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1 Introduction 

1.1 Project Overview 

The Riverside Community College District (District) is proposing construction of a classroom and administration 

building and a law enforcement and emergency management response educational facility for the School of Public 

Safety (project). The project would be located at the Ben Clark Training Center (BCTC) and would provide two 

buildings for the School of Public Safety, an instructional department within the District’s Moreno Valley College 

(MVC). The project would be built in two phases as funding becomes available. Phase I would be constructed within 

the short-term (0–1 year after project approval) and would involve construction of the classroom and administration 

building. Phase II would be constructed in the long-term (1–5 years after project approval) and would involve 

construction of the law enforcement and emergency management response educational facility.  

1.2 California Environmental Quality Act Compliance 

The District is the lead California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) agency responsible for review and approval 

of the proposed project. Based on the findings of the Initial Study (IS), the City has made the determination that 

a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is the appropriate environmental document to be prepared in 

compliance with CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.). As stated in CEQA Section 

21064, an MND may be prepared for a project subject to CEQA when an IS has identified no potentially significant 

effects on the environment. 

This Draft IS/MND has been prepared by the District as lead agency and is in conformance with Section 15070(a) 

of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). The purpose of this MND and the IS Checklist is to determine any 

potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed project and to incorporate mitigation measures into 

project design, as necessary, to reduce or eliminate the significant or potentially significant effects of the project. 

1.3 Public Review Process 

In accordance with CEQA, a good-faith effort has been made during preparation of this IS/MND to contact affected 

agencies, organizations, and persons who may have an interest in this project.  

In reviewing the IS/MND, affected public agencies and the interested public should focus on the sufficiency of the 

document in identifying and analyzing the project’s possible impacts on the environment. A copy of the Draft 

IS/MND and related documents are available for review at the District (see address below) between 8:00 a.m. and 

5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. 

Riverside Community College District 

3801 Market Street 

Riverside, California 92501 

The document is also available on the District’s website at www.rccd.edu. 



BEN CLARK TRAINING CENTER SCHOOL OF PUBLIC SAFETY PROJECT 

   13140 

 2 June 2021 

Comments on the Draft IS/MND may be made in writing before the end of the public review period. A 30-day review 

and comment period from June 15, 2021, to July 14, 2021, has been established in accordance with Section 

15072(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. Following the close of the public comment period, the District will consider this 

Draft IS/MND and comments thereto in determining whether to approve the proposed project.  

Written comments on the Draft IS/MND should be sent to the following address by 5:00 p.m., July 14, 2021. 

Riverside Community College District 

3801 Market Street 

Riverside, California 92501 

Contact: Bart Doering, Facilities Development Director 

Telephone: 951.222.8962 

Email: Bart.Doering@rccd.edu 
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2 Project Description 

2.1 Project Location 

The project site is located within the western Riverside County sub-region of Southern California. The project site is 

within a relatively developed area of Riverside County and is located within the northern portion of the BCTC at 

16791 Davis Avenue, located south of 11th Street, between Davis Avenue and Bundy Avenue (Figure 1, Project 

Location). The project site is located on one parcel that encompasses the entire BCTC (Assessor’s Parcel Number 

[APN] 294110005).  

The BCTC is located southeast of the City of Riverside, west of the City of Moreno Valley and March Air Reserve 

Base, and northwest of the City of Perris. The BCTC also sits south and southeast of Orangecrest and Woodcrest, 

heavily developed residential communities, as well as north of the community known as Mead Valley. Regional 

access to the project site is provided via Interstate (I) 215, located approximately 1.6 miles east of the project site.  

Within the BCTC, the project site is accessible via Bundy Avenue and 11th Street.  

2.2 Environmental Setting 

Background  

The BCTC is one of the largest public safety training centers in Southern California. It encompasses approximately 

375 acres of the former March Air Force Base (AFB). The March AFB was an active military installation almost 

continually from 1918 to 1996, when it was converted to the March Air Reserve Base and relocated east of I-215. 

In 1999, the federal government transferred the land that is now the BCTC to the County of Riverside (County) for 

the purposes of developing and operating a public safety training center. Since that time, the County has partnered 

with various public agencies to develop and use training and educational facilities at the BCTC in furtherance of 

that mission. These agencies include the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department, California Department of Forestry 

and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), Riverside County Fire Department, California Highway Patrol, Riverside County 

Probation Department, and the District (MVC 2021). 

The District has long partnered with the County of Riverside and local and state-wide public safety agencies to 

provide public safety education training. As early as the 1950s, the District partnered with the Riverside County 

Sheriff’s Department to provide law enforcement training at the District’s Riverside City College campus. Over the 

decades, the District’s partnerships and programs expanded to include training for fire, medical, and other public 

safety services. In 1996, the District moved the majority of its public safety training and education operations to 

the BCTC, and in 2006, all programs were realigned from Riverside City College to MVC under the MVC’s School of 

Public Safety (MVC 2021).  

The MVC School of Public Safety operates as an instructional department of MVC and continues to provide 

educational and training opportunities for students and current professionals interested in pursuing and advancing 

careers in law enforcement, fire, homeland security, and emergency medical services. MVC operates more than 

35,000 square feet of instructional and administrative space within a combination of permanent and modular 
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classrooms and offices at the BCTC. The District leases the land for these facilities from the County of Riverside, 

which owns the entirety of the BCTC (MVC 2021).  

Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 

Per the County of Riverside General Plan, the entire BCTC, inclusive of the project site, is located within the 

Community Development Foundation component of the County and is located within the boundaries of the March 

Area Plan area (County of Riverside 2015a). The March Area Plan is subject to the land use designations found in 

the March Joint Powers Authority (JPA)1 General Plan, which designates the entire BCTC as Public Facility (PF) 

(Figure 2, General Plan Land Use Designation) (MJPA 1998). Additionally, the County’s online mapping tool 

classifies the BCTC as being located within the March Area Zoning District and designates the BCTC with a zoning 

classification of Rural Residential (R-R) (Figure 3, Existing Zoning) (County of Riverside 2021). Refer to Section 3.11, 

Land Use and Planning, for further details on land use compatibility.  

Bordering the BCTC, land is designated as Specific Plan (SP) for planned industrial uses to the north and east, and 

Cemetery (CM) to the southeast (MJPA 1998). The land directly south and southwest of the BCTC, located opposite 

Barton Street and Nandina Avenue, is not located within the jurisdiction of the March JPA. The County designates 

this land as part of the Rural Community Foundation (RCF) (County of Riverside 2015a) and zones the land as the 

Mead Valley District to the south and Woodcrest District to the southwest (County of Riverside 2021).  

Existing Operations and Site Condition 

The approximately 10-acre project site is located within the northwestern portion of the BCTC where the majority of 

existing training and instructional activities occur. The project site currently contains modular classroom buildings, 

a dirt athletic track, a gravel parking lot, and vacant land.  

The project site is bounded by 11th Street to the north, Bundy Avenue to the east, a gravel parking lot to the west, 

and CAL FIRE Drill Grounds to the south. Portable and permanent classrooms, dormitories, and parking areas are 

located east of the project site beyond Bundy Avenue.  

2.3 Project Characteristics 

Proposed Project 

The project would involve the demolition or relocation of existing modular classrooms on-site and the development 

and operation of two educational buildings that would provide approximately 54,135 square feet of educational 

and administrative spaces for the MVC School of Public Safety. The project would be built in two phases as funding 

becomes available. Phase I of the project would be constructed in the western portion of the project site and would 

involve the construction of an approximately 14,135-square-foot one-story classroom and administration building 

(Figure 4a, Site Plan – Phase I). Phase II of the project would be constructed on the eastern portion of the project 

site and involves construction of an approximately 40,000-gross-square-foot two-story law enforcement and 

emergency management response educational facility (Figure 4b, Site Plan – Phase II).  

 
1  The March JPA is a joint powers authority consisting of the Cities of Perris, Moreno Valley, and Riverside, and the County of 

Riverside. The County of Riverside transferred local land use authority to the March Air Reserve Base and successor lands to the 

March JPA in 1997.   
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Phase I would be constructed within the short-term (0 to 1 year after project approval) and Phase II would be 

constructed in the long-term (1 to 5 years after project approval). While this Draft IS/MND evaluates both phases 

as part of the project, detailed information for Phase II may not yet be fully available and/or subject to change.  

The proposed project is the first project in a series of training and instructional projects that are planned for the 

BCTC. However, any projects beyond the proposed project remain at the conceptual level. It is anticipated that these 

projects would be identified in a future facilities master plan for the BCTC, which the District anticipates would be 

drafted in partnership with the County of Riverside and other public agencies that use the BCTC. Currently, no 

funding sources have yet been identified for this effort, so it is unknown when these planning initiatives would 

commence. Any future development projects beyond the scope of the proposed project would be subject to 

additional CEQA review.  

Site Access, Circulation, and Parking 

Site access would be provided via three proposed driveways along 11th Street. Two of the proposed driveways 

would lead to passenger vehicle parking lots located on the eastern and western corner of the of the project site. 

The third proposed driveway would lead to a loading area behind the building proposed for Phase I. Phase I would 

include 84 parking spots (inclusive of five parking spaces meeting the requirements of the Americans with 

Disabilities Act) located at the western corner of the project site. Phase II would include 125 parking spots located 

at the eastern corner of the project site.  

Frontage Improvements 

The project would include improvements to the frontages of the project site, including a new concrete walkway to 

provide pedestrian access from 11th Street to the proposed project. A variety of trees, shrubs, and vegetated 

groundcovers would be planted within landscape planters.  

Stormwater and Other Utility Improvements 

Since the project site is located within the BCTC and is surrounded by existing classroom buildings and dormitories, 

the site is served by existing domestic water, sanitary sewer, stormwater, electrical and natural gas utilities. The 

project would connect to these utilities from their current locations within the project vicinity. 

Phase I of the project would also feature a stormwater detention basin to capture and attenuate stormwater flows. 

This basin would be designed to capture and retain flows from design flows consistent with the Riverside County Flood 

Control and Water Conservation Hydrology Manual prior to routing flows into the public storm drain system. The 

drainage system for Phase II of the project has not yet been designed but would comply with all applicable regulations 

pertaining to stormwater management.  

Solar panels would be installed on the rooftop of the classroom building and in the parking lot. The rooftop array is 

expected to yield 50 kilowatts (kW) of power and the carport would yield 60 kW of power. An 80 kW per hour battery 

energy storage system would be located adjacent to the classroom building’s east side (RCCD 2020). The timing of 

the solar panel installation is currently unknown. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, the beneficial impacts 

of installing solar panels (i.e., off-setting greenhouse gas emissions and energy usage) is not accounted for.  
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2.4 Project Construction and Phasing 

The project would be built in two phases as funding becomes available. Phase I would be constructed within the 

short-term (0 to 1 year after project approval) and phase II would be constructed in the long-term (1 to 5 years after 

project approval). Construction of the project would include minor demolition of the existing sidewalk and 

landscaping, removal or relocation of existing portable classrooms to the east, site preparation, grading, 

underground utility construction (trenching), building construction, and architectural coating. For the purposes of 

this analysis, it is assumed that construction of Phase I of the project would commence in September 20212 and 

would last approximately 10 months. Phase II of the project was assumed to commence in August 2022 and would 

last about 14 months. All construction areas and staging areas would be fenced off and isolated from the remaining 

BCTC site. Construction phasing details are provided in Section 3.3, Air Quality.  

Site preparation would involve the removal of existing concrete and landscaping located on the site. Additional site 

clearing and rough grading would occur during the site preparation phase. After grading, there would be trenching 

of soil for the placement of underground utilities. Building construction would involve the construction of the 

proposed buildings in Phase I and Phase II and associated exterior hardscape features (i.e., sidewalks, access 

ramps, stairways). The paving phase would involve paving walkways and hardscape around the building. The 

architectural coating phase would involve the application of interior and exterior paints and coatings. Additional 

information about construction phasing is provided in Section 3.3, Air Quality. 

2.5 Project Approvals 

The actions and/or approvals that the District needs to consider for the project include, but are not limited to, the 

following: This list is preliminary, and may not be comprehensive: 

• Adoption of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) 

• Division of State Architect approval of the site plan 

Subsequent non‐discretionary approvals (which would require separate processing through the District) would 

include, but may not be limited to a demolition permit, grading permit, building permits, and occupancy permits. 

 
2  Construction start dates may start later than what is assumed in this analysis. However, in an effort to capture a wort-case scenario 

for air quality emissions, an “earliest reasonable construction start date” is assumed. Assuming the earliest start date for 

construction represents the worst-case scenario for air quality and greenhouse gas emissions because equipment and vehicle 

emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to more stringent standards for in-use off-road equipment and heavy-

duty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles in later years.  
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3 Initial Study Checklist 

1. Project title: 

Ben Clark Training Center School of Public Safety Project 

2. Lead agency name and address: 

Riverside Community College District 

3801 Market Street 

Riverside, California 92501 

3. Contact person and phone number: 

Bart Doering 

Facilities Development Director 

951.222.8962 

4. Project location: 

The project site is located within the northern portion of the BCTC at 16791 Davis Avenue, located south 

of 11th Street, between Davis Avenue and Bundy Avenue (Figure 1, Project Location). The project site is 

located on one parcel that encompasses the entire BCTC (APN 294110005). Regional access to the project 

site is provided via I-215, located approximately 1.6 miles east from the project site.  

5. Project sponsor’s name and address: 

Riverside Community College District 

3801 Market Street 

Riverside, California 92501 

6. General plan designation: 

Public Facility (PF) 

7. Zoning: 

Zoning District: March Area Zoning District  

Zoning Classification: Rural Residential (R-R) 

8. Description of project: 

The project would develop an approximately 10-acre (gross) site within the northern portion of the BCTC. 

Phase I of the project would involve the construction of an approximately 14,135-square-foot one-story 

classroom and administration building (building A) (Figure 4a, Site Plan – Phase I). Phase II of the project 

involves construction of an approximately 40,000-gross-square-foot two-story law enforcement and 

emergency management response educational facility (building B) (Figure 4b, Site Plan – Phase II).  

Refer to Section 2, Project Description, for a detailed description of the project and associated improvements. 
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9. Surrounding land uses and setting: 

The approximately 10-acre project site is located within the northwestern portion of the BCTC where the 

majority of existing training and instructional activities occur. The project site currently contains modular 

classroom buildings, a dirt athletic track, a gravel parking lot, and vacant land.  

The project site is bounded by 11th Street to the north, Bundy Avenue to the east, a gravel parking lot to 

the west, and CAL FIRE Drill Grounds to the south. Portable and permanent classrooms, dormitories, and 

parking areas are located east of the project site beyond Bundy Avenue.  

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required: 

Division of State Architect approval of the site plan. 

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested 

consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation 

that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, 

procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.? 

Yes. Refer to Section 3.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, for further discussion about the tribal cultural 

resource and the tribal consultation process. 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact 

that is a “Potentially Significant Impact,” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

 Aesthetics   Agriculture and 

Forestry Resources  

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources   Energy 

 Geology and Soils   Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions  

 Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials  

 Hydrology and Water Quality   Land Use and 

Planning  

 Mineral Resources  

 Noise   Population and 

Housing  

 Public Services  

 Recreation   Transportation   Tribal Cultural Resources  

 Utilities and Service Systems   Wildfire  Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 
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Determination 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

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

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required. 

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

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

 

 

  
Signature 

 

 

  
Date 

 

  

Hussain Agah, Associate Vice Chancellor, Facilities Planning

June 14, 2021
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported 

by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” 

answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does 

not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” 

answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., 

the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative 

as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 

answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or 

less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an 

effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the 

determination is made, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required. 

4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation 

of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than 

Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they 

reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described 

in (5) below, may be cross-referenced). 

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect 

has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this 

case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

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

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope 

of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state 

whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures 

Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier 

document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 

potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside 

document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is 

substantiated. 

7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 

contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies 

should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental 

effects in whatever format is selected. 

9. The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance 
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3.1 Aesthetics 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

I. AESTHETICS – Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 

scenic vista? 
    

b) Substantially damage scenic resources 

including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 

state scenic highway? 

    

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially 

degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of public views of the site and its 

surroundings? (Public views are those that 

are experienced from publicly accessible 

vantage point). If the project is in an 

urbanized area, would the project conflict 

with applicable zoning and other regulations 

governing scenic quality? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 

glare which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area? 

    

 

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. According the March JPA General Plan (MJPA 1998), the March JPA planning 

area contains scenic areas from the architectural value of the homes within the former residential 

community known as Green Acres (east of I-215) to the scenic vistas of the open space hillside areas west 

of I-215. Additionally, the March JPA General Plan designates Van Buren Boulevard as a scenic roadway. 

Van Buren Boulevard is located approximately 0.5 miles north of the project site. However, the project site 

is located within the BCTC and is surrounded by other BCTC facilities. Several of the buildings immediately 

surrounding the project site are three stories tall. The Phase I building would be two stories and the Phase 

II building would be one story; thus, the proposed buildings would be consistent with building heights in the 

surrounding area. Given the project’s height, the inclusion of the project within the existing viewshed would 

be consistent with views currently found throughout the project area. Moreover, due to the existing 

development between the project site and surrounding scenic areas and vistas, the project would not have 

a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Therefore, impacts associated with scenic vistas would be 

less than significant. 

b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

No Impact. As stated in Section 3.1(a), the only scenic roadway in the vicinity of the project site is Van Buren 

Boulevard, located approximately 0.5 miles north of the site. There are no designated state scenic highways 
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near the project site (Caltrans 2021). The closest designated state scenic highway is a portion of the I-10 

Freeway, running 9 miles from the Calimesa area to the San Bernardino City Limit, which is approximately 

15 miles to the northeast at its closest point. Existing development is located in between the project site 

and both Van Buren Boulevard and the scenic portion of I-10, precluding the availability these views of or 

across the project site. As such, the project would have no impact on state scenic highways or local scenic 

corridors. 

c) In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 

public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly 

accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable 

zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Figure 5, Exterior Rendering Phase I, shows the proposed design and height 

of the proposed education building for Phase I. The solar panels would be placed on top of this building 

and would not be visible. While the exact design and elevations are not available for the Phase II building, 

they would be similar to the Phase I Building. These buildings would be situated within the BCTC, which is 

an active public safety training facility and contains other two- and three-story buildings of similar design 

and height. The parking lot array would be placed in the parking lot to the west of the classroom building 

and would be a carport style structure. Given the consistency of the project with surrounding development, 

the project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or change the quality of public 

views of the site and its surroundings. Thus, the project would have a less-than-significant impact to the 

existing visual character and quality of public views. 

d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction activities would be conducted Monday through Friday from 7:00 

a.m. to 6:00 p.m. and Saturday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Although nighttime lighting would not generally 

be needed for construction activities, lighting may be needed during winter months when the hours of 

daylight are shorter than in other seasons of the year. When in use, nighttime lighting for construction would 

be focused on construction areas and would not spill over into other areas of the BCTC or other surrounding 

areas. In addition, construction lighting would be shielded and directed downward and would be of the 

minimum required intensity to provide for safe construction activity. Therefore, lighting necessary to 

conduct construction activities is not anticipated to result in substantial lighting that could affect nighttime 

views in the area. Impacts would be less than significant.  

With regard to project operation, similar to existing buildings within the BCTC, the proposed project buildings 

would include interior lighting for illumination of classrooms, offices, meeting rooms, restrooms, and other 

areas and exterior lighting for safety and security purposes as well as outdoor lighting for security purposes. 

Exterior lighting would be typical of other lighting found throughout the BCTC. In conformance with Section 

8.80.050 of the County of Riverside Municipal Code, all outdoor lighting would be directed downward, 

adequately shielded, and contained on the project site (County of Riverside 2020). Thus, lighting and glare 

impacts resulting from the project would be less than significant.  
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3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES – In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 

significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 

Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional 

model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest 

resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to 

information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s 

inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 

Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by 

the California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 

or Farmland of Statewide Importance 

(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 

pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program of the California 

Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 

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 4526), or timberland zoned 

Timberland Production (as defined by 

Government Code section 51104(g))? 

    

d) Result in 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, to non-agricultural use or 

conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

    

 

a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 

(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

No Impact. Based on farmland maps prepared by the California Department of Conservation, the project site 

is not located in an area designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 

Importance. The majority of the project site is designated as Other Land (CDOC 2021a). Other Land is 

characterized as land that is not included in any other mapping category. Additionally, a small portion of the 

project site located along the northern boundary is designated as Urban and Built-Up Land (CDOC 2021a). 



BEN CLARK TRAINING CENTER SCHOOL OF PUBLIC SAFETY PROJECT 

   13140 

 15 June 2021 

Urban and Built-Up land is characterized as land occupied by structures with a building density of at least 1 

unit to 1.5 acres. Therefore, no impact associated with conversion of important farmland would occur. 

b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

No Impact. The project site is not located within an area that is zoned or designated for agricultural 

use or under a Williamson Act Contract (County of Riverside 2020). The March JPA General Plan 

designates the entire BCTC, inclusive of the project site, as Public Facility (PF) (MJPA 1998). Therefore, 

no impact would occur.  

c) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 

Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or 

timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

No Impact. The project site is not zoned as forestland, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland 

Production; nor does the site support these uses. The March JPA General Plan designates the entire BCTC, 

inclusive of the project site, as Public Facility (PF) (MJPA 1998). Therefore, no impact would occur.  

d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

No Impact. The project site is located within the BCTC, which is an active public safety training facility. The 

project site is not located on or adjacent to forestland. As such, the project would not result in the loss of 

forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

e) Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to 

non-forest use? 

No Impact. As discussed previously in Section 3.2(a–d), the project is located within the BCTC, which is an 

active public safety training facility. The project site is not located on or adjacent to any parcels identified 

as important farmland or forestland. In addition, the proposed project would not involve changes to the 

existing environment that would result in the indirect conversion of important farmland or forestland 

located away from the project site. Therefore, no impact associated with the conversion of farmland or 

forestland would occur. 
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3.3 Air Quality 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY – Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality 

management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following 

determinations. Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 

the applicable air quality plan? 
    

b) 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? 

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations? 
    

d) Result in other emissions (such as those 

leading to odors) adversely affecting a 

substantial number of people? 

    

 

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which 

includes the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, and all of 

Orange County, and is within the jurisdictional boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District (SCAQMD). 

The SCAQMD administers the SCAB’s Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which is a comprehensive 

document outlining an air pollution control program for attaining the California Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The most recently adopted AQMP 

for the SCAB is the 2016 AQMP (SCAQMD 2017).3 The 2016 AQMP focuses on available, proven, and cost-

effective alternatives to traditional air quality strategies while seeking to achieve multiple goals in 

partnership with other entities seeking to promote reductions in greenhouse gases (GHGs) and toxic risk, 

as well as efficiencies in energy use, transportation, and goods movement (SCAQMD 2017).  

The purpose of a consistency finding with regard to the AQMP is to determine if a project is consistent with 

the assumptions and objectives of the 2016 AQMP, and if it would interfere with the region’s ability to 

comply with federal and state air quality standards. The SCAQMD has established criteria for determining 

 
3  The SCAQMD has initiated the development of the 2022 AQMP to address the attainment of the 2015 8 -hour ozone 

standard (70 parts per billion) for the SCAB and the Coachella Valley. Preliminary rule development for the 2022 AQMP is 

expected to begin in July 2021 including control measures developed through Residential and Commercial Buildings and 

Mobile Source Working Groups.  
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consistency with the currently applicable AQMP in Chapter 12, Sections 12.2 and 12.3 of the SCAQMD 

CEQA Air Quality Handbook. These criteria are as follows (SCAQMD 1993): 

• Consistency Criterion No. 1: Whether the project would result in an increase in the frequency or 

severity of existing air quality violations, cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely 

attainment of the ambient air quality standards or interim emission reductions in the AQMP.  

• Consistency Criterion No. 2: Whether the project would exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or 

increments based on the year of project buildout and phase. 

To address the first criterion, project-generated criteria air pollutant emissions have been estimated and 

analyzed for significance and are addressed under Section 3.3(b). Detailed results of this analysis are 

included in Appendix A, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions CalEEMod Output Files. As presented in 

Section 3.3(b), the proposed project would not generate construction or operational criteria air pollutant 

emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s thresholds, and the project would therefore be consistent with 

Criterion No. 1. 

The second criterion regarding the potential of the proposed project to exceed the assumptions in the AQMP 

or increments based on the year of project buildout and phase is primarily assessed by determining 

consistency between the proposed project’s land use designations and its potential to generate population 

growth. In general, projects are considered consistent with, and not in conflict with or obstructing 

implementation of, the AQMP if the growth in socioeconomic factors is consistent with the underlying 

regional plans used to develop the AQMP (SCAQMD 1993). The SCAQMD primarily uses demographic 

growth forecasts for various socioeconomic categories (e.g., population, housing, and employment by 

industry) developed by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for its 2016–2040 

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (SCAG 2016). SCAQMD uses 

this document, which is based on general plans for cities and counties in the SCAB, to develop the AQMP 

emissions inventory (SCAQMD 2017).4 The SCAG RTP/SCS and associated Regional Growth Forecast are 

generally consistent with the local plans; therefore, the 2016 AQMP is generally consistent with local 

government plans.  

The proposed project site is designated as Public Facilities (PF) in the County General Plan (County of 

Riverside 2015a) and is located within the March Area Zoning District (County of Riverside 2021). The 

project would be consistent with the existing zoning of the project site. As such, since the proposed project 

is not anticipated to result in residential population growth or generate an increase in employment that 

would conflict with existing employment-population projections, it would not conflict with or exceed the 

assumptions in the 2016 AQMP. Accordingly, the proposed project is consistent with the SCAG RTP/SCS 

forecasts used in the SCAQMD AQMP development.  

 
4  Information necessary to produce the emissions inventory for the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) is obtained from the South Coast 

Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and other governmental agencies, including the California Air Resources Board (CARB), 

California Department of Transportation, and Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Each of these agencies is 

responsible for collecting data (e.g., industry growth factors, socioeconomic projections, travel activity levels, emission factors, 

emission speciation profile, and emissions) and developing methodologies (e.g., model and demographic forecast improvements) 

required to generate a comprehensive emissions inventory. SCAG incorporates these data into its Travel Demand Model for 

estimating/projecting vehicle miles traveled and driving speeds. SCAG’s socioeconomic and transportation activities projections 

in their 2016–2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy are integrated in the 2016 Air Quality 

Management Plan (SCAQMD 2017). 
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In summary, based on the considerations presented for the two criteria, impacts relating to the 

proposed project’s potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable AQMP would 

be less than significant. 

b) Would the project 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? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The nonattainment status of 

regional pollutants is a result of past and present development, and the SCAQMD develops and implements 

plans for future attainment of ambient air quality standards. Based on these considerations, project-level 

thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants are used to determine whether a project’s individual 

emissions would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to air quality. If a project’s emissions would 

exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds, it would be considered to have a cumulatively considerable 

contribution. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds are generally not 

considered to be cumulatively significant (SCAQMD 2003a).  

A quantitative analysis was conducted to determine whether the proposed project might result in emissions 

of criteria air pollutants that may cause exceedances of the NAAQS or CAAQS, or cumulatively contribute to 

existing nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Criteria air pollutants include ozone (O3), nitrogen 

dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide, particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less 

than or equal to 10 microns (PM10; course particulate matter), particulate matter with an aerodynamic 

diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns (PM2.5; fine particulate matter), and lead. Pollutants that are 

evaluated herein include volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx), which are 

important because they are precursors to O3, as well as CO, sulfur oxides (SOx), PM10, and PM2.5.  

Regarding NAAQS and CAAQS attainment status,5 the SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for 

federal and state O3 and PM2.5 standards (CARB 2019; EPA 2020). The SCAB is also designated as a 

nonattainment area for state PM10 standards; however, it is designated as an attainment area for federal 

PM10 standards. The SCAB is designated as an attainment area for federal and state CO and NO2 standards, 

as well as for state sulfur dioxide standards. Although the SCAB has been designated as nonattainment for 

the federal rolling 3-month average lead standard, it is designated attainment for the state lead standard.6  

The proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants for which the California Air 

Resources Board (CARB) and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) have adopted ambient air quality 

standards (i.e., the NAAQS and CAAQS). Projects that emit these pollutants have the potential to cause, or 

contribute to, violations of these standards. The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds, as 

revised in April 2019, set forth quantitative emission significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants, 

which, if exceeded, would indicate the potential for a project to contribute to violations of the NAAQS or 

CAAQS. Table 3.3-1 lists the revised SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds (SCAQMD 2019).  

 
5  An area is designated as in attainment when it is in compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards and/or the 

California Ambient Air Quality Standards. These standards for the maximum level of a given air pollutant that can exist in the 

outdoor air without unacceptable effects on human health or the public welfare are set by the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency and CARB, respectively. Attainment = meets the standards; attainment/maintenance = achieves the standards after a 

nonattainment designation; nonattainment = does not meet the standards. 
6  Re-designation of the lead NAAQS designation to attainment for the Los Angeles County portion of the SCAB is expected based on 

current monitoring data. The phase-out of leaded gasoline started in 1976. Since gasoline no longer contains lead, the project is 

not anticipated to result in impacts related to lead; therefore, it is not discussed in this analysis. 
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Table 3.3-1. South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Criteria Pollutants Mass Daily Thresholds 

Pollutant Construction (in pounds/day) Operation (in pounds/day) 

VOC 75  55  

NOx 100  55  

CO 550  550  

SOx 150  150  

PM10 150  150  

PM2.5 55  55  

Leada 3  3  

Toxic Air Contaminants and Odor Thresholds 

Toxic air contaminantsb  Maximum incremental cancer risk  10 in 1 million 

Cancer Burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas > 1 in 1 million)  

Chronic and Acute Hazard index  1.0 (project increment) 

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402 

Source: SCAQMD 2019. 
Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate 
matter with a diameter less than or equal to 10 microns (coarse particulate matter); PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter less 
than or equal to 2.5 microns (fine particulate matter); SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District;  
a The phaseout of leaded gasoline started in 1976. Since gasoline no longer contains lead, the proposed project is not anticipated 

to result in impacts related to lead; therefore, it is not discussed in this analysis. 
b  Toxic air contaminants include carcinogens and noncarcinogens.  

The project would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase for O3, which is a nonattainment 

pollutant, if the proposed project’s construction or operational emissions would exceed the SCAQMD VOC 

or NOx thresholds shown in Table 3.3-1. These emission-based thresholds for O3 precursors are intended 

to serve as a surrogate for an “ozone significance threshold” (i.e., the potential for adverse O3 impacts to 

occur) because O3 itself is not emitted directly, and the effects of an individual project’s emissions of O3 

precursors (i.e., VOCs and NOx) on O3 levels in ambient air cannot be determined through air quality models 

or other quantitative methods. 

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2 was used to estimate emissions 

from construction and operation of the project. CalEEMod is a statewide computer model developed in 

cooperation with air districts throughout the state to quantify criteria air pollutant emissions associated 

with construction and operational activities from a variety of land use projects, including colleges. The 

following discussion quantitatively evaluates project-generated construction and operational emissions 

and impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed project.  

Construction Emissions 

Construction of the proposed project would result in the temporary addition of pollutants to the local airshed 

caused by on-site sources (e.g., off-road construction equipment, soil disturbance, and VOC off-gassing 

from architectural coatings and asphalt pavement application) and off-site sources (e.g., vendor trucks, 

haul trucks, and worker vehicle trips). Specifically, entrained dust results from the exposure of earth 

surfaces to wind from the direct disturbance and movement of soil, resulting in PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. 

Internal combustion engines used by construction equipment, haul trucks, vendor trucks (i.e., delivery 

trucks), and worker vehicles would result in emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Application of 

architectural coatings, such as exterior paint and other finishes, and application of asphalt pavement would 
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also produce VOC emissions. Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day depending on 

the level of activity; the specific type of operation; and, for dust, the prevailing weather conditions.  

For purposes of estimating proposed project emissions, and based on information provided by the 

District, it is assumed that construction of Phase I of the project would commence in September 20217 

and would last approximately 10 months. Phase II of the project was assumed to commence in August 

2022 and would last about 14 months. Detailed construction equipment modeling assumptions are 

provided in Appendix A. For Phase I, construction specifics are available and were included in the 

modeling assumptions. However, for Phase II, due to the future nature of the development, construction 

specifics are not available at this time, and the majority of the assumptions are based on CalEEMod 

default values. The analysis contained herein is based on the following schedule assumptions (duration 

of phases is approximate). 

Phase I construction phases include the following:  

Site Preparation / Grading: 

• Demolition: 11 days. 

• Site Preparation: 3 days. 

• Grading / Over-excavation: 10 days. 

Structure: 

• Building Construction: 106 days. 

• Architectural Coating - Plaster Exterior: 15 days. 

Site Improvements 

• Building Construction: 62 days. 

• Paving - Asphalt Paving / Cure: 7 days.  

• Architectural Coating - Striping: 3 days. 

Interior 

• Building Construction: 140 days: 

• Architectural Coating - Paint - Primer / First Coat: 5 days. 

• Architectural Coating - Final Paint: 5 days. 

Phase II construction phases include the following: 

• Demolition: 20 days. 

• Site Preparation: 5 days.  

• Grading: 8 days. 

 
7  The analysis assumes a construction start date of September 2021 which represents the earliest date construction would initiate. 

Assuming the earliest start date for construction represents the worst-case scenario for criteria air pollutant emissions because 

equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to more stringent standards for in-use off-road 

equipment and heavy-duty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles in later years. 
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• Building Construction: 230 days. 

• Paving: 18 days. 

• Architectural coating: 18 days. 

General construction equipment modeling assumptions for Phase I and Phase II of the project are provided 

in Table 3.3-2. Default values for equipment mix, horsepower, and load factor provided in CalEEMod were 

used for all construction equipment. For the analysis, it was generally assumed that heavy-duty construction 

equipment would be operating at the site five days per week, up to a maximum of 8 hours per day. Detailed 

construction equipment modeling assumptions are provided in Appendix A. 

Table 3.3-2. Construction Workers, Vendor Trips, and Equipment Use per Day 

Construction 

Phase 

One-Way Vehicle Trips Equipment 

Average 

Daily 

Worker 

Trips 

Average 

Daily 

Vendor 

Truck Trips 

Total Haul Truck 

Trips Equipment Type Quantity 

Usage 

Hours 

Phase I  

Site Preparation / Grading 

Demolition  16 0 24 Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8 

Excavators 3 8 

Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8 

Site 

Preparation 

18 0 0 Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8 

Grading / 

Over 

Excavation 

16 0 276 Excavators 1 8 

Graders 1 8 

Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8 

Structure 

Building 

Construction 

44 18 0 Cranes 1 7 

Forklifts 3 8 

Generator Sets 1 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7 

Welders 1 8 

Plaster 

Exterior  

10 0 0 Air Compressors 1 6 

Site Improvement 

Building 

Construction 

44 18 0 Cranes 1 7 

Forklifts 3 8 

Generator Sets 1 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7 

Welders 1 8 
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Table 3.3-2. Construction Workers, Vendor Trips, and Equipment Use per Day 

Construction 

Phase 

One-Way Vehicle Trips Equipment 

Average 

Daily 

Worker 

Trips 

Average 

Daily 

Vendor 

Truck Trips 

Total Haul Truck 

Trips Equipment Type Quantity 

Usage 

Hours 

Asphalt 

Paving / 

Cure 

20 2 0 Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6 

Pavers 1 8 

Paving Equipment 2 6 

Rollers 2 6 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8 

Striping 10 2 0 Air Compressors 1 6 

Interior 

Building 

Construction 

44 18 0 Cranes 1 7 

Forklifts 3 8 

Generator Sets 1 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7 

Welders 1 8 

Paint – 

Primer / 1st 

Coat 

10 0 0 Air Compressors 1 6 

Final Paint  10 2 0 Air Compressors 1 6 

Phase II  

Demolition  16 0 62 Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8 

Excavators 3 8 

Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8 

Site 

Preparation 

18 0 0 Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8 

Grading  16 0 276 Excavators 1 8 

Graders 1 8 

Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8 

Building 

Construction 

54 22 0 Cranes 1 7 

Forklifts 3 8 

Generator Sets 1 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7 

Welders 1 8 

Paving 20 0 0 Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6 

Pavers 1 8 

Paving Equipment 2 6 

Rollers  2 6 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8 

Architectural 

Coating 

12 2 0 Air compressors 1 6 

See Appendix A for additional details. 
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Emissions generated during construction (and operation) of the project are subject to the rules and 

regulations of the SCAQMD. Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust)8 requires the implementation of measures to control 

the emission of visible fugitive/nuisance dust, such as wetting soils that would be disturbed. It was 

assumed that the active sites would be watered at least two times daily, resulting in an approximately 55% 

reduction of fugitive dust (CalEEMod default value), to represent compliance with SCAQMD standard dust 

control measures in Rule 403. The application of architectural coatings, such as exterior/interior paint and 

other finishes, and the application of asphalt pavement would also produce VOC emissions; however, the 

contractor is required to procure architectural coatings that comply with the requirements of SCAQMD’s 

Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings).9  

Table 3.3-3 shows the estimated maximum daily construction emissions associated with the construction 

of Phase I and Phase II of the proposed project.  

Table 3.3-3. Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 

Yearb 

VOCs NOx CO SOx PM10a PM2.5a 

Pounds per Day 

Phase I 

2021 3.97 40.55 22.19  0.06 10.38 6.40 

2022 33.27 44.16 49.16 0.09 3.56 2.37 

Phase II 

2022 3.25 33.13 21.23 0.04 9.94 6.01 

2023 22.16 15.95 18.24 0.04 1.45 0.86 

Maximum 33.27 40.55 22.19 0.09 10.38 6.40 

SCAQMD threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold exceeded? No No No No No No 

Source: SCAQMD 2019. 

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate 

matter with a diameter less than or equal to 10 microns (coarse particulate matter); PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter less 

than or equal to 2.5 microns (fine particulate matter); SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

See Appendix A for detailed results. 
a  These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust (watering three times daily) required by SCAQMD Rule 403. 
b Phase I construction would cease on approximately July 5, 2022, while Phase II construction would commence on approximately 

August 8, 2022. Therefore, no construction overlap would occur between phases.  

As shown in Table 3.3-3, Phase I and Phase II of the proposed project’s maximum daily construction 

emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for any criteria air pollutant. 

 
8  SCAQMD Rule 403 requires implementation of various best available fugitive dust control measures for different sources for all 

construction activity sources within its jurisdictional boundaries. Dust control measures include, but are not limited to, maintaining 

stability of soil through pre-watering of site prior to clearing, grubbing, cut and fill, and earth-moving activities; stabilizing soil 

during and immediately after clearing, grubbing, cut and fill, and other earth-moving activities; stabilizing backfill during handling 

and at completion of activity; and pre-watering material prior to truck loading and ensuring that freeboard exceeds 6 inches. While 

SCAQMD Rule 403 requires fugitive dust control beyond watering control measures, compliance with Rule 403 is represented in 

CalEEMod by assuming twice daily watering of active sites (55% reduction in PM10 and PM2.5 [CAPCOA 2017]). 
9  SCAQMD Rule 1113, Architectural Coatings, requires manufacturers, distributors, and end users of architectural and industrial 

maintenance coatings to reduce VOC emissions from the use of these coatings, primarily by placing limits on the VOC content of 

various coating categories. 
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Operational Emissions 

Operation of the proposed project would generate VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions from area 

sources, energy sources, and mobile sources, which are discussed below. The project buildout year 

assuming operation of Phase I and Phase II was assumed to be 2024.  

Area Sources 

CalEEMod was used to estimate operational emissions from area sources, including emissions from 

consumer product use, architectural coatings, and landscape maintenance equipment. Emissions 

associated with natural gas usage in space heating and water heating are calculated in the building energy 

use module of CalEEMod, as described in the following text.  

Consumer products are chemically formulated products used by household and institutional consumers, 

including detergents; cleaning compounds; polishes; floor finishes; cosmetics; personal care products; 

home, lawn, and garden products; disinfectants; sanitizers; aerosol paints; and automotive specialty 

products. Other paint products, furniture coatings, or architectural coatings are not considered consumer 

products (CAPCOA 2017). Consumer product VOC emissions estimated in CalEEMod are based on the floor 

area of non-residential buildings and on the default factor of pounds of VOC per building square foot per 

day. The CalEEMod default values for consumer products were assumed. 

VOC off-gassing emissions result from evaporation of solvents contained in surface coatings such as in 

paints and primers using during building maintenance. CalEEMod calculates the VOC evaporative 

emissions from application of surface coatings based on the VOC emission factor, the building square 

footage, the assumed fraction of surface area, and the reapplication rate. The VOC emission factor is based 

on the VOC content of the surface coatings, and SCAQMD’s Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings) governs the 

VOC content for interior and exterior coatings. CalEEMod default values were assumed, including the 

surface area to be painted, the VOC content of architectural coatings, and the reapplication rate of 10% of 

area per year. 

Landscape maintenance includes fuel combustion emissions from equipment such as lawnmowers, 

rototillers, shredders/grinders, blowers, trimmers, chainsaws, and hedge trimmers. The emissions 

associated with landscape equipment use are estimated based on CalEEMod default values.  

Energy Sources 

As represented in CalEEMod, energy sources include emissions associated with building electricity and 

natural gas usage (non-hearth). Electricity use would contribute indirectly to criteria air pollutant emissions; 

however, the emissions from electricity use are only quantified for GHGs in CalEEMod, since criteria 

pollutant emissions occur at the power plant, which is typically off-site. 

CalEEMod default values for energy consumption for the land use was applied for the project analysis. The 

energy use from non-residential land uses calculated in CalEEMod are based on the California Commercial 

End-Use Survey database. Energy use in buildings (both natural gas and electricity) is divided by the 

program into end-use categories subject to Title 24 requirements (end uses associated with the building 

envelope, such as the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system, water heating system, and 

integrated lighting) and those not subject to Title 24 requirements (such as appliances, electronics, and 

miscellaneous “plug-in” uses). 
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Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations serves to enhance and regulate California’s building 

standards. The current Title 24, Part 6 standards, referred to as the 2019 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency 

Standards, became effective on January 1, 2020. The current version of CalEEMod assumes compliance 

with the 2016 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (CAPCOA 2017); however, the project would be 

required to comply with the 2019 Title 24 Standards. Per the California Energy Commission Impact Analysis 

for the 2019 Update to the California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non-Residential 

Buildings, the first-year savings for newly constructed non-residential buildings are 197 gigawatt-hours of 

electricity, 76.6 megawatts of demand, and 0.27 million therms of gas, representing reductions from the 

2016 Title 24 standard of 10.7%, 9%, and 1%, respectively (CEC 2018a). To take into account energy 

reductions associated with compliance with 2019 Title 24, the CalEEMod Title 24 electricity and natural 

gas values were reduced by 10.7% and 1%, respectively, for the project buildings. 

Mobile Sources  

Operation of the project would generate criteria air pollutant emissions from mobile sources (vehicular 

traffic) as a result of staff, students, and employee trips to and from the project. The maximum weekday 

trip rates were taken from Section 3.17, Transportation, and were assumed to be 1,096 one-way trips per 

day. The maximum weekday trip rate was then scaled down according to the CalEEMod default ratio for the 

land use to estimate updated weekend trip rates. CalEEMod was used to estimate emissions from proposed 

vehicular sources (refer to Appendix A). CalEEMod default data, including trip characteristics, emissions 

factors, and trip distances, were conservatively used for the model inputs. Emission factors representing 

the vehicle mix and emissions for 2024 were used to estimate emissions associated with vehicular sources.  

Table 3.3-4 represents the maximum daily emissions associated with the first year that both phases of the 

project would be operational (2024). The values shown are the maximum summer and winter daily emissions 

results from CalEEMod. Complete details of the emissions calculations are provided in Appendix A.  

Table 3.3-4. Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions  

(Phase I and Phase II) 

Emission Source 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per Day 

Area  2.25 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Energy  0.02 0.20 0.17 0.00 0.02 0.02 

Mobile 1.58 7.14 20.09 0.08 7.10 1.94 

Total 3.85 7.34 20.30 0.08 7.12 1.96 

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold 

Exceeded? 

No No No No No No 

Notes:  

VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate matter with 

a diameter less than or equal to 10 microns (coarse particulate matter); PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal 

to 2.5 microns (fine particulate matter); SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

See Appendix A for complete results. 

Operational year 2024 was assumed. The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. 

The total values may not add up exactly due to rounding. 

As shown in Table 3.3-4, maximum daily operational emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 

generated by the proposed project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds.  
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As previously discussed, the SCAB has been designated as a federal nonattainment area for O3 and PM2.5, 

and a state nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. However, as indicated in Tables 3.3-3 and 3.3-4, 

project-generated construction and operational emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD emission-based 

significance thresholds for VOCs, NOx, PM10, or PM2.5.  

Cumulative localized impacts would potentially occur if a project were to occur concurrently with another off-

site project. Schedules for potential future projects near the project area are currently unknown; therefore, 

potential impacts associated with two or more simultaneous projects would be considered speculative.10 

However, future projects would be subject to CEQA and would require air quality analysis and, where 

necessary, mitigation. Criteria air pollutant emissions associated with construction activity of future projects 

would be reduced through implementation of control measures required by the SCAQMD. Cumulative PM10 

and PM2.5 emissions would be reduced because all future projects would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 403 

(Fugitive Dust), which sets forth general and specific requirements for all sites in the SCAQMD.  

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions of 

nonattainment pollutants, and impacts would be less than significant during construction and operation. 

c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations as evaluated below.  

Sensitive Receptors 

Sensitive receptors are those individuals more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than the population 

at large. People most likely to be affected by air pollution include children, the elderly, and people with 

cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. According to the SCAQMD, sensitive receptors include 

sites such as residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, long-term healthcare facilities, 

rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes (SCAQMD 1993).  

The closest sensitive receptors to the project site are residences located approximately 510 feet to 

the southeast.  

Localized Significance Thresholds 

The SCAQMD recommends a localized significance threshold (LST) analysis to evaluate localized air quality 

impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the project as a result of proposed project 

activities. The impacts were analyzed using methods consistent with those in the SCAQMD’s Final Localized 

Significance Threshold Methodology (SCAQMD 2008a). The project is located within Source-Receptor Area 

23 (Metropolitan Riverside County). This analysis applies the SCAQMD LST values for a 1-acre site within 

Source-Receptor Area 23 with a receptor distance of 100 meters (330 feet). However, these are 

conservative estimates since the closest sensitive receptor is 510 feet away and the LSTs increase with 

distance and site size. 

 
10  The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines state that if a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the 

agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact (14 CCR 15145).  
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Project construction activities would result in temporary sources of on-site criteria air pollutant emissions 

associated with off-road equipment exhaust and fugitive dust generation. According to the Final Localized 

Significance Threshold Methodology, “off-site mobile emissions from the project should not be included in 

the emissions compared to the LSTs” (SCAQMD 2008a). Trucks and worker trips associated with the 

proposed project are not expected to cause substantial air quality impacts to sensitive receptors along off-

site roadways since emissions would be relatively brief in nature and would cease once the vehicles pass 

through the main streets. Therefore, off-site emissions from trucks and worker vehicle trips are not included 

in the LST analysis. The maximum daily on-site emissions generated construction of the proposed project 

in each construction year for Phase I and Phase II are presented in Table 3.3-5 and are compared to the 

SCAQMD localized significance criteria for Source-Receptor Area 23 to determine whether project-

generated on-site emissions would result in potential LST impacts.  

Table 3.3-5. Construction Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis 

Year 

NO2 CO PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per Day (On Site)a 

Phase I  

2021 40.50 21.65 10.18 6.35 

2022 43.12 45.84 2.13 1.98 

Phase II  

2022 33.09 20.70 9.75 5.95 

2023 15.62 16.69 0.71 0.66 

Maximum 43.12 45.84 10.18 6.35 

SCAQMD LST Criteria 212 1,746 30 8 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No 

Source: SCAQMD 2008a 

Notes: NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to 10 microns 

(coarse particulate matter); PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns (fine particulate matter); 

SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District; LST = localized significance threshold. 

See Appendix A for detailed results. 
a  Localized significance thresholds are shown for a 1-acre disturbed area corresponding to a distance to a sensitive receptor of 

100 meters in Source-Receptor Area 23 (Metropolitan Riverside County). 

As shown in Table 3.3-5, proposed construction activities would not generate emissions in excess of site-

specific LSTs; therefore, localized impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 

CO Hotspots 

Traffic-congested roadways and intersections have the potential to generate localized high levels of CO. 

Localized areas where ambient concentrations exceed federal and/or state standards for CO are termed 

“CO hotspots.” The transport of CO is extremely limited, as it disperses rapidly with distance from the 

source. However, under certain extreme meteorological conditions, CO concentrations near a congested 

roadway or intersection may reach unhealthy levels, affecting sensitive receptors. Typically, high CO 

concentrations are associated with severely congested intersections operating at an unacceptable level of 

service (LOS) (LOS E or worse is unacceptable). Projects contributing to adverse traffic impacts may result 

in the formation of a CO hotspot. Additional analysis of CO hotspot impacts would be conducted if a project 

would result in a significant impact or contribute to an adverse traffic impact at a signalized intersection 
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that would potentially subject sensitive receptors to CO hotspots. As provided in Section 3.17, 

Transportation, the proposed project would not cause the LOS to operate at an unacceptable level. 

In addition, at the time that the SCAQMD Handbook (1993) was published, the SCAB was designated 

nonattainment under the CAAQS and NAAQS for CO. In 2007, the SCAQMD was designated in attainment 

for CO under both the CAAQS and NAAQS as a result of the steady decline in CO concentrations in the SCAB 

due to turnover of older vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels, and implementation of control technology 

on industrial facilities. The SCAQMD conducted CO modeling for the 2003 AQMP11 (SCAQMD 2003b) for 

the four worst-case intersections in the SCAB: (1) Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran Avenue, (2) Sunset 

Boulevard and Highland Avenue, (3) La Cienega Boulevard and Century Boulevard, and (4) Long Beach 

Boulevard and Imperial Highway. At the time the 2003 AQMP was prepared, the intersection of Wilshire 

Boulevard and Veteran Avenue was the most congested intersection in Los Angeles County, with an average 

daily traffic volume of about 100,000 vehicles per day. The 2003 AQMP also projected 8-hour CO 

concentrations at these four intersections for 1997 and from 2002 through 2005. From years 2002 

through 2005, the maximum 8-hour CO concentration was 3.8 ppm at the Sunset Boulevard and Highland 

Avenue intersection in 2002; the maximum 8-hour CO concentration was 3.4 ppm at the Wilshire Boulevard 

and Veteran Avenue in 2002.  

Accordingly, CO concentrations at congested intersections would not exceed the 1-hour or 8-hour CO CAAQS 

unless projected daily traffic would be at least over 100,000 vehicles per day. Because the project is not 

anticipated to increase daily traffic volumes at any study intersection to more than 100,000 vehicles per 

day, a CO hotspot is not anticipated to occur. 

Based on these considerations, the proposed project would not generate traffic that would contribute to 

potential adverse traffic impacts that may result in the formation of CO hotspots. This conclusion is 

supported by the analysis in Section 3.17, which demonstrates that traffic impacts would be less than 

significant. In addition, due to continued improvement in vehicular emissions at a rate faster than the rate 

of vehicle growth and/or congestion, the potential for CO hotspots in the SCAB is steadily decreasing. Based 

on these considerations, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact to air quality 

with regard to potential CO hotspots. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are defined as substances that may cause or contribute to an increase in 

deaths or in serious illness, or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. As discussed 

under the LST analysis, the closest sensitive receptor land uses are residences located approximately 510 

feet to the southeast of the project site.  

Health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of cancer risk. The SCAQMD 

recommends an incremental cancer risk threshold of 10 in 1 million. “Incremental cancer risk” is the net 

increased likelihood that a person continuously exposed to concentrations of TACs resulting from a project 

over a 9-, 30-, and 70-year exposure period will contract cancer based on the use of standard Office of 

Environmental Health Hazard Assessment risk-assessment methodology (OEHHA 2015). In addition, some 

TACs have non-carcinogenic effects. The SCAQMD recommends a Hazard Index of 1 or more for acute 

 
11  SCAQMD’s CO hotspot modeling guidance has not changed since 2003.  
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(short-term) and chronic (long-term) non-carcinogenic effects. TACs that would potentially be emitted during 

construction activities associated with the proposed project would be diesel particulate matter. 

The greatest potential for TAC emissions during construction would be diesel particulate matter (DPM) 

emissions from heavy equipment operations and heavy-duty trucks during construction of the project and 

the associated potential health impacts to sensitive receptors. DPM has established cancer risk factors 

and relative exposure values for long-term chronic health hazard impacts; however, no short-term, acute 

relative exposure level has been established for DPM. Total project construction would last approximately 

24 months, after which project-related TAC emissions would cease. According to the Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments (which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors 

to toxic emissions) should be based on a 30-year exposure period for the maximally exposed individual 

receptor; however, such assessments should also be limited to the period/duration of activities associated 

with the project. A 24-month construction schedule represents a short duration of exposure (7% of a 30-

year exposure period), while cancer and chronic risk from DPM are typically associated with long-term 

exposure. Thus, the project would not result in a long-term source of TAC emissions.  

Exhaust PM10 is typically used as a surrogate for DPM, and as shown in Tables 3.3-3 and 3.3-5, which 

present total PM10 from fugitive dust and exhaust, project-generated construction PM10 emissions are 

anticipated to be minimal. In addition, sensitive receptors are located over 510 feet from the active project 

construction areas, which would reduce exposure to TACs as TAC emission dispersion increases with 

distance. Furthermore, the project would not require the extensive operation of heavy-duty diesel 

construction equipment, which is subject to a CARB Airborne Toxics Control Measure for in-use diesel 

construction equipment to reduce DPM emissions and would not involve extensive use of diesel trucks, 

which are also subject to a CARB Airborne Toxics Control Measure. Due to this relatively short period of 

exposure and minimal DPM emissions on site, TACs generated during construction would not be expected 

to result in concentrations causing significant health risks. 

No residual TAC emissions and corresponding cancer health risk are anticipated after construction, and no 

long-term sources of TAC emissions are anticipated during operation of the project. CARB has published 

the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (CARB 2005), which identifies 

certain types of facilities or sources that may emit substantial quantities of TACs and therefore could 

conflict with sensitive land uses, such as “schools and schoolyards, parks and playgrounds, daycare 

centers, nursing homes, hospitals, and residential communities.” The Air Quality and Land Use Handbook 

is a guide for siting of new sensitive land uses, and CARB recommends that sensitive receptors not be 

located downwind or in proximity to such sources to avoid potential health hazards. Of note, the project is 

not considered an air quality sensitive receptor. The enumerated facilities or sources include the following: 

high-traffic freeways and roads, distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, 

dry cleaners, and large gas dispensing facilities. The project would not include any of the above-listed land 

uses associated with generation of TAC emissions. For the reasons previously described, the project would 

not result in substantial TAC exposure to sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the proposed project, and 

impacts would be less than significant. 

Health Effects of Criteria Air Pollutants 

Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate criteria air pollutant emissions; 

however, the project would not exceed the SCAQMD mass-emission thresholds.  
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The SCAB is designated as nonattainment for O3 for the NAAQS and CAAQS. Thus, existing O3 levels in the 

SCAB are at unhealthy levels during certain periods. Health effects associated with O3 include respiratory 

symptoms, worsening of lung disease leading to premature death, and damage to lung tissue (CARB 2021). 

The contribution of VOCs and NOx to regional ambient O3 concentrations is the result of complex 

photochemistry. The increases in O3 concentrations in the SCAB due to O3 precursor emissions tend to be 

found downwind of the source location because of the time required for the photochemical reactions to 

occur. Further, the potential for exacerbating excessive O3 concentrations would also depend on the time 

of year that the VOC emissions would occur, because exceedances of the O3 NAAQS and CAAQS tend to 

occur between April and October when solar radiation is highest. Due to the lack of quantitative methods 

to assess this complex photochemistry, the holistic effect of a single project’s emissions of O3 precursors 

is speculative. Because the proposed project would not involve activities that would result in O3 precursor 

emissions (i.e., VOCs or NOx) that would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds, as shown in Tables 3.3-3 through 

3.3-5, the proposed project is not anticipated to substantially contribute to regional O3 concentrations and 

its associated health impacts during construction or operation. 

In addition to O3, NOx emissions contribute to potential exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS for NO2. 

Health effects associated with NOx include lung irritation and enhanced allergic responses (CARB 2021). 

As shown in Tables 3.3-3 through 3.3-5, proposed project construction and operations would not exceed 

the SCAQMD NOx threshold, and existing ambient NO2 concentrations would be below the NAAQS and 

CAAQS. Thus, the proposed project is not expected to result in exceedances of the NO2 standards or 

contribute to associated health effects.  

Health effects associated with CO include chest pain in patients with heart disease, headache, light-

headedness, and reduced mental alertness (CARB 2021). CO hotspots were discussed previously as a less-

than-significant impact. Thus, the proposed project’s CO emissions would not contribute to the health 

effects associated with this pollutant.  

The SCAB is designated as nonattainment for PM10 under the CAAQS and nonattainment for PM2.5 under 

the NAAQS and CAAQS. Health effects associated with PM10 include premature death and hospitalization, 

primarily for worsening of respiratory disease (CARB 2021). As with O3 and NOx, and as shown in Tables 

3.3-3 through 3.3-5, the proposed project would not generate emissions of PM10 or PM2.5 that would exceed 

the SCAQMD’s thresholds. Accordingly, the proposed project’s PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are not expected 

to cause an increase in related regional health effects for this pollutant. 

In summary, the proposed project would not result in a potentially significant contribution to regional 

concentrations of nonattainment pollutants and would not result in a significant contribution to the adverse 

health effects associated with those pollutants. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 

substantial number of people? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The evaluation of other emissions is focused on the potential for the project 

to generate odors. The occurrence and severity of potential odor impacts depend on numerous factors. The 

nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; the wind speeds and direction; and the sensitivity of receiving 

location each contribute to the intensity of the impact. Although offensive odors seldom cause physical 

harm, they can be annoying and cause distress among the public and generate citizen complaints.  
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Odors would be potentially generated from vehicles and equipment exhaust emissions during construction 

of the project. Potential odors produced during construction would be attributable to concentrations of 

unburned hydrocarbons from tailpipes of construction equipment, architectural coatings, and asphalt 

pavement application. Such odors would disperse rapidly from the project site and generally occur at 

magnitudes that would not affect substantial numbers of people. Therefore, impacts associated with odors 

during construction would be less than significant. 

Land uses and industrial operations associated with odor complaints include agricultural uses, wastewater 

treatment plants, food-processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and 

fiberglass molding (SCAQMD 1993). The project entails operation of an educational training center, which 

is not a land use that is associated with the creation of unwanted odors. Therefore, project operations 

would result in an odor impact that is less than significant. 

3.4 Biological Resources 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

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 state 

or federally protected wetlands (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? 
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Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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? 

    

 

Environmental Setting 

This analysis of the project’s potential impacts on biological resources is based on a biological reconnaissance 

conducted by a Dudek biologist on December 15, 2020, and a reference population check and focused special-

status plant survey conducted by a Dudek biologist on April 9, 2021.  

The biological reconnaissance survey was conducted to assess and map the existing biological resources on the 

project site and a surrounding 100-foot buffer to account for all on-site and off-site resources (Appendix B). The 

reconnaissance included an assessment of the existing vegetation communities to support special-status species 

and other protected biological resources. Vegetation communities observed during the biological reconnaissance 

include non-native grassland, disturbed habitat, and existing development. The land immediately surrounding the 

project site includes non-native grassland and buildings associated with the training facility. Undeveloped land 

occurs further to the south and west, with two distribution centers located directly north, and residential 

development is located farther to the east of the project site. Plant species observed during the reconnaissance 

survey include shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), prickly Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), stinknet 

(Oncosiphon piluliferum), coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia), red brome (Bromus 

rubens), and wild oat (Avena fatua).  

The focused special-status plant survey was conducted to determine presence/absence of smooth tarplant 

(Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis) within the project site and a surrounding 50-foot buffer. Prior to conducting the 

focused special-status plant survey, a reference population check was conducted near Lake Elsinore, in Riverside 

County, to confirm the species was identifiable and in bloom. Smooth tarplant was observed and was identified in 

bloom; thereby affirming that the focused special-status survey was conducted during peak phenology and that the 

species would be identifiable if present. The focused special-status plant survey was conducted in conformance 

with the CNPS Botanical Survey Guidelines (CNPS 2001); Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special 

Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities (CDFW 2018); and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service’s General Rare Plant Survey Guidelines (Cypher 2002). All plant species encountered during the field survey 

were identified to subspecies or variety, if applicable, to determine sensitivity status. Plant species observed during 

the focused special-status plant survey included shortpod mustard, prickly Russian thistle, stinknet, red brome, 

wild oat, redstem stork’s bill (Erodium cicutarium), telegraphweed (Heterotheca grandiflora). dove weed (Croton 

setiger), mouse barley (Hordeum murinum), common Mediterranean grass (Schismus barbatus), needle goldfields 

(Lasthenia gracilis), Maltese star-thistle (Centaurea melitensis), chaparral gilia (Gilia angelensis), Palmer’s 

goldenbush (Ericameria palmeri), common sandaster (Corethrogyne filaginifolia), whitemargin sandmat (Euphorbia 

albomarginata), bluedicks (Dichelostemma capitatum), common fiddleneck (Amsinckia intermedia), spiny 

sowthistle (Sonchus asper ssp. asper), Parish’s milkvetch (Astragalus douglasii var. douglasii), old-man-in-the-
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Spring (Senecio vulgaris), asthmaweed (Erigeron bonariensis), musky stork’s bill (Erodium moschatum), and 

desertbroom (Baccharis sarothroides). 

Dudek also conducted a literature review to identify the location of documented sensitive vegetation communities, 

special-status plants, and special-status wildlife within the vicinity of the project site. The literature review included 

a query of biological resource databases, including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s California 

Natural Diversity Database (CDFW 2021), the California Native Plant Society Inventory of Rare and Endangered 

Plants (CNPS 2021), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) (USFWS 

2021). The California Natural Diversity Database and California Native Plant Society queries included the nine U.S. 

Geological Survey quads surrounding the project site. The queries found a total of 63 special-status wildlife species 

and 52 special-status plant species as having occurred in the queried geographic area. Dudek analyzed the 

potential for the 63 special-status wildlife species and 52 special-status plant species to occur on the project site 

(see impact analysis below). 

The project is also located within the plan area of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 

Conservation Plan (MSHCP) (County of Riverside 2003). The MSHCP is a comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional Habitat 

Conservation Plan, pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, as well as a 

Natural Communities Conservation Plan under the Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act of 1991. The 

MSHCP focuses on the conservation of plant and wildlife species and their associated habitats in western Riverside 

County. Consistency with the biological goals and provisions of the MSHCP would be evaluated herein. 

a) Would the project 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? 

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Multiple special-status plant and wildlife species 

were identified by the literature review query with a potential to occur on the project site. Appendix B list 

the special-status plant and wildlife species that have been evaluated for their potential to occur within the 

project site based on species documentation and habitat suitability. No native habitats or undisturbed 

vegetation was observed on the project site that would be considered high quality to support any special-

status species; however, there is a moderate potential for some special-status species to occur.  

Special Status Plants  

The project site provides low-quality habitat for one special-status plant species: smooth tarplant. The site 

has the potential to support special-status plant species that are able to persist in non-native grassland 

and disturbed habitat. From the review of biological resource databases with information on habitat and 

species documentation around the project site, Dudek determined smooth tarplant, a California Rare Plant 

Rank (CRPR) 1B.1 plant species, had a moderate potential to occur within the non-native grassland habitat 

on the project site and within similar suitable habitat within 3 miles from the project site. Therefore, a 

focused special-status plant survey was conducted on April 9, 2021, to determine presence/absence of 

smooth tarplant. Appendix B includes further information on the species evaluated with a potential to occur. 

Paniculate tarplant (Deinandra paniculata) also was determined to have a moderate potential to occur on 

the project site, however, this species is listed as a CRPR 4.2 species that is considered stable in California 

and therefore is not considered a special-status species requiring further protection or mitigation. No other 

special-status plant species were determined to have a moderate or high potential to occur, and no special-

status plants were observed on site during the April 2021 focused special-status plant survey. Therefore, 
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the project would not result in direct or indirect impacts to special-status plant species. As such, impacts 

to special-status plant species would be less than significant.  

Special Status Wildlife 

The project site contains low quality non-native grassland habitat, with disturbed and developed land that 

lacks native habitat to support most special-status wildlife species. However, based on the review of 

biological resource databases and biological resources determined to occur on the project site, Dudek 

biologists determined the project site has the potential to support four special-status wildlife species that 

are capable of persisting in low-quality habitat.  

The project site provides suitable habitat for avian species including burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), 

California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia), and loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), and 

mammal species such as San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii). Appendix B 

includes further information on the potential for these species to persist within the project site. The loss 

of suitable habitat for these species is not considered significant due to the limited impact of the project 

on upland mustards vegetation that consists of non-native grasses and ruderal (weedy) forbs (0.37 acres) 

and the availability of non-native grassland in the direct vicinity. The remaining available habitat ensures 

that species will likely continue to persist in the area and loss of suitable habitat is less than significant. 

However, if these species are determined to actively nest on the project site prior to the start of 

construction, significant impacts may occur through direct take of individuals, removal of active nests, 

or removal of occupied habitat. Therefore, to reduce potential project-related impacts to less than 

significant, MM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-2 would be implemented to reduce potential impacts to California 

horned lark, loggerhead shrike, and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit through pre-construction surveys, 

establishing buffers, and monitoring/relocation if needed. Due to additional protection afforded to the 

burrowing owl by the MSHCP, additional mitigation would be required through implementation of MM-

BIO-3 to reduce potential impacts to this species and comply with the MSHCP that includes focused 

surveys and avoidance or passive relocation if owls are found. Project implementation of these mitigation 

measures would reduce potential impacts to these special-status wildlife species to a less than 

significant level with mitigation incorporated.  

Additionally, the project site provides suitable nesting habitat for a number of ground and shrub-nesting 

common and migratory bird species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and 

Game Code Section 3500. The project would avoid potential impacts to protected bird species and their 

nests through avoidance of the general bird nesting season of February through August. However, if project 

activities commence during the avian nesting season, potential direct and indirect impacts to nesting birds 

may occur during initial vegetation clearing. Therefore, the measures included in MM-BIO-2 would also 

reduce potential impacts to nesting birds to a less than significant level with mitigation incorporated.  

MM-BIO-1 Special-Status Wildlife. Within 3 days prior to the start of ground disturbing and vegetation 

trimming/removal activities a pre-construction clearance survey shall be conducted by a 

knowledgeable biologist to determine the presence/absence of any special-status wildlife species 

such as San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit. The survey will focus on walking pedestrian transects 

through suitable habitat for this species. If any individuals or dens are found during the survey, a 

buffer will be established around the known location. Occupied dens would also require an onsite 

biological monitor to limit impacts to this species, and if individuals need to be moved out of harm’s 



BEN CLARK TRAINING CENTER SCHOOL OF PUBLIC SAFETY PROJECT 

   13140 

 35 June 2021 

way during construction activities, a biologist holding a Scientific Collecting Permit will relocate 

individual San Diego black-tailed jack rabbits to areas outside of the project impact area.  

MM-BIO-2 Nesting birds. Ground-disturbing and vegetation trimming/removal activities shall be conducted 

outside of the breeding season to the extent feasible (i.e., February 1 through August 31). If the 

breeding season cannot be avoided, a pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be conducted prior 

to ground disturbing and vegetation trimming/removal activities. All suitable nesting habitat shall 

be thoroughly surveyed by a qualified biologist for the presence of nesting birds within 72 hours 

prior to commencement of the proposed project activities. If an active nest is detected within the 

study area, the project manager would be notified and an appropriate avoidance buffer would be 

maintained around the nest, as determined by a qualified biologist. The nest would be flagged and 

avoided until the nesting birds have fledged and the nest is vacant (as determined by the qualified 

biologist). As a general guidance during the breeding season, no work should occur within 300 feet 

from known protected passerine nests, and 500 feet from known raptor and special-status species 

nests, or as determined by a qualified biologist. 

MM-BIO-3 Burrowing owl. The project site falls within a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Burrowing 

Owl Survey Area. Based on observations conducted during the biological reconnaissance survey, 

there is suitable habitat to support this species and therefore, focused surveys are required to 

determine if any burrowing owls are present prior to project construction. The focused surveys 

would be conducted according to the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside 

Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Area (County of Riverside 2006). The focused surveys 

are to be conducted in two parts. Part A focuses on surveying for suitable burrows and owl signs 

(whitewash, feathers, track marks, pellets, prey remains), while Part B focuses on the 

presence/absence of burrowing owls. To survey for burrows and signs, the property should be 

walked in transects by a qualified biologist(s), keeping a distance of no more than 30 meters apart 

or at a distance such that surveyors have 100% visibility. Suitable burrows, owl signs, and owls, 

should be marked with GPS coordinates and mapped. If suitable burrows are found, then Part B of 

the focused surveys must be conducted.  

 For Part B, four additional surveys should be conducted focusing on surveying for burrowing owls. The 

first may be conducted concurrent with the Part A survey. Due to the diurnal nature of burrowing owls 

(Coulombe 1971), these four focused surveys must be conducted one hour prior to sunrise until two 

hours after or two hours prior to sunset until one hour after. First, surveyors must search for owls by 

scanning the area where mapped suitable habitat and signs of owls have been determined with the 

use of binoculars/spotting scopes. Then surveyors should walk transects surveying for owl signs and 

owls. If any signs or owls are observed, they should be marked with a GPS and mapped. The focused 

surveys must be conducted during the breeding season (March 1 through August 31) to accurately 

assess habitat use. In addition, weather conditions must consist of temperatures of 90ºF or below, 

wind speeds less than 20 miles per hour, no rain, and no heavy fog.  

 Regardless of presence/absence results, a 30-day pre-construction survey shall be conducted prior 

to the start of vegetation clearing activities for each phase of the project. Therefore, additional pre-

construction surveys would be required if there is a delay in construction activities between Phase 

1 and Phase 2.  
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 If burrowing owls are found on the project site either during the focused surveys or pre-construction 

survey, additional avoidance measures would be required such as establishing a buffer around the 

active burrow and avoiding project activities within the buffer. If the project cannot be avoided 

consultation with the County of Riverside Environmental Programs Division would be required to 

determine if exclusion and passive relocation outside of the breeding season is a viable option to 

reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

b) Would the project 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? 

No Impact. Sensitive natural communities are natural communities that are considered rare in the region 

by regulatory agencies, known to provide habitat for sensitive animal or plant species, or known to be 

important wildlife corridors. Riparian habitats are those occurring along the banks of rivers and streams. 

The proposed project would primarily occur within upland non-native grassland and disturbed habitat with 

surrounding development. There are no drainages or waterways that could support riparian habitat on site. 

Additionally, no sensitive natural communities recorded in the vicinity of the project site were observed 

during the biological reconnaissance. Therefore, project activities would have no impact to riparian habitat 

or other sensitive natural communities, and no mitigation is required.  

c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but 

not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 

other means? 

No Impact. Wetlands are defined under the federal Clean Water Act as land that is flooded or saturated by 

surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that normally does 

support a prevalence of vegetation adapted to life in saturated soils. Wetlands include areas such as 

swamps, marshes, and bogs. The project site lacks potentially regulated waters or wetlands due to the lack 

of drainages, depressional areas, or hydrophytic vegetation. Additionally, no blue-line streams are mapped 

on the topographic map for the area. The entire site occurs in an upland area with non-native vegetation. 

Therefore, there would be no impact to protected waters or wetlands from project activities, and no 

mitigation is required. 

d) Would the project 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? 

No Impact. Wildlife movement corridors, also referred to as dispersal corridors or landscape linkages, are 

generally defined as linear features along which animals can travel from one habitat or resource area to 

another. The project site does not contain any greenbelts for wildlife movement, or native vegetation and 

undeveloped land capable of supporting the movement of wildlife, particularly corridors that facilitate the 

movement of species between larger stands of native habitat. Additionally, the project site lacks stream 

habitat for resident or migratory fish species. The project site may provide stop over opportunities for 

migratory birds; however, the site is subject to regular disturbance and less disturbed areas with 

undeveloped land occur in offsite areas in the vicinity of the site. Project activities would therefore have no 

impact on the movement of resident or migratory fish or wildlife species and no mitigation is required. 
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e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 

tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

No Impact. The project site is located within the County of Riverside. The Riverside General Plan policies 

OS 9.3 and OS 9.4 protect native trees, natural vegetation, stands of established trees, oak trees and other 

features for ecosystem, aesthetic, and water conservation purposes within the County. The project would 

not remove or effect any trees located on or adjacent to the project site. The project would comply with 

local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources. Therefore, project activities would have no 

impact related to conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.  

f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As previously mentioned, the proposed project 

is located in the MSHCP area. Specifically, the project site is mapped within the Gavilan Area Plan but is 

not located within any Criteria Cells or Cell Groups. The MSHCP was adopted in 2003 and focuses on the 

conservation of plant and wildlife species and their associated habitats in western Riverside County. 

Section 6 of the MSCHP outlines requirements to analyze potential impacts from the project on the following 

biological resources: riparian/ riverine and vernal pool areas, narrow endemic plant species, burrowing owl, 

and urban/wildlands interfaces.  

Section 6.1.2 requires all project sites to be assessed for the presence of riparian/ riverine and vernal pool 

resources. The assessment must include mapping of riparian/ riverine and vernal pool resources. The 

assessment may be completed as part of the CEQA review process as outlined in Article V of the State CEQA 

Guidelines. If the mapping identifies suitable habitat for species listed in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP within 

the project area then focused surveys for those species are required to be conducted and avoidance 

measures shall be implemented. The project site occurs within an entirely upland area with no natural 

drainages or waterways, or any riparian habitat as identified by the MSHCP. Therefore, no impacts would 

occur and no mitigation measures (habitat mapping) are required in order to comply with Section 6.1.2 of 

the MSHCP. 

Section 6.1.3 requires site-specific focused surveys to be conducted in areas identified by the MSHCP to 

potentially provide habitat for Narrow Endemic Plant Species. The project site is not within the identified 

Narrow Endemic Plant Species area and no suitable habitat for any Narrow Endemic Plants occurs on the 

project site, thus no mitigation pertaining to this section is required. 

Section 6.1.4 provides guidelines pertaining to urban/wildlands interface for land development projects in 

proximity to the identified MSHCP Conservation Area. The section includes guidelines for drainage, toxins, 

lighting, noise, invasive species, barriers, and grading/ land development. The project site is not located in 

close proximity to the identified MSHCP Conservation Area, thus no mitigation pertaining to urban/ 

wildlands interface is required. 

Section 6.3.2 outlines additional surveys that may be needed to achieve coverage for certain species. The 

project site is not mapped as a Critical Area in the MSHCP, but it is mapped within the MSHCP survey area 

for burrowing owl. Therefore, as required by the MSHCP, focused burrowing owl surveys conducted 

according to the MSHCP survey guidelines are required prior to the start of ground disturbing activities. Pre-

construction clearance surveys would also be required to be conducted within 30 days prior to the start of 
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both Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the project. Project implementation of MM-BIO-4 would reduce potential 

impacts to burrowing owl to a less than significant level.  

No additional plant and amphibian surveys are required to comply with the MSHCP. No other approved local, 

regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans exist or are planned in 

the project vicinity. The project would therefore have a less than significant impact mitigation incorporated. 

3.5 Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource 

pursuant to §15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to §15064.5? 

    

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 

interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 
    

 

Dudek conducted a Phase 1 cultural resources investigation in support of the IS/MND for the project. The cultural 

resources investigation included a cultural resources site records and literature search at the Eastern information 

Center (EIC; Appendix C), located on the campus of University of California, Riverside, and an intensive surface 

survey covering the approximately 10-acre (gross) project site, specifically within APN 294-110-005, to document 

existing conditions and in order to assess impacts of the project on cultural resources. In addition to the California 

Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search at the EIC, the Phase 1 cultural resources 

investigation included a review of the California Native American Heritage Commission’s (NAHC) Sacred Lands File 

(SLF) and background research. 

Environmental Setting 

The topography in the project site is relatively flat, at an elevation of 1,700 feet. According to United States 

Department of Agriculture, there are six soil types found in the Project Area: The six soil types represent two main 

soil types: Fallbrook and Monserate. The six varieties include Fallbrook sandy loam (5–8 % slopes), Fallbrook fine 

sandy loam (2–8% slopes), Fallbrook sandy loam (8–15 % slopes), Monserate sandy loam (0–5 % slopes), 

Monserate sandy loam (8- 15 % slopes), and Monserate sandy loam shallow (5–15 % slopes). Fallbrook series soils 

generally occur at elevations ranging from 300 to 2,000 above mean sea level in areas of with 200–280 frost-free 

days (USDA 2021). The Project site has been subject to a long history of government use, as will be outlined below. 

The majority of this area is occupied, or has been occupied in the past, by buildings, roads, facilitates, or other 

supporting infrastructure. Where undeveloped, evidence of mechanical earth-moving activities is visually apparent 

throughout much of the Project site. This is consistent with the intended training purposes of the BCTC area. 
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Under existing conditions, the project site, is largely disturbed, vacant land that primarily serves as parking for the 

BCTC. However, the eastern portion of the project site contains portable classroom buildings that would be removed 

as part of the project. The project site is bounded by 11th Street to the north, Bundy Avenue to the east, vacant 

land used for parking to the west, and the CAL FIRE Drill Grounds to the south. Located on the opposite side of 11th 

Street are portable classrooms and located on the opposite side of Bundy Avenue are dormitories, parking areas, 

and a classroom building. The areas bordering the project site are located within the BCTC.  

Prehistoric Context 

The BCTC project site is located in an area that was historically occupied by several groups of Native Americans. 

Traditional cultural territory is unable to be determined exclusively for any one tribe. The majority of documentation 

assign this area to be within the Cahuilla traditional territories, although Luiseño, Serrano, and Gabrieleño also 

claim traditional associations with this area. The Cahuilla occupied a roughly 2,400- square-mile territory that 

covered a wide ecological range extending from the San Jacinto Mountains to the desert to the Salton Sea and was 

divided into geographical areas claimed by corporate groups called a Sib, composed of several lineages and villages 

(Bean 1972; Bean and Shipek 1978). The territory was in a strategic location that provided access to resources 

through trade, as it was bisected by the major trade route, the Coco-Maricopa Trail. In addition, the territory was 

located at the periphery of two other routes, the Santa Fe Trail (which connected what is now the city of Needles to 

Cajon Pass) and the Yuman Trail which crossed the Borrego Desert, beginning in the city of Yuma and ending in 

San Diego (Bean 1972; Bean and Smith 1978). The Cahuilla, although separated from neighboring tribes by 

geographical features, still interacted with groups such as the Serrano, with whom the Cahuilla shared a similar 

ecological base, subsistence system, social and political structure, and belief system. They also regularly interacted 

with the Gabrielino, a group essential in the diffusion of ideas and natural resources from the coast to inland (Bean 

1972). The Cahuilla are linguistically and culturally related to the Gabrielino, Cupeño, and Luiseño, and represent 

the descendants of local Late Prehistoric populations.  

The tribes of the region were organized into patrilineal clans or bands centered on a chief, composed of 25–30 

people (Kroeber 1925), each of which had their own territorial land or range where food and other resources were 

collected at different locations throughout the year (Sparkman 1908). The title of chief was heritable along family 

lines. Inter-band conflict was most common over trespassing. Sparkman observed that “when questioned as to 

when or how the land was divided and sub-divided, the Indians say they cannot tell, that their fathers told them that 

it had always been thus” (1908). Place names were assigned to each territory, often reflecting common animals, 

plants, physical landmarks, or cosmological elements that were understood as being related to that location. 

Marriages were generally arranged by parents or guardians. Free and widowed women had the option to choose 

their partner. Polygamy occurred though was not common, often with a single man marrying a number of sisters 

and wives. Shamanism was a major component in tribal life. The physical body and its components was thought to 

be related to the power of an individual, and wastes such as fluids, hair, and nails were discarded with intent. Hair, 

once cut, was often carefully collected and buried to avoid being affected negatively or controlled by someone who 

wishes them harm. Some locations and natural resources were of cultural significance. Springs and other water-

related features were thought to be related with spirits. These resources, often a component of origin stories, had 

power that came with a variety of risks and properties to those who became affected. Puberty ceremonies for both 

boys and girls were complex and rigorous. Mourning ceremonies were similar throughout the region, generally 

involving cut of the hair, burning of the deceased’s clothes a year after death, and redistribution of personal items 

to individuals outside of the immediate tribal group (Sparkman 1908; Kroeber 1925). 

The staple food of the inhabitants of the region during the etnohistoric period was acorns (Sparkman 1908). Of the 

at least six oak species within this tribal groups traditional territory, the most desirable of these was the black oak 

(Quercus kelloggii) due to its ease of processing, protein content, and digestibility. Acorns were stored in granaries 
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to be removed and used as needed. The acorns were generally processed into flour using a mortar and pestle. The 

meal was most commonly leached with hot water and the use of a rush basket, however, there are also accounts 

of placing meal into excavated sand and gravel pits to allow the water to drain naturally. The acorn was then 

prepared in a variety of ways, though often with the use of an earthen vessel (Sparkman 1908). Other edible and 

medicinal plants of common use included wild plums, choke cherries, Christmas berry, gooseberry, elderberry, 

willow, Juncus, buckwheat, lemonade berry, sugar bush, sage scrub, currents, wild grapes, prickly pear, watercress, 

wild oats and other plants. More arid plants such as Yucca, Agave, mesquite, chia, bird-claw fern, Datura, yerba 

santa, Ephedra, and cholla were also of common use by some Luiseño populations. A number of mammals were 

commonly eaten. Game animals included back-tailed deer, antelope, rabbits, hares, birds, ground squirrels, 

woodrats, bears, mountain lions, bobcats, coyotes, and others. In lesser numbers, reptiles and amphibians may 

have been consumed. Fish and marine resources provided some portion of many tribal communities, though most 

notably those nearest the coast. Shellfish would have been procured and transported inland from three primary 

environments, including the sandy open coast, bay and lagoon, and rocky open coast. The availability of these 

marine resources changed with the rising sea levels, siltation of lagoon and bay environments, changing climatic 

conditions, and intensity of use by humans and animals. 

The first extensive contact with Europeans occurred when the Juan Bautista de Anza expedition passed through the 

area, setting up a trade route to provide resources to the missions by land. While the first contact was hostile, later 

interaction included baptisms (at the surrounding missions) and, eventually, the adoption by the Cahuilla of Euro-

American cattle and agricultural practices. The Cahuilla managed to maintain their political and economic autonomy 

through the Spanish period, Mexican period, and into the American pioneer period. A smallpox epidemic in 1863 

decimated a large part of the population and weakened their sovereignty. The Cahuilla remained (for the most part) 

on their own lands until 1877 when reservations were established (Bean and Smith 1978). 

Historic Period (Post 1542) 

Historic Period Overview 

European activity in the region began as early as AD 1542, when Juan Rodríguez Cabrillo landed in San Diego Bay. 

Sebastián Vizcaíno returned in 1602, and it is possible that there were subsequent contacts that went unrecorded. 

These brief encounters made the local native people aware of the existence of other cultures that were 

technologically more complex than their own. Epidemic diseases may also have been introduced into the region at 

an early date, either by direct contacts with the infrequent European visitors or through waves of diffusion 

emanating from native peoples farther to the east or south. Father Juan Crespí, a member of the 1769 Spanish 

Portolá expedition, authored the first written account of interaction between Europeans and the indigenous 

population in the region that makes up Orange County today. It is possible, but as yet unproven, that the precipitous 

demographic decline of native peoples had already begun prior to the arrival of Gaspar de Portolá and Junípero 

Serra in 1769. 

Mexico’s separation from the Spanish empire in 1821 and the secularization of the California missions in the 1830s 

caused further disruptions to native populations. Some former mission neophytes were absorbed into the work 

forces on the ranchos, while others drifted toward the urban centers at San Diego and Los Angeles or moved to the 

eastern portions of the county where they were able to join still largely autonomous native communities. United 

States conquest and annexation, marked by the Mexican-American war and California Sur’s ceding to the United 

States in 1851, together with the gold rush in Northern California, brought many additional outsiders into the region. 

Development during the following decades was fitful, undergoing cycles of boom and bust. With rising populations 

in the nineteenth century throughout the Southern California region, there were increased demands for important 

commodities such as salt. 
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Camp Haan 

The following section has been synthesized from Historic American Building Survey documentation for Camp Haan, 

completed by Dudek (Dotter 2017). In the early 1940s military use expanded to the west from March Field, across 

the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad, to include Camp Haan. Camp Haan served as an anti-aircraft artillery 

training center, military discipline barracks, and prisoner-of-war camp during World War II, and is considered 

significant by local residents for its association with events that made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of Riverside County history. Camp Haan was built in several stages between November 1940 and October 

1942. Camp Haan reached its maximum size of 85,000 troops during World War II, and would have covered 8,058 

acres that have been subsequently developed as a portion of Riverside National Cemetery, General Old Golf Course, 

Air Force Village West Retirement Community and Arnold Heights residential community (MJPA 2010). Summary of 

records at the March JPA Museum provide the following information relating to Camp Haan. 

Originally a tent camp, wooden barracks and other buildings were quickly added. By October of 1941, the Camp 

had 353 buildings, 2,459 floor tents, 6 exchanges, 5 chapels, a hospital, 18 miles of sewers, and 28 miles of 

streets. By November 1941, most of the men who trained at Camp Haan had been assigned to coastal defenses in 

the Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay area. 

In March 1942 Camp Haan was reorganized as an Army Service Depot and in late 1942 a prisoner of war camp 

was built for 1,200 Italian prisoners of war. The prisoners of war worked at Camp Haan and in the surrounding 

citrus orchards. In April 1945, German prisoners of war arrived at Haan to replace the Italians. Later in the war, 

Camp Haan had an 800-bed debarkation hospital which received wounded coming in from the Pacific theater of 

operation. After the war the camp became a separation center and on August 31, 1946, it was closed. Many of the 

wooden buildings were sold and moved to other locations and the land was divided (MJPA 2010). 

The first stage was the largest, including barracks and service facilities for two antiaircraft artillery brigades 

comprised of five battalions, as well as a camp hospital and a warehouse and services area. By February 1941, 

there were 159 wooden buildings for use as mess halls, warehouses, offices, dispensaries, chapels, theaters, 

recreation centers, and base exchanges; 1,251 hutments that housed five to six personnel each, with wood floors 

and framing covered with canvas, wired for electricity and with gas service for heating; in addition to constructing 

water and sewer systems, electric power stations, graded and paved roads, and spur lines to the camp’s warehouse 

loading docks from the nearby main railroad track. In anticipation of the camp growing, a large cold food storage 

unit was installed as well, with room to store enough cold food to feed 16,500 personnel for three days (Anthony 

1988). At later dates, the original barracks and services were expanded to house more units: the Camp Hospital 

was more than doubled in size, as was the warehouse and services area; a Magazine Area was constructed in the 

northwest section, safely separated from the rest of camp; a Prisoner of War camp was added; and a large Military 

Disciplinary Barracks area was built southwest of the main training camp buildings. When the camp was completed 

in October 1942, the cost had escalated from an estimated $2.2 million to $6.5 million. By that time, there were 

382 wooden buildings, 2500 hutments, 28 miles of roads, 18 miles of gas mains, 18 miles of sewer lines, and 15 

miles of water lines for the approximately 7,500 service men living and training at the camp (Dotter 2017).  

The majority of buildings were wood-frame construction, with a few permanent buildings being constructed using 

bricks. Foundations were either concrete slabs or poured-in-place concrete posts, both with embedded ferrous 

connectors to attach wood framing. The slab foundations were used for the mess halls, administration buildings, 

storage buildings, motor vehicle-related buildings, and latrines. The concrete post foundations correspond to 

barracks locations (U.S. Engineer Office 1946; U.S. Air Force 1951). Walls were wood-framed with horizontal wood 

plank siding. The hutments had canvas tents forming the upper half of the walls and the roof, whereas the other 
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buildings had wood-framed roofs covered in composition roofing material. Doors were typically wood with half-lites, 

and windows were wood-framed, multiple-lite double-hung or casement windows. 

Background Research 

CHRIS Records Search 

Previous Cultural Resource Studies 

EIC records indicate that 24 cultural resource studies have been completed within 0.5 miles of the project site 

between 1978 and 2018. Of the 24 previous studies, seven intersected at least a portion of the project site. The 

remaining 17 of these previously conducted studies were conducted outside the project site in all cardinal 

directions, but within the 0.5-mile radius. Table 3.5-1 summarizes all 24 reports identified followed by a brief 

summary of the seven reports overlapping the project site.  

Table 3.5-1. Previous Technical Studies within 0.5 Miles of Project Site 

EIC Report 

Number 

(RI-) Authors Date Title 

Proximity 

to Project 

Site 

00422 Richard Lando 1978 Environmental Impact Evaluation: Archaeological 

Survey of Six Road Right-of-ways, Mead Valley, 

Riverside County, California 

Outside 

01144 D.M Van Horn 1980 Archaeological Survey Report: The 1500 Acre 

Woodcrest Agricultural Preserve Located Adjacent 

to March AFB, Riverside County, California 

Outside 

02042 McCarthy, Daniel F. 1986 An Archaeological Assessment of the West March 

Housing Development, March Air Force Base, 

Riverside County, California 

Overlaps 

02125 Swope, Karen K. 1987 An Archaeological Assessment of 970+ Acres of 

Land Located on March Air Force Base, Riverside 

County, California 

Overlaps 

02159 Drover, C.E. 1987 An Archaeological Assessment of the Air Force 

Village West, Riverside County, California 

Outside 

02293 Drover, C.E. 1988 An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed 

Barton Street Pipeline and Access Road Near Glen 

Valley, California 

Outside 

02653 De Munck, Victor C. 1989 A Cultural Resource Assessment of 375 Acres of 

Land Located in the Indio Area of Riverside, 

California. 

Outside 

03465 Drover, Christopher 1992 A Cultural Resources Assessment of the 800-Acre 

Alta Cresta Ranch Specific Plan, Riverside East - 

Steele Peak USGS Quads, Woodcrest CA 

Outside 

03510 McDonald, Meg and 

Barb Giacomini 

1996 An Intensive Survey of Approximately 2,500 Acres of 

March Air Force Base, Riverside County, California 

Adjacent 

04996 McKenna et al. 2001 Cultural Resources Review of Previous Studies at 

the Ben Clark Public Safety Training Center at 

March Air Force Base, Riverside County, California. 

Overlaps 

05179 LSA Associates, Inc. 2003 Cultural Resource Assessment, Beazer Homes Tract 

30756, Riverside County, California 

Outside 
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Table 3.5-1. Previous Technical Studies within 0.5 Miles of Project Site 

EIC Report 

Number 

(RI-) Authors Date Title 

Proximity 

to Project 

Site 

05458 Mason, Roger D. 2005 Phase I Archaeological Survey Report for the 

Sawada Parcel (APN 266-160-006), Riverside 

County, CA 

Outside 

05994 Dahdul, Mariam, 

Daniel Ballester, and 

Josh Smallwood 

2003 Archaeological Testing at Sites CA-RIV-4736/H. Alta 

Cresta Specific Plan, Tentative Tract Map NO.S 

31237, 31238, 31360 TO 31362, Near the City of 

Riverside, Riverside County 

Outside 

06276 Mason, Rodger, D. 2005 Phase I Archaeological Survey Report for the Geiser 

Parcel (APN 266-160-008) Riverside County, 

California 

Outside 

06718 Jordan, Stacey C. 2007 Archaeological Survey Report for Southern 

California Edison Company: March JPA Village West 

Projects, March Air Force Base, Riverside County, 

California (WO #6477-2000, AI #P2206; WO 

#6077-7947, AI #K7992) 

Outside 

07068 Stacey C. Jordan, 

Ph.D., RPA 

2007 Archaeological Survey Report for Southern 

California Edison Company New Underground 

System Project on March Air Force Base Riverside 

County, California 

Outside 

07332 Bonner, Wayne H. 

and Marnie Aislin-Kay 

2006 Report Letter: Cultural Resource Records Search 

and Site Visit Results for T-Mobile 

Telecommunications Facility Candidate IE04728A 

(MBM Farm), 20197 Nandina Avenue, Perris, 

Riverside County, California. 

Outside 

08272 William Manely 

Consulting and Earth 

Tech 

1995 Historic Building Inventory and Evaluation, March 

Air Force Base, Riverside County, California 

Overlaps 

09362 Michael Hogan 2015 Archaeological Monitoring Program March Joint 

Powers Authority Project Near March Air Reserve 

Base, Riverside County, California CRM TECH 

Contract No. 2833 

Outside 

09971 Adella B. Schroth 1998 Review of Traditional Cultural Properties and 

Ethnography of the March Joint Powers Authority 

Planning Area 

Overlaps 

10093 Urban Future, Inc.  1996 Environmental Impact Report for the March Air 

Force Base Redevelopment Project 

Overlaps 

10144 Robert D Niehaus Inc 1988 Photographic Record of the Remains of Camp Haan 

on the Western Portion of March Air Force Base, 

Riverside, California 

Overlaps 

01036 Christopher E. Drover 1980 Environmental Impact Evaluation: Archaeological 

Assessment of Proposed Rock Quarrying Area of 

Pacific Industrial Properties Near Home Gardens, 

California 

Outside 

10307 Bai "Tom" Tang 2018 Historical/ Archaeological Resources Survey 

Addition to South Campus (Balance of Lot 41), 

Meridian Business Park Near the City of Riverside, 

Outside 
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Table 3.5-1. Previous Technical Studies within 0.5 Miles of Project Site 

EIC Report 

Number 

(RI-) Authors Date Title 

Proximity 

to Project 

Site 

Riverside County, California CRM TECH Contract 

3349 

-- *Dotter, Kara 2017 Historic American Building Survey Written 

Documentation for Camp Haan, Riverside County, 

California, Ben Clark Training Center. Prepared for 

County of Riverside Economic Development Agency. 

Overlaps 

-- *Giacinto, Adam, 

Ross Owen, Jessica 

Colston, Ted Roberts, 

and Micah Hale 

2020 Cultural Resources Inventory Report for the BCTC 

Hazardous Fuel Reduction Project, Riverside 

County, California. Prepared for, and on file with, 

Riverside County Fire and CAL FIRE. 

Overlaps 

* Note: Report No. pending EIC integration into CHRIS database. 

Report No. RI-2042 

An Archaeological Assessment of the West March Housing Development, March Airforce Base, Riverside County, 

California (McCarthy 1986), documents the results of an archaeological resource study consisting of pedestrian 

survey and archival record search. The study area overlaps approximately 80% of the eastern half portion of the 

project site. Six previously unrecorded prehistoric archaeological resources were identified during the course of this 

study; none of which intersect the current project site. The report includes the National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP) Determination of Eligibility form, prepared by Daniel F. McCarthy, Archaeological Research Unit of the 

University of California, Riverside, stating that the 1986 study area, which includes a portion of the current project 

site, was determined to be ineligible for NRHP listing and no further studies were recommended. 

Report No. RI-2125 

An Archaeological Assessment of 970+/- Acres of Land Located on March Air Force Base, Riverside County, 

California (Swope 1987), documents the results of an archaeological investigation conducted on behalf of the 

United States Air Force to determine effects on cultural resources in a proposed area of housing development. The 

study consists of a pedestrian survey. The survey area overlaps the entirety of the current project site. Swope 

identified 19 archaeological sites within the area of study, only one of which intersects the current project site [P-

33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H]. The site is described as various foundations and tent platform remnants of Camp 

Haan. Swope explains it is unlikely the current remnants of the site can provide significant archaeological or 

architectural information; however, Swope states that the information associated with Camp Haan provides 

important information into the World War II period. Swope recommended that a formal historic document search of 

all available records be conducted before any additional demolition or removal of Camp Haan structures as a means 

to reveal any information associated with prisoner of war activities in the United States and further inform on the 

history of the World War II period. It is noted that P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H may be eligible for the NRHP, 

although no further documentation or nomination forms are included. No new archaeological resources were 

identified during the course of this study. A portion of the historic-period Camp Haan, P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H, 

was identified within the current project site. 
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Report No. RI-4996 

Cultural Resources Review of Previous Studies at the Ben Clark Public Safety Training Center at March Air Force 

Base, Riverside County, California (McKenna 2001), documents the review and analysis of previously conducted 

cultural studies. The study area overlaps the entirety of the current project site. McKenna cites a 1987 study 

conducted by Swope and Neiditch, claiming P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H (Camp Haan) was deemed not eligible for 

the NRHP according to State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). McKenna concludes, with SHPO concurrence on 

September 19, 1988, that there are no significant or eligible cultural resources for NRHP listing within the study 

location, and therefore within the current project site. Moreover, the report recommended that the study area not 

be classified as a traditional cultural property. The report states given the cultural sensitivity surrounding the BCTC, 

there is a potential to encounter buried resources and therefore, recommended construction monitoring for initial 

ground disturbing activities. No new archaeological resources were identified during the course of this study.  

Report No. RI-8272 

Historic Building Inventory and Evaluation, March Air Force Base, Riverside County, California (Wessel 1995), 

documents the results of archival research, pedestrian survey, and evaluation of historic buildings on behalf of US 

Department of the Air Force. The study area overlaps the entirety of the current project site and focuses on the built 

environment. No cultural resources were identified within the current project site during the course of this study.  

Report No. RI-9971 

Review of Traditional Cultural Properties and Ethnography of the March Joint Powers Authority Planning Area 

(Schroth 1998), documents the results of a literature review conducted to determine if cultural resources would be 

impacted if various cities within Riverside were to be re-zoned. The study area encompasses the entirety of the 

current project site. Various bedrock milling sites are identified throughout the subject study area, none of which 

are considered culturally significant and do not intersect the current project site. The report recommended that the 

prehistoric resources identified within the study area as not significant and ineligible for NRHP listing and that the 

study area not be identified as a traditional cultural property. Included within this report is a letter from the SHPO 

dated May 24, 1999, concurring with the report’s findings. No new archaeological resources were identified during 

the course of this study within the current project site.  

Report No. RI-10093 

Environmental Impact Report for the March Air Force Base Development Project (Urban Futures Inc. 1996), 

documents the results prepared on behalf of March Joint Powers Redevelopment Agency to determine 

environmental impacts on a proposed multifaceted development plan. The study area encompasses the entirety of 

the current project site. It is concluded that due to current level of development in the area, potential impact to 

archaeological resources are anticipated to be  less than significant. No new archaeological resources were 

identified during the course of this study.  

Report No. RI-10144 

Photographic Record of the Remains of Camp Haan on the Western Portion of March Air Force Base Riverside, 

California (Robert D. Niehaus Inc. 1988), documents the condition of Camp Haan (P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H) 

through a series of photographs. The study location overlaps approximately 20% of the western half portion of the 

current project site. Niehaus depicts Camp Haan as consisting of concrete foundations, pipes, conduit segments, 

concrete pilings serving as previous tent supports, and various electrical accessories. Structural remnants 
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associated with the historic-period Camp Haan, P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H, was identified through EIC records 

as occurring within the current project site, which is further discussed in the following section for previously recorded 

cultural resources. No new archaeological resources were identified during the course of this report. 

Reports Pending EIC ID  

Dudek prepared a Historic American Building Survey documentation for Camp Haan in 2017 (Dotter 2017). This 

study included a detailed historic context, copies of original photographs, maps, and plans, and other descriptive 

information. Dudek additionally supported archaeological efforts for fuel reduction projects within the Camp Haan 

area, as documented by Cultural Resources Inventory Report for the BCTC Hazardous Fuel Reduction Project, 

Riverside County, California (Giacinto et al. 2020). This study, focusing on the area west of the footprint historically 

occupied by the Camp Hann buildings, confirmed that the majority of prehistoric bedrock milling sites had been 

substantially disturbed or destroyed since previous recordation. This study additionally supplemented records of P-

33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H, recording a previously undocumented refuse scatter with potential WW II-era cultural 

material. No resources documented as part of these studies would be affected by the present project. 

Previously Recorded Cultural Resources 

EIC records indicate that 49 previously recorded cultural resources are located within 0.5 miles of the proposed 

Project site. Forty-two resources are prehistoric archaeological resources, five are historic-era archaeological 

resources, one is a prehistoric isolate, and one is a multicomponent site consisting of both prehistoric and historic-

period resources. Only one historic-period archaeological resource (P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H) overlaps the 

current project site. No prehistoric resources have been identified within the current project site based on records 

held at the EIC. Table 3.5-2 summarizes all 49 identified resources followed by a brief summary of the resource (P-

33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H) that overlaps the current project site.  

Table 3.5-2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 0.5 Miles of Project Site 

Primary 

(P-33-) Trinomial Age Description 

Authors and 

Year 

NRHP 

Eligibility 

Proximity to 

Project Site 

003096 CA-RIV-

003096 

Multicomponent Prehistoric bedrock 

milling feature and a 

historic can scatter 

1986 (Daniel 

F. McCarthy); 

2007 (Koji 

Tsunoda, 

Jones & 

Stokes) 

Unknown Outside 

003097 CA-RIV-

003097 

Prehistoric Two bedrock milling 

features 

1986 (Daniel 

F. McCarthy) 

Unknown Outside 

003098 CA-RIV-

003098 

Prehistoric Two bedrock milling 

features 

1986 (Daniel 

F. McCarthy) 

Unknown Outside 

003099 CA-RIV-

003099 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1986 (Daniel 

F. McCarthy) 

Unknown Outside 

003100 CA-RIV-

003100 

Prehistoric Three bedrock milling 

features 

1986 (Daniel 

F. McCarthy); 

2014 (Daniel 

Ballester) 

Unknown Outside 
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Table 3.5-2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 0.5 Miles of Project Site 

Primary 

(P-33-) Trinomial Age Description 

Authors and 

Year 

NRHP 

Eligibility 

Proximity to 

Project Site 

003105 CA-RIV-

003105 

Prehistoric Two milling features 1986 (Daniel 

F. McCarthy); 

2014 (Daniel 

Ballester) 

Unknown Outside 

*003285 CA-RIV-

003285/H 

Historic Previous Location of 

Camp Haan a WWII-

Era Military Base: 

Majority of buildings 

have been 

demolished, current 

site consists of 

concrete 

foundations, paved 

roads, portions of 

barrack structures, 

structural rock 

alignments, and 

various trash pits; 

updated in February 

18, 2020 to include 

historic period refuse 

scatter  

1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch); 

1990 (Fred 

Budinger Jr.); 

2007 (Adrian 

Sanchez 

Moreno) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Overlaps 

003286 CA-RIV-

003286 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003287 CA-RIV-

003287 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003288 CA-RIV-

003288 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003289 CA-RIV-

003289 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch.) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 
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Table 3.5-2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 0.5 Miles of Project Site 

Primary 

(P-33-) Trinomial Age Description 

Authors and 

Year 

NRHP 

Eligibility 

Proximity to 

Project Site 

003290 CA-RIV-

003290 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003291 CA-RIV-

003291 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003292 CA-RIV-

003292 

Prehistoric Two boulders with 

series of milling 

features 

1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003293 CA-RIV-

003293 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditc) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003294 CA-RIV-

003294 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003295 CA-RIV-

003295 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003296 CA-RIV-

003296 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003297 CA-RIV-

003297 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 
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Table 3.5-2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 0.5 Miles of Project Site 

Primary 

(P-33-) Trinomial Age Description 

Authors and 

Year 

NRHP 

Eligibility 

Proximity to 

Project Site 

003298 CA-RIV-

003298 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003299 CA-RIV-

003299 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Unknown Outside 

003300 CA-RIV-

003300 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003301 CA-RIV-

003301 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003302 CA-RIV-

003302 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003303 CA-RIV-

003303 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1987 (K. 

Swope and B. 

Neiditch) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003325 CA-RIV-

003325 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1987 (C.E. 

Drover) 

Unknown Outside 

003326 CA-RIV-

003326 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1987 (C.E. 

Drover) 

Unknown Outside 

003327 CA-RIV-

003327 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1987 (C.E. 

Drover) 

Unknown Outside 

003328 CA-RIV-

003328 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1987 (C.E. 

Drover) 

Unknown Outside 

003329 CA-RIV-

003329 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1987 (C.E. 

Drover) 

Unknown Outside 
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Table 3.5-2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 0.5 Miles of Project Site 

Primary 

(P-33-) Trinomial Age Description 

Authors and 

Year 

NRHP 

Eligibility 

Proximity to 

Project Site 

003380 CA-RIV-

003380 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1987 (L. 

Gorenflo) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003381 CA-RIV-

003381 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1988 (L. 

Gorenflo) 

Not 

Eligible 

(According 

to SHPO, 

see RI-

4996) 

Outside 

003382 CA-RIV-

003382 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1989 (L. 

Gorenflo) 

Unknown Outside 

003383 CA-RIV-

003383 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1990 (L. 

Gorenflo); 

2014 (D. 

Ballester) 

Unknown Outside 

005414 CA-RIV-

005414 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1994 (B. 

Giacomini) 

Unknown Outside 

005415 CA-RIV-

005415 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1995 (B. 

Giacomini) 

Unknown Outside 

005447 CA-RIV-

005447 

Prehistoric Milling feature 1996 (B. 

Giacomini) 

Unknown Outside 

005453 CA-RIV-

005453 

Historic Trash scatter 

consisting of purple 

glass fragments.  

1997 (B. 

Giacomini) 

Unknown Outside 

007782 CA-RIV-

005823 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

1996 (C. 

Schultze) 

Unknown Outside 

014873 CA-RIV-

007928 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

2005 

(Cotterman, 

Cary D.) 

Unknown Outside 

015935  Historic Trash dump with 

modern debris  

2007 

(Tsunoda, 

Koji) 

Unknown Outside 

024849 CA-RIV-

012318 

Prehistoric  Bedrock milling 

feature 

2016 (Nina 

Gallardo and 

Sal Boites) 

Unknown Outside 

024859 CA-RIV-

012321 

Historic Trash scatter 

consisting of metal 

objects, glass and 

ceramic fragments; 

there is evidence of 

the glass being 

melted.  

2016 (Daniel 

Ballester, 

John 

Goodman, 

and Cynthia 

Morales) 

Unknown Outside 
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Table 3.5-2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 0.5 Miles of Project Site 

Primary 

(P-33-) Trinomial Age Description 

Authors and 

Year 

NRHP 

Eligibility 

Proximity to 

Project Site 

024860 CA-RIV-

012322 

Historic Concrete foundations 

from since removed 

antenna towers, most 

likely associated with 

March Airforce Base.  

2016 (Daniel 

Ballester and 

Ben Kerridge) 

Unknown Outside 

026411 CA-RIV-

012424 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

2016 (Daniel 

Ballester and 

Todd Perry) 

Does not 

appear 

eligible; 

no official 

code 

given 

Outside 

026626  Prehistoric  Isolated chert flake 2016 (Daniel 

Ballester) 

Unknown Outside 

026627 CA-RIV-

012532 

Prehistoric Low density lithic 

scatter 

2016 (Todd 

Perry and 

Michael 

Hogan) 

Does not 

appear 

eligible; 

no official 

code 

given 

Outside 

026664 CA-RIV-

012563 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

2017 (Nina 

Gallardo) 

Does not 

appear 

eligible; 

no official 

code 

given 

Outside 

028029 CA-RIV-

012652 

Prehistoric Bedrock milling 

feature 

2017 (Ben 

Kerridge); 

2017 (Sal Z. 

Boites) 

Does not 

appear 

eligible; 

no official 

code 

given 

Outside 

* Note: Updated site record not yet integrated into CHRIS database. 

P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H 

P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H is a historic-era site, measuring approximately 1,000 meters north to south by 1,000 

meters east to west (3,280 by 3,280 feet) at an elevation of 1,700 feet above mean sea level, overlaps a portion 

of the western half portion of the current project site. P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H is documented as the previous 

location of Camp Haan; a World War II-era military camp consisting of Anti-aircraft Replacement Training Center, 

Base Prisoner of War Camp, Army Service Forces Depot, and US Disciplinary Barracks. The site was originally 

formally recorded in 1987 by Swope and Neiditch, who describe the site as mostly demolished with a few remaining 

features. Features include structural remains of the original barracks, holding cells, concrete foundations, tent 

platforms, rectangular structural rock formations, paved roads, subsurface cisterns, and a trash dump consisting 

of solder-top cans, glass, and ceramics. It is interpreted to have been operational during the early to mid-1940s. P-

33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H was again formally recorded in 1990 by Budinger, who notes that the area has been 

bulldozed leaving “only foundations and associated cement pads and piers.” An update was provided by Moreno in 
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2007, who explains that during a survey conducted that same year, only foundational remains were present in the 

southern portion of the site and the site has been highly disturbed due to bulldozing efforts. An update to the site 

was prepared by Dudek (Giacinto et al. 2020) to include a historic-period refuse scatter comprised of metal cans 

and glass jars, identified near the former prisoner/security facilities of Camp Haan; however, this resource was 

identified outside the current project site boundaries. While the SHPO prepared a letter dated September 6, 1991, 

indicating that they concurred with the finding that the American Red Cross Building and associated garage are 

NRHP eligible under criteria A and C, these buildings are not present within the current project site, nor would they 

be otherwise affected. Features associated with destroyed buildings and facilities, such as roads, concrete pads, 

and other remnants, were determined by the lead agency with SHPO concurrence to be ineligible for NRHP listing. 

Outside of the present investigation, the most recent documentation of Camp Haan included Historic American 

Building Survey in 2017 documentation (Dotter 2017) and a fuel management project in 2019 (Giacinto et al. 

2020). 

Review of Historical Maps and Aerial Photographs 

Dudek consulted historical maps and aerial photographs to understand development of the project site and 

surrounding properties. Topographic maps are available for the years 1902, 1905, 1911, 1927, 1939, 1942, 

1955, 1960, 1962, 1969, 1974, 1980, 1984, 2012, 2015, and 2018 (NETR 2021a). Historic aerials are available 

for the years 1948, 1966, 1967, 1978, 1994, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2010, 2012, 2014, and 2016 (NETR 2021b).  

The first U.S. Geological Survey topographic map showing the project site dates to 1901 and shows the project site 

as undeveloped. The following topographic maps, 1905, 1911, 1927, 1939, and 1942 show no significant change 

to the project site. The topographic map from 1955 depicts the project site as the Ben Clark Public Safety Training 

Center on March Air Force Base, with 11th Street intersecting west to east and Dalla Avenue intersecting north to 

south. The 1960 topographic map no longer shows any of the BCTC, instead showing the project site as 

undeveloped. However, the following topographic map from 1962 is consistent with the 1955 map, showing the 

project site as the BCTC. The remainder of the topographic maps show no significant changes to the project site.  

The first aerial photograph showing the project site dates to 1948 and shows the project site developed with a 

series of structures throughout and 11th Street intersecting east to west and Dalla Avenue intersecting north to 

south. The 1966 aerial no longer shows any structures, instead the project site is shown void of structures and 

cleared of vegetation. The following aerial photographs, 1967 and 1978, show no significant change within the 

project site. The aerial from 1994 no longer shows the southern half of Dalla Avenue, instead there is a cleared 

path parallel and just to the south of 11th Street. The following aerial photographs, in 2002 and 2005, show no 

significant change to the project site until 2009. The 2009 historic aerial photograph depicts a series of structures 

in the northern half of the project site, and four structures and a parking lot in the southwestern quadrant of the 

project site. The aerial from 2010 no longer shows the four structures in the southwestern quadrant. The 2012 

aerial photograph shows a series of structures in the southeastern section of the project site, just south of 11th 

Street. The aerial from 2014 shows the dirt lot just south of 11th Street, between the previous location of the four 

structures and the series of structures to the east, being used as a parking lot. The remaining aerial photograph 

shows no significant change to the project site or surrounding areas. 

The project site has been subjected to considerable ground disturbance from at least the 1940s up to the 2010s. 
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Geotechnical Report Review 

Dudek reviewed a geotechnical report for the project to better understand the geomorphology of the project site. 

The geotechnical report, Geotechnical Investigation, Geologic Hazards Evaluation, and Infiltration Testing RCCD Ben 

Clark Training Center Phase I: Education Center, 16791 Davis Avenue, Riverside, California (Appendix D), was 

prepared for the Riverside Community College District in March 2020. The report documents the results of 

subsurface testing, laboratory testing, and data analysis. Subsurface testing consisted of six machine-augered 

borings drilled to a depth of 40 feet and located within the southwestern portion of the current project site. One 

boring encountered 2 feet of fill soils; this boring was located just south of 11th Street in the central portion of the 

project site (see B-2). The boring parallel with B-2 to the west, encountered a thin layer of gravel on the surface (see 

B-4). The report concludes that the area of study contains as much as 3.5 feet of disturbed soils consisting of native 

soils and artificial fill (intermixed); however, the only documented artificial fill was encountered at a maximum depth 

of 2 feet. The report does not provide further details regarding artificial fill or native soils. The results of these 

borings are documented in Table 3.5-3.  

Table 3.5-3. Inland Foundation Engineering Boring Log Summary 

Boring 

Number 0–10 feet 10–20 feet 20–30 feet 30–40 feet 

B-1 0–2 feet: olive brown silty clayey 

sand; medium dense (artificial fill) 

2–15.5 feet: olive highly to 

moderately weathered 

granite; very dense 

Boring terminated at 15.5 

feet  

B-2 0–2 feet: olive 

brown silty sand 

(artificial fill) 

2–3.5 feet: 

olive brown 

silty clayey 

sand; medium 

dense 

3.5–23 feet: olive moderately 

to slightly weathered granite; 

very dense  

Boring terminated at 23 feet  

B-3 0–3 feet: olive brown silty sand; 

loose to medium dense (artificial 

fill) 

3–21 feet: olive moderately 

to slightly weathered granite; 

very dense  

Boring terminated at 21 feet  

B-4 2 inches of artificial gravel fill on 

surface 

0–3.5 feet: olive brown silty 

clayey sand; medium dense 

(artificial fill) 

3.5–40.5 feet: olive to light grey highly to slightly weathered 

granite; very dense  

B-5 0–1 foot: olive 

brown silty 

clayey sand, 

loose (artificial 

fill) 

1–2.5 feet: 

red brown 

clayey sand; 

loose  

2.5–15 feet: olive highly to 

moderately weathered; very 

dense 

Boring terminated at 15 feet 

B-6 0–1 foot: olive 

brown silty 

clayey sand, 

loose (artificial 

fill) 

1–3 feet: dark 

brown clayey 

sand; loose  

3–15 feet: olive highly to 

moderately weathered 

granite; very dense  

Boring terminated at 15 feet  

Source: Appendix D 
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NAHC SLF Results 

Dudek contacted the NAHC on December 2, 2020, to request a review of the SLF. The NAHC replied via email on 

December 9, 2020, stating that the SLF search was completed with negative results. 

Survey 

An intensive pedestrian cultural survey of the project site was conducted on January 8, 2021. Survey observations 

indicate that the entirety of the project site has been disturbed by grading activities. No evidence of the historic 

period Camp Haan, P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H, was encountered and no unknown historic period or prehistoric 

cultural resources were observed as a result of the survey.   

Regulatory Framework 

Work for the project was conducted in compliance with CEQA. The regulatory framework as it pertains to cultural 

resources under CEQA is detailed below.  

Under the provisions of CEQA, including the CEQA Statutes (PRC Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1), the CEQA 

Guidelines (14 CCR 15064.5), and California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1 (14 CCR 4850 et seq.), 

properties expected to be directly or indirectly affected by a proposed project must be evaluated for California 

Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) eligibility (PRC Section 5024.1).  

The purpose of the CRHR is to maintain listings of the state’s historical resources and to indicate which properties 

are to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from material impairment and substantial adverse change. 

The term historical resources includes a resource listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR; a 

resource included in a local register of historical resources; and any object, building, structure, site, area, place, 

record, or manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant (14 CCR 15064.5[a]). The criteria 

for listing properties in the CRHR were developed in accordance with previously established criteria developed for 

listing in the National Register of Historic Places. The California Office of Historic Preservation regards “any physical 

evidence of human activities over 45 years old” as meriting recordation and evaluation (OHP 1995:2). 

California Register of Historic Resources 

A cultural resource is considered “historically significant” under CEQA if the resource meets one or more of the 

criteria for listing on the CRHR. The CRHR was designed to be used by state and local agencies, private groups, and 

citizens to identify existing cultural resources within the state and to indicate which of those resources should be 

protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change. The following criteria have been 

established for the CRHR. A resource is considered significant if it: 

1. is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s 

history and cultural heritage; 

2. is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

3. embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents 

the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

4. has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, historical resources eligible for listing in the CRHR must 

retain enough of their historic character or appearance to be able to convey the reasons for their significance. Such 
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integrity is evaluated in regard to the retention of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 

association. 

Under CEQA, if an archeological site is not a historical resource but meets the definition of a “unique archeological 

resource” as defined in PRC Section 21083.2, then it should be treated in accordance with the provisions of that 

section. A unique archaeological resource is defined as follows:  

• An archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely 

adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:  

o Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is a 

demonstrable public interest in that information  

o Has a special and particular quality, such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example 

of its type  

o Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person  

Resources that neither meet any of these criteria for listing in the CRHR nor qualify as a “unique archaeological 

resource” under CEQA (PRC Section 21083.2) are viewed as not significant. Under CEQA, “A non-unique 

archaeological resource need be given no further consideration, other than the simple recording of its existence by 

the lead agency if it so elects” (PRC Section 21083.2[h]). 

Impacts that adversely alter the significance of a resource listed in or eligible for listing in the CRHR are considered a 

significant effect on the environment. Impacts to historical resources from a proposed project are thus considered 

significant if the project (1) physically destroys or damages all or part of a resource; (2) changes the character of the 

use of the resource or physical feature within the setting of the resource, which contributes to its significance; or (3) 

introduces visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of significant features of the resource 

California Environmental Quality Act 

As described further, the following CEQA statutes (PRC Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 

et seq.) are of relevance to the analysis of archaeological, historic, and tribal cultural resources: 

• PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines “unique archaeological resource.” 

• PRC Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) defines “historical resources.” In addition, 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) defines the phrase “substantial adverse change in the significance of 

an historical resource;” it also defines the circumstances when a project would materially impair the 

significance of a historical resource. 

• PRC Section 21074(a) defines “tribal cultural resources.”  

• PRC Section 5097.98 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) set forth standards and steps to be employed 

following the accidental discovery of human remains in any location other than a dedicated ceremony. 

• PRC Sections 21083.2(b)–(c) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 provide information regarding the 

mitigation framework for archaeological and historic resources, including examples of preservation-in-place 

mitigation measures. Preservation in place is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to significant 

archaeological sites because it maintains the relationship between artifacts and the archaeological context, 

and may also help avoid conflict with religious or cultural values of groups associated with the 

archaeological site(s).  
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More specifically, under CEQA, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it may cause “a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” (PRC Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 

15064.5[b]). If a site is listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or included in a local register of historic resources, 

or identified as significant in a historical resources survey (meeting the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1[q]), it 

is an “historical resource” and is presumed to be historically or culturally significant for purposes of CEQA (PRC 

Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5[a]). The lead agency is not precluded from determining that a resource is a 

historical resource even if it does not fall within this presumption (PRC Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5[a]). 

A “substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” reflecting a significant effect under 

CEQA means “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 

surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired” (14 CCR 

15064.5[b][1]; PRC Section 5020.1[q]). In turn, the significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when 

a project does any of the following (14 CCR 15064.5[b][2]): 

(1) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 

resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in 

the California Register; or 

(2) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that account for its 

inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the PRC or its 

identification in an historical resources survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the PRC, 

unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence 

that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 

(3) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource 

that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register as 

determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA. 

Pursuant to these sections, the CEQA inquiry begins with evaluating whether a project site contains any “historical 

resources,” then evaluates whether that project will cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

historical resource such that the resource’s historical significance is materially impaired. 

If it can be demonstrated that a project will cause damage to a unique archaeological resource, the lead agency 

may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these resources to be preserved in place or left in 

an undisturbed state. To the extent that they cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC 

Sections 21083.2[a]–[c]).  

PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, object, or site 

about which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a 

high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:  

(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is a 

demonstrable public interest in that information. 

(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type. 

(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person (PRC 

Section 21083.2[g]). 
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Impacts on nonunique archaeological resources are generally not considered a significant environmental impact (PRC 

Section 21083.2[a]; 14 CCR 15064.5[c][4]). However, if a nonunique archaeological resource qualifies as a tribal 

cultural resource (PRC Sections 21074[c] and 21083.2[h]), further consideration of significant impacts is required.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 assigns special importance to human remains and specifies procedures to be 

used when Native American remains are discovered. As described below, these procedures are detailed in PRC 

Section 5097.98.  

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods, regardless of their 

antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those remains. California Health and Safety 

Code Section 7050.5 requires that if human remains are discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, 

no further disturbance or excavation of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains 

shall occur until the county coroner has examined the remains (Section 7050.5[b]). PRC Section 5097.98 also 

outlines the process to be followed in the event that remains are discovered. If the coroner determines or has 

reason to believe the remains are those of a Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours 

(Section 7050.5[c]). The NAHC will notify the “most likely descendant,” and with the permission of the landowner, 

the most likely descendant may inspect the site of discovery. The inspection must be completed within 48 hours of 

notification of the most likely descendant by NAHC. The most likely descendant may recommend means of treating 

or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and items associated with Native Americans. 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant 

to §15064.5? 

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As described in Section 3.5.1, Existing 

Conditions, EIC records indicate that 49 previously recorded cultural resources are located within 0.5 miles 

of the project site. Only one historic-period archaeological resource (P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H) overlaps 

the current project site. The historical resource P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H is documented as the 

previous location of Camp Haan; a World War II-era military camp consisting of Anti-aircraft Replacement 

Training Center, Base Prisoner of War Camp, Army Service Forces Depot, and US Disciplinary Barracks 

dating from 1941–1946 or 1947. The intensive-level pedestrian survey did not identify any evidence or 

contributing components of P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H within the project site. While extant buildings 

associated with Camp Haan, if present, would be potentially eligible for NRHP/CRHR listing, remnant 

foundations or other features have been determined within concurrence by SHPO as not NRHP/CRHR 

eligible. However, there is always a possibility that intact subsurface historic-period archaeological deposits 

or features associated with Camp Haan operations that were not previously identified could be encountered 

during construction activities and impacts to these resources would be potentially significant. Therefore, 

MM-CUL-1 and MM-CUL-2 would be implemented to reduce potential impacts to unanticipated historic-

period archaeological resources. Implementation of MM-CUL-1 and MM-CUL-2 would reduce potential 

impacts pertaining to the inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources to a less than significant level. 

Therefore, impacts associated with historical resources would be less than significant. 

MM-CUL-1 All construction personnel and monitors who are not trained archaeologists shall be briefed 

regarding inadvertent discoveries prior to the start of construction activities. A basic presentation 

and handout or pamphlet shall be prepared in order to ensure proper identification and treatment 

of inadvertent discoveries. The purpose of the Workers Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) 
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training is to provide specific details on the kinds of archaeological materials that may be identified 

during construction of the project and explain the importance of and legal basis for the protection 

of significant archaeological resources. Each worker shall also learn the proper procedures to follow 

in the event that cultural resources or human remains are uncovered during ground-disturbing 

activities. These procedures include work curtailment or redirection, and the immediate contact of 

the site supervisor and archaeological monitor. 

MM-CUL-2 A qualified archaeologist shall be retained and on-call to conduct spot monitoring and respond to and 

address any inadvertent discoveries identified during ground disturbing activities whether within 

disturbed, imported or native soils. A qualified archaeologist shall be retained to monitor all initial 

ground disturbance once such activities have reached 1 foot above native soils. Initial ground 

disturbance is defined as initial construction-related earth moving of sediments from their place of 

deposition. As it pertains to archaeological monitoring, this definition excludes movement of sediments 

after they have been initially disturbed or displaced by current project-related construction. A qualified 

archaeological principal investigator, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 

Standards, shall oversee and adjust monitoring efforts as needed (increase, decrease, or discontinue 

monitoring frequency) based on the observed potential for construction activities to encounter cultural 

deposits or material. The archaeological monitor shall be responsible for maintaining daily monitoring 

logs for those days monitoring occurs.  

In the event that potential prehistoric or historic-era archaeological resources (sites, features, or 

artifacts) are exposed during construction activities for the project, all construction work occurring within 

100 feet of the find shall immediately stop and a qualified archaeologist must be notified immediately 

to assess the significance of the find and determine whether or not additional study is warranted. 

Depending upon the significance of the find under the California Environmental Quality Act, the 

archaeologist may simply record the find and allow work to continue. If the discovery proves significant 

under CEQA, additional work (e.g., preparation of an archaeological treatment plan, testing, or data 

recovery) may be warranted. If Native American resources are discovered or are suspected, each of the 

consulting tribes for the Project will be notified and as dictated by California Health and Safety Code 

Section 7050.5, PRC Section 5097.98, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 

15064.5(e). 

If monitoring is conducted, an archaeological monitoring report shall be prepared within 60 days 

following completion of ground disturbance and submitted to the Riverside Community College District 

for review. This report shall document compliance with approved mitigation, document the monitoring 

efforts, and include an appendix with daily monitoring logs. The final report shall be submitted to the 

Eastern information Center and interested consulting tribes. 

b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to §15064.5? 

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. No archaeological resources were identified 

within the project site as a result of the NAHC SLF search; however, the CHRIS records search identified 

one historic-period resource overlapping the current project site. Resource P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H is 

associated with the former Camp Haan, a World War II-era military camp consisting of Anti-aircraft 

Replacement Training Center, Base Prisoner of War Camp, Army Service Forces Depot, and US Disciplinary 

Barracks dating from 1941-1946 or 1947. However, the intensive-level pedestrian survey did not identify 
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any evidence of P-33-003285/CA-RIV-3285H nor any unknown historic-period or prehistoric cultural 

resources. A review of historical maps and aerial images indicates that the project site has been subjected 

to considerable ground disturbance from at least the 1940s up to the 2010s. A review of a geotechnical 

report prepared for the project site determined that artificial fill intermixed with native soils (disturbed soils) 

were identified up to 3.5 feet below the existing ground surface as a result of the six subsurface exploratory 

boring investigations, resulting in less than reliable survey findings. In consideration of all these factors, 

and given the cultural sensitivity in the vicinity of the project site, the potential to encounter unknown intact 

subsurface archaeological deposits and/or features is considered low, but possible during ground 

disturbing activities within native soil, between 3.5 to 5 feet below the existing ground surface, considering 

the lack of opportunity to observe native soils during the pedestrian survey. In the event that unanticipated 

archaeological resources are encountered during project implementation, impacts to these resources 

would be potentially significant. Therefore, MM-CUL-1 and MM-CUL-2 would be implemented to reduce 

potential impacts to unanticipated archaeological resources. Implementation of MM-CUL-1 and MM-CUL-2 

would reduce potential impacts pertaining to the inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources to a 

less than significant level. 

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. No prehistoric or historic-era burials were identified within the proposed project 

site as a result of the CHRIS records search, NAHC SLF search, or pedestrian survey. However, bordering the 

BCTC, land is designated as Cemetery (CM) to the southeast (MJPA 1998). In the event that human remains 

are inadvertently encountered during construction activities, such resources would be treated in accordance 

with state and local regulations that provide requirements with regard to the accidental discovery of human 

remains, including California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, PRC Section 5097.98, and the 

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15064.5(e). In accordance with these regulations, if human 

remains are found, the County Coroner must be immediately notified of the discovery. No further excavation 

or disturbance of the project site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains can 

occur until the County Coroner has determined, within two working days of notification of the discovery, if the 

remains are potentially human in origin. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are, or are believed 

to be, Native American, he or she is required to notify the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must immediately 

notify those persons it believes to be the most likely descendant from the deceased Native American. The 

most likely descendant must then complete their inspection within 48 hours of being granted access to the 

site. The most likely descendant would then determine, in consultation with the property owner, the 

disposition of the human remains. Compliance with these regulations would ensure that impacts to human 

remains resulting from the proposed project would be less than significant. 
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3.6 Energy 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VI. Energy – Would the project: 

a) Result in potentially significant 

environmental impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 

energy resources, during project 

construction or operation? 

    

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 

for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 
    

 

a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 

unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The electricity and natural gas used for construction of the proposed project 

would be temporary, would be substantially less than that required for project operation, and would have a 

negligible contribution to the project’s overall energy consumption. Additionally, although natural gas and 

electricity usage would increase due to the implementation of the project, the project’s energy efficiency 

would meet the current Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24). Although the project would see an 

increase in petroleum use during construction and operation, vehicles would use less petroleum due to 

advances in fuel economy and potential reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) over time. 

Construction  

Electricity  

Temporary electric power for as-necessary lighting and electronic equipment such as computers inside 

temporary construction trailers would be provided by Southern California Edison. The electricity used for 

such activities would be temporary, would be substantially less than that required for project operation, 

and would have a negligible contribution to the project’s overall energy consumption.  

Natural Gas 

Natural gas is not anticipated to be required during construction of the proposed project. Fuels used for 

construction would primarily consist of diesel and gasoline, which are discussed below under the Petroleum 

subsection. Any minor amounts of natural gas that may be consumed as a result of project construction 

would be substantially less than that required for project operation and would have a negligible contribution 

to the project’s overall energy consumption.  
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Petroleum  

Heavy-duty construction equipment associated with demolition and construction activities for construction 

would rely on diesel fuel, as would vendor trucks involved in delivery of materials to the project site. 

Construction workers would travel to and from the project site throughout the duration of construction. It is 

assumed in this analysis that construction workers would travel to and from the site in gasoline-powered 

light-duty vehicles.  

Heavy-duty construction equipment of various types would be used during each phase of project 

construction. Appendix A lists the assumed equipment usage for each phase of construction. The project’s 

construction equipment is estimated to operate for a total of 25,960 hours.  

Fuel consumption from construction equipment was estimated by converting the total carbon dioxide (CO2) 

emissions from each construction phase to gallons using the conversion factors for CO2 to gallons of 

gasoline or diesel. Construction is estimated to occur in 2021 and 2022 for Phase I and 2022 and 2023 

for Phase II of the project based on the construction phasing schedule. The conversion factor for gasoline 

is 8.78 kilograms per metric ton CO2 per gallon, and the conversion factor for diesel is 10.21 kilograms per 

metric ton CO2 per gallon (The Climate Registry 2020). The estimated diesel fuel usage from construction 

equipment for Phase I and Phase II of the project are shown in Table 3.6-1. 

Table 3.6-1. Construction Equipment Diesel Demand 

Phase 

Pieces of 

Equipment 

Equipment 

CO2 (MT) kg/CO2/Gallon Gallons 

Phase I  

Site Preparation / Grading 

Demolition 6 18.70 10.21 1,831.58 

Site Preparation 7 5.02 10.21 491.22 

Grading / Over Excavation  6 13.03 10.21 1,275.90 

Structure  

Building Construction 9 122.79 10.21 12,026.02 

Plaster Exterior 1 1.91 10.21 187.55 

Site Improvement 

Building Construction 9 71.83 10.21 7,035.73 

Asphalt Paving / Cure  8 5.73 10.21 561.37 

Striping 1 0.38 10.21 37.51 

Interior  

Building Construction 9 162.21 10.21 15,887.14 

Paint – Primer 1st Coat  1 0.64 10.21 62.52 

Final Paint 1 0.64 10.21 62.52 

Phase I Total 39,459.06 

Phase II 

Demolition 6 33.99 10.21 3,329.11 

Site Preparation  7 8.36 10.21 818.79 

Grading 6 10.42 10.21 1,020.75 

Building Construction 9 266.55 10.21 26,106.42 
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Table 3.6-1. Construction Equipment Diesel Demand 

Phase 

Pieces of 

Equipment 

Equipment 

CO2 (MT) kg/CO2/Gallon Gallons 

Paving  8 14.74 10.21 1,443.75 

Architectural Coating 1 2.30 10.21 225.06 

Phase II Total 32,943.88 
Project Total (Phase I and Phase II) 72,402.94 

Sources: Pieces of equipment and equipment CO2 (Appendix A); kg/CO2/Gallon (The Climate Registry 2020). 

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; MT = metric ton; kg = kilogram. 

 

Fuel consumption from worker-, vendor-, and haul-truck trips are estimated by converting the total CO2 

emissions from each construction phase to gallons using the conversion factors for CO2 to gallons of 

gasoline or diesel. Worker vehicles are assumed to be gasoline, and vendor/hauling vehicles are assumed 

to be diesel. Calculations for total worker-, vendor-, and haul-truck fuel consumption for Phase I and Phase 

II are provided in Tables 3.6-2 through 3.6-4. 

Table 3.6-2. Construction Worker Gasoline Demand 

Phase Trips 

Vehicle  

MT CO2 

kg/CO2/ 

Gallon Gallons 

Phase I  

Site Preparation / Grading 

Demolition 176.00 0.78 8.78 88.84 

Site Preparation 54.00 0.24 8.78 27.33 

Grading / Over Excavation 160.00 0.71 8.78 80.87 

Structure  

Building Construction 4,664.00 20.42 8.78 2,325.74 

Plaster Exterior 150.00 0.64 8.78 72.89 

Site Improvement 

Building Construction 2,728.00 11.68 8.78 1,330.30 

Asphalt Paving / Cure 140.00 0.60 8.78 68.34 

Striping 30.00 0.13 8.78 14.81 

Interior 

Building Construction 6,160.00 26.38 8.78 3,004.27 

Paint – Primer 1st Coat 50.00 0.21 8.78 23.92 

Final Paint 50.00 0.21 8.78 23.92 

Phase I Total 7,061.22 

Phase II 

Demolition 320.00 1.37 8.78 156.04 

Site Preparation  90.00 0.39 8.78 44.42 

Grading 128.00 0.55 8.78 62.64 

Building Construction 12,420.00 51.80 8.78 5,899.77 

Paving  360.00 1.48 8.78 168.56 

Architectural Coating 216.00 0.89 8.78 101.37 
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Table 3.6-2. Construction Worker Gasoline Demand 

Phase Trips 

Vehicle  

MT CO2 

kg/CO2/ 

Gallon Gallons 

Phase II Total 6,432.80 

Project Total (Phase I and Phase II) 13,494.02 

Sources: Trips and vehicle CO2 (Appendix A); kg/CO2/Gallon (The Climate Registry 2020). 

Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram. 

Table 3.6-3. Construction Vendor Truck Diesel Demand 

Phase Trips 

Vehicle  

MT CO2 kg/CO2/Gallon Gallons 

Phase I  

Site Preparation / Grading 

Demolition 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Site Preparation 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Grading / Over Excavation 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Structure  

Building Construction 1,908.00 23.19 10.21 2,271.68 

Plaster Exterior 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Site Improvement 

Building Construction 1,116.00 13.50 10.21 1,321.90 

Asphalt Paving / Cure 14.00 0.17 10.21 16.58 

Striping 6.00 0.07 10.21 7.11 

Interior 

Building Construction 2,520.00 30.48 10.21 2,984.94 

Paint – Primer 1st Coat 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Final Paint 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Phase I Total 6,602.21 

Phase II 

Demolition 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Site Preparation  0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Grading 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Building Construction 5,060.00 60.09 10.21 5,885.41 

Paving  0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Phase II Total 5,885.41 

Project Total (Phase I and Phase II) 12,487.62 

Sources: Trips and vehicle CO2 (Appendix A); kg/CO2/Gallon (The Climate Registry 2020). 

Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram. 
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Table 3.6-4. Construction Haul Truck Diesel Demand 

Phase Trips 

Vehicle  

MT CO2 kg/CO2/Gallon Gallons 

Phase I  

Site Preparation / Grading 

Demolition 24.00 0.86 10.21 84.33 

Site Preparation 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Grading / Over Excavation 276.00 9.90 10.21 969.77 

Structure  

Building Construction 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Plaster Exterior 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Site Improvement 

Building Construction 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Asphalt Paving / Cure 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Striping 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Interior 

Building Construction 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Paint – Primer 1st Coat  0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Final Paint 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Phase I Total 1,054.10 

Phase II 

Demolition 62.00 2.20 10.21 215.48 

Site Preparation  0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Grading 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Building Construction 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Paving  0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 10.21 0.00 

Phase II Total 215.48 

Project Total (Phase I and Phase II) 1,269.58 

Sources: Trips and vehicle CO2 (Appendix A); kg/CO2/Gallon (The Climate Registry 2020). 

Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram. 

In summary, construction of the project is anticipated to consume 13,494 gallons of gasoline and 86,160 

gallons of diesel over the course of approximately 24 months.12 The proposed project would be required to 

comply with the CARB’s Airborne Toxics Control Measure, which restricts heavy-duty diesel vehicle idling 

time to 5 minutes. Furthermore, the proposed project would be subject to CARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel 

Vehicle Regulation that requires the vehicle fleet to reduce emissions by retiring, replacing, repowering 

older engines, or installing Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategies. Therefore, impacts associated with 

construction would be less than significant.  

 
12  For context, in 2018, California consumed about 681 million barrels of oil, which equates to approximately 78.36 million 

gallons of petroleum a day. Based on these assumptions, about 58.77 billion gallons of petroleum would be consumed in 

California throughout the project construction period (EIA 2021a). Locally, approximately 1.87 billion gallons of petroleum 

would be consumed in Riverside County throughout the project construction period (CARB 2017a). 
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Operation 

Electricity  

The project would require electricity for multiple purposes at buildout, including cooling, lighting, 

appliances, various equipment within the training center, and lighting for the associated parking lot. 

Additionally, the supply, conveyance, treatment, and distribution of water would indirectly result in electricity 

usage. Electricity consumption associated with project operation is based on the CalEEMod outputs 

presented in Appendix A.  

CalEEMod default values for energy consumption for the college and associated parking lot were applied 

for the project analysis. The energy use from non-residential land uses is calculated in CalEEMod based on 

the California Commercial End-Use Survey database. Energy use in buildings (both natural gas and 

electricity) is divided by the program into end-use categories subject to Title 24 requirements (end-uses 

associated with the building envelope, such as the HVAC system, water heating system, and integrated 

lighting) and those not subject to Title 24 requirements (such as appliances, electronics, and miscellaneous 

“plug-in” uses). 

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations serves to enhance and regulate California building standards. 

The most recent amendments to Title 24, Part 6, referred to as the 2019 standards, became effective on 

January 1, 2020. According to these estimations, the proposed project would consume approximately 

588,285 kilowatt-hours per year during operation.13  

Rooftop and parking lot solar panel arrays would be installed on site which would yield up to 110 kW of 

power which is expected to have a carbon offset of 126 metric tons per year (RCCD 2020).Because the 

timing of when this would occur is not yet known, as a conservative measure, the beneficial impacts of 

installing solar panels (i.e., off-setting greenhouse gas emissions and energy usage) is not accounted for 

within this analysis.  

Natural Gas 

The operation would require natural gas for various purposes, including water heating and natural gas 

appliances. Natural gas consumption associated with operation is based on the CalEEMod outputs 

presented in Appendix A.  

CalEEMod default values for energy consumption for the college were applied for the project analysis. The 

energy use from non-residential land uses is calculated in CalEEMod based on the California Commercial 

End-Use Survey database. Energy use in buildings (both natural gas and electricity) is divided by the 

program into end-use categories subject to Title 24 requirements (end uses associated with the building 

envelope, such as the HVAC system, water heating system, and integrated lighting) and those not subject 

to Title 24 requirements (such as appliances, electronics, and miscellaneous “plug-in” uses). 

 
13  For context, in 2019, California used approximately 250 billion kilowatt-hours of electricity (EIA 2021b). Locally, in 2019, non-

residential electricity demand in Riverside County was approximately 8 billion  kilowatt-hours (CEC 2021a). 
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Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations serves to enhance and regulate California’s building 

standards. The most recent amendments to Title 24, Part 6, referred to as the 2019 standards, became 

effective on January 1, 2020. According to these estimations, the proposed project would consume 

approximately 741,040 kilo-British Thermal Units (kBtu) per year.14  

Petroleum  

During operations, the majority of fuel consumption resulting from the project would involve the use of 

motor vehicles traveling to and from the project site by students and employees.  

Petroleum fuel consumption associated with motor vehicles traveling to and from the project site is a 

function of the VMT as a result of project operation. As shown in Appendix A and as discussed in Section 

3.3, Air Quality, and Section 3.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the annual VMT attributable to the proposed 

project is expected to be approximately 2,578,736 VMT. Similar to the construction worker and vendor 

trips, fuel consumption from students and facility is estimated by converting the total CO2 emissions from 

operation of the project to gallons using the conversion factors for CO2 to gallons of gasoline or diesel. 

Based on the annual fleet mix provided in CalEEMod, 69.64% of the fleet range from light-duty to medium-

duty vehicles and motorcycles, which are assumed to run on gasoline. The remaining 30.36% of vehicles 

represent medium-heavy duty to heavy-duty vehicles and buses and are assumed to run on diesel.  

Calculations for annual mobile source fuel consumption are provided in Table 3.6-5 (gasoline) and Table 

3.6-6 (diesel).  

Table 3.6-5. Annual Mobile Source Gasoline Demand 

 
Vehicle MT CO2 kg/CO2/Gallon Gallons 

Operation  715.39 8.78 81,840 

Sources: Trips and vehicle CO2 (Appendix A); kg/CO2/Gallon (The Climate Registry 2020). 

Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram 

Table 3.6-6. Annual Mobile Source Diesel Demand 

 
Vehicle MT CO2 kg/CO2/Gallon Gallons 

Operation 311.85 10.21 30,544 

Sources: Trips and vehicle CO2 (Appendix A; kg/CO2/Gallon (The Climate Registry 2020). 

Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram 

Summary  

Over the lifetime of the project, the fuel efficiency of the vehicles being used by the visitors, students, and 

employees of the project is expected to increase. As such, the amount of gasoline consumed as a result of 

vehicular trips to and from the project site during operation would decrease over time. There are numerous 

regulations in place that require and encourage increased fuel efficiency. For example, CARB has adopted 

a new approach to passenger vehicles by combining the control of smog-causing pollutants and GHG 

emissions into a single coordinated package of standards. The new approach also includes efforts to 

 
14  For context, in 2018, California consumed approximately 1,574.4 billion kBtu of natural gas (EIA 2021c). Locally, in 2018, non-

residential uses in Riverside County consumed about 14.8 billion kBtu of natural gas (CEC 2021b). 
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support and accelerate the numbers of plug-in hybrids and zero-emission vehicles in California (CARB 

2017b). Additionally, in response to Senate Bill (SB) 375, CARB has adopted the goal of reducing per-capita 

GHG emissions from 2005 levels by 8% by the year 2020 and 13% by the year 2035 for light-duty passenger 

vehicles in the SCAG planning area. This reduction would occur by reducing VMT through the integration of 

land use planning and transportation (SCAG 2012). As such, operation of the project is expected to use 

decreasing amounts of petroleum over time, due to advances in fuel economy.  

The proposed project would create additional electricity and natural gas demand by adding educational 

facilities. New facilities associated with the proposed project would be subject to the State Building Energy 

Efficiency Standards, embodied in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. The efficiency standards 

apply to new construction of non-residential buildings and regulate energy consumed for heating, cooling, 

ventilation, water heating, and lighting.  

In summary, implementation of the project would increase the demand for electricity and natural gas at the 

project site and petroleum consumption in the region during construction and operation. However, as the 

project would be consistent with current regulations and policies, the project would not be wasteful, 

inefficient, and would not result in unnecessary energy resource consumption. The project’s energy 

consumption demands during construction and operation would conform to the State’s Title 24 standards 

such that the project would not be expected to wastefully use gas and electricity. Since the proposed project 

would comply with Title 24 conservation standards, the proposed project would not directly require the 

construction of new energy generation or supply facilities or result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 

consumption of energy. Moreover, vehicle usage associated with the project would use less petroleum due 

to advances in fuel economy and potential reduction in VMT over time. Therefore, impacts would be less 

than significant. 

b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would be subject to and would comply with, at a 

minimum, the 2019 California Building Code Title 24 (24 CCR, Part 6). The project would also comply with 

the County’s CAP, which was updated in November 2019 to reduce regional energy use and thereby reduce 

the County’s contribution to global climate change (County of Riverside 2019). In addition, this project is 

identified as a location for solar panel arrays in the RCCD 2020 Districtwide Solar Planning Initiative. 

The proposed project would not conflict with existing energy standards and regulations; therefore, impacts 

during construction and operation of the proposed project would be less than significant. 
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3.7 Geology and Soils 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project: 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the 

risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

i) 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. 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 
    

iv) 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- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 

subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 

Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 

(1994), creating substantial direct or 

indirect 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? 

    

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 

paleontological resource or site or unique 

geologic feature? 
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a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving: 

i) 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. 

No Impact. The Alquist-Priolo Zones Special Studies Act defines active faults as those that have experienced 

surface displacement or movement during the last 11,000 years. As shown in Figure S-2, in the Safety 

Chapter of the County’s General Plan, the project site would not be located within an Alquist-Priolo Zone or 

a County designated fault hazard zone. The nearest Alquist-Priolo Zone is located approximately 10.3 miles 

northeast of the project site and the nearest County fault hazard zone is located approximately 10.5 miles 

northeast of the project site (County of Riverside 2015b). Additionally, there are no active faults in the 

March JPA planning area, including the project site; the Casa Loma Fault, located approximately 11 miles 

to the east, is the closest segment of the San Jacinto Fault zone to the project site (MJPA 1998). 

Furthermore, based on a review of the California Department of Conservation regulatory maps (CDOC 

2021b), the project site is not located in a designated earthquake fault zone. Therefore, no impact 

associated with fault rupture would occur 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Similar to other areas located in the seismically active Southern California 

region, the County is susceptible to strong ground shaking during an earthquake. However, as previously 

addressed in Section 3.7(a)(i), the project site is not located within an active fault zone, and the site would 

not be affected by ground shaking more than any other area in this seismic region. Additionally, as 

discussed in the Geotechnical Report prepared for the project, all structures would be designed in 

accordance with the 2019 California Building Code, which sets forth specific engineering requirements 

(CBC 2019). Further, the project would incorporate grading, foundation design and lateral resistance 

recommendations provided within the Geotechnical Report. Refer to Appendix D for further detail. 

Incorporation of these recommendations would reduce the potential risk to both people and structures with 

respect to strong seismic ground shaking. Therefore, impacts associated with strong seismic ground 

shaking would be less than significant. 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Liquefaction occurs when partially saturated soil loses its effective stress and 

enters a liquid state, which can result in the soil’s inability to support structures above. Liquefaction can be 

induced by ground-shaking events and is dependent on soil saturation conditions. According the March JPA 

General Plan, the potential for liquefaction and seismically induced dynamic settlements of soils is low within 

the entire March JPA planning area, including the project site. The relatively dense and cohesive nature of the 

underlying alluvium and the presence of a shallow (less than 50 feet below ground surface) regional water 

table results in a low susceptibility of seismically induced hazards (MJPA 1998). Additionally, based on a 

review of the California Department of Conservation regulatory maps (CDOC 2021b), the project site is not 

located in a liquefaction zone. Therefore, impacts associated with liquefaction would be less than significant. 
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iv) Landslides? 

No Impact. The project site consists of flat parcel and is not located adjacent to any potentially unstable 

topographical feature such as a hillside or riverbank. As shown in Figure S-4 in the Safety Chapter of the 

County’s General Plan, the project site would not be located in an area susceptible to landslides (County of 

Riverside 2015b). Additionally, based on a review of the California Department of Conservation regulatory 

maps (CDOC 2021b), the project site is not located in a landslide zone. Therefore, no impact associated 

with landslides would occur. 

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Short-Term Construction Impacts  

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project would involve earthwork and other construction activities that 

would disturb surface soils and temporarily leave exposed soil on the ground’s surface. Common causes of 

soil erosion from construction sites include stormwater, wind, and soil being tracked off site by vehicles. To 

help curb erosion, project construction activities must comply with all applicable federal, state, and local 

regulations for erosion control. The project would be required to comply with standard regulations, including 

South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules 402 and 403, which would reduce construction erosion 

impacts. Rule 402 requires that dust suppression techniques be implemented to prevent dust and soil 

erosion from creating a nuisance off site (SCAQMD 1976). Rule 403 requires that fugitive dust be controlled 

with best available control measures so that it does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond the 

property line of the emissions source (SCAQMD 2005).  

Since project construction activities would disturb 1 or more acres, the project must adhere to the 

provisions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit. 

Construction activities subject to this permit include clearing, grading, and ground disturbances such as 

stockpiling and excavating. The NPDES Construction General Permit requires implementation of a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which would include construction features for the project 

(i.e., best management practices [BMPs]) designed to prevent erosion and protect the quality of stormwater 

runoff. Sediment-control BMPs may include stabilized construction entrances, straw wattles on earthen 

embankments, sediment filters on existing inlets, or the equivalent. Therefore, construction impacts 

associated with soil erosion would be less than significant. 

Long-Term Operational Impacts 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Once developed, the project site would include the proposed buildings, paved 

parking areas, and associated improvements that would stabilize and help retain on-site soils. The 

remaining portions of the project site containing pervious surfaces would primarily consist of landscape 

areas. These landscape areas would include a mix of trees, shrubs, plants, and groundcover that would 

help retain on-site soils while preventing wind and water erosion from occurring. Therefore, operational 

impacts related to soil erosion would be less than significant.  
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c) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as 

a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 

liquefaction or collapse? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 3.7(a) (iii) and (iv), the project site would be located 

in an area associated with very low liquefaction susceptibility (MJPA 1998) and would not be located in a 

landslide zone (County of Riverside 2015b). The project site is flat and is not located adjacent to any 

potentially unstable topographical feature, such as a hillside or riverbank. Additionally, the project site is 

mapped as Monserate sandy loam (87.9%) and Fallbrook fine sandy loam (12.1%) (USDA 2021), which is 

not made up of clay materials typically associated with expansive soils. Therefore, impacts associated with 

unstable and expansive soils would be less than significant. 

 

d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 

(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 3.7(c), the project site is mapped as Monserate sandy 

loam (87.9%) and Fallbrook fine sandy loam (12.1%) (USDA 2021), which is not made up of clay materials 

typically associated with expansive soils. Therefore, impacts associated with unstable and expansive soils 

would be less than significant. 

 

e) Would the project 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? 

No Impact. The project would connect directly to the public sewer system and would not require septic 

tanks or any other alternative wastewater disposal system. Therefore, no impacts associated with the 

adequacy of soils and septic systems would occur.  

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 

geologic feature? 

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site’s paleontological sensitivity was 

previously assessed in 2001 in the Ben Clark Training Center Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which 

covered the entirety of the project site (RCSD 2002). According to the Ben Clark Training Center EIR the 

project site is considered to have a low potential for containing paleontological resources. The project site 

primarily consists of recent alluvial sediments, which do not often reveal paleontological sites and 

resources because they are generally too young to contain fossils (Appendix D). No paleontological 

resources have been previously identified on the project site during pervious ground disturbing activities, 

particularly during grading activities that occurred directly on the entirety of the project site as part of the 

development of the former March AFB. However, the possibility of a paleontological discovery cannot be 

discounted. Accordingly, destruction of paleontological resources or unique geologic features during site-

disturbing activities associated with construction of the proposed project is considered a potential 

significant impact. Therefore, MM-GEO-1 is provided and would be implemented to ensure potential 

impacts during construction activities to paleontological resources or unique geologic features are reduced 

to a less-than-significant level. 

MM-GEO-1  In the event that paleontological resources (fossil remains) are exposed during construction 

activities for the proposed project, all construction work occurring within 50 feet of the find shall 
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immediately stop until a qualified paleontologist, as defined by the Society of Vertebrate 

Paleontology’s 2010 guidelines, can assess the nature and importance of the find. Depending on 

the significance of the find, the paleontologist may record the find and allow work to continue or 

recommend salvage and recovery of the resource. All recommendations will be made in 

accordance with the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology’s 2010 guidelines and shall be subject to 

review and approval by the Riverside Community College District. Work in the area of the find may 

only resume upon approval of a qualified paleontologist 

3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VIII.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project:  

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 

directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing the emissions of greenhouse 

gases? 

    

 

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate (e.g., 

temperature, precipitation, or wind patterns) lasting for an extended period of time (i.e., decades or longer). 

The Earth’s temperature depends on the balance between energy entering and leaving the planet’s system, 

and many factors (natural and human) can cause changes in Earth’s energy balance. The greenhouse effect 

is the trapping and buildup of heat in the atmosphere near the Earth’s surface (the troposphere). The 

greenhouse effect is a natural process that contributes to regulating the Earth’s temperature, and it creates 

a livable environment on Earth. Human activities that emit additional GHGs to the atmosphere increase the 

amount of infrared radiation that gets absorbed before escaping into space, thus enhancing the 

greenhouse effect and causing the Earth’s surface temperature to rise. Global climate change is a 

cumulative impact; a project contributes to this impact through its incremental contribution combined with 

the cumulative increase of all other sources of GHGs. Thus, GHG impacts are recognized exclusively as 

cumulative impacts (CAPCOA 2008).  

A GHG is any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere; in other words, GHGs trap heat in the 

atmosphere. As defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g) for purposes of 

administering many of the state’s primary GHG emissions reduction programs, GHGs include CO2, methane 

(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, sulfur hexafluoride, and nitrogen 
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trifluoride (see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15364.5).15 The three GHGs evaluated herein are CO2, CH4, 

and N2O because these gases would be emitted during proposed project maintenance. 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change developed the global warming potential (GWP) concept to 

compare each GHG’s ability to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another gas. The reference gas used 

is CO2; therefore, GWP-weighted emissions are measured in metric tons (MT) of CO2 equivalent (CO2e). 

Consistent with CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2, this GHG emissions analysis assumed the GWP for CH4 is 25 

(i.e., emissions of 1 MT of CH4 are equivalent to emissions of 25 MT of CO2), and the GWP for N2O is 298, 

based on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Fourth Assessment Report (IPCC 2007).  

As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, the proposed project is located within the jurisdictional boundaries 

of the SCAQMD. In October 2008, the SCAQMD proposed recommended numeric CEQA significance 

thresholds for GHG emissions for lead agencies to use in assessing GHG impacts of residential and 

commercial development projects as presented in its Draft Guidance Document—Interim CEQA Greenhouse 

Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold (SCAQMD 2008a). This document, which builds on the California Air 

Pollution Control Officers Association’s previous guidance, explored various approaches for establishing a 

significance threshold for GHG emissions. The draft interim CEQA thresholds guidance document was not 

adopted or approved by the Governing Board. However, in December 2008, the SCAQMD adopted an 

interim 10,000 MT CO2e per-year screening level threshold for stationary source/industrial projects for 

which the SCAQMD is the lead agency (SCAQMD 2008b). The 10,000 MT CO2e per-year threshold, which 

was derived from GHG reduction targets established in Executive Order S-3-05, was based on the 

conclusion that the threshold was consistent with achieving an emissions capture rate of 90% of all new or 

modified stationary source projects.  

The SCAQMD formed a GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group to work with SCAQMD staff on 

developing GHG CEQA significance thresholds until statewide significance thresholds or guidelines are 

established. From December 2008 to September 2010, the SCAQMD hosted working group meetings and 

revised the draft threshold proposal several times, although it did not officially provide these proposals in 

a subsequent document. The SCAQMD has continued to consider adoption of significance thresholds for 

residential and general land-use development projects. The most recent proposal issued by SCAQMD, 

issued in September 2010, uses the following tiered approach to evaluate potential GHG impacts from 

various uses (SCAQMD 2010): 

Tier 1. Determine if CEQA categorical exemptions are applicable. If not, move to Tier 2. 

Tier 2. Consider whether or not the proposed project is consistent with a locally adopted GHG reduction 

plan that has gone through public hearing and CEQA review, that has an approved inventory, 

includes monitoring, etc. If not, move to Tier 3. 

Tier 3. Consider whether the project generates GHG emissions in excess of screening thresholds for 

individual land uses. The 10,000 MT CO2e per-year threshold for industrial uses would be 

recommended for use by all lead agencies. Under option 1, separate screening thresholds are 

proposed for residential projects (3,500 MT CO2e per year), commercial projects (1,400 MT CO2e 

per year), and mixed-use projects (3,000 MT CO2e per year). Under option 2, a single numerical 

 
15  Climate-forcing substances include greenhouse gases (GHGs) and other substances such as black carbon and aerosols. This 

discussion focuses on the seven GHGs identified in the California Health and Safety Code Section 38505; impacts associated 

with other climate-forcing substances are not evaluated herein. 
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screening threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year would be used for all non-industrial projects. If the 

project generates emissions in excess of the applicable screening threshold, move to Tier 4. 

Tier 4. Consider whether the project generates GHG emissions in excess of applicable performance 

standards for the project service population (population plus employment). The efficiency targets 

were established based on the goal of Assembly Bill (AB) 32 to reduce statewide GHG emissions 

to 1990 levels by 2020. The 2020 efficiency targets are 4.8 MT CO2e per-service population for 

project-level analyses and 6.6 MT CO2e per-service population for plan-level analyses. If the project 

generates emissions in excess of the applicable efficiency targets, move to Tier 5. 

Tier 5. Consider the implementation of CEQA mitigation (including the purchase of GHG offsets) to reduce 

the project efficiency target to Tier 4 levels. 

Section 15064.7(c) of the CEQA Guidelines specifies that “[w]hen adopting thresholds of significance, a 

lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public 

agencies, or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds 

is supported by substantial evidence.” The CEQA Guidelines do not prescribe specific methodologies for 

performing an assessment, establish specific thresholds of significance, or mandate specific mitigation 

measures. Rather, the CEQA Guidelines emphasize the lead agency’s discretion to determine the 

appropriate methodologies and thresholds of significance that are consistent with the manner in which 

other impact areas are handled in CEQA (California Natural Resources Agency 2009).  

To determine the proposed project’s potential to generate GHG emissions that would have a significant 

impact on the environment, its GHG emissions were compared to the SCAQMD recommended commercial 

project quantitative threshold of 1,400 MT CO2e per year. 

Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Construction of the project would result in GHG emissions, which are primarily associated with off-road 

construction equipment, on-road haul and vendor trucks, and worker vehicles. The SCAQMD Draft Guidance 

Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold (SCAQMD 2009) recommends 

that “construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year project lifetime, so that GHG reduction measures 

will address construction GHG emissions as part of the operational GHG reduction strategies.” Thus, the 

total construction GHG emissions were calculated, amortized over 30 years, and added to the total 

operational emissions for comparison with the GHG significance threshold of 1,400 MT CO2e per year. 

Therefore, the determination of significance is addressed in the operational emissions discussion following 

the estimated construction emissions.  

CalEEMod was used to calculate the annual GHG emissions based on the construction scenario described 

in Section 3.3. Construction of Phase I of the project is anticipated to commence in September 2021, 

lasting approximately 10 months. Phase II of the project is expected to begin in August 2022 and last about 

14 months. On-site sources of GHG emissions include off-road equipment, and off-site sources include haul 

trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicles. Table 3.8-1 presents construction GHG emissions for Phase I 

and Phase II of the project from on-site and off-site emission sources.  
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Table 3.8-1. Estimated Annual Construction GHG Emissions 

Yeara 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Metric Tons per Year 

Phase I  

2021 150.44 0.03 0.00 151.22 

2022 394.46 0.08 0.00 396.34 

Phase I Total 547.56 

Phase II 

2022 176.50 0.04 0.00 177.44 

2023 278.62 0.05 0.00 279.90 

Phase II Total 457.34 

Total Project (Phase I and Phase II) 

Phase I and Phase II Total  1,004.90 

Amortized Emissions (over 30 years) 33.50 

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent.  

See Appendix A for complete results. 
a  Phase I construction would cease on approximately July 5, 2022, while Phase II construction would commence on approximately 

August 8, 2022. Therefore, no construction overlap would occur between phases. 

As shown in Table 3.8-1, the estimated total GHG emissions during construction would be approximately 

1,005 MT CO2e. Estimated project-generated construction emissions amortized over 30 years would be 

approximately 34 MT CO2e per year. As with project-generated construction air quality pollutant emissions, 

GHG emissions generated during construction of the project would be short-term in nature, lasting only for 

the duration of the construction period, and would not represent a long-term source of GHG emissions. 

Because there is no separate GHG threshold for construction, the evaluation of significance is discussed 

in the operational emissions analysis in the following text.  

Operational Emissions 

CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 was used to estimate potential project-generated operational GHG emissions 

from vehicular sources, area sources (natural gas combustion and landscape maintenance), electrical 

generation (including electrical generation associated with water supply and wastewater treatment), and 

solid waste. Emissions from each category—area sources, energy sources, mobile sources, solid waste, and 

water supply and wastewater treatment—are discussed in the following text with respect to the project. For 

additional details, see Section 3.3 for a discussion of operational emission calculation methodology and 

assumptions, specifically for area, energy (natural gas), and mobile sources. The operational year of 2024 

was assumed to be buildout of the project. 

Area Sources 

CalEEMod was used to estimate GHG emissions from the project’s area sources, including gasoline-powered 

landscape maintenance equipment, which produce minimal GHG emissions. It was assumed that 100% of 

the landscaping equipment would be gasoline-powered. Consumer product use and architectural coatings 

result in VOC emissions, which are analyzed in air quality analysis only, and low-to-no GHG emissions. 
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Energy Sources  

The estimation of operational energy emissions was based on CalEEMod land use defaults and square 

footage of the project’s land uses. For non-residential buildings, CalEEMod energy intensity value (electricity 

or natural gas usage per square foot per year) assumptions were based on the California Commercial End-

Use Survey database. Emissions are calculated by multiplying the energy use by the utility carbon intensity 

(pounds of GHGs per kilowatt-hour for electricity or 1,000 British thermal units for natural gas) for CO2 and 

other GHGs.  

The current Title 24, Part 6 standards, referred to as the 2019 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, 

became effective on January 1, 2020. The current version of CalEEMod assumes compliance with the 2016 

Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (CAPCOA 2017); however, the project would be required to 

comply with the 2019 Title 24 Standards. Per the California Energy Commission Impact Analysis for the 

2019 Update to the California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non-Residential Buildings, 

the first-year savings for newly constructed non-residential buildings are 197 gigawatt hours of electricity, 

76.6 megawatts of demand, and 0.27 million therms of gas, representing reductions from the 2016 Title 

24 standard of 10.7%, 9%, and 1%, respectively (CEC 2018b). To take into account energy reductions 

associated with compliance with 2019 Title 24, the CalEEMod Title 24 electricity and natural gas values 

were reduced by 10.7% and 1%, respectively, for the project buildings. 

The CalEEMod default energy intensity factor (CO2, CH4, and N2O mass emissions per kilowatt-hour) for 

Southern California Edison is based on the value for Southern California Edison’s energy mix in 2012. The 

Southern California Edison energy use intensity factor was adjusted consistent with their 2018 Power 

Content Label, which reported that 35% of the power mix was generated by eligible renewable sources (SCE 

2020). SB X1 2 established a target of 33% from renewable energy sources for all electricity providers in 

California by December 31, 2020, and SB 100 calls for further development of renewable energy, with a 

target of 44% by December 31, 2024; 52% by December 31, 2027; and 60% by December 31, 2030. As 

such, GHG emissions associated with project electricity demand would continue to decrease over time. 

Mobile Sources 

All details for criteria air pollutants discussed in Section 3.3 are also applicable for the estimation of 

operational mobile source GHG emissions. Regulatory measures related to mobile sources include AB 1493 

(Pavley) and related federal standards. AB 1493 required that CARB establish GHG emission standards for 

automobiles, light-duty trucks, and other vehicles determined by CARB to be vehicles that are primarily 

used for noncommercial personal transportation in the State. In addition, the National Highway Traffic 

Safety Administration and Environmental Protection Agency have established corporate fuel economy 

standards and GHG emission standards, respectively, for automobiles and light-, medium-, and heavy-duty 

vehicles. Implementation of these standards and fleet turnover (replacement of older vehicles with newer 

ones) will gradually reduce emissions from the project’s motor vehicles. The effectiveness of fuel economy 

improvements was evaluated to the extent it was captured in the EMFAC2014 emission factors for motor 

vehicles in 2024. 
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Solid Waste 

The project would generate solid waste, and therefore, result in CO2e emissions associated with landfill off-

gassing. CalEEMod default values for solid waste generation were used to estimate GHG emissions 

associated with solid waste.  

Water and Wastewater 

Supply, conveyance, treatment, and distribution of water for the project require the use of electricity, 

which would result in associated indirect GHG emissions. Similarly, wastewater generated by the 

proposed project requires the use of electricity for conveyance and treatment, along with GHG 

emissions generated during wastewater treatment. Water consumption estimates for both indoor and 

outdoor water use and associated electricity consumption from water use and wastewater generation 

were estimated using CalEEMod default values. 

Estimated project-generated GHG emissions from area sources, energy usage, motor vehicles, solid 

waste generation, and water usage and wastewater generation for project buildout (2024) are shown 

in Table 3.8-2.  

 

Table 3.8-2. Estimated Annual Operational GHG Emissions 

Emission Source 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Metric Tons per Year 

Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 

Energy 169.86 0.00 0.00 179.90 

Mobile 1,026.09 0.05 0.00 1,027.25 

Solid waste 14.28 0.84 0.00 35.39 

Water and wastewater 21.56 0.09 0.00 24.41 

Total  1,266.96 

Amortized 30-year Construction Emissions 33.50 

Project Operations + Amortized Construction Total 1,300.46 

SCAQMD Threshold 1,400 

Threshold Exceeded? No 

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality 

Management District; <0.01 = reported value less than 0.01. 

See Appendix A for complete results. 

As shown in Table 3.8-2, estimated annual project-generated GHG emissions would be approximately 

1,267 MT CO2e due to project operation only. Estimated annual project-generated operational GHG 

emissions in 2024 plus amortized construction emissions (approximately 34 MT CO2e per year) would be 

approximately 1,300 MT CO2e per year. Thus, the project would not exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 1,400 

MT CO2e per year. Therefore, the project’s GHG contribution would not be cumulatively considerable and is 

less than significant. 
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b) Would the project generate conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose 

of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 

conflicts with GHG emission reduction plans, for the reasons described as follows.  

Potential to Conflict with the County of Riverside Climate Action Plan 

The County of Riverside Climate Action Plan (CAP) is not applicable to the project; however, a brief analysis 

of the project’s potential to conflict with the County of Riverside CAP is provided for informational purposes. 

The County of Riverside CAP, originally adopted in 2015 and updated in 2019, presents a comprehensive 

set of actions to reduce its internal and external GHG emissions to 15% below 2008 GHG emission levels 

by 2020, consistent with the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The County provided the CAP update in November 2019 

and was adopted on December 17, 2019. The CAP update builds upon the information gathered by the 

GHG inventories and forecasts emissions for 2030 and 2050. The CAP update was designed under the 

premise that the County of Riverside, and the community it represents, is uniquely capable of addressing 

emissions associated with sources under Riverside County’s jurisdiction and that Riverside County’s 

emission reduction efforts should coordinate with the state strategies of reducing emissions in order to 

accomplish these reductions in an efficient and cost-effective manner. The CAP update proposes new 

targets consistent with the state targets to meet the requirements of SB 32. The state recommends a 15% 

reduction below 2005–2008 baseline levels by 2020, a 49% reduction below 2008 levels by 2030, and 

an 80% reduction below 2008 levels by 2050. In order to meet these goals, the County plans to reduce 

community-wide emissions to 3,576,598 MT CO2e per year by 2030 and 1,192,199 MT CO2e per year by 

2050 (County of Riverside 2019). Per the CAP, each new project within the County subject to CEQA would 

require to meet one of the following criteria: 

• Projects below the screening threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year for GHGs are determined to be 

less than significant, and no further GHG analysis would be required, or  

• Projects that exceed the screening threshold are able to tier from the GHG analysis associated with 

the CAP by accumulating 100 points from the Screening Tables in Appendix F of the CAP.  

As discussed under threshold 3.8(a), the project is estimated to generate approximately 1,300 MT CO2e 

per year from operation and amortized construction; therefore, the project would not exceed the County of 

Riverside’s CAP threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year. As such, the project would not conflict with the County 

of Riverside’s CAP. 

Potential to Conflict with the CARB Scoping Plan 

The Climate Change Scoping Plan, approved by CARB in 2008 and updated in 2014 and 2017, provides a 

framework for actions to reduce California’s GHG emissions and requires CARB and other state agencies 

to adopt regulations and other initiatives to reduce GHGs (CARB 2014, 2017c). The Scoping Plan is not 

directly applicable to specific projects, and it is not intended to be used for project-level evaluations.16 

 
16  The Final Statement of Reasons for the amendments to the CEQA Guidelines reiterates the statement in the Initial Statement of 

Reasons that “[t]he Scoping Plan may not be appropriate for use in determining the significance of individual projects because it 

is conceptual at this stage and relies on the future development of regulations to implement the strategies identified in the 

Scoping Plan” (California Natural Resources Agency 2009). 
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Under the Scoping Plan, however, several state regulatory measures aim to identify and reduce GHG 

emissions. CARB and other state agencies have adopted many of the measures identified in the Scoping 

Plan. Most of these measures focus on area-source emissions (e.g., energy usage and high-GWP GHGs in 

consumer products) and changes to the vehicle fleet (e.g., hybrid, electric, and more fuel-efficient vehicles) 

and associated fuels, among others. Nonetheless, the project would comply with various GHG emission 

reduction regulations to the extent they apply to the project’s emissions sources. 

Potential to Conflict with the Southern California Association of Governments 2020–2045 Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

The SCAG 2020–2045 RTP/SCS is a regional growth management strategy that targets per capita GHG 

reduction from passenger vehicles and light trucks in the Southern California Region pursuant to SB 375. 

In addition to demonstrating the Region’s ability to attain the GHG emission-reduction targets set forth by 

CARB, the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS outlines a series of actions and strategies for integrating the 

transportation network with an overall land use pattern that responds to projected growth, housing needs, 

changing demographics, and transportation demands. Thus, successful implementation of the 2020–2045 

RTP/SCS would result in more complete communities with various transportation and housing choices 

while reducing automobile use.  

The following strategies are intended to be supportive of implementing the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS and 

reducing GHGs: focus growth near destinations and mobility options; promote diverse housing choices; 

leverage technology innovations; support implementation of sustainability policies; and promote a green 

region (SCAG 2020). The strategies that pertain to residential development and SCAG’s support of local 

jurisdiction sustainability efforts would not apply to the project. The project’s potential to conflict with the 

remaining applicable strategies is presented below. 

Focus Growth Near Destinations and Mobility Options. The project would not conflict with this strategy of 

the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS as it would be located within the existing BCTC, which currently provides 

educational and training programs. 

Leverage Technology Innovations. One of the technology innovations identified in the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS 

that would apply to the project is the promotion and support of low emission technologies for transportation, 

such as alternative fueled vehicles to reduce per capita GHG emissions. The project would include electric 

charging vehicle stations and clean air parking stalls throughout the project site. The project would not 

conflict with SCAG’s ability to implement this strategy. 

Promote a Green Region. The third applicable strategy within the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, for individual 

developments, such as the project, involves promoting a green region through efforts such as supporting 

local policies for renewable energy production and promoting more resource efficient development (e.g., 

reducing energy consumption) to reduce GHG emissions. Solar panels would be installed on the rooftop of 

the classroom building and in the parking lot. The rooftop array is expected to yield 50 kilowatts (kW) of 

power and the carport would yield 60 kW of power. An 80 kW per hour battery energy storage system would 

be located adjacent to the classroom building’s east side (RCCD 2020). Therefore, the project would 

support this measure. 

Based on the analysis above, the project would be consistent with the SCAG 2020–2045 RTP/SCS. 
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Potential to Conflict with Senate Bill 32 and Executive Order S-3-05  

Regarding consistency with SB 32 (goal of reducing GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030) 

and Executive Order S-3-05 (goal of reducing GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050), there 

are no established protocols or thresholds of significance for that future-year analysis. However, CARB has 

expressed optimism with regard to both the 2030 and 2050 goals. It states in the First Update to the 

Climate Change Scoping Plan: Building on the Framework that “California is on track to meet the near-term 

2020 GHG emissions limit and is well-positioned to maintain and continue reductions beyond 2020 as 

required by AB 32” (CARB 2014). With regard to the 2050 target for reducing GHG emissions to 80% below 

1990 levels, CARB (2014) states the following: 

This level of reduction is achievable in California. In fact, if California realizes the expected 

benefits of existing policy goals (such as 12,000 megawatts of renewable distributed 

generation by 2020, net zero energy homes after 2020, existing building retrofits under 

Assembly Bill 758, and others) it could reduce emissions by 2030 to levels squarely in line 

with those needed in the developed world and to stay on track to reduce emissions to 80% 

below 1990 levels by 2050. Additional measures, including locally-driven measures and 

those necessary to meet federal air quality standards in 2032, could lead to even greater 

emission reductions. 

In other words, CARB believes that the State is on a trajectory to meet the 2030 and 2050 GHG reduction 

targets set forth in AB 32, SB 32, and Executive Order S-3-05. This is confirmed in the 2017 Climate Change 

Scoping Plan Update, which states (CARB 2017c): 

The Scoping Plan builds upon the successful framework established by the Initial Scoping 

Plan and First Update, while identifying new, technologically feasible and cost-effective 

strategies to ensure that California meets its GHG reduction targets in a way that promotes 

and rewards innovation, continues to foster economic growth, and delivers improvements 

to the environment and public health, including in disadvantaged communities.  

The proposed project would not interfere with implementation of GHG reduction goals for 2030 or 2050 

because it would not exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended threshold of 1,400 MT CO2e per year for 

commercial projects. Moreover, the proposed project would not exceed the County of Riverside CAP 

threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year. While the project is not subject to the County of Riverside CAP 

requirements, compliance with goals set out in the document shows that the project emission rates align 

with regional and statewide goals. Because the project would not exceed these thresholds, this analysis 

provides support for the conclusion that the project would not impede the state’s trajectory toward the 

previously described statewide GHG reduction goals for 2030 or 2050.  

Summary 

Based on the considerations previously outlined, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable 

plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs; therefore, the impact 

would be less than significant. 
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3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

IX.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project: 

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 that 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 or excessive noise 

for people residing or working in the project 

area? 

    

f) Impair implementation of or physically 

interfere with an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation 

plan? 

    

g) Expose people or structures, either directly 

or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 

injury or death involving wildland fires? 

    

 

a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Less-than-Significant Impact. A variety of hazardous substances and wastes would be transported to, 

stored, used, and generated on the project site during construction of the project. These would include 
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fuels for machinery and vehicles, new and used motor oils, cleaning solvents, paints, and storage 

containers and applicators containing such materials. Accidental spills, leaks, fires, explosions, or pressure 

releases involving hazardous materials represent a potential threat to human health and the environment 

if not properly treated. However, these materials would be transported, used, and disposed of in 

accordance with all federal, state, and local laws regulating the management and use of hazardous 

materials. For example, hazardous materials would not be disposed of or released onto the ground or into 

the underlying groundwater or any surface water during construction or operation of the project, and 

completely enclosed containment would be required for all refuse generated on the project site. 

Additionally, all construction waste, including trash, litter, garbage, solid waste, petroleum products, and 

any other potentially hazardous materials, would be removed to a waste facility permitted to treat, store, or 

dispose of such materials. Use of these materials during construction for their intended purpose would not 

pose a significant risk to the public or the environment.  

The transport and use of hazardous materials would be required to comply with the guidelines set forth 

by each product’s manufacturer, as well as with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations. The 

United States Department of Transportation, the California Department of Health Services, the California 

Department of Transportation, and the California Highway Patrol all have interrelated programs designed 

to prevent disasters during the transportation of hazardous materials. Additionally, the EPA and the 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration have interrelated programs designed to prevent the 

misuse of hazardous materials in the workplace. Therefore, with compliance with all applicable federal, 

state, and local regulations, construction of the project would have a less-than-significant impact with 

regard to hazards to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 

hazardous materials. 

Long-Term Operational Impacts 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Potentially hazardous materials associated with project operations would 

include those materials used during typical cleaning and maintenance activities. Although these potential 

hazardous materials would vary, they would generally include household cleaning products, paints, 

fertilizers, and herbicides and pesticides. Many of these materials are considered household hazardous 

wastes, common wastes, and/or universal wastes by the EPA; the EPA considers these types of wastes to 

be common to businesses and households and to pose a lower risk to people and the environment than 

other hazardous wastes when properly handled, transported, used, and disposed of. Federal, state, and 

local regulations typically allow these types of wastes to be handled and disposed of with less stringent 

standards than other hazardous wastes, and many of these wastes do not have to be managed as 

hazardous waste.  

Additionally, any potentially hazardous material handled on the project site would be limited in both quantity 

and concentrations, consistent with other similar uses at the BCTC, and any handling, transport, use, and 

disposal would comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Additionally, as mandated by 

the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, all hazardous materials stored on the project site would 

be accompanied by a Material Safety Data Sheet, which would inform employees and first responders as 

to the necessary remediation procedures in the case of accidental release. Therefore, operational impacts 

associated with hazards to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 

hazardous materials would be less than significant. 
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b) Would the project 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? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction activities on the project site would involve the transport of 

gasoline and other materials to the site during construction. Relatively small amounts of commonly used 

hazardous substances, such as gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricating oil, grease, and solvents would be used on 

site for construction and maintenance. The materials alone and use of these materials for their intended 

purpose would not pose a significant risk to the public or environment; however, accidental spills of 

hazardous materials during construction could potentially result in soil contamination or water quality 

impacts. To minimize/eliminate fuel spillage, all construction vehicles would be adequately maintained and 

equipped. All equipment maintenance work, including refueling, would occur off site or within the 

designated construction staging area. All potentially hazardous construction waste, including trash, litter, 

garbage, other solid wastes, petroleum products, and other potentially hazardous materials, would be 

removed to a hazardous waste facility permitted to treat, store, or dispose of such materials. Additionally, 

any potentially hazardous material handled on the project site during operation of the project would be 

limited in both quantity and concentration, consistent with other similar uses at the BCTC, and any handling, 

transport, use, and disposal would comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, 

with compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations, the project would not 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, and impacts would be less 

than significant.  

c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project site would be located within the BCTC which is a regional training 

site that provides basic and advanced training to public safety personnel. The project proposes 

development of two buildings for the School of Public Safety at BCTC and would involve construction near 

existing BCTC buildings used for training purposes such as the CAL FIRE Training Center and EMS Academy 

building located approximately 50 feet east of the project site.  

The nearest school to the project site is Tomas Rivera Elementary School, located approximately 0.8 

miles north of the project site. As discussed in Section 3.9(a) and (b), limited amounts of hazardous 

materials could be used during construction and operation of the project, including the use of standard 

construction materials (e.g., lubricants, solvents, and paints), cleaning and other maintenance products 

(used in the maintenance of buildings, pumps, pipes, and equipment), diesel and other fuels (used in 

construction and maintenance equipment and vehicles), and the limited application of pesticides 

associated with landscaping. These materials would be transported and handled in accordance with all 

federal, state, and local laws regulating the management and use of hazardous materials. None of these 

activities would result in the routine transport of, emission, or disposal of hazardous materials, and no 

acutely hazardous materials would be used on site during construction or operation of the project. All 

construction activity would be performed in compliance with state and federal regulations, and 

compliance with these regulations would ensure that the general public would not be exposed to any 

unusual or excessive risks related to hazardous materials during construction on the project site. 

Additionally, all equipment maintenance work, including refueling, would occur off site or within the 

designated construction staging area. All potentially hazardous construction waste, including trash, litter, 
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garbage, other solid wastes, petroleum products, and other potentially hazardous materials, would be 

removed to a hazardous waste facility permitted to treat, store, or dispose of such materials. During 

operation of the project, any potentially hazardous material handled on the project site would be limited 

in both quantity and concentrations, consistent with other similar uses at the BCTC, and any handling, 

transport, use, and disposal would comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Further, 

as mandated by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, all hazardous materials stored on 

the project site would be accompanied by a Material Safety Data Sheet, which would inform employees 

and first responders as to the necessary remediation procedures in the case of accidental release. 

Therefore, impacts to schools would be less than significant. 

d) Would the project be located on a site that 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? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The provisions in California Government Code Section 65962.5, is commonly 

referred to as the “Cortese List.” The Cortese List, or a site’s presence on the list, has bearing on the local 

permitting process as well as on compliance with CEQA. The California Department of Toxic Substances 

Control’s EnviroStor and the State Water Resources Control Board’s GeoTracker online databases are 

commonly searched to determine the presence or absence of hazardous materials sites included on the 

Cortese List. 

A review of these regulatory databases showed that the project site is not included on a list of hazardous 

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List) (DTSC 2021; 

SWRCB 2021). While no impacts are anticipated due to contaminated soils on the project site, if 

contaminated soils are found during the course of construction for the project, all standard hazardous 

remediation and removal procedures would be followed. As such, the project would not result in a 

significant hazard to the public or to the environment. Therefore, no impacts related to on-site hazardous 

materials would occur. 

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 or excessive 

noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. The closest airport to the project site is March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport, which is 

located approximately 2 miles east of the project site. According to the Vision 2030 March JPA General 

Plan (MJPA 2010), the project site is located outside of the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport’s 

influence area boundary. No private airstrips are located within the broader vicinity of the March JPA 

(AirNav.com 2021). Thus, air traffic noise associated with the airport would not expose construction workers 

or District employees to excessive noise levels. Therefore, no impacts associated with public airport and air 

traffic noise would occur. 

f) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 

plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project must comply with the County’s Emergency Operation Plan (EOP) 

for both construction and operations of all phases. Construction activities that may temporarily restrict 

vehicular traffic during all phases would be required to implement adequate and appropriate measures to 

http://leginfo.public.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=gov&group=65001-66000&file=65960-65964
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facilitate the passage of persons and vehicles through and around any required road closures in 

accordance with the County’s EOP. Operation of the project would not interfere with the County’s EOP 

because the driveways off 11th Street would be made accessible for emergency vehicles. The project 

applicant would be required to design, construct, and maintain structures, roadways, and facilities to 

comply with applicable local, regional, state, and federal requirements related to emergency access and 

evacuation plans. Adherence to these requirements would ensure that potential impacts related to this 

issue remain below a level of significance and that no mitigation would be required. Thus, impacts would 

be less than significant.  

g) Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, 

or death involving wildland fires? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. A review of CAL FIRE maps show that the project site is not located within 

a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) (CAL FIRE 2021). However, Figure S-11 of the County 

General Plan, shows the project site is located within a high FHSZ (County of Riverside 2015b). As such, 

the project would be required to comply with regulations regarding wildfire hazards in the Riverside 

County Municipal Code. Projects which are located in high FHSZ areas as designated in the County 

General Plan shall require project features such as a buffer of fire retardant landscaping for appropriate 

distances from structures, water facility improvements, and roofs, eaves and siding constructed with 

Class B fire resistant roofing materials (County of Riverside 2020). Additionally, under existing conditions, 

the project site is largely disturbed, vacant land that is located entirely within the BCTC. Upon completion 

of construction, the project would introduce two new buildings, paved parking areas, and associated site 

improvements. In the event of a wildfire in the areas proximate to the project site, all occupants at the 

project site would evacuate the area, as directed by local fire officials. Therefore, impacts related to 

wildland fires would be less than significant.  

3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 
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i) result in substantial erosion or siltation 

on or off site; 
    

ii) substantially increase the rate or 

amount of surface runoff in a manner 

which would result in flooding on or off 

site; 

    

iii) create or contribute runoff water which 

would exceed the capacity of existing or 

planned stormwater drainage systems 

or provide substantial additional 

sources of polluted runoff; or 

    

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?     

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 

risk release of pollutants due to project 

inundation? 

    

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 

a water quality control plan or sustainable 

groundwater management plan? 

    

 

a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 

substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction of the project would include earthwork activities that could 

potentially result in erosion and sedimentation, which could subsequently degrade downstream receiving 

waters and violate water quality standards. Stormwater runoff during the construction phase may contain 

silt and debris, resulting in a short-term increase in the sediment load of the municipal storm drain system. 

Substances such as oils, fuels, paints, and solvents may be inadvertently spilled on the project site and 

subsequently conveyed via stormwater to nearby drainages, watersheds, and groundwater.  

Because the project would result in more than 1 acre of ground disturbance, the project would be subject to 

the NPDES stormwater program, which includes obtaining coverage under the State Water Resources Control 

Board’s Construction General Permit. Construction activities subject to the Construction General Permit 

include clearing, grading, and disturbances to the ground such as stockpiling or excavation. The Construction 

General Permit requires development and implementation of a SWPPP. Among the required items that must 

be included within a SWPPP are project design features intended to protect against substantial soil erosion 

as a result of water and wind erosion, commonly known as BMPs. The implementation of a Construction 

General Permit, including preparation of a SWPPP and implementation of BMPs, would reduce stormwater 

runoff during project construction impacts to acceptable levels. It follows that because construction of the 

project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, the project would not 

otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. Therefore, short-term construction impacts 

associated with water quality would be less than significant.  
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Long-Term Operational Impacts 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project would comply with sections of the County Municipal Code that set 

forth regulations to protect and enhance the quality of watercourses, water bodies, and wetlands within the 

County in a manner consistent with the federal Clean Water Act, the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality 

Control Act, and the municipal NPDES permit. Applicable sections of the Municipal Code include Chapter 

13.12, which outlines the requirements of the County’s Storm Water and Urban Runoff Management and 

Discharge Controls (County of Riverside 2020). The project would comply with these regulations by 

including low impact development best management practices to reduce runoff from impervious surfaces, 

including new development, through landscape design that promotes water retention, permeable surface 

design, natural drainage systems, and on-site retention. Compliance with these regulations and 

implementation of LID BMPs would address identified pollutants and hydrologic conditions of concern from 

development of the project. Therefore, long-term impacts associated with water quality, including surface 

water quality and groundwater quality, would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed in the County General Plan, western Riverside County is 

sustained primarily by water imported from Northern California via the State Water Project and the 

allocations from the Colorado River. Local groundwater production provides a secondary water supply 

(County of Riverside 2015c). While the project site is largely vacant land, the site does not contain a 

groundwater recharge basin or other facilities that promote groundwater recharge. Thus, under the existing 

condition, the project site is not considered an important location for groundwater recharge.  

During construction, the project would use only limited amounts of water resources for construction 

activities and landscaping activities. Although the project would add impervious surfaces to the project site, 

once operational, the project site would contain landscaped areas and other pervious surfaces that would 

allow for water to percolate into the subsurface soils. Minimal water use will be required for any of the 

proposed buildings which would be used for education and training purposes, and the County has adequate 

supply to currently meet water demands, as described in Section 3.19, Utilities and Service Systems. 

Additionally, the project would not involve permanent pumping of groundwater; therefore, the project would 

not substantially deplete groundwater supplies. Therefore, the project would not substantially interfere with 

groundwater recharge and impacts would be less than significant.  

c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner 

which would: 

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site; 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Under the existing conditions, the project site is largely disturbed, vacant land 

with portable classrooms located in the eastern corner of the site. The project would result in the removal 

of the existing asphalt and portable classrooms on the project site and the construction of two new 

buildings, paved parking areas, and associated improvements. The project would also include a new 

engineered stormwater drainage system that would feature structural BMPs such as retention facilities to 

treat and manage storm water flows before conveying them into the County’s public storm drain system. 
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While the project’s future drainage conditions would be designed to mimic the existing on-site drainage 

conditions to the maximum extent practicable, demolition and construction activities would inevitably result 

in changes to the internal drainage patters of the site. However, the project’s future storm drain system will 

be designed to conform with applicable federal, state, and local requirements related to drainage, 

hydrology, and water quality, thereby reducing the potential for the project to result in stormwater flows off-

site that could result in erosion on or off site. Additionally, the project’s structural BMPs would be designed 

such any potential sediments collected on-site are captured in retention facilities so that they would not be 

conveyed to downstream waters and result in siltation. As such, altering the on-site drainage pattern would 

be conducted in a manner consistent with all applicable standards related to the collection and treatment 

of stormwater, such that they would not result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site. Therefore, 

impacts associated with altering the existing drainage pattern of the project site would be less than 

significant. 

ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 

flooding on or off site; 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Under the existing conditions, the project site is largely disturbed, vacant land 

with portable classrooms located in the eastern corner of the site. The project would result in the removal 

of the existing asphalt and portable classrooms on the project site and the construction of two new 

buildings, paved parking areas, and associated improvements. The project would include a new engineered 

stormwater drainage system that would feature structural BMPs such as retention facilities to treat and 

manage storm water flows before conveying them into the public storm drain system. While the project’s 

future drainage conditions would be designed to mimic the existing on-site drainage conditions to the 

maximum extent practicable, demolition and construction activities would inevitably result in changes to 

the internal drainage patters of the site. However, the project’s future storm drain system will be designed 

to conform with applicable federal, state, and local requirements related to drainage, hydrology, and water 

quality. As such, altering the on-site drainage pattern would be conducted in a manner consistent with all 

applicable standards related to the collection and treatment of stormwater. Therefore, impacts associated 

with altering the existing drainage pattern of the Project site would be less than significant. 

iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or 

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed above, the project would inevitably alter the drainage patters of 

the project site; however, the project would include a new engineered stormwater drainage system that 

would be designed to conform with applicable federal, state, and local requirements related to drainage, 

hydrology, and water quality, such that the project’s future stormwater system can adequately treat and 

manage stormwater flows such that they would not exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 

drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  

As such, altering the on-site drainage pattern would be conducted in a manner consistent with all applicable 

standards related to the collection and treatment of stormwater. Therefore, impacts associated with 

altering the existing drainage pattern of the project site would be less than significant. 
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v) impede or redirect flood flows? 

No Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map No. 

06065C0745G (FEMA 2008), the project site is located outside of both a 1% Annual Chance Flood Hazard 

Zone (100-year floodplain) and 0.2% Annual Chance Flood Hazard Zone (500-year floodplain). In addition, 

per the County General Plan, Figure S-10 Dam Failure Inundation Zones, the project site is located outside 

of a dam inundation area (County of Riverside 2015b). Therefore, the project would have no effect on flood 

flows, and no impact would occur. 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

No Impact. Refer to Section 3.10©(iv). The project site is not located near a lake that could be vulnerable 

to a seiche during high winds. Additionally, the project site is located inland and is not within a coastal area 

or river delta that could be impacted by a tsunami. Therefore, no impacts resulting from a flood, tsunami, 

or seiche which could potentially risk release of pollutants due to project inundation are anticipated. 

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 

groundwater management plan? 

No Impact. The project would comply with regional and local regulations requiring preparation of an SWPPP 

and would not obstruct existing water quality control plans or groundwater sustainable management plans. 

In addition, the project site is not considered a suitable area for groundwater recharge and would not 

introduce impervious areas over a significant groundwater recharge zone. Therefore, no impacts associated 

with conflict with a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan are anticipated. 

3.11 Land Use and Planning 
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: 
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community? 
    

 

a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a linear 

feature (e.g., a major highway or railroad tracks) or removal of a means of access (e.g., a local road or 

bridge) that would impair mobility within an existing community or between a community and outlying area.  

Under existing conditions, the project site is mostly vacant, disturbed land that is used primarily for parking. 

Portable classrooms are located in the eastern corner of the site but would be removed as part of the 

project. The project site is located entirely within the BCTC which is a public safety training center. As such, 

the project site is not used as a connection between established communities. Instead connectivity within 
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the area surrounding the project site is connected via roadways. As such, the project would not impede 

movement within an established community, or from one established community to another. Therefore, no 

impact would occur.  

b) Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, 

or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The County General Plan depicts five foundation components that are broad 

land use categories that depict the growth of development in a desirable future as envisioned in the County 

General Plan. However, Area Plans use a consistent set of land use designations that fall under the umbrella 

of these Foundation Components. As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, the project site is located 

within the Community Development Foundation component of the County and is located within the 

boundaries of the March Area Plan (County of Riverside 2015a). Land use designations for the March Area 

Plan are found in the March JPA General Plan, which designates the project site as Public Facility (PF) (see 

Figure 2) (MJPA 1998). Per the March JPA General Plan, the Public Facility (PF) land use designation allows 

for development and operation of community facilities, including fire stations, police stations, 

transportation/transit corridors or hubs, recreation centers, water tanks, public utilities, or other 

noncommercial, non-residential, or non-industrial purposes. Administrative offices associated with public 

facilities are also permitted. Within the March JPA planning area, public facilities include the BCTC facility 

and non-cantonment federal facilities such as the Commissary and U.S. Forest Service/CAL FIRE 

Operations facility (MJPA 1998). The project proposes the construction of a classroom and administration 

building and a law enforcement and emergency management response educational facility for the School 

of Public Safety at the BCTC. Thus, the project is consistent with the land use designation. Furthermore, the 

March JPA General Plan provides goals and policies within the Land Use Element to address the 

capitalization of the opportunities within the planning area, and the reuse and revitalization of existing 

facilities. Goals and policies that are applicable to the proposed project include the following: 

Policy 5.3 Support the development of educational and specialized facilities that will train persons 

for new and improved employment opportunities.  

Goal 11  Plan for the location of convenient and adequate public services to serve the existing and 

   future development of March JPA Planning Area.  

Policy 11.1 Preserve appropriate and adequate sites for public facilities. 

As previously mentioned above, the project proposes construction of two buildings for the School of Public 

Safety at the BCTC. The School of Public Safety, also referred to as, the Public Safety Education and Training 

department, provides an educational pathway for sworn and correctional officers, and fire personnel, as well 

as students interested in pursuing careers in law, fire, homeland security and emergency medical services to 

complete an educational program, certificate or associate degree for career advancement in public safety 

education. Therefore, because the project would construct buildings for the School of Public Safety that would 

be used for educational and training purposes, the project would be consistent with Policy 5.3. As previously 

stated, the project site would be located within the BCTC and would be surrounded by existing BCTC facilities 

including dormitories, classroom buildings, and the CAL FIRE Drill Grounds. As such, the project would be 

consistent with existing uses within the BCTC and there would be no conflict with the existing land use 

designation of the site. Thus, the project would be consistent with Goal 11 and Policy 11.1. 
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Furthermore, per the County’s online mapping tool, the project site is within the March Area Zoning District 

and has a zoning classification of R-R (see Figure 3) (County of Riverside 2021). The project does not propose 

a residential use, however, per Chapter 17.16 of the County Municipal Code, educational institution uses are 

permitted within the R-R zone provided approval of a plot plan (County of Riverside 2020). Therefore, there 

would be no impacts associated with the conflict of a land use plan, policy, or regulation.  

3.12 Mineral Resources 
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a) Would the project 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? 

No Impact. The State Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (California Public Resources Code Section 2710 

et seq.) requires that the California State Geologist implement a mineral land classification system to 

identify and protect mineral resources of regional or statewide significance in areas where urban expansion 

or other irreversible land uses may occur, thereby potentially restricting or preventing future mineral 

extraction on such lands. 

As mandated by the State Mining and Reclamation Act, aggregate mineral resources within the state are 

classified by the State Mining & Geology Board through application of the Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) 

system. The MRZ system is used to map all mineral commodities within identified jurisdictional boundaries, 

with priority given to areas where future mineral resource extraction may be prevented or restricted by land 

use compatibility issues, or where mineral resources may be mined during the 50-year period following 

their classification. The MRZ system classifies lands that contain mineral deposits and identifies the 

presence or absence of substantial sand and gravel deposits and crushed rock source areas (i.e., 

commodities used as, or in the production of, construction materials). The State Geologist classifies MRZs 

within a region based on the following factors (CDOC 2000): 

MRZ-1: Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or 

where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. 

MRZ-2: Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present, or where 

it is judged that a high likelihood exists for their presence. 

MRZ-2a: Areas underlain by mineral deposits where geologic data show that significant measured 

or indicated resources are present 
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MRZ-2b: Areas underlain by mineral deposits where geologic information indicates that significant 

inferred resources are present.  

MRZ-3: Areas containing mineral deposits for which the significance cannot be determined from available data. 

MRZ-3a: Areas containing known mineral deposits that may qualify as a mineral resource 

MRZ-3b: Areas containing inferred mineral deposits that may qualify as mineral resources. 

MRZ-4: Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment of any other MRZ category. 

According to maps prepared by the California Department of Conservation (CDOC 2008), the project site is 

located within a designated MRZ-3 area. This designation indicates that the State of California has 

determined this is an area where mineral deposits are likely; however, their significance has not been 

determined. Additionally, per the County General Plan, the project site is located within an MRZ-3 area 

(County of Riverside 2015c). 

Furthermore, the County General Plan (County of Riverside 2015c) does not identify any mineral recovery 

sites within the project site. The project site is not currently being used for mineral resource extraction and 

is instead used as regional training site that provides basic and advanced training to public safety 

personnel. No mining operations would be impacted by this development and the site would likely never be 

used for any mining operations in the future. Given these factors, the project would not result in the loss of 

availability of a known mineral resource that would be of future value to the region and the residents of the 

state, and there would be no impacts. 

b) Would the project 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? 

No Impact. Please refer to Section 3.12(a). The project would not 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. Thus, no impact would occur.  

3.13 Noise 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XIII.  NOISE – Would the project result in: 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 

permanent increase in ambient noise levels 

in the vicinity of the project in excess of 

standards established in the local general 

plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 

standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Generation of excessive groundborne 

vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
    



BEN CLARK TRAINING CENTER SCHOOL OF PUBLIC SAFETY PROJECT 

   13140 

 93 June 2021 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip or 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? 

    

 

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Sound may be described in terms of level or amplitude (measured in decibels 

[dB]), frequency or pitch (measured in hertz or cycles per second), and duration (measured in seconds or minutes). 

Because the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating 

scale is used to relate noise to human sensitivity. The A-weighted decibel (dBA) scale performs this compensation 

by discriminating against low and very high frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear. 

Several descriptors of noise (noise metrics) exist to help predict average community reactions to the adverse effects 

of environmental noise, including traffic-generated noise. These descriptors include the equivalent noise level over 

a given period (Leq), the statistical sound level, the day–night average noise level (Ldn), and the community noise 

equivalent level (CNEL). Each of these descriptors uses units of dBA. Table 3.13-1 provides examples of A-weighted 

noise levels from common sounds. In general, human sound perception is such that a change in sound level of 3 

dB is barely noticeable, a change of 5 dB is clearly noticeable, and a change of 10 dB is perceived as doubling or 

halving the sound level. 

Table 3.13-1. Typical Sound Levels in the Environment and Industry 

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 

— 110 Rock band 

Jet flyover at 300 meters (1,000 feet) 100 — 

Gas lawn mower at 1 meter (3 feet) 90 — 

Diesel truck at 15 meters (50 feet), at 80 

kilometers per hour (50 mph) 

80 Food blender at 1 meter (3 feet) 

Garbage disposal at 1 meter (3 feet) 

Noisy urban area, daytime 

gas lawn mower at 30 meters (100 feet) 

70 Vacuum cleaner at 3 meters (10 feet) 

Commercial area 

Heavy traffic at 90 meters (300 feet) 

60 Normal speech at 1 meter (3 feet) 

Quiet urban daytime 50 Large business office 

Dishwasher, next room 

Quiet urban nighttime 40 Theater, large conference room 

(background) 

Quiet suburban nighttime 30 Library 

Quiet rural night time 20 Bedroom at night, concert hall 

(background) 

— 10 Broadcast/recording studio 

Lowest threshold of human hearing 0 Lowest threshold of human hearing 

Source: Caltrans 2013 
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Leq is a sound energy level averaged over a specified period (typically no less than 15 minutes for environmental 

studies). Leq is a single numerical value that represents the amount of variable sound energy received by a receptor 

during a time interval. For example, a 1-hour Leq measurement would represent the average amount of energy 

contained in all the noise that occurred in that hour. Leq is an effective noise descriptor because of its ability to 

assess the total time-varying effects of noise on sensitive receptors. Lmax is the greatest sound level measured 

during a designated time interval or event.  

Unlike the Leq metrics, Ldn and CNEL metrics always represent 24-hour periods, usually on an annualized basis. Ldn 

and CNEL also differ from Leq because they apply a time-weighted factor designed to emphasize noise events that 

occur during the evening and nighttime hours (when speech and sleep disturbance is of more concern). “Time 

weighted” refers to the fact that Ldn and CNEL penalize noise that occurs during certain sensitive periods. In the 

case of CNEL, noise occurring during the daytime (7:00 a.m.–7:00 p.m.) receives no penalty. Noise during the 

evening (7:00 p.m.–10:00 p.m.) is penalized by adding 5 dB, while nighttime (10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m.) noise is 

penalized by adding 10 dB. Ldn differs from CNEL in that the daytime period is defined as 7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m., 

thus eliminating the evening period. Ldn and CNEL are the predominant criteria used to measure roadway noise 

affecting residential receptors. These two metrics generally differ from one another by no more than 0.5 dB to 1 dB 

and, as such, are often treated as equivalent to one another. 

Vibration 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be described in terms 

of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Vibration can be a serious concern, causing buildings to shake and 

rumbling sounds to be heard. In contrast to noise, vibration is not a common environmental problem. It is unusual 

for vibration from sources such as buses and trucks to be perceptible, even in locations close to major roads. Some 

common sources of vibration are trains, buses on rough roads, and construction activities such as blasting, pile 

driving, and heavy earthmoving. 

Several different methods are used to quantify vibration. Peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum 

instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. PPV is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings 

and is usually measured in inches per second. The root mean square amplitude is most frequently used to describe 

the effect of vibration on the human body and is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the signal. 

Decibel notation is commonly used to measure root mean square. The decibel notation acts to compress the range 

of numbers required to describe vibration. 

High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings. However, vibration levels rarely 

affect human health. Instead, most people consider vibration to be an annoyance that can affect concentration or 

disturb sleep. In addition, high levels of vibration can damage fragile buildings or interfere with equipment that is 

highly sensitive to vibration (e.g., electron microscopes). Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources 

within buildings, such as operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or slamming of doors. Typical 

outdoor sources of perceptible vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough 

roads. If the roadway is smooth, the vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence of unwanted 

sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and some 
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passive recreation areas would be considered noise and vibration sensitive and may warrant unique measures for 

protection from intruding noise.  

The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are existing off-site residences located approximately 510 feet 

to the southeast. These receptors represent the nearest sensitive land uses with the potential to be impacted by 

construction and operation of the proposed project. 

Due to use of the BCTC as an active training facility, the District and other public safety agencies that use the BCTC 

expect training activities to routinely result in elevated noise levels. As such, the District and other public safety 

agencies do not consider training classrooms and dormitories within the BCTC as sensitive receptors. As such, 

these uses are not treated as sensitive receptors for the purposes of this analysis. However, this analysis does 

capture the existing and projected noise environments at these locations for informational purposes only. 

Existing Noise Conditions 

Noise measurements were conducted near the project site on January 6, 2021, to characterize the existing noise 

levels (Figure 6, Noise Measurement Locations). Table 3.13-2 provides the location, date, and time the noise 

measurements were taken. The noise measurements were taken using a Soft dB Piccolo sound level meter 

equipped with a 0.5-inch, pre-polarized condenser microphone with pre-amplifier. The sound level meter meets the 

current American National Standards Institute standard for a Type 2 (General Use) sound level meter. The accuracy 

of the sound level meter was verified using a field calibrator before and after the measurements, and the 

measurements were conducted with the microphone positioned approximately 5 feet above the ground. 

Table 3.13-2. Measured Noise Levels 

Measurement 

Location Location Date Time 

Leq 

(dBA) 

Lmax 

(dBA) 

ST1 At 16888 Bundy Avenue, in front 

of offices 

01/06/21 10:34 a.m.–10:49 a.m. 62.6 82.8 

ST2 At 16958 Bundy Avenue, in front 

of Sherriff Dormitory 

01/06/21 11:03 a.m.–11:18 a.m. 54.4 78.5 

ST3 At 21065 Foulois Avenue, SE 

corner of Foulois Avenue and 

Ryan Street 

01/06/21 11:43 a.m.–11:58 a.m. 59.1 79.6 

ST4 Along 11th Street, E of Dalla 

Avenue, S of Modular Restroom 

15 

01/06/21 12:17 p.m.–12:32 p.m. 63.4 81.1 

ST5 At SW corner of 12th Street and 

Davis Avenue 

01/06/21 12:39 p.m.–12:54 p.m. 51.9 66.2 

Leq = equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level); Lmax = maximum sound level during the measurement interval; 

dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

Five short-term noise measurements (ST1–ST5) were conducted on site and adjacent to nearby noise-sensitive 

land uses. The measured energy-averaged (Leq) and maximum (Lmax) noise levels are provided in Table 3.13-2. The 

field noise measurement data sheets are provided in Appendix E. The primary noise sources consisted of traffic on 

the local roadways (11th Street, Bundy Avenue), distant construction, vehicle sirens, and airplane flyovers. As shown 

in Table 3.13-2, the measured sound levels ranged from approximately 52 to 63 dBA Leq. 
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Estimated Vehicular Noise 

The existing 24-hour, time-weighted (CNEL) traffic noise levels were modeled using the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model version 2.5 (FHWA 2004) and existing traffic volumes from the proposed 

project’s traffic impact study (see Section 3.17). Traffic noise levels were modeled at representative on-site and off-

site locations with the most potential to be impacted by project-related traffic noise. These locations are shown in 

Figure 6. As shown in Figure 6, site ST2 represents on-campus dormitories and site ST3 represents the off-site 

noise-sensitive residences to the southeast.  

The results of the traffic modeling for the existing conditions are summarized in Table 3.13-3, Traffic Noise – 

Existing, and the traffic noise modeling data is shown in Appendix E. As shown in Table 3.13-3, the existing modeled 

traffic noise levels range from approximately 30 dBA CNEL at receiver ST3 to 52 dBA CNEL at receiver ST2. 

Table 3.13-3. Traffic Noise – Existing 

Modeled Receiver Description 

Existing  

(dBA CNEL) 

S–2 - Dormitories At 16958 Bundy Avenue, in front of Sherriff Dormitory 52 

S–3 - Residences 
At 21065 Foulois Avenue, SE corner of Foulois Avenue 

and Ryan Street 

30 

Source: Appendix E. 

Note: dBA = A-weighted decibel; CNEL = community noise equivalent level. 

Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

There are no federal noise regulations applicable to the project. However, various federal agencies have established 

rules and guidelines addressing noise and vibration. For example, in its Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 

Assessment guidance manual (FTA 2018), the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) offers guidance on the 

estimation of construction noise levels from a construction project site. It also provides suggested thresholds that 

include no more than 80 dBA Leq (over an 8-hour period) as received at a residential land use. In the absence of 

such a quantified limit provided by the March JPA, this analysis adopts 80 dBA Leq8h for quantitative construction 

noise impact assessment. 

With respect to vibration, the same above-mentioned manual from the FTA provides guidance for the assessment 

of vibration impacts on people (i.e., potential annoyance), building damage risk, and disruption of vibration-sensitive 

processes. Vibration impact criteria suggested by the FTA vary both with the frequency of vibration event occurrence 

and the sensitivity of the building or process that may be exposed to groundborne vibration. By way of example, a 

modern commercial building constructed from reinforced concrete or steel would have a vibration impact threshold 

of 0.5 inches per second PPV, while a non-engineered timber or masonry structure more akin to a typical single-

family or multifamily residence may have a more stringent 0.2 inches per second PPV vibration impact criteria 

against which project-attributed vibration due to construction could be assessed for the nearest such receptors in 

the surrounding community. 
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State 

Government Code Section 65302(g) 

California Government Code Section 65302(g) requires the preparation of a Noise Element in a general plan, which 

shall identify and appraise the noise problems in the community. The Noise Element shall recognize the guidelines 

adopted by the Office of Noise Control in the State Department of Health Services and shall quantify, to the extent 

practicable, current and projected noise levels for major noise sources such as highways and freeways, primary 

arterials and major local streets, rail lines, airports and industrial plants. 

California General Plan Guidelines 

The California General Plan Guidelines, published by the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

(OPR), provides guidance for the acceptability of specific land use types within areas of specific noise exposure. 

OPR guidelines are advisory in nature. Local jurisdictions, including the March JPA, have the responsibility to set 

specific noise standards based on local conditions. 

Local 

March Joint Powers Authority 

The project site is located within the March JPA, as are the existing residences and other noise-sensitive land uses 

in the surrounding area. The noise criteria identified in the Draft Vision 2030 March JPA General Plan Update 2030 

Noise/Air Quality Element (Figure III-1) are guidelines to evaluate the land use compatibility of transportation-related 

noise. The land use compatibility guidelines indicate that low-density and multi-family residential land uses are 

considered normally acceptable with noise levels below 60 and 65 dBA CNEL, respectively, and conditionally 

acceptable with noise levels below 70 dBA CNEL. 

Furthermore, the March JPA Development Code, Chapter 9.10, Performance Standards, Section 9.10.130 identifies 

standards for mechanical and electrical equipment (e.g., HVAC) which indicate equipment shall be located and 

operated in a manner that does not disturb adjacent uses and activities. 

The March JPA does not have its own Noise Ordinance. Rather, it applies the standards for noise regulation from 

the Riverside County Code; the adopted ordinance regulates construction noise impacts for all projects within one-

quarter mile from an occupied residence(s) and sets forth land use compatibility relating to noise. 

Riverside County Code 

The Noise Ordinance included in Chapter 9.52, Noise Regulation of the Riverside County Code, provides land use 

compatibility guidelines which indicate that residential community development (i.e. low density [LDR], medium 

density [MDR], high density [HDR]) noise level standards are 55 dBA Leq for daytime hours (7 a.m.–10 p.m.) and 45 

dBA Leq for nighttime hours (10 p.m.–7 a.m.). 
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Construction Noise Exemption 

In Section 9.52.020, Exemptions of the Noise Ordinance, the County states that private construction projects 

located within one-quarter mile from an inhabited dwelling are exempt from the standards described above, 

provided that: 

• Construction does not occur between the hours of six p.m. and six a.m. during the months of June through 

September, and 

• Construction does not occur between the hours of six p.m. and seven a.m. during the months of October 

through May 

a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 

ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Construction Activities 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction noise and vibration levels are temporary phenomena that can 

vary from hour to hour and day to day, depending on the equipment in use, the operations being performed, 

and the distance between the source and receptor. 

Equipment that would be in operation during proposed construction would include, in part, excavators, 

concrete saws, compressors, welders, and paving equipment. Table 3.13-4 presents typical maximum 

noise levels for various pieces of construction equipment at a distance of 50 feet (note that these are 

maximum noise levels). Typically, construction equipment operates in alternating cycles of full power and 

low power, producing average noise levels less than the maximum noise level presented in Table 3.13-4. 

The average sound level of construction activity also depends on the amount of time that the equipment 

operates and the intensity of construction activities during that time. 

Table 3.13-4. Typical Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels 

Equipment Typical Sound Level (dBA) 50 Feet from Source 

Air compressor 81 

Backhoe 80 

Compactor 82 

Concrete mixer 85 

Concrete pump 82 

Concrete vibrator 76 

Crane, mobile 83 

Dozer 85 

Generator 81 

Grader 85 

Impact wrench 85 

Jackhammer 88 

Loader 85 

Paver 89 

Pneumatic tool 85 



BEN CLARK TRAINING CENTER SCHOOL OF PUBLIC SAFETY PROJECT 

   13140 

 99 June 2021 

Table 3.13-4. Typical Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels 

Equipment Typical Sound Level (dBA) 50 Feet from Source 

Pump 76 

Roller 74 

Saw 76 

Truck 88 

Source: FTA 2018. 

Note: dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

For the equipment typically used to complete a development project such as the proposed project, the 

maximum noise levels at 50 feet would be approximately 89 dBA, although the hourly noise levels would 

vary. Construction noise in a well-defined area typically attenuates at approximately 6 dB per doubling of 

distance. During Phase 1 of the two-phase project construction, construction activity would take place 

within approximately 1,200 feet of the nearest noise-sensitive land uses (residences to the southeast) 

during demolition, site preparation, and grading work; additionally, during Phase 2, this receptor would be 

located approximately 510 feet or more away from construction activity.  

The FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) (FHWA 2008) was used to estimate construction 

noise levels. Although the model was funded and promulgated by the FHWA, the RCNM is often used for 

non-roadway projects because the same types of construction equipment used for roadway projects are 

often used for other types of construction. Input variables for the RCNM consist of the receiver/land use 

types, the equipment type and number of each (e.g., two graders, a loader, a tractor), the duty cycle for 

each piece of equipment (e.g., percentage of hours the equipment typically works per day), and the distance 

from the noise-sensitive receiver. No topographical or structural shielding was assumed in the modeling. 

The RCNM has default duty-cycle values for the various pieces of equipment, which were derived from an 

extensive study of typical construction activity patterns. Those default duty-cycle values were used for this 

noise analysis. 

Construction scenario assumptions, including phasing and equipment mix, were based on information from 

the District and the CalEEMod default values developed for the air quality and GHG emissions impacts 

analysis. Table 3.13-5 summarizes the estimated construction noise, with separate calculations provided 

for the different types of construction activities that would occur for this project. The RCNM inputs and 

outputs are provided in Appendix E.  

Table 3.13-5. Construction Noise Model Results Summary 

Construction Phase 

Construction Noise at Representative Receiver Distances  

(Leq (dBA))* 

On-Site Dormitories to the 

Southeast 

Off-Site Residences to the 

Southeast 

Demolition 58 65 

Site Preparation 59 63 

Grading 59 63 

Building Construction 58 59 

Paving 55 59 

Architectural Coating 46 46 
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Table 3.13-5. Construction Noise Model Results Summary 

Construction Phase 

Construction Noise at Representative Receiver Distances  

(Leq (dBA))* 

On-Site Dormitories to the 

Southeast 

Off-Site Residences to the 

Southeast 

Summary of Noise Model Results 

Highest Construction Noise Levels 59 65 

Lowest Construction Noise Levels 46 46 

Ambient Noise Levels** 54 59 

Source: Appendix E. 

Notes: Leq = equivalent noise level; dBA = A-weighted decibel. 

* - Construction noise levels are calculated based on the nearest distances between the sensitive receptor and the construction phase 

** - Measured noise levels from Table 3.13-2 

As shown in Table 3.13-5, construction noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive land use (residences to 

the southeast) are estimated to range from approximately 46 dBA Leq during the architectural coating phase 

to approximately 65 dBA Leq during the demolition phase. At the dormitories to the southeast, construction 

noise levels would be similar, ranging from approximately 46 dBA Leq to 59 dBA Leq. 

As discussed previously, Riverside County Code Section 9.52.020 does not permit construction noise that 

would create a noise disturbance between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. during the months of June 

through September and between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. during the months of October 

through May. The proposed project would conduct construction activities between the allowable hours and 

the estimated noise levels would be well below the FTA’s advisory noise standard of 80 dBA Leq 8-hr. 

Therefore, noise from project construction would be less than significant. 

Operational Activities 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Long-term (i.e., operational) noise associated with the proposed project would 

include traffic noise from additional vehicle trips, as well as noise from on-site mechanical equipment such 

as HVAC equipment. The proposed project would also include outdoor activities such as mock simulations 

with emergency vehicles. 

Traffic Noise 

The proposed project would generate additional traffic trips along several existing roads in the area 

including Bundy Avenue and 11th Street. Potential noise effects from vehicular traffic associated with a 

variety of project-related operational scenarios were assessed using FHWA Traffic Noise Model Version 2.5 

(FHWA 2004). Data used to model noise from vehicular traffic was derived from the project-specific Traffic 

Impact Analysis report prepared by Dudek (Appendix F). Information used in the model consisted of project 

geometry, traffic volumes (aggregated turn movements), and speeds (posted speed limits) for the following 

scenarios: 

• Existing AM Peak Hour 

• Existing plus Project AM Peak Hour 
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Noise levels were modeled at the representative noise-sensitive receivers (ST3) and at the dormitories to 

the southeast. The receivers were modeled to be 5 feet above the local ground elevation. Traffic Noise 

Model input and output files are provided in Appendix E. Traffic noise impacts were calculated by comparing 

the various existing baseline modeled noise results with the existing plus project results. The results are 

presented in Table 3.13-6. 

Table 3.13-6. Modeled Traffic Noise With and Without Project (CNEL dBA) 

Modeled 

Receiver Description Existing 

Existing with 

Project Difference 

ST2 At 16958 Bundy Avenue, in front of Sherriff 

Dormitory 

52 52 0 

ST3 At 21065 Foulois Avenue, SE corner of 

Foulois Avenue and Ryan Street 

30 30.8 0.8 

Source: Appendix E. 

Note: CNEL = community noise equivalent level; dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

As shown in Table 3.13-6, typical existing traffic noise levels would not increase as a result of the proposed 

project. At the nearby modeled receivers, project-related noise levels would increase by less than 1 dB. This 

is because additional project trips associated with the proposed project would be relatively few in number 

compared to existing traffic along Bundy Avenue and 11th Street. Changes in noise level of this order (less 

than 1 dB) would not be audible. Therefore, the traffic noise level increase associated with the project is 

considered less than significant. 

On-Site Mechanical Equipment Noise 

HVAC equipment would have the potential to create noise impacts. The specific details (location, size, 

manufacturer, and model) of the HVAC equipment have not yet been determined. However, based on 

examination of several major manufacturers’ HVAC equipment specifications for representative models 

(details of which are provided in Appendix E), the dimensionless sound power levels17 were found to range 

from approximately 68 dBA to 92 dBA. 

The nearest existing off-site noise-sensitive use (i.e., residences to the east of the project site) would be 

approximately 620 feet to the southeast of the  Phase II building. Conservatively assuming a sound power 

level of 92 dBA, the noise level at a distance of 200 feet would be approximately 49 dBA. The noise level 

would be approximately 39 dBA at the nearest residences, 620 feet away. At the dormitories to the 

southeast, the noise levels would be lower because of the additional distance. Furthermore, all HVAC or 

other mechanical equipment would be shielded from direct view by a rooftop parapet barrier, which would 

provide additional noise reduction. Therefore, noise from on-site mechanical equipment would comply with 

the March JPA Development Code (i.e., located and operated as to not disturb adjacent uses), as described 

 
17  Sound power or acoustic power is the rate at which sound energy is emitted, reflected, transmitted, or received, per unit time. It 

is calculated and expressed in watts and as sound power level (LW) in decibels. It is the power of the sound force on a surface of 

the medium of propagation of the sound wave. For a sound source, unlike sound pressure (LP), sound power is neither room-

dependent nor distance-dependent. Sound pressure is a measurement at a point in space near the source, whereas the sound 

power of a source is the total power emitted by that source in all directions. The relation between sound power and sound 

pressure used for this analysis was the following: 

LP = LW−20*Log(R) + 2.5, 

 where R is the source–receiver distance of interest, in feet—as for a free field above a reflecting plane (Diehl 1973). 
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previously, nor would it result in a substantial noise increase. Therefore, impacts associated with on-site 

mechanical noise would be less than significant. 

Sirens/Emergency Vehicles Noise 

Phase II of the project would involve the development and operation of an EMT training building. It is 

anticipated that instructional activities would involve mock simulations with ambulances using sirens 

during training exercises. While details regarding the frequency of these activities are not yet available, it 

is anticipated that these events could occur during daytime hours up to once a week per class during the 

academic term. However, noise from emergency vehicle sirens would be relatively brief and periodic in 

nature and would cease once simulations are complete. Additionally, the use of sirens during training 

exercises is already routine at the BCTC (namely immediately south of the project site at the CAL FIRE Drill 

Grounds) and the use of sirens at the project site would not substantially increase the frequency or intensity 

of their use. Because siren exposure at any one location would remain relatively brief and siren noise is 

already experienced and expected at the BCTC, the Project would not result in the exceedance of applicable 

noise standards and would not result in a substantial noise increase. Therefore, impacts from increased 

emergency vehicle use would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Construction activities have the potential to expose persons to excessive 

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise. The California Department of Transportation has collected 

groundborne vibration information related to construction activities indicating that continuous vibrations 

with a PPV of approximately 0.1 inches per second begin to annoy people (Caltrans 2020). The heavier 

pieces of construction equipment, such as an excavator, would have PPVs of approximately 0.089 inches 

per second or less at a distance of 25 feet (FTA 2018). Groundborne vibration is typically attenuated over 

short distances. At the distance from the nearest residences to the nearest construction work (demolition 

phase; approximately 620 feet), and with the anticipated construction equipment, the PPV vibration level 

would be approximately 0.0007 inches per second. This vibration level would be below the vibration 

threshold of potential annoyance of 0.1 inches per second. 

The major concern with regard to construction vibration is related to building damage. Construction 

vibration as a result of the proposed project would not result in structural building damage, which typically 

occurs at vibration levels of 0.5 inches per second or greater for buildings of reinforced-concrete, steel, or 

timber construction. The heavier pieces of construction equipment used would include typical construction 

equipment for this type of project, such as backhoes, front-end loaders, and flatbed trucks. Pile driving, 

blasting, and other special construction techniques would not be used for construction of the proposed 

project; therefore, excessive groundborne vibration and groundborne noise would not be generated. 

Vibration levels from project construction would be less than the thresholds of annoyance and potential for 

structural damage. Operation of the proposed project would not result in any sources of vibration. 

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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? 

No Impact. The closest airport to the project site is March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport, which is 

located approximately 2 miles east of the project site. According to the Vision 2030 March JPA General 

Plan (MJPA 2010), the project site is located outside of the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport’s 

influence area boundary. No private airstrips are located within the broader vicinity of the March JPA 

(AirNav.com 2021). Thus, air traffic noise associated with the airport would not expose construction workers 

or District employees to excessive noise levels. Therefore, no impacts associated with public airport and air 

traffic noise would occur. 

3.14 Population and Housing 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 
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Less Than 

Significant 
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial unplanned 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)? 

    

 

a) Would the project induce substantial unplanned 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)? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project would not directly induce substantial population growth in the 

area, as no residential units are proposed. However, the project involves construction and operation of two 

new buildings for the proposed School of Public Safety at the BCTC, which would require temporary 

construction and permanent operational workforces, both of which could potentially induce population 

growth in the project area. The temporary workforce would be needed to construct the two proposed 

buildings and associated on-site improvements. The number of construction workers needed during any 

given period would largely depend on the specific stage of construction but would likely be, on average, a 

few dozen workers at any given time throughout the workday. These short-term positions are anticipated 

to be filled primarily by workers who reside in the project area vicinity; therefore, construction of the project 

would not generate a permanent increase in population within the project area.  

Once operational, the project would consist of two new buildings for the School of Public Safety at the BCTC. 

The proposed buildings would be operated by the District and would be staffed by existing District 

employees currently located at various permanent and temporary facilities the BCTC and MVC Main 

Campus. In 2018, District operations at the BCTC employed approximately 20 full time equivalent 
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employees. Staffing levels are a function of enrollment and are allocated on a yearly basis as part of the 

District’s master planning and budgeting efforts. At this time, the District does not have plans to increase 

staffing levels as a result of the project but may do so in the future as enrollment increases. However, any 

increases in staff would be a proportion of existing staff levels and accounted for in long-term master 

planning efforts. Any such increases would be nominal and would not result in substantial unplanned 

population growth. Thus, impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The project consists of the construction of two buildings for the proposed School of Public Safety 

at the BCTC. The project site would be within the boundaries of the BCTC on an existing lot. The project 

would not displace existing housing and would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

3.15 Public Services 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XV.  PUBLIC SERVICES  

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: 

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

 

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: 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project would result in the provision of a new governmental facility in two 

new educational and training buildings that would be part of the MVC School of Public Safety instructional 

department. The provision of these facilities is consistent with the District’s educational master plans, 

which call for the development of permanent instructional facilities at the BCTC for MVC students. As 

discussed throughout this Draft IS/MND, the project would not cause significant environmental impacts. 

Additionally, the project would not result in substantial unplanned population growth in the area that could 

result in the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, as discussed below.  
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Fire protection? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The County of Riverside Fire Department (County Fire Department) provide 

fire services to the unincorporated areas of the County, including the project site, as well as to partner cities 

within the County. The closest fire station is Station 11 (Orange Crest Fire Station), located at 19595 Orange 

Terrace Parkway and is located approximately 1.7 miles northwest of the project site. The department 

operates 93 fire stations in six divisions composed of 17-line battalions, providing fire suppression, 

emergency medical, technical rescue, fire prevention and related services. The equipment used by the 

department has the versatility to respond to both urban and wildland emergencies (RCFD 2009).  

As discussed in Section 3.14(a), the project would not directly induce substantial population growth in the 

area. Although the project would require fire protection and/or paramedic services in the event of an 

emergency, given the relatively low number of students and staff that would use the project site and given 

that fire and emergency services already serve the project site, the project is not expected to result in the 

need for new or physically altered fire facilities, or to result in the station’s inability to maintain acceptable 

service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives. The increase in demand for fire protection 

services due to the project would result in a less than significant impact. 

Police protection? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project site is served by the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department 

(County Sheriff’s Department) which contracts with Police Departments throughout the County. In the event 

of an emergency, the Perris Station, located at 137 N Perris Boulevard, would respond to the site. The 

Perris Station is located approximately 7.3 miles south of the project site. According to the City of Perris 

General Plan, Safety Element, in 2002, a total of 177 Sheriff’s Department personnel were assigned to the 

Perris Station. This includes 133 sworn peace officers. Forty of the sworn officers are assigned to serve the 

City of Perris under terms of the contract between the City of Perris and the County Sheriff’s Department. 

Average response time from dispatch to on-scene arrival for an emergency call as of May 2002 was 5.3 

minutes (City of Perris 2005). Additionally, the Perris Station has adopted a “Zone Policing” strategy. The 

intent of Zone Policing is to improve response times to calls for service, make officers more familiar with 

community areas, and connect the department with citizens and business owners within their assigned 

zones (City of Perris 2021).  

While the County is served by ample police in order to address any issues in and around the BCTC, the 

District has its police department, consisting of Chief of Police, three Sergeants, six Corporals, Police 

Officers, Reserve Officers, one Community Service Coordinator, and Community Service Aids. The bulk of 

these resources are located at the main Riverside City College in Riverside; however, law enforcement 

services are provided to the District’s three colleges as well as several offsite education centers, including 

the BCTC. As discussed in Section 3.14(a), the project would not directly induce substantial population 

growth in the area. Although occupants of the project could require police services throughout the life of 

the project, Given the relatively low number of students and staff that would use the project site and given 

that police services already serve the project site, the project is not anticipated to add a new strain on the 

existing police functions. The increase in demand for police protection services due to the project would 

result in a less than significant impact. 
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Schools? 

No Impact. As discussed in Section 3.14(a), the project would not directly induce substantial population 

growth in the area such that new or physically altered governmental facilities, including schools, would be 

required. No impact to schools would occur. 

Parks? 

No Impact. As discussed in Section 3.14(a), the project would not directly induce substantial population 

growth in the area such that new or physically altered governmental facilities, including parks, would be 

required. Thus, no impact to parks would occur. 

Other public facilities? 

No Impact. As discussed in Section 3.14(a), the project would not directly induce substantial population 

growth in the area such that new or physically altered governmental facilities, such as libraries or medical 

services, would be required. Thus, no impact to other public facilities would occur.  

3.16 Recreation 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVI. RECREATION 

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? 

    

 

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? 

No Impact. The project involves construction and operation of two new buildings for the proposed School 

of Public Safety at the BCTC, which would require temporary construction and permanent operational 

workforces. However, as discussed in Section 3.14(a), the project would not directly induce substantial 

population growth in the area, as no residential units are proposed. Additionally, the temporary workforce 

needed to construct the two proposed buildings and associated on-site improvements are short-term 

positions anticipated to be filled primarily by workers who reside in the project area vicinity. Furthermore, 

the project would be staffed by existing District employees or a nominal amount of new employees 

consistent with long-term educational master plans. Thus, given the short-term nature of construction and 

because the project would not generate substantial population growth, an increase in park usage as a 

result of the project is not anticipated. Therefore, the project would not increase the use of existing 

neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration 

of those facilities would occur or be accelerated. No impact would occur. 
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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? 

No Impact. The project does not include recreational facilities nor would it require the construction or 

expansion of recreational facilities. As discussed in Section 3.14(a), the project would not directly induce 

substantial population growth in the area, as no residential units are proposed. Additionally, the temporary 

workforce needed to construct the two proposed buildings and associated on-site improvements are short-

term positions anticipated to be filled primarily by workers who reside in the project area vicinity. 

Furthermore, the project would be staffed by existing District employees or a nominal amount of new 

employees consistent with long-term educational master plans. Thus, no significant new employment would 

be required as part of this project resulting in the need for the construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. Therefore, the project would have 

no impact on recreational facilities. 

3.17 Transportation  

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVII. TRANSPORTATION – Would the project: 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 

policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 

pedestrian facilities? 

    

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 

Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 

(b)?  

    

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 

geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves 

or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 

uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

 

This section analyzes the transportation impacts of the project based on CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.3(b), which focuses on recently adopted analysis criteria and impact metrics pursuant to SB 743 

for determining the significance of transportation impacts. Per SB 743, the focus of transportation analysis 

changed from a level of service (LOS) or vehicle delay approach to the analysis of vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT). The related updates to the CEQA Guidelines required under SB 743 were approved on December 

28, 2018, and were required to be implemented on July 1, 2020.  

Accordingly, for CEQA purposes, this section analyzes the project-related impacts pertaining to VMT. An 

LOS/delay-based analysis has also been prepared and is provided to satisfy the Western Riverside Council 

of Governments (WRCOG) guidelines for LOS assessment. This analysis can be found in the Traffic Impact 

Analysis prepared for the project (see Appendix F). The Traffic Impact Analysis also provides more detailed 
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information on the existing transportation network, the estimated project trip generation and trip 

distribution, and additional analysis of the proposed project site access. 

Project Trip Generation 

Trip generation estimates were based on the project description and characteristics as well as the expected 

land uses associated with both phases of the project. Trip generation was estimated by using trip rates 

from the Institute of Transportation Engineers 10th Edition Trip Generation book (ITE 2017). Accordingly, 

AM and PM peak hour trip generation volumes were computed. Table 3.17-1 presents the trip generation 

estimates for the proposed project. 

Table 3.17-1. Project Trip Generation 

Land Use 

ITE 

Code Size/Units Daily 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Trip Rates1 

Junior/Community 

College 

540 TSF 20.25 1.59 0.48 2.07 0.93 0.93 1.86 

Trip Generation 

Proposed Ben Clark 

Training Center Project 

540 54.135 TSF 1,096 86 26 112 50 50 100 

Project Trip Generation 1,096 86 26 112 50 50 100 

Notes: ITE = Institute of Transportation Engineers; TSF = thousand square feet1  ITE 2017.  

Based on Table 3.17-1, the proposed project would generate approximately 1,096 daily trips, 112 AM peak hour 

trips (86 inbound and 26 outbound), and 100 PM peak hour trips (50 inbound and 50 outbound). 

The following describes the project’s potential impacts to transportation policies and ordinances, VMT, hazards 

related to geometric design, and emergency access: 

a) Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project could potentially affect portions of the circulation 

systems within the jurisdiction of the County, March JPA, the Riverside County Transportation Commission, 

and the Riverside Transit Agency. The applicable programs, plans, ordinances, and policies for each 

jurisdiction are described below. As shown in the analysis below, the project would not conflict with the 

programs, plans, ordinances, and policies addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, 

bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. Impacts would be less than significant. 

March Joint Powers Authority Transportation Element 

The following goals and policies that are applicable to the project are provided from the March JPA General 

Plan (MJPA 1998):  

 Goal 2: Build and maintain a transportation system which capitalizes on the multi-faceted elements of 

transportation planning and systems, designed to meet the needs of the planning area while minimizing 

negative effects on air quality, the environment and adjacent land uses and jurisdictions.  
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 Policy 2.1: March JPA shall balance the need for free traffic flow with economic 

realities and environmental and aesthetic consideration, such that transportation 

facilities are capable of normal patterns and volume, with tolerance of peak and 

high level usage with minimal disruption, delays or impacts.  

 Policy 2.7: On-street parking shall be de-emphasized throughout the planning area 

to permit maximum capacity of roadways to be actuated by vehicular and bicycle 

transportation modes.  

 Goal 3: Develop a transportation system that is safe, convenient, efficient and provides adequate 

capacity to meet local and regional demands.  

 Policy 3.5: Driveway entrances onto surrounding arterial highways, major and 

minor arterials streets should be redistricted when practical, and through traffic 

on interior streets should be minimized. 

 Goal 4: Provide a balanced transportation system that ensures the safe and efficient movement 

of people and good throughout the planning area, while minimizing the use of land for 

transportation facilities.  

 Goal 6: Establish vehicular access control policies in order to maintain and insure the 

effectiveness and capacity of arterial roadways. 

 Policy 6.1: To the extent possible, access shall be provided on local or collector 

streets where the frontage is available on both local and arterials streets. 

 Policy 6.2: Access to an arterial road shall be limited to one point for every 300 

feet of frontage or one point for parcels with less than 300 feet of frontage. 

 Policy 8.8: Require the installation of bus improvements such as bus turnouts, bus 

stops, and terminals as part of the conditions of development for employment 

centers and land uses that attract large numbers of persons, where appropriate.  

 Goal 9: Develop measures which will reduce the number of vehicle miles traveled during peak 

travel periods.  

 Goal 12: Plan for and seek to establish an area-wide system of bicycling trails, with linkages within 

the planning area and with adjacent jurisdictions, and in compliance with sub-regional plans.  

 Policy 12.5: Provide adequate right-of-way and improvements for bike lanes in 

accordance with the Transportation Plan.  

 Policy 12.7: Require sidewalks on both sides of the all streets. The March JPA 

encourages alternate designs including parkways and meandering and enhanced 

paving.  

 Goal 15: In accordance with state and federal law, promote and provide mobility for the disabled. 
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 Policy 15.1: Require that all development comply with the requirements of the 

state and federal law for the disabled. Requirements may include ramps at street 

corners, access to public buildings, traffic signal timing and the like. 

Riverside County Circulation Element 

The following policies within the Riverside County Circulation element are applicable to the project (County 

of Riverside 2015d):  

Policy C 1.7: Encourage and support the development of projects that facilitate and enhance the 

use of alternative modes of transportation, including pedestrian-oriented retail and activity centers, 

dedicated bicycle lanes and paths, and mixed-use community centers. 

Policy C 3.1: Design, construct, and maintain Riverside County roadways as specified in the 

Riverside County Road Improvement Standards and Specifications. The standards shown in Figure 

C-4 may be modified by Specific Plans, Community Guidelines, or as approved by the Director of 

Transportation if alternative roadway standards are desirable to improve sustainability for the area. 

Policy C 3.2: Maintain the existing transportation network, while providing for future expansion and 

improvement based on travel demand, and the development of alternative travel modes. 

Policy C 3.10: Require private and public land developments to provide all onsite auxiliary facility 

improvements necessary to mitigate any development-generated circulation impacts. A review of 

each proposed land development project shall be undertaken to identify project impacts to the 

circulation system and its auxiliary facilities. The Transportation Department may require 

developers and/or subdividers to provide traffic impact studies prepared by qualified professionals 

to identify the impacts of a development. 

Policy C 3.15: Provide adequate sight distances for safe vehicular movement at a road’s design 

speed and at all intersections. 

Policy C 3.24: Provide a street network with quick and efficient routes for emergency vehicles, 

meeting necessary street widths, turn-around radius, secondary access, and other factors as 

determined by the Transportation Department in consultation with the Fire Department and other 

emergency service providers. 

Policy C 3.25: Restrict on-street parking to reduce traffic congestion and improve safety in 

appropriate locations such as General Plan roadways. 

Policy C 4.1: Provide facilities for the safe movement of pedestrians within developments, as 

specified in the Riverside County Ordinances Regulating the Division of Land of the County of 

Riverside. 

Policy C 17.1: Develop Class I Bike Paths, Class II Bike Lanes and Class I Bike Paths/Regional Trails 

(Combination Trails) as shown in the Trails Plan (Figure C-7 ), to the design standards as outlined 

in the California Department of Transportation Highway Design Manual, adopted Riverside County 

Design Guidelines (for communities that have them), the Riverside County Regional Park and Open 

Space Trails Standards Manual, and other Riverside County Guidelines. 
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The proposed project is not expected to severely delay, impact, or reduce the service level of transit in the 

area. Bicyclist and pedestrian safety would be maintained at existing levels in the area, as there would be 

no changes to the existing pedestrian or bicycle circulation system. All pedestrian areas within the project 

site would meet Americans with Disabilities Act requirements and adhere to County design guidelines. The 

proposed project would not alter the existing roadway network. Therefore, as discussed above, impacts 

related to applicable March JPA Transportation Element or County Circulation Element goals or policies 

related to transportation would be less-than-significant. 

Congestion Management Program 

The Congestion Management Program addresses the problem of increasing congestion on regional 

highways and principal arterials through a coordinated approach involving the state, county, cities, and 

transit providers. The Riverside County Transportation Commission has been designed as the Congestion 

Management Agency for the County of Riverside. The Congestion Management Program identifies arterial, 

highway, and freeway segments within the study area that may require additional analysis according to the 

procedures outlined in Riverside County Transportation Commission’s Long Range Transportation Plan 

(RCTC 2019). The nearest Congestion Management Program facilities to the proposed project identified 

within the County include I-215 and Orange Terrace Parkway. The proposed project is not expected to 

generate a substantial amount of traffic along either facility (see Appendix F). Therefore, impacts related to 

applicable Congestion Management Program policies/programs related to traffic would be less-than-

significant.  

Transit Facilities  

Currently, the project area is primarily served by the Riverside Transit Agency and by the commuter train 

service Metrolink. Metrolink service near the site is provided via the 91/Perris Valley line at the Moreno 

Valley/March Field Station, approximately 2.5 miles northeast within the City of Moreno Valley (Metrolink 

2019).  

As shown in Figure 7, Transit and Bicycle Facilities, the Riverside Transit Agency’s Riverside-Perris Route 

22 and Galleria-Perris Route 27 are located within 1 mile of the project site. Route 22 operates between 

the downtown area of the City of Riverside and the Perris Station Transit Center with a peak weekday service 

frequency of 45 minutes. Route 22 primarily operates along Wood Road and Oleander Avenue. The closest 

bus stop to the project site serving this route is located approximately 1 mile south of the project site, near 

Alexander Street/Oleander Avenue (RTA 2021a). Route 27 operates between the Galleria Mall at Tyler and 

the Perris Station Transit Center with a peak weekday service frequency of 60 minutes. Route 27 primarily 

operates along Orange Terrace Parkway and Van Buren Boulevard. The closest bus stop is approximately 

1 mile north of the project site, near Orange Terrace Parkway/Van Buren Boulevard (RTA 2021b). 

The project would not relocate any existing bus stops and would not require any changes to existing or 

future routes as described above. The project would not require an increase in service frequency or 

additional routes to serve the project area. Therefore, development of the project would not conflict with 

the existing bus routes or bus stops. Impacts to transit would be less than significant. 
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities  

Bicycle facilities are typically divided into several classifications that describe their efficacy. Class I 

(separated right-of-way) bicycle paths are completely separated from roadways and can be typically shared 

with pedestrians. Class II (painted) bicycle lanes are designed to be on-street and include a painted stripe 

to indicate the separation between bicyclists and motorists. Class III (signed) bicycle routes are designated 

to be on-street, however, they are provided on slower roadways that facilitate safe equal sharing of the 

roadway between bicyclists and motorists. Class IV (protected) bicycle lanes are separated from roadways 

and provide for exclusive use for bicyclists, including motorists, pedestrians, and other alternative 

transportation forms that are not permitted.  

As shown in Figure 7, there are existing Class II (painted) bicycle lanes along both sides of the road for 

Bundy Avenue, Krameria Avenue, Coyote Bush Road, portions of Village West Drive north of Lemay Drive, 

Van Buren Boulevard west of Orange Terrace Parkway, and Trautwein Road/Cole Avenue north of Van Buren 

Boulevard. Several proposed Class II bicycle lanes are proposed in the area, including along Van Buren 

Boulevard east of Orange Terrace Parkway, and Trautwein Road/Cole Avenue south of Van Buren Boulevard 

(City of Riverside 2021).  

According to the Riverside County Regional Park and Open-Space District Comprehensive Trails Plan 

(Riverside County Regional Park and Open-Space District 2018), there are several long-distance community 

multi-use trails south of the BCTC that are designed to link rural communities within the County. The nearest 

community trail to the proposed project site is along Nandina Avenue, approximately 0.75 miles south of the 

project. The community trail connects to regional trails, south of Nandina Avenue along Alexander Street.  

The roadway along the northern edge of the project site, 11th Street, is generally unimproved and does not 

have sidewalks or other pedestrian facilities. The project would include improvements to the frontages of 

the project site, including a new concrete walkway to provide pedestrian access from 11th Street to the 

proposed project. Development of the project would not conflict with the existing pedestrian or bicycle 

facilities in the area and would improve pedestrian access around the project site. Therefore, impacts to 

pedestrian or bicycle facilities would be less-than-significant. 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) focuses on VMT for determining the 

significance of transportation impacts. As shown in the analysis below, the project’s impact due to conflicts 

or inconsistencies with Section 15064.3(b) would be less than significant. 

As stated previously, since the project is located within unincorporated Riverside County, the VMT and 

thresholds utilized within the analysis include guidance from the Recommended Transportation Impact 

Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled and Level of Service Assessment (WRCOG 2020) provided in 

a Staff Report dated February 13, 2020, by WRCOG to address the requirements of SB 743. The guidance 

is generally based on OPR’s thresholds. The OPR Technical Advisory (OPR 2018) provides guidance and 

tools to properly carry out the principles within SB 743 and how to evaluate transportation impacts in CEQA. 

Therefore, both the OPR Technical Advisory and WRCOG Guide were used within this analysis as the primary 

source of analysis of VMT and transportation-related impacts.  
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Screening Criteria for VMT Analysis 

Both the WRCOG guidelines and the OPR Technical Advisory suggest that agencies may screen out VMT 

impacts using project size, maps, transit availability, and provision of affordable housing.  

o Screening Threshold for Small Projects (110 daily trips or less). Since the project generates more 

than 110 daily trips as shown in Table 3.17-1, this threshold cannot be considered.  

o Map Based Screening for Residential and Office Projects: WRCOG possesses a screening tool for 

map-based screening, however the project does not fall into either residential or office project 

categories.  

o Presumption of Less Than Significant Impact for Affordable Residential Development: The project 

is not a residential development and does not include affordable residential units. 

• Presumption of Less Than Significant Impact Near Transit Stations: Proposed CEQA Guideline 

Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1), states that lead agencies generally should presume that 

certain projects (including residential, retail, and office projects, as well as projects that are a mix 

of these uses) proposed within 0.5 miles of an existing major transit stop18 or an existing stop along 

a high quality transit corridor19 would have a less-than-significant impact on VMT. This presumption 

would not apply, if the project: 

o Has a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of less than 0.75 

o Includes more parking for use by residents, customers, or employees of the project than 

required by the jurisdiction (if the jurisdiction requires the project to supply parking) 

o Is inconsistent with the SCAG RTP and/or 

o Replaces affordable residential units with a smaller number of moderate- or high-income 

residential units. 

The project is not located within 0.5 miles of any bus routes or bus stop locations. 

• Presumption of Less Than Significant Impact for Local Serving Retail and Other Uses: For 

development projects, if the project leads to a net increase in provision of locally-serving retail and 

public facility uses, transportation impacts from such uses can be presumed to be less than 

significant. Generally, local-serving retail and similar uses less than 50,000 square feet can be 

assumed to cause a less-than-significant transportation impact because by improving destination 

proximity, local-serving developments tend to shorten trips and therefore reduce VMT. 

The project does not include any retail components, however according to the WRCOG guidelines, 

local serving projects by definition would decrease the number of trips or the distance those trips 

travel to access the development (and are VMT-reducing projects) include: 

• Local serving K–12 schools 

• Local parks 

• Day care centers 

 
18  Public Resources Code Section 21064.3 (“‘Major transit stop’ means a site containing an existing rail transit station, a ferry 

terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of 

service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.”) 
19  Public Resources Code Section 21155 (“For purposes of this section, a high-quality transit corridor means a corridor with fixed 

route bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours.”) 
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• Local serving gas stations 

• Local serving banks 

• Local serving hotels (e.g., non-destination hotels) 

• Student housing projects  

• Local serving community colleges that are consistent with the assumptions noted in the 

RTP/SCS 

Since the project would be a community college that would serve the local area, as well as the adjoining 

existing BCTC area and associated land uses, the project is not anticipated to increase VMT significantly. 

As the project is consistent with the SCAG RTP and/or SCS, the above screening criteria would apply to the 

project and it would be screened out from further VMT analysis. Therefore, a detailed VMT analysis is not 

required, and the project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 150645.3(b), 

and impacts would be less than significant 

c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project would not include construction of any new roadways, 

modifications to any existing roadway or intersection geometry, or require temporary road closures during 

construction. The project would include improvements to the frontages of the project site, including a new 

concrete walkway to provide pedestrian access from 11th Street to the proposed project. Vehicular site 

access is also proposed via three new driveways along 11th Street. Any and all improvements required 

within the public right-of-way would be required to comply with design standards set forth by the County to 

ensure that the project does not introduce an incompatible design feature that would impede operations 

on project-adjacent roadway facilities. Additional analysis of the proposed site access is provided below. 

Project Site Access  

As discussed previously in Section 2, Project Description, access to the project site would be provided via 

11th Street, west of Bundy Avenue, via three proposed parking lot driveways. The driveways would be 

provided for both Phase I and Phase II of the project, while a third driveway would serve as a delivery loading 

area for the Phase I site. Phase I would include 84 parking spaces (inclusive of five parking spaces meeting 

the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act) located at the western corner of the project site. 

Phase II would include 125 parking spaces located at the eastern corner of the project site.  

As described in detail within the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix F), 11th Street is expected to remain a 

two-lane undivided roadway, and a majority of the incoming traffic to the site would arrive southbound on 

Bundy Avenue before traveling westbound on 11th Street. Due to the relatively low level of existing vehicular 

traffic on 11th Street, which is primarily vehicles accessing other areas of the BCTC, the expected delay and 

potential queue for vehicles entering any of the driveways of the proposed project site is expected to be 

minimal. Similarly, in terms of egress, vehicles would be expected to exit the project site and proceed 

eastward on 11th Street, before traveling northward on Bundy Avenue. Therefore, all expected vehicular 

delay or queue would be confined on-site and would be adequately contained within each parking lot. All 

driveways and frontage improvements would be designed to adhere to County roadway standards.  
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Therefore, based on the information above and described in detail within the Traffic Impact Analysis, the 

project would not create a significant impact at the project driveways or impede egress or ingress for the 

roadways near the project site, and hazards due to geometric design features would be less-than-significant 

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, and in Section 3.18(c), site 

access would be provided via three proposed driveways along 11th Street. Two of the proposed driveways 

would lead directly to passenger vehicle parking lots, serving the eastern and western portions of the project 

site. A third driveway would primarily be utilized to provide a delivery loading area for the building proposed 

for Phase I of the project. Both parking lots would provide internal circulation that would accommodate two-

way traffic and parking lot drive aisles large enough to adequately accommodate all vehicles. The project 

would comply with all local, regional, state, and federal guidelines related to emergency access. Emergency 

vehicles would be able to access all buildings and driveways within the project site. The project site would 

be accessible to emergency responders during construction and operation of the project. Therefore, the 

project would not result in inadequate emergency access and impacts would be less than significant. 

3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVIII.  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES  

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined 

in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 

geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 

value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 

Register of Historical Resources, or in a 

local register of historical resources as 

defined in Public Resources Code section 

5020.1(k), or 

    

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, 

in its discretion and supported by 

substantial evidence, to be significant 

pursuant to criteria set forth in 

subdivision(c) of Public Resources Code 

Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set 

forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 

Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 

consider the significance of the resource to 

a California Native American tribe? 
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Regulatory Framework 

Assembly Bill 52 

AB 52 of 2014 amended PRC Section 5097.94 and added PRC Sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 

21082.3, 21083.09, 21084.2, and 21084.3. AB 52 established that tribal cultural resources must be considered 

under CEQA and also provided for additional Native American consultation requirements for the lead agency. PRC 

Section 21074 describes a tribal cultural resource as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place, or 

object that is considered of cultural value to a California Native American Tribe. A tribal cultural resource is either: 

• On the CRHR or a local historic register;  

• Eligible for the CRHR or a local historic register; or 

• A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 

significant pursuant to criteria set forth in ©division (c) of PRC Section 5024.1. 

AB 52 formalizes the lead agency–tribal consultation process, requiring the lead agency to initiate consultation with 

California Native American groups that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area, including tribes 

that may not be federally recognized. Lead agencies are required to begin consultation prior to the release of a 

negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or environmental impact report.  

Section 1 (a)(9) of AB 52 establishes that “a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource has a 

significant effect on the environment.” Effects on tribal cultural resources should be considered under CEQA. 

Section 6 of AB 52 adds Section 21080.3.2 to the PRC, which states that parties may propose mitigation measures 

“capable of avoiding or substantially lessening potential significant impacts to a tribal cultural resource or 

alternatives that would avoid significant impacts to a tribal cultural resource.” Further, if a California Native 

American tribe requests consultation regarding project alternatives, mitigation measures, or significant effects to 

tribal cultural resources, the consultation shall include those topics (PRC Section 21080.3.2[a]). The environmental 

document and the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (where applicable) shall include any mitigation 

measures that are adopted (PRC Section 21082.3[a]). 

Assembly Bill 52 Consultation  

The project is subject to compliance with AB 52 (PRC 21074), which requires consideration of impacts to tribal 

cultural resources as part of the CEQA process, and that the lead agency notify California Native American Tribal 

representatives (that have requested notification) who are traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic 

area of the proposed Project. All NAHC-listed California Native American Tribal representatives that have requested 

project notification pursuant to AB 52 were sent letters by the District on December 21, 2020, via certified mailing. 

The letters contained a project description, outline of AB 52 timing, an invitation to consult, and contact information 

for the appropriate lead agency representative. To date, the District has received three responses as a result of the 

notification letters. Table 3.18-1 summarizes the results of the AB 52 process for the project. 

Table 3.18-1. Assembly Bill 52 Native American Heritage Commission–Listed  

Native American Contacts 

Native American Tribal Representatives Response Received 

Patricia Garcia-Plotkin, Director 

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

Response received on February 2, 2021 via email with an attached 

response letter from Archaeologist, Lacy Padilla, Tribal Historic 

Preservation office. Ms. Padilla states that the project is within the 
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Table 3.18-1. Assembly Bill 52 Native American Heritage Commission–Listed  

Native American Contacts 

Native American Tribal Representatives Response Received 

Tribe’s traditional use area and requested the results of the cultural 

resources inventory, copies of the CHRIS records within the project 

site, and any additional cultural documents associated with the 

project. The District responded on February 11, 2021 via email and 

provided the requested documents. The District followed up with Ms. 

Padilla via email on April 9, 2021.  Ms. Padilla responded on May 

11, 2021 via email and requested a copy of the mitigation 

measures. The District responded May 14, 2021 via email to inform 

Ms. Padilla that the Tribal Cultural Resource mitigation measures 

will not be available until consultation with all tribes is concluded; 

however, they did provide Ms. Padilla with a copy of the Draft 

mitigation measures. Ms. Padilla responded on May 14, 2021 via 

email and stated she will review the document. No further 

communication was received by the District from the Tribe. The 

District followed up with Ms. Padilla on June 11, 2021 and provided 

the proposed Tribal Cultural Resources mitigation measures for the 

Tribes review via email and stated that if no response is received by 

5:00pm on June 14, 2021, the consultation process will be 

considered formally completed/closed. As of release of this MND, no 

further communication between the Tribe and the District has 

occurred.   

Jeff Grubbe, Chairperson 

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

Response received on February 2, 2021 via email with an attached 

response letter from Archaeologist, Lacy Padilla, Tribal Historic 

Preservation office. Ms. Padilla states that the project is within the 

Tribe’s traditional use area and requested the results of the cultural 

resources inventory, copies of the CHRIS records within the project 

site, and any additional cultural documents associated with the 

project. The District responded on February 11, 2021 via email and 

provided the requested documents. The District followed up with Ms. 

Padilla via email on April 9, 2021.  Ms. Padilla responded on May 

11, 2021 via email and requested a copy of the mitigation 

measures. The District responded May 14, 2021 via email to inform 

Ms. Padilla that the Tribal Cultural Resource mitigation measures 

will not be available until consultation with all tribes is concluded; 

however, they did provide Ms. Padilla with a copy of the Draft 

mitigation measures. Ms. Padilla responded on May 14, 2021 via 

email and stated she will review the document. No further 

communication was received by the District from the Tribe. The 

District followed up with Ms. Padilla on June 11, 2021 and provided 

the proposed Tribal Cultural Resources mitigation measures for the 

Tribes review via email and stated that if no response is received by 

5:00pm on June 14, 2021, the consultation process will be 

considered formally completed/closed. As of release of this MND, no 

further communication between the Tribe and the District has 

occurred.   

Amanda Vance, Chairperson 

Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission 

Indians 

No response received to date.  

Doug Welmas, Chairperson No response received to date.  
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Table 3.18-1. Assembly Bill 52 Native American Heritage Commission–Listed  

Native American Contacts 

Native American Tribal Representatives Response Received 

Cabazon Band of Mission Indians 

Daniel Salgado, Chairperson 

Cahuilla Band of Indians 

No response received to date.  

Shane Chapparosa, Chairperson 

Los Coyotes Band of Cahuilla and 

Cupeño Indians 

No response received to date.  

Denisa Torres, Cultural Resources 

Manager 

Morongo Band of Mission Indians 

No response received to date.  

Robert Martin, Chairperson 

Morongo Band of Mission Indians 

No response received to date.  

Shasta Gaughen, Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officer 

Pala Band of Mission Indians 

No response received to date.  

Paul Macarro, Cultural Resources 

Coordinator 

Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians 

Response received on January 8, 2021 via email from Juan Ochoa, 

MLIS, Assistant Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Pechanga 

Cultural Resources Department. Other Tribal representatives copied 

on the email include Ebru Ozdil, Andrea Fernandez, and Tina 

Thompson. Within the email response, Mr. Ochoa formally requested 

consulting party status with the District for the project as the project 

is within the Tribe’s traditional cultural property. The Tribe requests 

that no archaeological studies requiring ground disturbing work  

(such as Phase II testing), be conducted until after Tribal 

consultation has taken place. Lastly, the response lists Ebru Ozdil as 

the formal Tribal contact person for the project. The District 

responded on February 11, 2021 via email and provided the 

requested documents. Mr. Ochoa responded on February 11, 2021 

via email and requested grading plans for the proposed Project site. 

The District responded on February 17, 2021 via email and provided 

the site plan and a geotechnical report. The District stated that 

maximum depth of ground disturbance is 5 feet. Mr. Ochoa 

responded on February 17, 2021 via email and stated he will 

respond with possible dates for consultation. The District followed 

up with Mr. Ochoa on April 9, 2021 regarding the aforementioned 

consultation. Mr. Ochoa responded on April 9, 2021 via email and 

proposed two possible dates for consultation. The District responded 

on April 9, 2021 via email and informed Mr. Ochoa they were waiting 

for confirmation of the dates. Mr. Ochoa responded on April 9, 2021 

via email and stated the tribe will await the District’s response. The 

District responded on April 12, 2021 via email and proposed 

consultation occur on April 16, 2021 at 10:00 am. Mr. Ochoa 

responded on April 12, 2021 via email to confirm the consultation 

time proposed by the District, and to request all copied on the  email 

be included in the Zoom invitation. Mr. Ochoa followed up on April 

16, 2021 via email to reschedule the consultation to April 19, 2021 

at 10:00am. The District responded on April 16, 2021 via email and 

informed Mr. Ochoa they would confirm the rescheduling. Mr. Ochoa 

responded April 16, 2021 via email indicating he had received their 

last email. Consultation between the District and Mr. Ochoa, Mr. 
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Table 3.18-1. Assembly Bill 52 Native American Heritage Commission–Listed  

Native American Contacts 

Native American Tribal Representatives Response Received 

Ozdil, Ms. Fernandez, and Ms. Thompson was conducted on April 

19, 2021 via Zoom to further discuss previously provided 

documents. The District emailed Ebru Ozdil on April 22, 2021 

referring to previous consultation and requested the Tribal Cultural 

Resources document previously discussed during the April 19, 2021 

consultation; no response to this email was received.  

Mark Macarro, Chairperson 

Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians 

Response received on January 8, 2021 via email from Juan Ochoa, 

MLIS, Assistant Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Pechanga 

Cultural Resources Department. Other Tribal representatives copied 

on the email include Ebru Ozdil, Andrea Fernandez, and Tina 

Thompson. Within the email response, Mr. Ochoa formally requested 

consulting party status with the District for the project as the project 

is within the Tribe’s traditional cultural property. The Tribe requests 

that no archaeological studies requiring ground disturbing work 

(such as Phase II testing), be conducted until after Tribal 

consultation has taken place. Lastly, the response lists Ebru Ozdil as 

the formal Tribal contact person for the project. The District 

responded on February 11, 2021 via email and provided the 

requested documents. Mr. Ochoa responded on February 11, 2021 

via email and requested grading plans for the proposed Project site. 

The District responded on February 17, 2021 via email and provided 

the site plan and a geotechnical report. The District stated that 

maximum depth of ground disturbance is 5 feet. Mr. Ochoa 

responded on February 17, 2021 via email and stated he will 

respond with possible dates for consultation. The District followed 

up with Mr. Ochoa on April 9, 2021 regarding the aforementioned 

consultation. Mr. Ochoa responded on April 9, 2021 via email and 

proposed two possible dates for consultation. The District responded 

on April 9, 2021 via email and informed Mr. Ochoa they were waiting 

for confirmation of the dates. Mr. Ochoa responded on April 9, 2021 

via email and stated the tribe will await the District’s response. The 

District responded on April 12, 2021 via email and proposed 

consultation occur on April 16, 2021 at 10:00 am. Mr. Ochoa 

responded on April 12, 2021 via email to confirm the consultation 

time proposed by the District, and to request all copied on the email 

be included in the Zoom invitation. Mr. Ochoa followed up on April 

16, 2021 via email to reschedule the consultation to April 19, 2021 

at 10:00am. The District responded on April 16, 2021 via email and 

informed Mr. Ochoa they would confirm the rescheduling. Mr. Ochoa 

responded April 16, 2021 via email indicating he had received their 

last email. Consultation between the District and Mr. Ochoa, Mr. 

Ozdil, Ms. Fernandez, and Ms. Thompson was conducted on April 

19, 2021 via Zoom to further discuss previously provided 

documents. The District emailed Ebru Ozdil on April 22, 2021 

referring to previous consultation and requested the Tribal Cultural 

Resources document previously discussed during the April 19, 2021 

consultation; no response to this email was received. The District 

followed up with Ms. Padilla on June 11, 2021 and provided the 

proposed Tribal Cultural Resources mitigation measures for the 
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Table 3.18-1. Assembly Bill 52 Native American Heritage Commission–Listed  

Native American Contacts 

Native American Tribal Representatives Response Received 

Tribes review via email and stated that if no response is received by 

5:00pm on June 14, 2021, the consultation process will be 

considered formally completed/closed. As of release of this MND, no 

further communication between the Tribe and the District has 

occurred. 

Manfred Scott, Act’ng’Chairman 

Kw'ts'an Cultural Committee, Quechan 

Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation 

No response received to date.  

Jill McCormick, Preservation Officer 

Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma 

Reservation 

No response received to date.  

John Gomez, Environmental 

Coordinator 

Ramona Band of Cahuilla 

No response received to date.  

Joseph Hamilton, Chairperson 

Ramona Band of Cahuilla 

No response received to date.  

Cheryl Madrigal, Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officer 

Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians 

Response received on January 5, 2021 via email with an attached 

response letter. In the letter, Ms. Madrigal states that the Rincon 

Band of Luiseno Indians is traditionally and culturally affiliated to the 

project area. Ms. Madrigal requested copies of existing documents, 

including the results of the cultural resources inventory, 

geotechnical report, and grading plans for the project site and 

indicated that the tribe would like to consult after receipt and review 

of the requested documents. Consultation between the District and 

Ms. Madrigal was conducted virtually on February 5, 2021 to further 

discuss the provided documents. The District followed up with Ms. 

Madrigal on February 5, 2021 via email to provide a copy of the 

Geotechnical report and building plan that Ms. Madrigal had 

requested during the virtual consultation. Ms. Madrigal responded 

February 5, 2021 via email to thank the District for the provided 

documents and to inquire when the Cultural Resources Assessment 

will be ready for review. The District responded on February 11, 

2021 via email and provided the requested document as well as 

inquired about a follow up consultation. The District followed up with 

Ms. Madrigal on April 9, 2021 regarding the previously provided 

documents. Ms. Madrigal sent an email May 25, 2021 providing 

further information for the District’s consideration. The District 

followed up with Ms. Madrigal on June 11, 2021 and provided the 

proposed Tribal Cultural Resources mitigation measures for the 

Tribes review via email and stated that if no response is received by 

5:00pm on June 14, 2021, the consultation process will be 

considered formally completed/closed. As of release of this MND, no 

further communication between the Tribe and the District has 

occurred.    

Bo Mazzetti, Chairperson 

Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians 

No response received to date.  

Lovina Redner, Tribal Chair 

Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians 

No response received to date.  
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Table 3.18-1. Assembly Bill 52 Native American Heritage Commission–Listed  

Native American Contacts 

Native American Tribal Representatives Response Received 

Joseph Ontiveros, Cultural Resource 

Department 

Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 

No response received to date.  

Scott Cozart, Chairperson 

Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 

No response received to date.  

Michael Mirelez, Cultural Resource 

Coordinator 

Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians 

No response received to date.  

 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 

defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 

geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 

value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register 

of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)? 

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As described under Section 3.5, Cultural 

Resources, a CHRIS records search and NAHC SLF search were conducted for the project site. The 

SLF was completed with negative results. The results of the CHRIS records search identified as 

many as 42 prehistoric resources comprised of milling features and a lithic scatter, one prehistoric 

isolated chert flake, and one multi-component site consisting of a milling feature and a historic-

period can scatter within the project’s 0.5-mile records search area; none of these prehistoric 

resources were identified within the project site. EIC records also indicate that 24 cultural resource 

studies have been completed within 0.5 miles of the project site between 1978 and 2018. Of the 

24 previous studies, seven intersected at least a portion of the project site. Two reports, RI-4996 

and RI-9971, both overlap the entirety of the project site. According to reports RI-4996 and RI-

9971, all archaeological resources identified within the BCTC, which encompasses the current 

project site, were determined insignificant/ineligible for NRHP listing and further recommended 

that the study areas not be identified as a traditional cultural property. SHPO concurred with the 

findings for RI-4996 on September 19, 1988, and for RI-9971 on May 24, 1999, indicating they 

do not meet the first threshold of site significance under AB 52 to be considered a tribal cultural 

resource. Additionally, as provided in Section 3.5 Cultural Resources there is documented evidence 

that the significant ground disturbance has occurred since at least the 1940s within the proposed 

Project site resulting in the existence of up to 10 feet of soils consisting of a combined matrix of 

imported and disturbed fill soils above native deposits. However, there is always a possibility that 

tribal cultural resources could be encountered during construction activities within native soils and 

that these tribal cultural resources might be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 

Resources and  impacts to these resources could be potentially significant. Therefore, MM-TCR-1 

and MM-TCR-2 shall be implemented to reduce potential impacts to an unanticipated discovery of 

tribal cultural resources. Implementation of MM-TCR-1 and MM-TCR-2 would reduce potential 

impacts pertaining to the inadvertent discovery of tribal cultural resources to a less than significant 

level resulting in impacts associated with tribal cultural resources to be less than significant.  
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ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 

to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 

5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, 

the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American 

tribe? 

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project is subject to compliance with 

AB 52 (PRC 21074), which requires consideration of impacts to tribal cultural resources as part of 

the CEQA process and requires lead agencies to provide notification of proposed projects to 

California Native American Tribal representatives that have requested such notifications. As 

discussed in Section 3.18.2, Assembly Bill 52 Consultation, all NAHC-listed California Native 

American Tribal representatives that have requested project notification pursuant to AB 52 were 

sent letters by the District on December 21, 2020, via certified mailing. To date, responses the AB 

52 notification letter have been received from Tribal representatives from Agua Caliente Band of 

Cahuilla Indians, Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians, and Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians. No TCRs 

have been identified to exist within the project site through tribal consultation under AB 52, and 

the lead agency has not identified any TCRs within the project site that would warrant discretionary 

designation of a resource as a TCR. However, there is always a possibility that tribal cultural 

resources could be encountered during construction activities within native soils and that these 

tribal cultural resources might be considered as a significant resource to a California Native 

American tribe and that impacts to these resources could be potentially significant. Therefore, MM-

TCR-1 and MM-TCR-2 shall be implemented to reduce potential impacts to an unanticipated 

discovery of tribal cultural resources. Implementation of MM-TCR-1 and MM-TCR-2 would reduce 

potential impacts pertaining to the inadvertent discovery of tribal cultural resources to a less than 

significant level resulting in impacts associated with tribal cultural resources to be less than 

significant. 

MM-TRC-1:  All interested tribes who have requested and engaged in formal Tribal consultation for the Ben Clark 

Training Center School of Public Safety Project, pursuant to AB-52, shall be notified by the Riverside 

Community College District (RCCD) of the time and location of the Worker Environmental Awareness 

Program (WEAP) training no later than 72 hours prior to its scheduled occurrence. The RCCD shall 

provide all interested consulting tribes access and opportunity to participate in the WEAP training.  

MM-TRC-2:  Riverside Community College District (RCCD) shall afford all interested Tribes who have requested and 

engaged in formal Tribal consultation for the Ben Clark Training Center School of Public Safety Project, 

pursuant to AB-52, the opportunity to observe ground disturbance activities associated with the 

aforementioned Project upon 24-hour notice of intent by the requesting Tribe to do so. Access to the 

Project site shall be provided during the occurrence of ground disturbance for the duration requested 

by the requesting Tribe or once ground disturbance is complete for the Project or whichever is a longer 

duration. RCCD shall provide all Tribes who have requested and engaged in formal Tribal consultation 

for the Ben Clark Training Center School of Public Safety Project, pursuant to AB-52, notice 48 hours 

prior to ground disturbance occurring within 1 foot (12 inches) of native soils.    
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3.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or 

construction of new or expanded water, 

wastewater treatment, or storm water 

drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 

telecommunications facilities, the 

construction or relocation of which could 

cause significant environmental effects? 

    

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to 

serve the project and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during 

normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

    

c) 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? 

    

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or 

local standards, or in excess of the capacity 

of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair 

the attainment of solid waste reduction 

goals? 

    

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 

management and reduction statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 

    

 

a) Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 

treatment, or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 

construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. As part of the proposed project, utility service lines, including those for water, 

wastewater, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications services, would be 

extended from their current locations within 11th Street to the project site for operation of the proposed 

buildings. Given that the activity of connecting utilities from their current locations within 11th Street to the 

proposed buildings would require ground disturbance and the use of heavy machinery associated with 

trenching, the connection of these utility services to the proposed buildings could potentially result in 

environmental effects. However, the extension of these utility lines is part of the proposed project analyzed 

herein. As such, any potential environmental impacts related to these components of the proposed project 

are already accounted for in this IS/MND as part of the impact assessment conducted for the entirety of 

the proposed project. No adverse physical effects beyond those already disclosed in this IS/MND would 
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occur as a result of implementation of the proposed project’s utility system connections. Additionally, the 

project would constitute a nominal increase in utility usage, which has already been accounted for in growth 

projections for MVC, the County, and by each utility provider. No modifications to utility infrastructure would 

be necessary outside of the project site. As such, impacts associated with the construction or expansion of 

utility line connections would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 

future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project would be served by Western Municipal Water District (WMWD), 

which serves an area of approximately 527 square miles in western Riverside County. WMWD relies on 

three existing water sources: groundwater, imported water, and recycled water (WMWD 2015). In 2015, 

WMWD purchased or imported approximately 80% of its total water supply from Metropolitan Water District 

and from local groundwater sources from the City of Riverside, Riverside Highland Water Company, and the 

Meeks and Daley Water Company. However, the largest source for WMWD is the Metropolitan Water District 

(WMWD 2015).  

As an urban water supplier, WMWD is required to assess the reliability of its water supply service under the 

multiple-dry year scenario. As such the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan prepared for WMWD, contains 

projected water supply and demand for normal year, single dry year, and multiple-year dry year scenarios. 

Table 3.19-1 provides the WMWD supply-and-demand comparison for a normal year, single dry year, and 

multiple dry years.  

Table 3.19-1. Supply-and-Demand Comparison (acre-feet per year) 

Normal 

Year 

Scenario 

Supply and 

Demand 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

 

Supply totals 69,718 76,264 79,672 92,030 90,400 

Demand 

totals 

30,814 33,714 36,415 39,170 41,704 

Difference 38,904 42,550 43,257 52,860 48,696 

Single Dry 

Year 

Scenario 

Supply and 

Demand 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

 

Supply totals 69,718 76,264 79,672 92,030 90,400 

Demand 

totals 

30,814 33,714 36,415 39,170 41,704 

Difference 38,904 42,550 43,257 52,860 48,696 

Multiple 

Dry Year 

Scenario 

Supply and 

Demand 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

First Year Supply totals 69,718 76,264 79,672 92,030 90,400 

Demand 

totals 

30,814 33,714 36,415 39,170 41,704 

Difference 38,904 42,550 43,257 52,860 48,696 
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Table 3.19-1. Supply-and-Demand Comparison (acre-feet per year) 

Second 

Year 

Supply totals 69,718 76,264 79,672 92,030 90,400 

Demand 

totals 

30,814 33,714 36,415 39,170 41,704 

Difference 38,904 42,550 43,257 52,860 48,696 

Third Year Supply totals 69,718 76,264 79,672 92,030 90,400 

Demand 

totals 

30,814 33,714 36,415 39,170 41,704 

Difference 38,904 42,550 43,257 52,860 48,696 

Source: WMWD 2015 

As shown in Table 3.19-1, WMWD anticipates that it could potentially have a supply surplus in all scenarios. 

To improve supply reliability, WMWD is actively seeking to diversify its supply portfolio. WMWD is planning 

the implementation of several projects, including conjunctive use and expansion of recycled water that will 

increase regional supply reliability by increasing local supplies and decreasing dependence on imported 

supplies from the State Water Project and the Colorado River. Additionally, WMWD’s desalter expansion 

projects will enable WMWD to continue safely using groundwater supplies while protecting water quality 

and enabling groundwater storage (WMWD 2015). Therefore, impacts associated with water supplies would 

be less than significant. 

c) Would the project 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? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Wastewater is primarily collected and treated through a regional system, 

operated by WMWD. There are five centralized wastewater treatment facilities to which wastewater 

collected within WMWD’s service area is conveyed, though individual septic systems also remain popular 

within the region. WMWD operates the Western Water Recycling Facility, which treats domestic wastewater 

from March Air Reserve Base and the north-central portion of the Riverside Service Area. The Western Water 

Recycling Facility was upgraded in 2014 to produce 2,200 acre-feet per year of tertiary treated wastewater, 

which is discharged to an impoundment and then pumped to supply the recycled water system. The 

recycled water is provided to the Riverside National Cemetery, General Old Golf Course, and various 

landscaping, agricultural and commercial use sites. According to the 2015 UWMP prepared for WMWD, the 

Western Water Recycling Facility treats approximately 1,160 acre-feet per year (WMWP 2015).  

The proposed project would generate the same types of municipal wastewater that are currently generated 

throughout WMWD’s service area. Effluent produced by the proposed project would not require special 

treatment prior to entering the municipal sewer system, and no atypical measures would be required to 

treat the proposed project’s wastewater. Based on the existing capacity, the future anticipated demand for 

wastewater treatment services would not result in significant impacts to wastewater treatment facilities. 

Therefore, impacts associated with wastewater treatment capacity would be less than significant. 
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d) Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity 

of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Riverside County Waste Management Department manages Riverside 

County's solid waste system through the provision of facilities and programs that meet or exceed all 

applicable local, state, federal, and land use regulations. The department manages several Riverside 

County Sanitary Landfills: Badlands, Blythe, Desert Center, El Sobrante, Lamb Canyon, and Oasis. Each of 

these landfills has sufficient capacity to accommodate the project's minimal solid waste disposal needs 

and are permitted to receive non-hazardous municipal solid waste (Cal Recycle 2021).  

Construction of the project would include the removal of existing portable classrooms within the eastern 

portion of the project site, demolition of the existing pavement and some landscaping, and development of 

the proposed buildings with associated improvements. Expected waste materials would include concrete 

and landscape materials. The District will make a good faith effort to recycle as much of the demolition 

material as feasible. Any number of local landfills typically utilized by the County have sufficient capacity to 

accommodate this volume of non-hazardous waste. Only minimal waste is anticipated once the proposed 

buildings are built. This waste can easily be folded into the existing College’s handling of its day-to-day 

waste stream. Any impacts related to solid waste will be less than significant. 

e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and 

local agency regulations related to solid waste. Under AB 939, the Integrated Waste Management Act of 

1989, local jurisdictions are required to develop source reduction, reuse, recycling, and composting 

programs to reduce the amount of solid waste entering landfills. Local jurisdictions are mandated to divert 

at least 50% of their solid waste generation into recycling. The project would be subject to compliance with 

AB 939. 

In addition, the state has set an ambitious goal of 75% recycling, composting, and source reduction of solid 

waste by 2020. To help reach this goal, the state has adopted AB 341 and AB 1826. AB 341 is a mandatory 

commercial recycling bill, and AB 1826 is mandatory organic recycling. Waste generated by the proposed 

project would enter the City’s waste stream but would not adversely affect the City’s ability to meet AB 939, 

AB 341, or AB 1826, since the project’s waste generation would represent a nominal percentage of the 

waste created within the County. Therefore, impacts related to compliance with solid waste regulations 

would be less than significant. 
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3.20 Wildfire 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XX. WILDFIRE – If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 

severity zones, would the project: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation 

plan? 

    

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 

factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 

thereby expose project occupants to, 

pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 

the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

c) Require the installation or maintenance of 

associated infrastructure (such as roads, 

fuel breaks, emergency water sources, 

power lines, or other utilities) that may 

exacerbate fire risk or that may result in 

temporary or ongoing impacts to the 

environment? 

    

d) Expose people or structures to significant 

risks, including downslope or downstream 

flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, 

post-fire slope instability, or drainage 

changes? 

    

 

a) Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project must comply with the County’s EOP for both construction and 

operations of all phases. Construction activities that may temporarily restrict vehicular traffic during all 

phases would be required to implement adequate and appropriate measures to facilitate the passage of 

persons and vehicles through and around any required road closures in accordance with the County’s EOP. 

Operation of the project would not interfere with the County’s EOP because the driveways off 11th Street 

would be made accessible for emergency vehicles. The project applicant would be required to design, 

construct, and maintain structures, roadways, and facilities to comply with applicable local, regional, state, 

and federal requirements related to emergency access and evacuation plans. Adherence to these 

requirements would ensure that potential impacts related to this issue remain below a level of significance 

and that no mitigation would be required. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.  

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, would the project exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 

project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. A review of CAL FIRE maps show that the project site is not located within a 

Very High FHSZ (CAL FIRE 2021). However, according to the County General Plan, Figure S-11 identifies the 
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project site is as being located within a fire risk assessment area and designates the site as a high FHSZ 

(County of Riverside 2015b). As such, the project would be required to comply with regulations regarding 

wildfire hazards in the Riverside County Municipal Code. Projects which are located in high FHSZ areas as 

designated in the County General Plan shall require project features such as a buffer of fire retardant 

landscaping for appropriate distances from structures, water facility improvements, and roofs, eaves and 

siding constructed with Class B fire resistant roofing materials (County of Riverside 2020). The project 

incorporates these features into the project’s site plan and design. 

Under existing conditions, the project site is largely disturbed, vacant land that is located entirely within the 

BCTC. Upon completion of construction, the project would introduce two new buildings for the proposed 

School of Public Safety at the BCTC as well as associated site improvements. In the event of a wildfire in 

the areas proximate to the project site, all occupants at the project site and the BCTC would evacuate the 

area, as directed by local fire officials. Additionally, the project site topography is relatively flat and as shown 

in the County’s General Plan, the project site would not be located in an area susceptible to landslides 

(County of Riverside 2015b). As such, the proposed project would not exacerbate wildfire risks due to slope, 

prevailing winds, and other factors. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 

breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 

result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. Under the existing conditions, the project site is largely vacant, disturbed 

land. The project would construct surface parking lots, driveways, and infrastructure for the proposed 

development. It is not anticipated that installation or maintenance of internal driveways would exacerbate 

fire risk, since the driveways would be surrounded by developed land on all sides. Further, the project site 

is located within the BCTC and would connect to existing utilities. The project would not require installation 

or maintenance of other associated infrastructure such as fuel breaks, power lines, or other utilities that 

would exacerbate fire risk. As such, the project would not expose people or structures to significant risk 

involving wildland fires, exacerbate wildfire risks, or otherwise result in wildfire-related impacts.  Impacts 

associated with installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure resulting in exacerbated fire risk 

would be less than significant. 

d) Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 

flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 3.20(b), the project site is located within a fire risk 

assessment area and is designated as a high FHSZ (County of Riverside 2015b). However, under existing 

conditions, the project site is largely disturbed, vacant land that is located entirely within the BCTC. Upon 

completion of construction, the project would introduce two new buildings for the proposed School of Public 

Safety at the BCTC as well as associated site improvements. The existing topography of the project site is 

relatively flat and as shown in the County’s General Plan, the project site would not be located in an area 

susceptible to landslides (County of Riverside 2015b). Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.10(c)(iv) the 

project site is located outside of both a 1% Annual Chance Flood Hazard Zone (100-year floodplain) and 

0.2% Annual Chance Flood Hazard Zone (500-year floodplain). Further, per the County General Plan, Figure 

S-10 Dam Failure Inundation Zones, the project site is located outside of a dam inundation area. However, 

implementation of the project would increase the amount of impervious areas on site and alter the existing 

drainage patterns. As such, the project would include a new drainage system which would be designed with 
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adequate capacity to capture stormwater flows and replicate existing drainage patterns. Therefore, impacts 

associated with the project exposing people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 

downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire stability, or drainage change would be 

less than significant.  

3.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE  

a) Does the project have the potential to 

substantially degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the 

habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 

fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 

plant or animal community, substantially 

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 human beings, either directly or 

indirectly? 

    

 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 

reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially 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? 

Less-than-Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Section 3.4, Biological 

Resources, through compliance with local, state, and federal regulations, the project would not result in 

significant impacts to biological resources. In addition, because of the low potential for the inadvertent 

discovery of cultural resources within the project site, the project archaeologist determined that no 

additional management recommendations are necessary beyond standard measures to address 
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unanticipated discoveries of cultural and paleontological resources and human remains, as outlined in MM-

BIO-1 through MM-BIO-4, MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, MM-TCR-1, MM-TCR-2, and MM-GEO-1. Based on 

compliance with MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, MM-TCR-1, MM-TCR-2, and MM-GEO-1, impacts to buried, currently 

unrecorded/unknown archaeological and paleontological resources would be less than significant; 

therefore, with mitigation incorporated, the project would not 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)? 

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. When evaluating cumulative impacts, it is 

important to remain consistent with Section 15064(h) of the CEQA Guidelines, which states that an EIR 

must be prepared if the cumulative impact may be significant and the project’s incremental effect, though 

individually limited, is cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental 

effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 

the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.  

Alternatively, a lead agency may determine that a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative effect 

is not cumulatively considerable through mitigation measures set forth in an MND or if the project will 

comply with the requirements in a previously approved plan or mitigation program (including, but not limited 

to, water quality control plan, air quality attainment or maintenance plan, integrated waste management 

plan, habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, plans or regulations for the reduction 

of greenhouse gas emissions) that provides specific requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen the 

cumulative problem within the geographic area in which the project is located.  

The proposed project would potentially result in project-related biological resources, cultural resources, 

geological resources, and tribal cultural resources impacts that could be potentially significant without the 

incorporation of mitigation. Thus, when coupled with biological resources, cultural resources, geological 

resources, and tribal cultural resources impacts related to the implementation of other related projects 

throughout the broader project area, the project would potentially result in cumulative-level impacts if these 

significant impacts are left unmitigated. 

However, with the incorporation of mitigation identified herein, the project’s biological resources, cultural 

resources, geological resources, and tribal cultural resources impacts would be reduced to less-than-

significant levels and would not considerably contribute to cumulative impacts in the greater project region. 

In addition, these other related projects would presumably be bound by their applicable lead agency to (1) 

comply with the all applicable federal, state, and local regulatory requirements; and (2) incorporate all 

feasible mitigation measures, consistent with CEQA, to further ensure that their potentially cumulative 

impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

Although cumulative impacts are always possible, the project, by incorporating all mitigation measures 

outlined herein, would reduce its contribution to any such cumulative impacts to less than cumulatively 
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considerable; therefore, the project would result in individually limited, but not cumulatively 

considerable, impacts. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 

either directly or indirectly? 

Less-than-Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. As evaluated throughout this document, with 

incorporation of mitigation, environmental impacts associated with the proposed project would be reduced 

to less-than-significant levels. Thus, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause substantial 

adverse effects on human beings. Impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation. 
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General Plan Land Use Designation
Ben Clark Training Center School of Public Safety

FIGURE 2SOURCE: JPA 2020
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Existing Zoning
Ben Clark Training Center School of Public Safety

SOURCE: Bing Maps, Riverside County 2020
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Site Plan - Phase I
Ben Clark Training Center School of Public Safety

FIGURE 4a
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Site Plan - Phase II
Ben Clark Training Center School of Public Safety

FIGURE 4b
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Exterior Rendering - Phase I
Ben Clark Training Center School of Public Safety

FIGURE 5
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Transit and Bicycle Facilities
Ben Clark Training Center School of Public Safety

SOURCE: Bing Maps, Riverside County 2020, City of Riverside 2021, RTA 2021
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