the construction
contractor shall ensure that the offsite export area is
contour graded between the northern property line
and the RCFCD storm drain easement in a manner
which would perpetuate the existing drainage pattern.
The construction contractor shall ensure that slopes

Project
Applicant/Developer/
Construction Manager

City of Jurupa Valley
Building and Safety
Department

During placement of soil
export on adjacent site

Less than significant
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Permit, issued by the Santa Ana | are graded at or less than 3:1, and permanent erosion
Regional Water Quality Management | measures (the use of soil binders, and/or
Board. Mitigation measure H-1 is | hydroseeding with native plants and vegetation) be
recommended to ensure adequate | implemented as soon as possible following placement
erosion control is provided in the | of the exported soils on the adjacent offsite export
SWPPP for the adjacent off-site soil | area.
export area.
Land Use and Planning
Threshold 6.10(c): Although no | Mitigation BR-1 shall apply. Project Biologist City of Jurupa Valley | Prior to the issuance of a | Less than Significant
nesting migratory birds and/or Planning Department | grading permit and | with Mitigation
burrowing owls were observed on and Building & Safety | within 30 days prior to | Incorporated

the Project site, there is the potential
that these species could occupy the
site prior to the commencement of
construction activities and thus be
impacted by such activities.

Department

grading

Noise

Threshold 6.12(a): The Project would

have the potential to expose persons
to noise levels in excess of local
standards during long-term
operation.

Although temporary, near-term noise
effects during construction would be
less than significant, mitigation is
recommended to ensure compliance
with local noise standards and
regulations.

Mitigation Measure N-1: Prior to grading and
building permit issuance, the City shall verify that the
following notes are included on grading plans and
building plans. Project contractors shall be required
to ensure compliance with the notes and permit
periodic inspection of the construction site by City of
Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to confirm
compliance. These notes also shall be specified in bid
documents issued to prospective construction
contractors.

a) All construction activities shall comply with
City Ordinance No. 847 (Noise Ordinance).

b) Construction contractors shall equip all
construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with
properly operating and maintained mufflers,
consistent with manufacturers’ standards.

) All stationary construction equipment shall
be placed in such a manner so that emitted noise is

Project
Applicant/Developer/
Construction Manager

City of Jurupa Valley
Building & Safety
Department

Prior to issuance of
grading and building
permits

Less than Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated
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directed away from the construction site’s southern
and eastern Project boundaries.

d) Construction equipment staging areas shall
be located in areas of the property that would create
the greatest distance between construction-related
noise sources and noise sensitive receivers nearest
the Project site’s southern and eastern boundaries.

Mitigation Measure N-2: Prior to issuance of any
building permits for buildings adjacent to [-15
(Building 1 and Buildings 21 to 25), a minimum
effective 12 foot high barrier shall be constructed on
the western boundary of the Project site adjacent to I-
15. Recommended barrier locations and other noise
mitigation measures are shown on Figure 6-2, Noise
Mitigation.

Mitigation N-3: Prior to issuance of building permits,
a final noise study based on final precise grading plan
elevations shall be prepared by a qualified acoustician
and approved by the City to validate appropriate noise
barrier heights, locations, and construction materials.
All required noise barriers shall be designed to reduce
noise levels to below 65 dBA CNEL within outdoor
living areas. The noise barrier shall provide a weight
of at least 4 pounds per square foot of face area with
no decorative cutouts or line-of-sight openings
between shielded areas and the roadways. The noise
barriers may consist of masonry block, stucco veneer
over wood framing (or foam core), or 1 inch thick
tongue and groove wood of sufficient weight per
square foot, % inch thick glass or other transparent
material with sufficient weight per square foot,
earthen berm, or any combination of these materials
that achieves the required noise attenuation and shall
have no decorative cutouts or other line-of-sight
openings between shielded areas and the noise source
(adjacent roadway). Prior to issuance of building

Project
Applicant/Developer/
Construction Manager

Project
Applicant/Developer

City of Jurupa Valley
Building & Safety
Department

City of Jurupa Valley
Building & Safety
Department

Prior to issuance of
building permits for
buildings adjacent to I-15

Prior to issuance of
building permits
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shall be completed to the satisfaction of the City
Planning Department demonstrating that the
proposed building materials will achieve interior
noise levels less than 45 dBA CNEL. Building
materials that would facilitate compliance with the 45
dBA CNEL interior noise standard, include, but are not
limited to dual-glazed windows and a means of
“windows closed” mechanical ventilation (e.g. air
conditioning).

Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley
Impact Mitigation Measure (MM) Responsible Monitoring Implementation Level of
Party Party Stage Significance
permits, the City of Jurupa Valley shall review and
approve the noise barrier design, placement, and
materials to ensure that the required level of sound
attenuation will be achieved.
Mitigation Measure N-4: Prior to issuance of any | Project City of Jurupa Valley Prior to issuance of
residential buildings permit, an interior noise analysis | Applicant/Developer Planning Department building permits

Threshold 6.12(d): Although

temporary, near-term noise effects
during construction would be less
than significant, mitigation is
recommended to ensure compliance
with local noise standards and
regulations.

Mitigation Measure N-1 shall apply.

Refer to MM N-1

Refer to MM N-1

Refer to MM N-1

Less than Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Public Services

Threshold 6.14(a): Although the | Mitigation Measure PS-1: The Project shall comply | Project Applicant/ City of Jurupa Valley Prior to the issuance of Less than Significant
Project would not cause the need to | with City’s Development Impact Fee (DIF) Ordinance, | Developer Planning Department, building permits
build new or physically altered fire, | which requires payment of a development mitigation City of Jurupa Valley
sheriff, or other public facilities, and | fee to assist in providing revenue that the City can use Building and Safety
impacts to public schools and parks | to improve public facilities and/or equipment, to Department
would be less than significant, | offset the incremental increase in the demand for
mitigation is recommended to ensure | public services that would be created by the Project.
compliance with local ordinances and | Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project
State law relating to impact fees | Applicant shall pay fees in accordance with the City’s
required for the provision of public | Ordinance 659.
services.
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program Page 8-19
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Mitigation Measure PS-2: The Project shall comply | Project Applicant/ City of Jurupa Valley Prior to the issuance of
with the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 | Developer Planning Department, building permits
(Senate Bill 50), which requires payment of a school City of Jurupa Valley
impact fee on a per dwelling unit basis to assist in Building and Safety
providing revenue that school districts (including Department
CNUSD) can use to ensure the adequate provision of
public education facilities and services to service new
development. Prior to the issuance of building
permits, the Project Applicant shall pay required
impact fees to the CNUSD following CNUSD protocol
for impact fee collection.
Mitigation Measure PS-3: The Project shall comply | p..: : City of Jurupa Valley : .
i i > ) ject Applicant/ Plannine Department Prior to the issuance of
with JARPD Ordinance No. 02-2007, which requires Developer : g Lep ) building permits
payment of a development impact fee on a per City of Jurupa Valley
dwelling unit basis to assist in providing revenue that Building and Safety
JARPD can use to ensure the adequate provision of Department
public parkland to service new development. Prior to
the issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant
shall pay required impact fees to the JARPD, following
JARPD protocol for impact fee collection.
Transportation/Traffic
Threshold 6.16(a): The Project would | Mitigation Measure TR-1: Prior to issuance of | Project Applicant/ City of Jurupa Valley Prior to issuance of Less than Significant
result in less-than-significant effects | grading permits and building permits, a construction | Developer, Project Building and Safety grading and building with Mitigation
to the local circulation system during | traffic management plan shall be submitted for | Construction Manager Department permits

temporary construction activities;
however, mitigation is proposed to
minimize impacts on local traffic
flows and potential nuisance impacts
to neighboring land uses.

Implementation of the proposed
Project has the potential to directly
cause and cumulatively contribute to
level of service deficiencies in the
local circulation system in near-term

approval by the City’s Building Official. This plan shall
identify route restrictions, hourly restrictions,
locations of staging and storage areas, locations of
work crew parking, etc., to minimize impacts during
morning and afternoon peak commute periods and to
prohibit routing of truck traffic through any
neighboring residential areas.
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Impact Mitigation Measure (MM) Responsible Monitoring Implementation _ Le_vel of
Party Party Stage Significance
(Opening Year) and long-term
(Horizon Year) conditions.
Mitigation Measure TR-2: Prior to the issuance of | Project Applicant/ City of Jurupa Valley Prior to the issuance of a

the Project’s first building permit, the Project
Proponent shall pay to the City of Jurupa Valley a fair
share contribution to assure the construction of the
geometric improvements specified in the Project
conditions of approval at the intersection of Pats
Ranch Road/68 Street.

Mitigation Measure TR-3: Prior to the issuance of
the Project’s first building permit, the Project
Proponent shall pay fees required by the Riverside
County TUMF and RBBD programs to assure the
construction of the geometric improvements specified
in the Project conditions of approval to the
intersection of I-15 Southbound Ramps/Limonite
Avenue.

Mitigation Measure TR-4: Prior to the issuance of
the Project’s first building permit, the Project
Proponent shall pay fees required by Riverside
County TUMF and RBBD programs to assure the
construction of the geometric improvements specified
in the Project conditions of approval to the
intersection of I-15 Northbound Ramps/Limonite
Avenue.

Mitigation Measure TR-5: Prior to the issuance of
the Project’s first occupancy permit, the Project
Proponent shall pay fees required by the Riverside
County TUMF program and its fair share contribution
toward improvements not programmed by TUMF to
assure the construction of the geometric
improvements specified in the Project conditions of
approval to the intersection of Pats Ranch
Road/Limonite Avenue.

Developer

Project Applicant/
Developer

Project Applicant/
Developer

Project Applicant/
Developer

Planning Department

City of Jurupa Valley
Planning Department

City of Jurupa Valley
Planning Department

City of Jurupa Valley
Planning Department

building permit

Prior to the issuance of a
building permit

Prior to the issuance of a
building permit

Prior to the first building
permit final inspection
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Mitigation Measure TR-6: Prior to the issuance of | Project Applicant/ City of Jurupa Valley Prior to the first building

the Project’s first occupancy permit, the Project
Proponent shall pay fees required by the Riverside
County TUMF program and its fair share contribution
toward improvements not programmed by TUMF to
assure the construction of the geometric
improvements specified in the Project conditions of
approval to the intersection of Wineville
Avenue/Limonite Avenue.

Developer

Planning Department

permit final inspection

Threshold 6.16(b): The Project would

result and contribute to a level of
service deficiency to the Riverside
County Congestion Management
Program circulation system in near-
term (Opening Year) and long-term
(Horizon Year) conditions.

Mitigation Measures TR-3 through TR-4 shall apply

Refer to MM TR-3
through MM TR-4

Refer to MM TR-2
through MM TR-4

Refer to MM TR-2
through MM TR-4

Less than Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Vernola Marketplace Apartments (Master Application 1485) City of Jurupa Valley
Impact Mitigation Measure (MM) Responsible Monitoring Implementation Level of
Party Party Stage Significance
Utility and Service Systems
Threshold 6.17(e): Although Project | Mitigation Measure U-1: The Applicant shall work | Project City of Jurupa Valley Prior to issuance of first Less than significant
impacts on the capacity of the | with JCSD to assure that the JCSD’s allocation of | Applicant/Developer Building & Safety building permit
regional wastewater treatment plant | wastewater treatment capacity in the WRCRWTP is Department
would be less than significant, | sufficient to accommodate this Project’s wastewater
Mitigation Measure U-1 is | load. If it is insufficient, the Project shall pay for the
recommended to ensure that the | required volume of treatment plant capacity, prior to
Project pays for an additional | issuance of any building permits.
allocation of capacity for JCSD, if
needed, to handle the Project’s
wastewater load.
Threshold 6.17(g): Although impacts | Mitigation Measure U-2: The Project shall | Project Applicant/ City of Jurupa Valley Prior to the issuance of Less than Significant
associated with compliance to | participate in established City-wide programs for | Developer Planning Department, the first building permit
federal, state, and local statutes and | residential development projects to reduce solid City of Jurupa Valley final inspection
regulations related to solid waste | waste generation, in accordance with the provisions of Building and Safety
would be less than significant, | the Riverside Countywide Integrated Waste Department
mitigation is recommended to ensure | Management Plan. Additionally, the Project shall
compliance with mandatory solid | comply with Section 4.408 of the 2013 California
waste reduction requirements. Green Building Code Standards, which requires new
development projects to submit and implement a
construction waste management plan in order to
reduce the amount of construction waste transported
to landfills. Prior to the issuance of building permits,
the City of Jurupa Valley shall confirm that a sufficient
plan has been submitted, and prior to final building
inspections, the City of Jurupa shall review and verify
the Contractor’s documentation that confirms the
volumes and types of wastes that were diverted from
landfill disposal, in accordance with the approved
construction waste management plan.
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City of Jurupa Valley

Mitigation Measure U-3: The Project shall comply
with the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling
Act of 1991, which requires new development
projects to prepare a waste recycling plan in order to
reduce the amount of solid waste diverted to landfills.
Prior to the issuance of grading and building permits,
the Project Applicant shall submit a Waste Recycling
Plan to the City of Jurupa Valley and the Riverside
County Waste Management Department. The Waste
Recycling Plan shall list the estimated quantity of
waste to be generated on-site during construction and
demolition activities and the methods that will be
utilized to recycle, reuse, compost and/or salvage a
minimum of 50% of the construction and demolition
waste generated on-site. Following the completion of
construction activities, the Project Applicant shall
submit a final Waste Recycling Report to the City of
Jurupa Valley and the Riverside County Waste
Management Department that demonstrates the
actual quantities of construction and demolition waste
generated and recycled.

Mitigation Measure U-4: The Project shall comply
with the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling
Act of 1991, which requires new development
projects to provide refuse/recycling collection and
loading areas in order to reduce the amount of solid
waste transported to landfills. Prior to the issuance of
building permits, the City of Jurupa Valley shall
confirm that adequate areas for collecting and loading
recyclable materials are identified on Project
construction drawings.

Project Applicant/
Developer

Project Applicant/
Developer

City of Jurupa Valley
Planning Department,
City of Jurupa Valley
Building and Safety
Department

City of Jurupa Valley
Building and Safety
Department

Prior to the issuance of a
grading permit

Prior to the issuance of
building permits

Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
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