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CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT 
AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

REGARDING THE 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR THE  
BAXTER VILLAGE MIXED-USE PROJECT: REVISED PLOT PLAN 14-0002 (R1)  

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2014121047 

Exhibit A 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a number of written findings be made 
by the lead agency in connection with certification of an environmental impact report (EIR) prior to 
approval of the project pursuant to Sections 15091 and 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines and Section 
21081 of the Public Resources Code. This document provides the findings required by CEQA. The 
potential environmental effects of the proposed Baxter Village Mixed-Use Project: Revise Plot Plan 
14-0002 (R1) (Modified Project) have been analyzed in a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report (Draft SEIR) (State Clearinghouse [SCH] 2014121047) dated June 2020. A Final SEIR has also 
been prepared that incorporates the Draft SEIR and contains comments received on the Draft SEIR, 
responses to the individual comments, revisions to the Draft SEIR including any clarifications based 
on the comments and the responses to the comments, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program for the Modified Project (MMRP). This document provides the findings required by CEQA 
for approval of the Modified Project. 

A. Statutory Requirements for Findings 

The CEQA (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000, et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Guidelines) (14 Ca. 
Code Regs §§ 15000, et seq.) promulgated thereunder, require the environmental impacts of a project 
be examined before a project is approved. Specifically, regarding findings, Guidelines Section 15091 
provides: 

(a) No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has 
been certified which identifies one or more significant environmental effects 
of  the project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings 
for each of  those significant effects, accompanied by a brief  explanation of  
the rationale for each finding. The possible findings are: 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the 
project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental 
effect as identified in the final EIR. 

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction 
of  another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such 
changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency. 
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3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including provision of  employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
identified in the final EIR. 

(b) The findings required by subsection (a) shall be supported by substantial 
evidence in the record. 

(c) The finding in subdivision (a)(2) shall not be made if  the agency making the 
finding has concurrent jurisdiction with another agency to deal with 
identified feasible mitigation measures or alternatives. The finding in 
subsection (a)(3) shall describe the specific reasons for rejecting identified 
mitigation measures and project alternatives. 

(d) When making the findings required in subdivision (a)(1), the agency shall also 
adopt a program for reporting on or monitoring the changes which it has 
either required in the project or made a condition of  approval to avoid or 
substantially lessen significant environmental effects. These measures must 
be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other 
measures.  

(e) The public agency shall specify the location and custodian of  the documents 
or other material which constitute the record of  the proceedings upon which 
its decision is based. 

(f) A statement made pursuant to Section 15093 does not substitute for the 
findings required by this section. 

The “changes or alterations” referred to in Section 15091(a)(1) above, that are required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effects of the 
project, may include a wide variety of measures or actions as set forth in Guidelines Section 15370, 
including:  

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of  an 
action. 

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of  the action and its 
implementation. 

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted 
environment. 

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and 
maintenance operations during the life of  the action. 

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources 
or environments, including through permanent protection of  such resources 
in the form of  conservation easements. 
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Regarding a Statement of Overriding Considerations, Guidelines Section 15093 provides:  

(a) CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide 
or statewide environmental benefits, of  a proposed project against its 
unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve the 
project. If  the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of  a 
proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, 
the adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.” 

(b) When the lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence 
of  significant effects which are identified in the final EIR but are not 
substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to 
support its action based on the final EIR and/or other information in the 
record. The statement of  overriding considerations shall be supported by 
substantial evidence in the record. 

(c) If  an agency makes a statement of  overriding considerations, the statement 
should be included in the record of  the project approval and should be 
mentioned in the notice of  determination. This statement does not substitute 
for, and shall be in addition to, findings required pursuant to Section 15091. 

B. Certification 

Having received, reviewed, and considered the SEIR for the Baxter Village Mixed-Use Project: Revised 
Plot Plan 14-0002 (R1) State Clearinghouse No. 2014121047, as well as other information in the record 
of proceedings on this matter, the City of Wildomar City Council adopts the following Findings 
(Findings) and Statement of Overriding Considerations, in its capacity as the legislative body for the 
City of Wildomar (City), which is the CEQA Lead Agency. The Findings and Statements of Overriding 
Considerations set forth the environmental and other bases for current and subsequent discretionary 
actions to be undertaken by the City and responsible agencies for the implementation of the Modified 
Project. 

In addition, the City of Wildomar City Council (City Council) hereby make findings pursuant to and 
in accordance with Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and State CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15090 and 15091 and hereby certifies that: 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate 
or avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the final EIR. 

(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other 
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
project alternatives identified in the final EIR. 
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C. Project Environmental Report and Discretionary Actions 

The Final SEIR addresses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects of construction 
and operation activities associated with the Modified Project. The Final SEIR provides the 
environmental information necessary for the City to make a final decision on the requested 
discretionary actions for all phases of this project. The Final SEIR was also intended to support 
discretionary reviews and decisions by other responsible agencies. Discretionary actions to be 
considered by the City may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 Certify that the Final SEIR for the Modified Project has been completed in compliance with 
CEQA, and reflects the independent judgement and analysis of  the City; find that the City Council 
has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final SEIR prior to approving the 
project; adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, finding that the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program is adequately designed to ensure compliance with the 
mitigation measures during project implementation; and determine that the significant adverse 
effects of  the project either have been reduced to an acceptable level, or are outweighed by the 
specific overriding considerations of  the project as outlined in the CEQA Findings of  Fact and 
Statement of  Overriding Considerations, as set forth herein. 

 Approve the Modified Project and related discretionary actions needed for project construction 
and operation. 

II. PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE WITH CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT 

The City published a Draft SEIR on June 23, 2020. A Final SEIR was prepared in the summer of 2020 
in compliance with CEQA requirements. The Final SEIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA 
and the CEQA Guidelines, as amended. As authorized in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15084(d)(2), 
the City retained a consultant to assist with the preparation of the environmental documents. City staff 
from multiple departments, representing the Lead Agency, have directed, reviewed, and modified 
where appropriate all material prepared by the consultant. The Final SEIR reflects the City’s 
independent analysis and judgement. The key milestones associated with the preparation of the SEIR 
are summarized below. As presented below, an extensive public involvement and agency notification 
effort was conducted to solicit input on the scope and content of the SEIR and to solicit comments 
on the results of the environmental analysis presented in the Draft SEIR. 

A. Public Notification and Outreach 

In conformance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the City of Wildomar CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Wildomar conducted an extensive environmental review of the Modified 
Project.  

 Completion of  a Notice of  Preparation (NOP) on April 8, 2020. The public review period 
extended from April 8, 2020, to May 7, 2020. The NOP was published in the Press Enterprise on  
April 8, 2020. The NOP was posted at the Riverside County Clerk’s office on April 8, 2020. Copies 
of  the NOP were mailed to interested persons and organizations.  
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 Preparation of  a Draft SEIR, which was made available for a 45-day public review period beginning 
June 23, 2020, and ending August 6, 2020. The scope of  the Draft SEIR was determined based on 
the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist, and comments received in response to the NOP. 
The Notice of  Availability (NOA) for the Draft SEIR was sent to interested persons and 
organizations, sent to the State Clearinghouse in Sacramento for distribution to public agencies, 
posted at the City of  Wildomar’s website, and published in the Press Enterprise. The NOA was 
posted at the Riverside County Clerk’s office on June 23, 2020. The Notice of  Availability of  the 
Draft SEIR was published in the Press Enterprise on June 23, 2020. 

 Preparation of  a Final SEIR, including the responses to comments to the Draft SEIR. The Final 
SEIR was released for a 10-day agency review period prior to certification of  the Final SEIR. 

 Public hearings on the Modified Project, including a Planning Commission hearing and a City 
Council hearing. 

In summary, the City conducted all required noticing and scoping for the Modified Project in 
accordance with Section 15083 of the CEQA Guidelines, and conducted the public review for the 
SEIR, which exceeded the requirements of Section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

B. Final Environmental Impact Report and City Council Proceedings 

The City prepared a Final SEIR, including Responses to Comments to the Draft SEIR. The Final 
SEIR/Response to Comments contains comments on the Draft SEIR, responses to those comments, 
revisions to the Draft SEIR, and appended documents. A total of seven comment letters were received. 
Of the seven comment letters, two letters were from public agencies, and five letters were from 
individuals and/or organizations.  

None of the comment letters resulted in the need to modify the environmental analysis in the Draft 
SEIR.  

The Final SEIR found that prior to mitigation, implementation of the Modified Project will result in 
potentially significant impacts to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Transportation, as 
stated below. However, even with the implementation of mitigation measures (MMs) these impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable. The City prepared a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
(see Section V, below) for the following impacts which were found to be significant and unavoidable, 
except for the Transportation impact, as this impact was significant and unavoidable under the Original 
Project and therefore, was already overridden: 

Air Quality 

 Impact 5.1-2: The Modified Project would exceed regional thresholds of  significance 
established by the SCAQMD for emissions of  NOx. It is important to note that approximately 
84 percent of  NOx emissions are derived from vehicle usage. Since neither the project 
applicant nor the city have regulatory authority to control tailpipe emissions, no feasible 
mitigation measures exist that would reduce NOx emissions to levels that are less than 
significant. Therefore, NOx emissions are considered significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact 5.1-4: The Modified Project has the potential to result in or cause NAAQS or CAAQS 
violations. The Modified Project’s operational-source emissions have the potential to exceed 
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the applicable regional thresholds of  significance and would not be consistent with the 
objectives of  the AQMP. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Impact 5.2-1: The Modified Project would exceed the applicable numeric threshold and result 
in a cumulatively considerable impact with respect to GHG emissions, therefore, Impact 5.2-
1 would be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact 5.2-2: The Modified Project would exceed the applicable numeric threshold and result 
in a cumulatively considerable impact with respect to GHG emissions, therefore, Impact 5.2-
2 would be significant and unavoidable. 

Transportation 

 Impact 5.4-1: Intersection Level of  Service impacts for freeway segment I-15 NB, South of  
Baxter Rd. would exceed Caltrans standards on freeway mainline segments and therefore 
would remain significant and unavoidable because Caltrans does not have a fee program or 
other improvement programs in place to address the deficiencies caused by development 
projects in the City. 

The public can view searchable agendas for scheduled City Council meetings and access agenda-related 
City information and services directly on the following website: 
http://www.cityofwildomar.org/government/city_council. 

The Final SEIR document will be posted for viewing and download with the previously posted Draft 
SEIR prior to the City’s consideration of the Final SEIR and project recommendations on the City’s 
website. 

A date for consideration of the Final SEIR and project recommendations at the City Council was set 
for the Modified Project and notice of the meeting was provided consistent with the Brown Act 
(Government Code Sections 54950 et seq.). The City Council will take testimony on the Modified 
Project and may continue on its calendar to a subsequent meeting date in its discretion.  

C. Record of Proceedings 

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the Modified Project 
consists of the following documents and other evidence, at a minimum: 

 The NOP, NOA, and all other public notices issued by the City in conjunction with the Modified 
Project. 

 The Draft SEIR and Final SEIR for the Modified Project. 

 All written comments submitted by agencies or members of  the public during the public review 
comment period on the Draft SEIR. 

 All responses to written comments submitted by agencies or members of  the public during the 
public review comment period on the Draft SEIR. 
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 All written and verbal public testimony presented during a noticed public hearing for the Modified 
Project. 

 The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

 The reports and technical memoranda included or referenced in the Final SEIR. 

 All documents, studies, EIRs, or other materials incorporated by reference in the Draft SEIR and 
Final SEIR. 

 The Resolutions adopted by the City in connection with the Modified Project, and all documents 
incorporated by reference therein, including comments received after the close of  the comment 
period and responses thereto. 

 Matters of  common knowledge to the City, including but not limited to federal, state, and local 
laws and regulations. 

 Any documents expressly cited in these Findings. 

 Any other relevant materials required to be in the record of  proceedings by Public Resources Code 
Section 21167.6(e). 

D. Custodian and Location of Records 

The documents and other materials that constitute the administrative record for the City’s actions 
related to the Modified Project are at the City of Wildomar – Planning Department, 23873 Clinton 
Keith Road, Suite 201, Wildomar, CA. The City Planning Department is the custodian of the 
administrative record for the Project. Copies of these documents, which constitute the record of 
proceedings, are and at all relevant times have been and will be available upon request of the Planning 
Department. Additionally, the documents are available online at: 
http://www.cityofwildomar.org/cms/One.aspx?portalId=9894827&pageId=10911316. This 
information is provided in compliance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a)(2) and 
Guidelines Section 15091(e). 

E. Project Location 

The project site is within the City of Wildomar in western Riverside County. The entire Baxter Village 
site is approximately 36 acres and is bound to the north by Grove Street, Interstate 15 (I-15) to the 
east, Baxter Road to the south, and White Street to the west. The Modified Project affects 
approximately 10 acres of the site that fronts Baxter Road and extends from I-15 to approximately the 
point where Central Avenue intersects with Baxter Road. While the Original Project was approved on 
July 25, 2016, no development has occurred, and the site is vacant. The proposed Medical Office 
Building and hotel building would be in the southeastern portion of the site. 
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F. Project Objectives 

The following objectives have been established for the Baxter Village Mixed-Use Project: Revised Plot 
Plan 14-0002 (R1) and will aid decision makers in their review of the Modified Project and associated 
environmental impacts: 

1. Develop land located within the City consistent with the City’s objectives, as set forth in the general 
plan and zoning code. 

2. Deliver a commercial center that provides a mix of medical office and hotel uses, providing the 
City with increased employment opportunities, public health services, and tax revenues. 

3. Incorporate architectural design elements that reflect the Contemporary Craftsman Architectural 
Style per the City’s Commercial Design Guidelines. 

4. Improve local public health and safety by serving the existing and projected growth in Wildomar 
and immediate surrounding communities. 

5. Reduce vehicular trips outside the City for medical services by increasing the types and capacity of 
local medical services available. 

6. Provide a comprehensive range of high-quality healthcare services in a seismically safe, state-of-
the-art, advanced-care medical facility to serve the Wildomar region.  

7. Create a comprehensively planned, advanced-care medical facility that provides community vitality 
and economic growth in Wildomar and the surrounding region.  

8. Improve the jobs/housing balance within the City and surrounding area. 

9. Implement green building features using the standards of the California Green Building Standards 
Code, and as well as the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver 
certification requirements or equivalent.  

10. Provide a freeway-adjacent hotel focused on business and leisure travelers. 

11. Locate a public gathering place within the site for use by the Wildomar Historical Society to 
construct displays highlighting the City’s historic heritage. 

G. Project Description 

The Modified Project would eliminate the approved 75,000-square-foot retail center to instead 
construct an 84,000-square-foot (3-story, 50-foot-high) outpatient medical office building (MOB) on 
7.2 acres, a 102-room (5-story, 50-foot-high) hotel building on 2.4 acres, and associated road and storm 
drain improvements for a total of approximately 10 acres. The existing General Plan and zoning 
designations of the site, Commercial Retail (CR) and Scenic Highway Commercial (C-P-S), respectively, 
would remain unchanged. A sidewalk and crosswalk would be constructed around the perimeter of the 
site. 
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III. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS 

A. Format 

Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that a Lead Agency make a finding for each significant 
effect for the project. This section summarizes the significant environmental impacts of the Modified 
Project, describes how these impacts are to be mitigated, and discusses various alternatives to the 
Modified Project, which were developed in an effort to reduce the remaining significant environmental 
impacts. All impacts are considered potentially significant prior to mitigation unless otherwise stated 
in the findings. 

This remainder of this section is divided into the following subsections: 

Section B, Issues Deemed “No Impact” or “Less Than Significant Impact,” presents topical 
areas that would result in no impact or less than significant impacts, as detailed in Chapter 8 of the 
Draft SEIR. 

Section C, Findings on “No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impacts,” presents 
environmental issues, as identified in Chapter 5 of the Draft SEIR, which would result in no impact or 
less than significant impacts. 

Section D, Findings on Impacts Mitigated to Less Than Significant, presents significant impacts 
of the Modified Project that were identified in Chapter 5 and Chapter 8 of the Draft SEIR, the 
mitigation measures identified in the Mitigation Monitoring Program, and the rationales for the 
findings. 

Section E, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts that Cannot be Mitigated to Below the Level 
of Significance, presents significant impacts of the Modified Project that were identified in the Draft 
SEIR, the mitigation measures identified in the Mitigation Monitoring Program, the findings for 
significant impacts, and the rationales for the findings. 

Section IV, Alternatives to the Modified Project, presents alternatives to the Project and evaluates 
them in relation to the findings set forth in Section 15091(a)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines, which 
allows a public agency to approve a project that would result in one or more significant environmental 
effects if the project alternatives are found to be infeasible because of specific economic, social, or 
other considerations.  

Section V, Statement of Overriding Considerations, presents a description of the Modified 
Project’s significant and unavoidable adverse impacts and the justification for adopting a statement of 
overriding considerations. 

Section VI, Findings on Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR and Revisions to the Final 
SEIR, presents the City’s findings on the response to comments and revisions to Final SEIR, and 
decision on whether a recirculated Draft SEIR is necessary or not. 
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B. Issues Deemed No Impact or Less Than Significant Impact 

As the Modified Project was prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15163, “the supplement 
to the EIR need only contain the information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the 
project as revised” and as such, an Initial Study was not prepared, and a NOP was issued without an 
accompanying Initial Study. In accordance with Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines, as described 
in Chapter 8 of the Draft SEIR, the City concluded that project impacts related to the following topical 
environmental issues would result in no impact or would be less than significant: Aesthetics, 
Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and 
Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population 
and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Tribal Cultural Resources, Utilities and Services Systems, 
and Wildfire. Since the following environmental issue areas were determined to have no impact or a 
less than significant impact, no findings for these issues are required. 

1. Aesthetics 

As stated in the Original Project, the tallest building onsite would be the multifamily apartments which 
would be three stories, and would not exceed the height restriction of 50 feet in the R-3 zone. The 
Modified Project would result in a 5-story hotel and 3-story Medical Office Building (MOB) which 
would both be 50-feet tall. Similar to the Original Project, the Modified Project would block views to 
some degree of motorists from I-15 looking west toward the Santa Ana Mountains and pedestrians 
traveling along White Street looking toward the Sedco Hills. Blocked views would be limited to the 
lower portions of the Santa Ana Mountains and Sedco Hills; the peaks would still be visible. The views 
of the Santa Ana Mountains can be seen from the northwest and southwest of the project site and the 
Sedco Hills can be seen from the northeast and southeast of the project site. There are no state-
designated scenic highways near the project site; however, the portion of the I-15 that intersects State 
Route 91 and travels south through Riverside County, which is adjacent to the project site, is an Eligible 
Scenic Highway. Additionally, consistent with the vision of the City’s General Plan, the portion of the 
City where the project site is located is transitioning from rural to an urban/suburban area. As with the 
Original Project, the Modified Project would be required to comply with all City of Wildomar 
ordinances and regulations, which would reduce impacts to less than significant. The development of 
the Modified Project, as with the Original Project would introduce new sources of light and glare into 
the area in the form of street lighting, parking lots, and security lighting for the buildings, and nighttime 
traffic, as well as landscaping lights. Lighting would be pointed downwards so as to not project direct 
light rays into the sky or adjacent properties, as indicated in the City of Wildomar Municipal Code. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to aesthetics. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project were 
required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. 
The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts 
compared to the Original Project. 
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2. Agricultural and Forestry Resources  

The entire project site is classified as Farmland of Local Importance; however, the State Farmland and 
Monitoring Program does not designate the site as Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. As such, the Modified Project would not result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural land uses. Additionally, 
the project site nor the adjacent properties are under a Williamson Act contract. The project site is not 
designated as forestland or timberland. No impact would occur. 

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to agricultural and forestry resources. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the 
Modified Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts 
under those thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe 
significant impacts compared to the Original Project. 

3. Biological Resources 

The City of Wildomar does not have a local tree ordinance or any other local ordinance that pertains 
to the protection of biological resources. However, the City adopted the MSHCP fees by ordinance, 
which are detailed in Section 3.42.070, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan mitigation fee, of the Wildomar Municipal Code. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to the confliction with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. 
Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project were required to avoid or substantially 
lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. The Modified Project would not 
result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. 

4. Cultural Resources 

The Original Project indicated that the project site contained the Brown House which was relocated 
to the project site in 2006. Various studies conducted on the Brown House indicated that it does not 
meet the eligibility criteria for state or federal historical listing, therefore, impacts to the Brown House 
would not be significant under CEQA. However, the project site is currently vacant, and no longer 
contains the Brown House as it was demolished in 2017. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to historical resources. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project 
were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those 
thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts compared to the Original Project. 

5. Energy 

The Modified Project would comply with state law by minimizing idling of construction equipment 
and reducing construction waste by recycling. Construction impacts would be short-term and less than 
significant. During operational activities, the Modified Project would comply with state laws pertaining 
to energy efficiency such as SB 100. Additionally, the Modified Project would implement green building 



 

 - 12 - 

features using the California Green Building Standards Code. The Modified Project would comply with 
the latest California Building Code requirements, as well as federal, state, and local regulations. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to energy. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project were required 
to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. The 
Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to 
the Original Project. 

6. Geology and Soils 

The nearest fault that could cause substantial damage to the project site is the Temecula branch of the 
Elsinore branch approximately 2.6 miles west of the project site. The eastern portion of the site is 
located within a Riverside County Fault Hazard Zone. There are no active faults present on the site. 
The project site is located in an area of moderate liquefaction potential based on underlying soil 
deposits. However, the Pauba Sandstone and granitic bedrock found below the onsite soils are well-
consolidated and not considered to be susceptible to liquefaction. Therefore, with remedial grading, 
the potential for liquefaction on site is very low. The project site consists of gently rolling hills with a 
general slope of approximately 3.4 percent; the gently sloping topography of the site would not be 
subject to landslides and the project site is not near or in the path of any known potential landslides. 
Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant would be required to prepare and submit 
detailed grading permits as each phase is developed. These plans would be prepared in conformance 
with applicable standards of the City of Wildomar. As the Original and Modified Projects would disturb 
more than one acre, an NPDES permit and SWPPP would be required to address erosion and 
discharge impacts associated with the proposed onsite grading and construction. Compliance with 
stormwater regulations include minimizing storm water contact with potential pollutants by providing 
covers and secondary containment for construction materials, designating areas away from storm drain 
systems for storing equipment and materials and implementing appropriate practices on the 
construction site. As stated in the Original Project, while the project does not propose any activity 
known to cause damage by subsidence, the site is considered susceptible to subsidence. The Pauba 
Sandstone and alluvium overlying granitic bedrock has been shown in the past to be a factor in 
subsidence. However, after remedial grading, subsidence would be low. Additionally, due to the dense 
and well-consolidated nature of the soils on the project site, seismically-induced settlement is not 
anticipated. Moreover, the Original Project determined that the soils onsite have a very low expansive 
potential. As with the Original Project, the Modified Project would be connected to existing wastewater 
facilities (sewer) owned and operated by the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District, and septic tanks 
would not be used. 

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to geology and soils. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project 
were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those 
thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts compared to the Original Project. 
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7. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The Modified Project would not include the routine use, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials, 
and the Modified Project would be consistent with the General Plan policies regarding hazards and 
hazardous materials. The nearest schools to the project site are Cornerstone Christian School, which 
is located approximately 0.2-mile northeast of the site across Interstate 15, and the California Lutheran 
High School, which is approximately 0.4-mile southwest of the project site. Given the residential and 
commercial nature of the project, the type of hazardous materials that would be used during 
construction and operation would be limited, and the handling and disposal of all materials would be 
subject to applicable state and federal standards, ordinances, and regulations. According to the Original 
Project, the project area is not listed on any of the searched regulatory databases provided by 
Environmental Data Resources (EDR). Additionally, the nearest airport to the project site is the 
Skylark Field Airport in Lake Elsinore approximately 1.9 miles northwest of the site, however, as stated 
in the Original Project, the project site is not within the Skylark Airport Influence Policy Area. As with 
the Original Project, the Modified Project would be designed, constructed, and maintained in 
accordance with applicable standards associated with vehicular access, ensuring that adequate 
emergency access and evacuation would be provided. Construction activities that may temporarily 
restrict vehicular traffic would be required to implement appropriate measures to facilitate the passage 
of persons and vehicles through/around any required roads closures. Furthermore, according to the 
Original Project, the areas around the project site are prone to very high, high, and moderate fire risks. 
However, the project site is in an urbanized area that, according to the City of Wildomar General Plan, 
does not have any risk of wildfires. The Modified Project would be consistent with the General Plan 
Safety Element. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to hazards and hazardous materials. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the 
Modified Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts 
under those thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe 
significant impacts compared to the Original Project. 

8. Land Use and Planning 

The project site is currently vacant and would include construction of a hotel and MOB in addition to 
the residential component of the Original Project. The adjacent properties west and north of the 
project site are residential and the adjacent property south of the site is vacant; commercial uses are 
located to the east of the I-15 which bounds the eastern project site boundary. The existing residential 
communities would become more contiguous with the project site once it is developed. Additionally, 
as indicated in the Original Project, the Modified Project would be generally consistent with the goals 
of SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP), Compass Plan, and Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), and would be consistent with the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin and 
Riverside County Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP). Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to land use and planning. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project 
were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those 
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thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts compared to the Original Project. 

9. Mineral Resources 

The project site is designated MRZ-3a; minerals in this category have undetermined value and are not 
considered locally-important mineral resource recovery sites. The physical characteristics of the site 
provide no indication of a unique or valuable mineral resource. Development of the site would not 
result in the loss of mineral resources; the site is not designated nor zoned for mining or mineral 
extraction uses. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to mineral resources. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project 
were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those 
thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts compared to the Original Project. 

10. Noise 

Construction of the Modified Project would generate varying levels of ground vibration depending on 
the equipment and methods used, distance to the affected structures, and soil types. Heavy 
construction equipment, such as large bulldozers and haul trucks have the greatest potential of 
producing vibration impacts. According to the Original Project, the nearest sensitive receptor is located 
approximately 50 feet north of the project site and the maximum level of vibration felt by this receptor 
would be 78 VdB, which is below the FTA human annoyance standard of 80 VdB. Construction would 
be short-term and intermittent. Delivery trucks during operation of the project would not be expected 
to generate a vibration level of greater than 65 VdB. The closest airport to the project site is the Skylark 
Field Airport in the City of Lake Elsinore approximately 1.9 miles northwest of the site, as indicated 
in the Original Project. However, the project site is not within the influence zone of policy areas of the 
Airport, and Skylark Field Airport does not have a Land Use Compatibility Plan. Therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to groundborne vibration and noise and airport noise. Accordingly, no changes or 
alterations to the Modified Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant 
environmental impacts under those thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or 
substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. 

11. Population and Housing 

As with the Original Project, the Modified Project is a mixed-use development that would contribute 
to jobs and housing. The residential portion of the project is expected to generate approximately 653 
people. The hotel and MOB are expected to generate approximately 29 employees and 103 employees, 
respectively. The hotel and MOB would generate a total of approximately 132 employees, which is 18 
employees less than the commercial/retail component employment generation of the Original Project, 
which was estimated to generate 150 employees. As with the Original Project, the Modified Project 
would generate housing and jobs within the City; however, the Modified Project’s jobs-to-housing 
ratio, 0.48, would be less than the Original Project’s jobs-to-housing ration of 0.55. Both the Modified 



 

 - 15 - 

and Original Projects’ jobs-to-housing ratios are above the City’s ratio of 0.32 and below the SCAG 
ratio of 1.14. As the Original Project did not induce a population increase above that which has been 
planned for by the City, the Modified Project would not induce a population increase above what has 
been planned for the City. The project site is currently vacant and therefore, would not displace people 
or housing. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to population and housing. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified 
Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those 
thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts compared to the Original Project 

12. Public Services 

The project site is currently vacant and would increase the demand for fire and police protection 
services. As with the Original Project, the Modified Project would be required to be designed, 
constructed, and operated per applicable fire prevention/protection and public safety standards 
established by the City. Additionally, it is anticipated that private security would be utilized during the 
construction period. Typically, only residential projects generate a need for school facilities. The 
residential component of the project would increase the number of students in the City by 
approximately 85 students which would not cause the schools in the project area to exceed capacity. 
The Modified Project, would not increase the number of residents in the City or demand for parks. All 
of the park and open space lands included in the Original Project will remain. The Modified Project 
would also include 7,500 square feet of community open space. All new development would be 
required to pay development impact fees (DIFs) to the City, development fees in accordance with 
Government Code 65995 and Education Code 1760, Quimby fees, and future property owner would 
be subject to pay Wildomar Ordinance 71 parcel tax. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to public services. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project were 
required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. 
The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts 
compared to the Original Project 

13. Recreation  

The Original Project would require approximately 1.96 acres of parkland to be set aside in order to 
meet the City’ requirement of 0.0066 acre per multifamily dwelling unit and 0.0093 acre per single-
family dwelling unit, if the developer chooses dedication of land to comply with the Quimby Act. 
Although the Original Project would provide open space, this is not considered parkland and does not 
count towards the Quimby Act requirements. The project applicant would be required to pay Quimby 
fees as well as DIFs, and future property owners would be subject to pay Wildomar Ordinance 71 
parcel tax. Implementation of the Modified Project includes 7,500 square feet of community open 
space. The construction or expansion of such areas would not result in an adverse physical effect on 
the environment beyond those analyzed for the overall development of the project in both the Original 
Project and the Modified Project evaluated by this Draft SEIR. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to recreation. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project were 
required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. 
The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts 
compared to the Original Project. 

14. Tribal Cultural Resources  

The project site is vacant and therefore, there are no resources that are listed or eligible for listing in 
the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local register of historical resources exists onsite. 
Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to tribal cultural resources. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified 
Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those 
thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts compared to the Original Project. 

15. Utilities and Service Systems 

The Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District (EVMWD) supplies water to the surrounding area and 
would supply water to the project site. Water line improvements at the project site would be 
constructed in accordance with Title 13, Public Services, of the Wildomar Municipal Code. As the 
increase in wastewater generation is insignificant, the Modified Project, as with the Original Project, 
would not require the construction of new or expansion of existing wastewater treatment facilities. The 
project site is located within the limits of the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District’s (RCFCWCD) Murrieta Creek/Murrieta Valley Area Drainage Plan. As part of the 
development process, the project applicant would be required to pay fees to the RCFCWCD or the 
City prior to the issuance of grading permits. The project site is currently undeveloped, and 
development of the site would increase impervious surfaces, however, drainage on the site has been 
designed to accommodate post-development water flows. Stormwater drainage improvements would 
not exceed the capacity of storm drain systems in accordance with the City of Wildomar Municipal 
Code Section 13.12.050 and the MS4 Permit from the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. Moreover, the project site would require connection to utilities such as electricity and natural 
gas lines in the vicinity of the site in accordance with Municipal Code Section 16.40.010, Installation 
Requirements, for undergrounding utilities. The applicant would be responsible for payment of 
electricity and gas connections as well as use of the utility.  

Additionally, according to the Original Project, the residential component of the Original Project 
would generate a water demand of approximately 161,944 gallons per day (gpd), and the 
commercial/retail component of the Original Project would generate approximately 22,800 gpd. The 
total water demand of the hotel and MOB is 19,732 gpd, which is a reduction of approximately 3,068 
gpd compared to the Original Project’s commercial/retail component. The total water demand of the 
Original Project was approximately 184,744 gpd, and the total water demand of the Modified Project, 
including the residential component, would be 181,676 gpd. Furthermore, the Original Project was 
estimated to generate approximately 65,300 gallons of wastewater per day (0.065 mgd), which would 
be within the treatment capacity of the Regional Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) which is 8.0 mgd.  
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As indicated in the Original Project, solid waste would be hauled from the site to the Perris transfer 
station, after which non-recyclable materials would be sent to Lamb Canyon Landfill. The landfill has 
a remaining capacity of 19,242,950 cubic yards and a maximum daily throughput of 5,000. The 
residential component of the project would generate 267.7 tons of solid waste per year; the 
commercial/retail portion of the Original Project was estimated to generate 129 tons per year, which 
is a total of 396.7 tons per year. The proposed hotel and MOB would generate approximately 37.23 
tons per year and 907.2, respectively. The Modified Project, including the residential component, would 
generate 1,212.13 tons per year. The Modified Project would make up approximately 0.24 percent of 
the landfill’s maximum daily throughput. Solid waste would be generated during construction and 
operation of the Modified Project. Development of the Modified Project would be subject to the Solid 
Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991. The Act requires that adequate areas be provided for 
collecting and loading recyclable materials such as paper, products, glass, and other recyclables. City of 
Wildomar Municipal Code Section 8.104 regulates solid waste handling and mandates that sufficient 
receptacles be in place onsite to accommodate refuse and recycling. Therefore, impacts to utilities and 
services systems would be less than significant. 

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to utilities and service systems. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified 
Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those 
thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts compared to the Original Project. 

16. Wildfire 

The Modified Project, as with the Original Project, would be designed, constructed, and maintained in 
accordance with applicable standards associated with vehicular access, ensuring that adequate 
emergency access and evacuation would be provided. The project site is flat and is located in an 
urbanized area that does not have any risks of wildfires. Additionally, with the combination of urban 
development that reduces fire fuel, as well as fire requirements such as smoke alarms, sprinklers, fire 
hydrants, and so forth, impacts would be less than significant. The project site is currently vacant and 
may require new infrastructure for electricity, natural gas, telecommunications, and cable services 
which would be installed to meet service requirements. The Modified Project would not add 
infrastructure such as roads or overhead power lines in areas with wildland vegetation. The project site 
is generally flat and designated Zone X indicating minimal risk of flooding; therefore, it is unlikely that 
the project site would be susceptible to downslope or downstream flooding or landslides. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant.  

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to wildfire. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project were required 
to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. The 
Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to 
the Original Project. 

C. Findings on “No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impacts”  

The City determined that the Modified Project would have no impact or less than significant impacts, 
including direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, for the environmental issues summarized below. 
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The rationale for the conclusion that no significant impact would occur in each of the issue areas is 
based on the environmental evaluation in the listed topical EIR sections in Chapter 5 of the Draft 
SEIR.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15901 states that an EIR may not be certified for a project that has one or 
more significant environmental effects unless one of three possible findings is made for each 
significance effect. Since the following environmental issue areas were determined to have no impact 
or a less than significant impact, no findings for these issues are required.  

1. Air Quality 

Impact 5.1-1: Would the Modified Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of  criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard during construction 
activities, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 
during construction activities? [Thresholds AQ-2 and AQ-3] 

Construction activities associated with the Modified Project would result in emissions of VOCs, NOx, 
SOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Construction related emissions are expected from site preparation, grading, 
building construction, paving, and architectural coatings. 

Dust is typically a major concern during grading activities. The Modified Project is expected to require 
142,652 cubic yards (CY) of import. Construction is expected to take approximately 20 months. Under 
the assumed scenarios, emissions resulting from the construction of the Modified Project would not 
exceed criteria pollutant thresholds established by the SCAQMD for emissions of any criteria pollutant.  

The Original Project concluded that with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1A and 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1B, which require the use of Tier 3 certified construction equipment or better 
and signage for construction workers to shut-off engines at or before five minutes of idling, impacts 
would be reduced to less than significant levels. The Modified Project’s impacts would also be less than 
significant because the Modified Project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds.  

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to criteria pollutants and the expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants during 
construction. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project were required to avoid or 
substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. The Modified 
Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts in this regard when 
compared to the Original Project. 

Impact 5.1-5: Would the Modified Project result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of  people? [Threshold AQ-4] 

The potential for the Modified Project to generate objectionable odors has been considered. Land uses 
generally associated with the following are associated with odor complaints: agricultural uses (livestock 
and farming), wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting 
operations, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding facilities. Neither the Original Project 
nor the Modified Project contain land uses that are associated with emitting objectionable odors. 
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Potential odor sources associated with the Modified Project may result from construction equipment 
exhaust and the application of asphalt and architectural coatings during construction activities and the 
temporary storage of typical solid waste (refuse) associated with the Modified Project’s (long-term 
operational) uses. 

Standard construction requirements would minimize odors from construction under the Original 
Project and Modified Project conditions. The construction odor emissions would temporary, short-
term, and intermittent in nature and would cease upon completion of the respective phase of 
construction. Therefore, this impact is considered to be less than significant. It is expected that Project-
generated refuse would be stored in covered containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance 
with the City’s solid waste regulations, Chapter 8.104, Solid Waste Collection and Disposal, of the City 
of Wildomar Municipal Code. The Modified Project would also be required to comply with SCAQMD 
Rule 402 to prevent occurrences of public nuisances. The Original Project determined that impacts as 
a result of odors would be less than significant. Additionally, odors associated with the Modified 
Project’s construction and operations would also be less than significant.  

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to objectionable odors. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project 
were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those 
thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts in this regard when compared to the Original Project. 

2. Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact 5.3-1: Would the Modified Project violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground 
water quality? [Threshold HYD-1] 

Construction Activities 

Clearing, grading, excavation, and construction activities associated with the Modified Project may 
impact water quality due to sheet erosion of exposed soils and subsequent deposition of particulates 
in local drainages.  

As part of Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, the US Environmental Protection Agency has 
established regulations under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) 
program to control direct stormwater discharges. The NPDES program regulates industrial pollutant 
discharges, which include construction activities.  

Wildomar Municipal Code Section 13.12.050 requires development to comply with a Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit from the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. Section F.1 of the MS4 permit specifies requirements for new developments, and Section F.1.D 
details the requirements for standard stormwater mitigation plans (also known as water quality 
management plans). The MS4 permit imposes pollution prevention requirements on planned 
developments, construction sites, commercial and industrial businesses, municipal facilities and 
activities, and residential activities. Even though Wildomar is split by two watersheds (Santa Ana and 
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Santa Margarita) that affect some of the properties in the City, the entire City is governed by the MS4 
permit for the Santa Margarita region. 

Requirements for waste discharges potentially affecting stormwater from construction sites of one acre 
or more are set forth in the SWRCB’s Construction General Permit, Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ, 
issued in 2012. The site is larger than one acre and would be subject to requirements of the 
Construction General Permit. Projects obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit by 
filing a Notice of Intent with the SWRCB prior to grading activities and preparing and implementing 
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) during construction. The primary objective of the 
SWPPPP is to identify, construct, implement, and maintain BMPs to reduce or eliminate pollutants in 
stormwater discharges and authorized non-stormwater discharges from the project site, and to contain 
hazardous materials. BMPs categories include, but are not limited to, erosion control and wind erosion 
control, sediment control, and tracking control. Implementation and monitoring required under the 
SWPPP would control and reduce short-term intermittent impacts to water quality from construction 
activities to less than significant levels. 

Operational Phase 

The primary constituents of concern during the Project operational phase would be solids, oils, and 
greases from parking areas that could be carried off-site. Walkways, parking, ramps, and other surfaces 
would be sloped away from buildings, and planes would be sloped for drainage.  

Sheet flow would be directed from paved areas onto planted areas, roof downspouts would be hard 
connected to the underground storm drain network, and flow lines, which would be located to avoid 
tree wells and other objects that might obstruct drainage flow and cause ponding, would be located to 
avoid concentration on pedestrian walkways. Some of the site’s tributary areas directly enter the site’s 
storm drain system via drainage inlets. Other tributary areas sheet flow into planter areas with sub-
drains which connect to the main onsite system. All downspouts of the new MOB would be hard-
piped to the proposed storm drain systems. All runoff that enters the site storm drain system would 
go through one or more BMP. These BMPs include continuous deflective separation (CDS) units, 
filters installed in catch basins and planters.  

Stormwater would be conveyed using an underground pipe network which collects surface stormwater 
through catch basins. Stormwater from the building roofs would be connected directly via hard pipe 
into the storm drain system. Stormwater would enter a Continuous Deflective System (CDS) unit, 
which captures pollutants such as debris, sediment, and oil. Stormwater would then enter a detention 
basin, designed to capture the designed volume.  
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Moreover, stormwater quality concerns would be addressed through application of Low Impact 
Development (LID) principles of biofiltration through the bottom of the basin into the underlying 
soil. Flows exceeding the design volume must discharge to a downstream conveyance system. All catch 
basins would have a debris catch with sediment filter bag. These filters direct the stormwater runoff to 
filtration media which would capture solid waste particles and other pollutants from entering the storm 
drain network. 

The Original Project stated that compliance with the required NPDES permits, BMPs, federal and 
state standards, and SWPPP would ensure construction impacts are less than significant. Similarly, the 
Original Project would ensure operational impacts are less than significant through the implementation 
of BMPs and the NPDES permit. With the implementation of federal, state, and local regulations, 
runoff from both the construction and operational phases of the Modified Project would not violate 
any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to the violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 
Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project were required to avoid or substantially 
lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. The Modified Project would not 
result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts in this regard when compared to the 
Original Project. 

Impact 5.3-2: Would the Modified Project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the Project may 
impede sustainable groundwater management of  the basin? [Threshold 
HYD-2] 

According to the WQMP, field work included excavating five deep geotechnical borings and 14 
percolation borings; groundwater was encountered at an elevation of 1,339 and 1,334 feet above mean 
sea level. The Hydrology Report states that groundwater depths observed from 10 to 29 feet below 
ground surface.  

The project site, which is in the Santa Margarita watershed, is adjudicated. The Elsinore Basin 
Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) summarizes inflows to the Elsinore Basin that include 
infiltration of local precipitation, runoff from the surrounding watershed, infiltration from the San 
Jacinto River prior to reaching Lake Elsinore, and return flows from either irrigation or domestic use. 
Since the adoption of the 2005 GWMP, EVMWD has limited pumping (approximately 5,550 acre-
ft/yr) to be consistent with the safe yield of the Elsinore Basin. Groundwater pumping to meet water 
demands accounts for essentially the entire outflow from the basin. Active groundwater management 
and conjunctive use programs have been implemented by EVMWD to balance the Elsinore Basin 
inflows and outflows. 

As shown in the Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118, the Elsinore Basin, which is the major 
source of potable groundwater supply for EVMWD, has not been identified to be in a state of 
overdraft. Additionally, the filtration BMPs in the WMQP such as including landscaping to promote 
surface infiltration would treat and discharge stormwater into storm drain facilities which would be 
conveyed to channels within the Elsinore Basin. As stormwater quality would be assured through LID 
Project features, and all stormwater would remain within the Elsinore Basin and available for 
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groundwater recharge, the Modified Project would not significantly affect groundwater recharge, or 
the availability of groundwater and impacts would be less than significant.  

The Original Project incorporated BMPs which ensured that impacts to groundwater were less than 
significant. Similarly, the Modified Project would also incorporate BMPs to ensure impacts to 
groundwater recharge or the availability of groundwater are reduced to less than significant.  

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to the decrease in groundwater supplies. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the 
Modified Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts 
under those thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe 
significant impacts in this regard when compared to the Original Project. 

Impact 5.3-3: Would the Modified 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 
result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site, substantially increase 
the rate or amount of  surface runoff  in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or offsite, 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 impede or redirect flood 
flows? [Threshold HYD-3 (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)] 

Development of the Modified Project would result in a decrease in impervious surfaces contemplated 
in the Original Project. The Original Project assumed 90 percent coverage of the commercial land, and 
the Modified Project would result in an average of 65.33 percent lot coverage.  

The post-construction site hydrology would mimic the pre-development hydrology, thereby reducing 
the downstream erosion that may occur due to increased runoff from pervious surfaces, and pollutants 
in runoff from the site would be significantly reduced.  

Like the Original Project, the Modified Project is subject to NPDES requirements and the countywide 
MS4 permit. Additionally, the Project applicant must submit a SWPPP to reduce erosion and 
sedimentation of downstream watercourses during construction. Furthermore, the Project applicant is 
required to prepare and submit a detailed erosion control plan for the City approval prior to obtaining 
a grading permit. Implementation of this plan would address any erosion issues associated with 
proposed grading and site preparation. The Modified Project would result in opportunities for 
landscaped areas which are integrated into the stormwater collection and treatment system. The 
landscape areas will be used to treat stormwater runoff with a proposed biofiltration basin before 
connecting to a proposed storm drain system. The Modified Project would also include filters which 
would be installed in catch basins and planters. 

Furthermore, the WQMP for the Modified Project includes BMPs to prevent erosion during 
construction and post-construction. The Modified Project would not result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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The project site is designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as being Zone 
X, indicating minimal risk of flooding. Although the Modified Project would increase impervious 
surfaces compared to existing conditions, the project site is not located within an area of flood risk, 
and the proposed basin would reduce impacts from on- or off-site flooding. Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant. 

The Original Project’s increase in volume, from pre-Project to post-Project, would be stored in the 
proposed sand filter basins and subsurface systems which would ensure that post-Project flows would 
be reduced to less than pre-Project levels and would also trap pollutants. Additionally, the Original 
Project would implement BMPs which would reduce impacts to less than significant. The Original 
Project found that the project site is located outside a 100-year floodplain, and therefore, would not 
impede or redirect flows. The Modified Project would also incorporate BMPs; the project site is located 
outside an area of flood risk. 

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to substantial erosion or siltation, increase in the rate or amount of runoff, the creation 
of runoff in exceedance of storm drain capacity, and the impedance of flood flows. Accordingly, no 
changes or alterations to the Modified Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any 
significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts in this regard when compared to the Original 
Project. 

Impact 5.3-4: Would the Modified Project in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of  pollutants due to Project inundation? [Threshold HYD-4] 

The project site is not within a flood hazard zone. The project site is not in an area subject to seiches, 
mudflows, or tsunamis due to the absence of any nearby bodies of water and mud/debris channels. 
Additionally, the County of Riverside identifies dam inundation hazard areas throughout the County. 
A review of records maintained at the California Office of Emergency Services provided potential 
failure inundation maps for 23 dams affecting Riverside County; these maps were compiled into 
geographic information system (GIS) digital coverage of potential dam inundation zones. The County’s 
dam inundation zones are identified in Figure S-10 of the Wildomar General Plan. As shown in Figure 
S-10, the project site is not in any dam inundation hazard zones. In addition, the project site is not in 
the vicinity of any levees or waterbody which could cause a tsunami. Therefore, the Project would not 
be exposed to seiches, mudflows, or tsunami hazards, and no significant impact would occur. 

The Original Project determined that the project site is not at risk for inundation by a tsunami as it is 
located at least 25 miles from the Pacific Ocean, nor from a seiche during a seismic event as it is 
approximately 4 miles from Lake Elsinore and 15.5 miles from Lake Perris. The Original Project stated 
that there are no steep slopes onsite, and Sedco Hills, located approximately 1,200 feet from the site 
would not impact the site due to the separation distance and intervening barriers such as I-15 freeway. 
Therefore, impacts associated with landslides, rockfalls, or mudslides would result in no significant 
impact. Similarly, the Modified Project would not be exposed to seiches, tsunamis, floods, or mudflows 
and impacts would be less than significant.  
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Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to the release of pollutants in flood hazards, tsunamis or seiche zones. Accordingly, no 
changes or alterations to the Modified Project were required to avoid or substantially lessen any 
significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts in this regard when compared to the Original 
Project. 

Impact 5.3-5: Would the Modified Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of  a 
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan? 
[Threshold HYD-5] 

The Modified Project would implement BMPs to ensure that it has a less than significant impact on 
surface and ground water quality. These measures also ensure that the Modified Project does not 
obstruct or conflict with the implementation of the San Diego Basin Plan or the Santa Margarita Water 
Quality Improvement Plan. Additionally, the Modified Project would not conflict with the EVMWD 
UWMP. The Modified Project would comply with water quality requirements set forth in the Statewide 
General Construction Permit, the NPDES, and the City of Wildomar Municipal Code Section 13.12 
(Stormwater/Urban Runoff Management and Discharge Controls Ordinance). Additionally, active 
groundwater management and conjunctive use programs have been implemented by EVMWD to 
ensure the balance of inflows and outflows of the Elsinore Basin. Therefore, the Modified Project 
would not impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin and impacts would be less than 
significant.  

The Original Project would comply with federal, state, and local regulations, through the 
implementation of BMPs, the NPDES permits, and SWPPP, and would therefore result in less than 
significant impacts. Similarly, the Modified Project would comply with the NPDES permit as well as 
federal, state, and local regulations, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to the confliction with or obstruction of the implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable management plan. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project 
were required to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those 
thresholds. The Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts in this regard when compared to the Original Project. 

3. Transportation 

Impact 5.4-2: Would the Modified Project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15064.3, subdivision (b)? [Threshold T-2] 

The VMT analysis was added to the CEQA Guidelines in 2019, and therefore, VMT was not addressed 
in the 2016 EIR for the Original Project. VMT calculations were prepared for the Modified Project 
prior to the City’s adoption of a VMT threshold and therefore the OPR recommended threshold was 
conservatively used to evaluate VMT. Since preparation of the VMT analysis for the Modified Project, 
the City of Wildomar has adopted a VMT threshold.  
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Unlike urban areas that have many transit options, communities like Wildomar are limited in the 
mitigation that can be applied to reduce VMT. For example, without high quality transit in the City it 
is impractical to eliminate parking. Lack of high-quality transit also reduces the potential for transit-
oriented design (TOD).  

WRCOG evaluated several mitigation strategies designed to reduce VMT for applicability in the City. 
Given the City’s rural / suburban land use context, the following key strategies were identified as the 
most appropriate. 

 diversifying land use 

 improving pedestrian networks 

 implementing traffic calming infrastructure 

 building low-street bicycle network improvements 

 encouraging telecommuting and alternative work schedules 

 providing ride-share programs  
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The measures are intended to apply at the City level, however project specific design elements are 
included in the Modified Project and would be consistent with the larger City effort to connect 
sidewalks and trails to encourage non-motorized transportation. Considered in its entirety, the 
Modified Project is a horizontal mixed-use development with both residential and commercial 
components. It is possible that one or more employees and/or patients of the MOB will live in the 
homes on-site and could walk to the project which would reduce VMT. The design of the site provides 
for non-motorized access.  

As shown in Table 5.4-13, Estimated VMT Reduction for Wildomar with Plausible Mitigation, on page 5.4-24 
of the Draft SEIR, the potential reduction in VMT is expressed as a range and varies depending on the 
source of the documentation. The CAPCOA analysis was conducted in 2010, and the WRCOG 
analysis in 2019. The anticipated reduction in VMT estimated by WRCOG is less than the CAPCOA 
projections. 

In addition to physical design such as mixed use, some of the measures are dependent upon the 
operation of the land use. For example, it is unreasonable to assume that a significant number of the 
hotel guests would cycle to the building. Employees certainly could, however this represents a very 
small percentage of the total trips. Similarly, patients at the MOB would be unlikely to walk if they are 
ill. Employees could potentially walk to the MOB, however, this assumes showers and facilities for 
changing. The Modified Project is designed to accommodate pedestrian and cycle traffic, however it is 
not connected to other sidewalks or trails, which makes it more difficult to access. This will change as 
the City implements its active transportation program and improvements occur along Baxter Road.  

In determining the amount of VMT reduction associated with the Modified Project, the VMT memo 
evaluated the aforementioned transportation demand management strategies and applied the midpoint 
of the associated reductions within the ranges shown in Table 5.4-13. 

The following are Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies that were included in the 
Modified Project to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). As they are already part of the Modified Project 
they were included in the evaluation of VMT. While not mitigation measures, these project design 
features are important to addressing the Modified Project impacts on VMT. Therefore, the measures 
are included here, and will be included in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) 
to ensure that they are considered before allowing any change in the project design: 

 TDM Strategy #1: Increase Diversity of  Land Uses – At least three of  the following shall be 
located on or off-site within ¼ mile of  the Project: Residential Development, Retail Development, 
Park, Open Space, or Office.  

 TDM Strategy #2: Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements – Pedestrian connections 
such as a sidewalk and/or trail shall be provided to surrounding areas, and along Baxter Road, 
consistent with the City’s General Plan and roadway development standards. 

 TDM Strategy #3: Provide Traffic Calming Measures – Traffic calming measures shall be 
incorporated in the final site design within the parking and roadways to reduce vehicle speeds and 
make it more pleasant for and encourage pedestrians and cyclists.  
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Table 5.4-14, VMT Impact Evaluation, on page 5.4-25 of the Draft SEIR, shows the application of the 
TDM VMT reduction strategies to the Citywide VMT average of 32.87. The application of 9.95 
percent, when applied to the Project calculated VMT of 28.16 results in a VMT of 25.36, which is 
below the threshold of 31.88, therefore impact to VMT from this Project are considered less than 
significant.  

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to VMT. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project were required 
to avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. The 
Modified Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts in this regard 
when compared to the Original Project. 

  



 

 - 28 - 

Impact 5.4-3: Would the Modified Project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
(e.g., farm equipment), or result in inadequate emergency access? [Threshold 
T-3 and T-4] 

Site Adjacent Roadway Recommendations 

Baxter Road 

Recommendations include constructing Baxter Road at its ultimate half-section width as an Arterial 
Highway (128-foot right-of-way) between Central Street and the project site’s eastern boundary, as well 
as constructing the extension of Baxter Road to its ultimate cross-section width as a Local Street (60-
foot right-of-way) from the edge of Central Avenue/Baxter Road to the project entrance at Driveway 
1. Additionally, constructing the western extension of Baxter Road from Driveway 1 to White Street 
to its ultimate half-section as a Local Street (60-foot right-of-way) is another recommendation for 
Baxter Road. Improvements along the project’s frontage would be those required by final conditions 
of approval for the Modified Project and applicable City of Wildomar standards. 

White Street 

Recommendations for White Street include constructing White Street at its ultimate half-section width 
as a Local Street (60-foot right-of-way) from the project’s northern boundary to Baxter Road. 
Improvements along the project’s frontage (eastern side of White Street) would be those required by 
final conditions of approval for the Modified Project and applicable City of Wildomar standards. 

Additionally, the following improvements are necessary to accommodate site access: 

 Intersection #2, Driveway 1 & Baxter Road: 
o Install a stop control on the eastbound approach and add an eastbound shared left-right turn 

lane. 

o Add a northbound shared left-through lane. 

o Add a southbound shared through-right turn lane. 

 Intersection #3, Central Street & Baxter Road: 
o Install a traffic signal. 

o Add a southbound left turn lane (restripe existing lane) and southbound right turn lane. 

o Add an eastbound left turn lane. 

o Add a westbound right turn lane. 

 Intersection #4, Driveway 2 & Baxter Road: 
o Install a stop control on the southbound approach and add a southbound right turn lane. 

o Add a westbound right turn lane. 

All site access points and site-adjacent intersections would be constructed to be consistent with the 
identified roadway classifications and respective cross-sections in the City of Wildomar General Plan 
Circulation Element. Additionally, all sight distance at each project access point should be reviewed 
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with respect to Caltrans and City of Wildomar sight distance standards at the time of preparation of 
final grading, landscaping, and street improvement plans. 

Existing Plus Project 

Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis 

The queuing analysis in the TIA concluded that for Existing+Project and Opening Year (2021) 
conditions there are no movements that are anticipated to experience queuing issues during the 
weekday AM or weekday PM peak 95th percentile traffic flows with the addition of the Modified 
Project’s traffic. 

The City of Wildomar implements development standards designed to ensure standard engineering 
practices are used for all improvements. The Modified Project would be checked for compliance with 
these standards as part of the City’s review process. Additionally, access to the project site would be 
reviewed by the City and the CAL FIRE / Riverside County Fire Department to ensure there is 
sufficient emergency access provided at the site as required by the City of Wildomar Municipal Code 
8.28, Fire Code, for compliance with the California Fire Code. Therefore, impacts are less than 
significant.  

The Original Project determined that impacts due to hazardous design features would be less than 
significant as roadway improvements would be designed and constructed to meet the City’s 
requirements and would be reviewed by the City. Additionally, the Original Project would be designed, 
constructed, and maintained to provide required emergency/evacuation access; the Original Project 
would adhere to the applicable City requirements and development plans would be reviewed by law 
enforcement and/or other emergency service providers. Similarly, the Modified Project would adhere 
to the same requirements as the Original Project and also result in less than significant impacts to 
design features and emergency access.  

Finding. The Modified Project would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impact relating to the substantial increase in hazards due to design features or inadequate emergency 
access. Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the Modified Project were required to avoid or 
substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts under those thresholds. The Modified 
Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts in this regard when 
compared to the Original Project. 

D. Findings on Significant Environmental Impacts that can be reduced to a 
Less Than Significant Level 

The following summary describes impacts of the Modified Project that, without mitigation, would 
result in significant adverse impacts. Upon implementation of the mitigation measures provided in the 
SEIR, these impacts, from Chapter 5 and Chapter 8, would be considered less than significant. 



 

 - 30 - 

CHAPTER 5 

1. Air Quality 

Impact 5.1-3: Would the Modified Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? [Threshold AQ-3] 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Section 5.1, Air Quality, starting 
on page 5.1-22 of the Draft SEIR. 

The Modified Project could actively disturb approximately 3.5 acres per day during site preparation 
activities and 4 acres per day for grading activities of the approximately 10-acre site.  

Localized Significance – Short-Term Construction Activity 

Commercial and industrial facilities are not included in the definition of sensitive receptors because 
employees and patrons do not typically remain onsite for a full 24 hours but are typically onsite for 
eight hours or less. Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site include the residential uses 
approximately 50 feet north adjacent to the project boundaries opposite Grove Street, south of Baxter 
Road approximately 440 feet south of the project boundaries, and the homes located west of the 
project site boundary at a distance of approximately 140 feet across White Street. 

Table 5.1-6, Localized Significance Summary of Construction - Without Mitigation, on page5.1-23 of the Draft 
SEIR, identifies the localized impacts at the nearest receptor location in the vicinity of the project site 
under the Original Project and Modified Project conditions.  

As shown in Table 5.1-6, without mitigation, localized construction emissions would exceed the 
applicable SCAQMD LSTs for emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 under both the Original Project and 
Modified Project conditions. Notably, the Modified Project would result in less daily emissions than 
the Original Project, as shown in Table 5.1-6.   

Table 5.1-7, Localized Significance Summary of Construction - With Mitigation, on page 5.1-24 of the Draft 
SEIR, identifies the localized impacts at the nearest receptor location in the vicinity of the project site 
under the Original Project and Modified Project conditions. Mitigation Measures AQ-1, which is in 
addition to the mitigation measures of the Original Project, is recommended to reduce the PM10 and 
PM2.5 impacts. After implementation of MM AQ-1, construction emissions would not exceed the 
applicable SCAQMD LSTs for any criteria pollutant. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires that for 
construction equipment greater than 150 horsepower (>150 HP), the construction contractor shall 
ensure that off-road diesel construction equipment complies with EPA/CARB Tier 3 emissions 
standards and shall ensure that all construction equipment is tuned and maintained in accordance with 
the manufacturer’s specifications.  

As shown in Table 5.1-7, mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant under both 
the Original Project and Modified Project conditions. Although the Modified Project would not exceed 
thresholds, the Modified Project would result in more daily emissions of CO during grading activities 
(3.16 lbs/day), and more daily emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 during site preparation activities (3.72 
lbs/day and 1.42 lbs/day, respectively). 



 

 - 31 - 

Localized Significance – Long-Term Operational Activity 

The development of the Modified Project is located on approximately 36 acres. As previously stated, 
the total development proposed for the site includes 66 single-family detached dwelling units and 204 
multi-family dwelling units (as analyzed in the Original Project), as well as the Modified Project’s 102-
room hotel and 84,000 square feet of medical office building (MOB) space. According to SCAQMD 
LST methodology, LSTs would apply to the operational phase of a project, if the Modified Project 
includes stationary sources, or attracts mobile sources that may spend long periods queuing and idling 
at the site (e.g. transfer facilities and warehouse buildings). Neither the Original Project nor the 
Modified Project includes such uses, and therefore, due to the lack of significant stationary source 
emissions, no long-term localized significance threshold analysis is needed.  

CO Hot Spot Analysis  

The Modified Project would not result in potentially adverse CO concentrations or “hot spots.” It has 
been long recognized that CO hotspots are caused by vehicular emissions, primarily when idling at 
congested intersections. In response, vehicle emissions standards have become increasingly stringent 
in the last twenty years. Currently, the allowable CO emissions standard in California is a maximum of 
3.4 grams/mile for passenger cars. With the turnover of older vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels, 
and implementation of increasingly sophisticated and efficient emissions controls technologies, CO 
concentration in the SCAB is now designated as attainment. Also, CO concentrations in the project 
vicinity have steadily declined. 

The Modified Project would not produce the volume of traffic required to generate a CO “hot spot” 
either in the context of the 2003 Los Angeles hot spot study (which did not predict any violation of 
CO standards) or based on representative BAAQMD CO threshold considerations (which concluded 
that under existing and future vehicle emission rates, a given project would have to increase traffic 
volumes at a single intersection by more than 44,000 vehicle per hour or 24,000 vehicles per hour 
where vertical and/or horizontal air does not mix, in order to generate a significant CO impact). 
Therefore, as with the Original Project, CO “hot spots” are not an environmental impact of concern 
for the Modified Project; localized air quality impacts related to mobile-source emissions would be less 
than significant.  

The Original Project concluded that with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1A and 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1B, which require the use of Tier 3 certified construction equipment or better 
and signage for construction workers to shut-off engines at or before five minutes of idling, impacts 
would be reduced to less than significant levels. In addition to these mitigation measures, the Modified 
Project would implement Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which requires construction equipment greater 
than 150 horsepower (>150 HP) to comply with EPA/CARB Tier 3 emission standards, in order to 
reduce impacts to PM10 and PM2.5.  
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Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measure was included in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR, and is applicable 
to the Modified Project. 

AQ-1 For equipment greater than 150 horsepower (>150 HP), the Construction Contractor 
shall ensure that off-road diesel construction equipment complies with 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)/California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
Tier 3 emissions standards and shall ensure that all construction equipment is tuned 
and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications. 

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 

Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would require construction equipment greater than 150 horsepower (>150 
HP) comply with EPA/CARB Tier 3 emission standards to reduce impacts to PM10 and PM2.5. 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce potential impacts to air quality to a level that is less than 
significant. 

CHAPTER 8 

1. Biological Resources 

8.3(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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Chapter 8, Impacts Found Not 
to Be Significant, and in particular, starting on page 8-5 of the Draft SEIR. 

As stated in the Original Project, the Original Project would result in the direct removal of various 
common plant species that occur in large numbers throughout the region, which would not result in a 
significant impact. The project would require ground clearing which would require the removal of the 
paniculate tarplant (deinandra panicualta), which is classified as a special status plant species and 
identified in the southeastern and northeastern portions of the site. However, according to the Original 
Project, the paniculate tarplant is widely distributed throughout Riverside County and is not considered 
for coverage under the Multiple Species Habitat Community Plan (MSHCP). Therefore, the paniculate 
tarplant is not considered sensitive. As with the Original Project, the Modified Project would result in 
less than significant impacts. According to the Original Project, there are 13 special-status species that 
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were determined to have potential to occur on or near the project site. However, after focused surveys, 
all special-status species were determined to have low potential for occurring on site; nonetheless, 
impacts to these species are still potentially significant due to the presence of potentially suitable habitat 
for burrowing owl. With the implementation of the Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1A, from the Original 
Project, impacts for the Modified Project would be the same as the Original Project – Less Than 
Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measure was included in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR, and is applicable 
to the Modified Project. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1A: Within 30 days prior to ground disturbance, a pre-construction 
survey for burrowing owl shall be conducted to avoid potential direct take of  burrowing owls that 
may occupy the site in the future. 

In the event no burrowing owls are observed within the limits of  ground disturbance, no further 
mitigation is required. 

If  burrowing owls are identified during the survey periods, the City or project applicant will 
develop a burrowing owl relocation and conservation strategy that is acceptable to the California 
Department of  Fish and Wildlife, the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority 
(RCA), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. If  passive or active relocation of  the owls is 
approved for the site by the CDFW, the relocation plan will include the following elements: 

o The locations of  the nests and the owls proposed for relocation. 

o The locations of  the proposed relocation sites. 

o The numbers of  adult owls and juveniles proposed for relocation 

o The time of  year when relocation is proposed to take place. 

o The name of  the biologist proposed to supervise the relocation, and the details of  his/her 
previous experiences capturing, handling, and relocating burrowing owls, including the 
outcomes of  their previous relocation efforts (survival/mortality rates and site-fidelity rates 
or the relocated owls), and relevant permits held. 

o A detailed description of  the proposed method of  capture, transport, and acclimation of  the 
current project’s owls on the proposed relocation site. 

o A detailed description of  relocation site preparations (e.g., the design and dimensions of  the 
artificial release burrows and hacking cage, duration of  hacking activities (including food and 
water provision). 

o Description of  the monitoring methods and monitoring duration to be employed to verify 
survival of  the relocated owls and their long-terms retention on the relocation site. 

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
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new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 

Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1A would require a pre-construction survey for burrowing owls within 30 
days prior to ground disturbance. If burrowing owls are identified during the survey periods, the City 
or project applicant will develop a burrowing owl relocation and conservation strategy. Mitigation 
Measure 4.4.6.1A would reduce potential impacts to biological resources to a level that is less than 
significant. 

8.3(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 Wildlife or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services? 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Chapter 8, Impacts Found Not to 
be Significant, starting on page 8.6 of the Draft SEIR. 

According to the Original Project, approximately 3.9 percent of the plant communities on site are 
native and approximately 11 percent of the plant communities off site are native. Of the existing native 
plant communities, southern willow scrub/eucalyptus woodland and southern riparian scrub are 
considered sensitive. Although the riparian communities are not in optimal condition, they are still 
considered sensitive plant communities. As with the Original Project, the Modified Project would 
remove these communities during construction. Therefore, as with the Original Project, impacts of the 
Modified Project would be less than significant upon the implementation of the Mitigation Measure 
4.4.6.2A, from the Original Project. 

Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measure was included in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR, and is applicable 
to the Modified Project.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.2A: Prior to ground disturbance or issuance of  a grading permit, 
impacts to 0.36 acre of  southern willow scrub/eucalyptus woodland (including 0.33 acre on site 
and 0.03 acre off  site) and 0.10 acre of  southern riparian scrub (off  site) shall be compensated for 
by the developer providing no less than a 1:1 ratio of  off-site land within the Santa Margarita 
Watershed or an adjacent watershed to be acquired for the purpose of  in-perpetuity preservation, 
or through the purchase of  mitigation credits at an established off-site mitigation bank or in-lieu 
fee program. Purchase of  mitigation credits shall occur prior to any impacts to the southern willow 
scrub/eucalyptus woodland or southern riparian scrub habitats. 

Mitigation proposed on land acquired for the purpose of  in-perpetuity mitigation that is not part 
of  an agency-approved mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program shall include the preservation, 
creation, restoration, and/or enhancement of  similar habitat within the Santa Margarita Watershed 
or an adjacent watershed pursuant to a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP). The 
HMMP shall be prepared prior to any impacts to the southern willow scrub/eucalyptus woodland 
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and southern riparian scrub habitats, and shall provide details as to the implementation of  the 
mitigation, maintenance, and future monitoring. The goal of  the mitigation shall be to preserve, 
create, restore, and/or enhance similar habitat with equal or greater function and value than the 
affected habitat.  

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 

Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.2A would require the compensation for impacts to 0.36 acre of southern 
willow scrub/eucalyptus woodland and 0.10 acre of southern riparian scrub prior to ground 
disturbance or issuance of a grading permit. The goal of mitigation is to preserve, create, restore, 
and/or enhance similar habitat with equal or greater function and value than the affected habitat. 
Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.2A would reduce potential impacts to biological resources to a level that is 
less than significant. 

8.3(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, filing, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Chapter 8, Impacts Found Not to 
be Significant, and in particular, starting on page 8.7 of the Draft SEIR. 

As indicated in the Original Project, the project site does not include any federally protected wetlands. 
However, the site supports non-wetland, ephemeral drainages that may be regulated by the Clean Water 
Act (CWA). The project site contains an onsite drainage feature as well as two off-site drainage features. 
The onsite drainage feature was determined to be formed by human-controlled discharge from the 
northern rural landowner’s swimming pool. Since this drainage feature is isolated from downstream 
jurisdictional features, it is not considered a United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
jurisdictional “waters of the US” subject to concurrence by the USACE. However, the onsite drainage 
feature is considered “waters of the State” and therefore, the project would have a significant impact 
to the jurisdictional feature. The offsite drainages were determined to lack the biological functions and 
values of riparian/riverine areas and were not suitable habitat for the amphibians, birds, fish, 
invertebrate-crustacean, and plant species. It was determined that the Original Project would have a 
total direct impact to approximately 0.13 acre of riparian/riverine areas both on- and off-site. 
Additionally, indirect impacts to the following hydrologic functions could occur: flood storage, flood 
flow modification, nutrient retention and transformation, sediment trapping and transport, toxic 
trapping, public use, and wildlife habitat. Therefore, as with the Original Project, impacts of the 
Modified Project would be Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 
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Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measure was included in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR, and is applicable 
to the Modified Project.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.3A: Prior to the issuance of  any grading permit for permanent impacts 
in either on-site or off-site jurisdictional features, the project applicant shall obtain a Clean Water 
Act Section 404 permit and an Approved Jurisdictional Determination from the USACE, a Clean 
Water Act Section 404 permit from the RQQCB, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement permit 
under Section 1602 of  the California Fish and Game Code from the CDFW. The following shall 
be incorporated into the permitting, subject to approval by the regulatory agencies: 

o Off-site replacement and/or restoration of  USACE/RWQCB jurisdictional “waters of  the 
U.S.” or “waters of  the State” within the Santa Margarita Watershed at a ratio of  no less than 
1:1 or within an adjacent watershed at a ration of  no less than 2:1 for permanent impacts, and 
for any temporary impacts to restore the impact area to pre-project conditions (i.e., pre-project 
contours and revegetate where applicable). Off-site mitigation may occur on land acquired for 
the purpose of  in perpetuity preservation, or through the purchase of  mitigation credits at an 
agency-approved off-site mitigation bank or within an agency-accepted off-site permittee-
responsible mitigation area. 

o Off-site replacement and/or restoration of  CDFW jurisdictional streambed and associated 
riparian habitat within the Santa Margarita Watershed at a ratio no less than 1:1 or within an 
adjacent watershed at a ratio no less than 2:1 for permanent impacts, and for any temporary 
impacts to restore the impact area to pre-project conditions (i.e., pre-project contours and 
revegetate where applicable). Off-site mitigation may occur on land acquired for the purpose 
of  in perpetuity preservation, or through the purchase of  mitigation credits at an agency-
approved off-site mitigation bank or within an agency-accepted off-site permittee-responsible 
mitigation area. 

o Approval of  a project-specific Determination of  a Biologically Equivalent or Superior 
Preservation (DBESP) report by the resource agencies as appropriate and consistent with 
established MSHCP procedures. 

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 

Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.3A requires that the project applicant obtain a Clean Water Act Section 404 
permit and an Approved Jurisdictional Determination from the USACE, a Clean Water Action Section 
404 permit from the RQQCB, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement permit under Section 1602 of 
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the California Fish and Game Code from the CDFW prior to issuance of any grading permit for 
permanent impacts in either on-site or off-site jurisdictional features. Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.3A 
would reduce potential impacts to biological resources to a level that is less than significant. 

8.3(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? 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Chapter 8, Impacts Found Not to 
be Significant, and in particular, starting on page 8.8 of the Draft SEIR. 

The project site is adjacent to I-15 to the east and nearby rural and suburban residential development 
to the north and west. There is vacant land to the south of the project site, however, suburban 
residential developed areas occur beyond this open area. Due to the developed nature of the 
surroundings, regional movement of wildlife is restricted around the project site, as indicated in the 
Original Project. Although the project site would offer limited opportunities for regional wildlife 
movement, it could provide opportunities for smaller scale movement. Although development of the 
site may disrupt local migration movements, these impacts would be less than significant. The project 
site and surroundings contain suitable nesting habitat for several tree-, shrub-, and ground-nesting 
avian species. As with the Original Project, the Modified Project would result in a less than significant 
impact upon the implementation of mitigation measures.  

Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measures were included in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR, and is 
applicable to the Modified Project. The measures as provided include any revisions incorporated in the 
Final SEIR. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.4A: Pursuant to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the 
California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), site preparation activities (removal of  trees and 
vegetation) shall be avoided during the nesting season of  potentially occurring native and 
migratory bird species generally February 1 to September 15). If  site preparation activities must 
occur during the nesting season, a pre-activity field survey shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist prior to issuance of  grading permits for such development. The survey shall determine 
if  active nests of  species protected by the MBTA or CFGC are present in the construction zone. 
If  active nests of  these species are found, the developer shall establish an appropriate buffer zone 
with no grading or heavy equipment activity within of  500 feet from an active listed species or 
raptor nest, 300 feet from other sensitive or protected bird nests (non-listed), or 100 feet for 
sensitive or protected songbird nests. In the event of  no special status avian species are identified 
within the limits of  disturbance, no further mitigation is required. In the event such species are 
identified within the limits of  ground disturbance, Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.4B shall also apply. 
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 Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.4B: If  it is determined that project-related grading or construction will 
affect nesting special status avian species, no grading or heavy equipment activity shall take place 
within the limits established in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.4A until it has been determined by a 
qualified biologist that the nest/burrow is no longer active, and all juveniles have fledged the 
nest/burrow. 

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 

Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.4A requires that site preparation should be avoided during the nesting season 
of potentially occurring native and migratory bird species generally February 1 to September 15, 
pursuant to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. If site preparation activities must occur during the nesting 
season, a pre-activity field survey should be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to issuance of 
grading permits for such development. Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.4B requires that if project-related 
grading or construction will affect nesting special status avian specie, then no grading or heavy 
equipment activity should take place within the limits established in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.4A. 
Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.4A and Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.4B would reduce potential impacts to 
biological resources to a level that is less than significant. 

8.3(f)  Would the project conflict with the provisions of  an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved? 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Chapter 8, Impacts Found Not to 
be Significant, and in particular, starting on page 8.9 of the Draft SEIR. 

The project site is located within the Elsinore Area Plan of the MSHCP and requires compliance with 
the protection of species associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools. However, as stated 
in the Original Project, the project site is not within or adjacent to a Criteria Cell, a designated Cell 
Group, or a subunit within the Elsinore Area Plan that requires conservation of land for inclusion in 
the MSHCP Conservation Area. The project site is separated from the nearest cell group by I-15, 
undeveloped land, and scattered rural residential lots. Because the Original Project would affect 0.13 
area of riparian/riverine areas, a DBESP analysis was prepared to provide details on the impacts and 
compensatory mitigation to comply with the MSHCP. Additionally, although the project site does not 
currently support burrowing owls, there is potential for them to exist on the project site in the future. 
Compliance with the Riparian/Riverine and Burrowing Owl sections for the MSHCP and the payment 
of the MSHCP development fee as required by Section 3.42.070 of the Wildomar Municipal Code, as 
well as the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1A would reduce impacts of the Modified 
Project to less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measure was included in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR, and is applicable 
to the Modified Project.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1A: Within 30 days prior to ground disturbance, a pre-construction 
survey for burrowing owl shall be conducted to avoid potential direct take of  burrowing owls that 
may occupy the site in the future. 

In the event no burrowing owls are observed within the limits of  ground disturbance, no further 
mitigation is required. 

If  burrowing owls are identified during the survey periods, the City or project applicant will 
develop a burrowing owl relocation and conservation strategy that is acceptable to the California 
Department of  Fish and Wildlife, the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority 
(RCA), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. If  passive or active relocation of  the owls is 
approved for the site by the CDFW, the relocation plan will include the following elements: 

o The locations of  the nests and the owls proposed for relocation. 

o The locations of  the proposed relocation sites. 

o The numbers of  adult owls and juveniles proposed for relocation 

o The time of  year when relocation is proposed to take place. 

o The name of  the biologist proposed to supervise the relocation, and the details of  his/her 
previous experiences capturing, handling, and relocating burrowing owls, including the 
outcomes of  their previous relocation efforts (survival/mortality rates and site-fidelity rates 
or the relocated owls), and relevant permits held. 

o A detailed description of  the proposed method of  capture, transport, and acclimation of  the 
current project’s owls on the proposed relocation site. 

o A detailed description of  relocation site preparations (e.g., the design and dimensions of  the 
artificial release burrows and hacking cage, duration of  hacking activities (including food and 
water provision). 

o Description of  the monitoring methods and monitoring duration to be employed to verify 
survival of  the relocated owls and their long-terms retention on the relocation site. 

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 
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Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1A would require a pre-construction survey for burrowing owls within 30 
days prior to ground disturbance. If burrowing owls are identified during the survey periods, the City 
or project applicant will develop a burrowing owl relocation and conservation strategy. Mitigation 
Measure 4.4.6.1A would reduce potential impacts to biological resources to a level that is less than 
significant. 

2. Cultural Resources  

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

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Chapter 8, Impacts Found Not to 
be Significant, and in particular, starting on page 8.10 of the Draft SEIR. 

According to the Original Project, no resources have been mapped on the project site or within the 
immediate surrounding area, however, there are eight cultural resources within one-mile of the project 
site. Additionally, a Sacred Land File search revealed that the site did not contain Native American 
cultural resources. No archaeological sites were discovered during the field survey, however, it is 
possible that cultural artifacts may be uncovered during grading. With the implementation of the 
Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1A through 4.5.6.1E, impacts of the Modified Project, as with the Original 
Project, would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measures were included in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR, and is 
applicable to the Modified Project. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1A: At least 30 days prior to seeking a grading permit, the Project 
Applicant shall contact the Pechanga Tribe to notify the Tribe of  grading, excavation and the 
monitoring program, and to coordinate with the Tribe to develop a Cultural Resources Treatment 
and Monitoring Agreement. The Agreement shall address the treatment of  known cultural 
resources, the designation, responsibilities, and participation of  professional Native American 
Tribal monitors during grading, excavation and ground disturbing activities; project grading and 
development scheduling; terms of  compensation for the monitors; and treatment and final 
disposition of  any cultural resources, sacred sites, and human remains discovered on the site.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1B: Prior to the issuance of  a grading permit, the Project Applicant 
shall retain a Riverside County qualified archaeological monitor to monitor all ground-disturbing 
activities in an effort to identify any unknown archaeological resources. Any newly discovered 
cultural resource deposits shall be subject to a cultural resources evaluation.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1C: Prior to issuance of  any grading permit, the Project Archaeologist 
shall file a pre-grading report with the City to document the proposed methodology for grading 
activity observation which will be determined in consultation with the Pechanga Tribe. Said 
methodology shall include the requirement for a qualified archaeological monitor and a Pechanga 
Tribal monitor to be present and to have the authority to temporarily stop and redirect grading 
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activities in order to evaluate the significance of  any archaeological and cultural resources 
discovered on the property. Tribal and archaeological monitors shall be allowed to monitor all 
grading, excavation and groundbreaking activities.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1D: If  inadvertent discoveries of  subsurface archaeological/cultural 
resources are discovered during grading, the Developer, the project archaeologist, and the Tribe 
shall assess the significance of  such resources and shall meet and confer regarding the mitigation 
for such resources. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code § 21083.2(b) avoidance is the 
preferred method of  preservation for archaeological resources. If  the Developer, the project 
archaeologist, and the Tribe cannot agree on the significance or the mitigation for such resources, 
these issues will be presented to the Planning Director for decision. The City Planning Director 
shall make the determination based on the provisions of  the California Environmental Quality 
Act with respect to archaeological resources and shall take into account the religious beliefs, 
customs, and practices of  the Tribe. Notwithstanding any other rights available under the law, the 
decision of  the Planning Director shall be appealable to the Wildomar City Council.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1E: All cultural materials, that are collected during the grading 
monitoring program and, if  applicable, from any previous archaeological studies or excavations on 
the project site, with the exception of  sacred items, burial goods, and human remains which will 
be addressed in the Treatment Agreement required in Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1A shall be tribally 
curated according to the current professional repository standards. The collections and associated 
records shall be transferred, including title, to the Pechanga Tribe’s curation facility which meets 
the standards set forth in 36 CRF Part 79 for federal repositories. All sacred sites, should they be 
encountered within the project area, shall be avoided and preserved as the preferred mitigation, if  
feasible. 

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 

Rationale for Finding 

Although no archaeological sites were discovered during the field survey, cultural artifacts may be 
uncovered during grading. Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1A requires that the project applicant contact the 
Pechanga Tribe to notify the Tribe of ground disturbing activities and to coordinate with the Tribe to 
develop a Cultural Resources Treatment and Monitoring Agreement, at least 30 days prior to seeking 
a grading permit. Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1B requires that the project applicant retain a Riverside 
County qualified archaeological monitor to monitor all ground-disturbing activities in an effort to 
identify any unknown archaeological resources prior to the issuance of a grading permit. Mitigation 
Measure 4.5.6.1C requires that the project archaeologist file a pre-grading report with the City to 
document the proposed methodology for grading activity observation which will be determined in 
consultation with the Pechanga Tribe, prior to the issuance of a grading permit. Mitigation Measure 
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4.5.6.1D requires the developer, project archaeologist, and the Tribe to assess the significance of such 
resources and shall meet and confer regarding the mitigation for such resources, if inadvertent 
discoveries of subsurface archaeological/cultural resources are discovered. Mitigation Measure 
4.5.6.1E requires that all cultural materials collected during the grading monitoring program, which will 
be addressed in the Treatment Agreement required in Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1A, be tribally curated 
according to the current professional repository standards. Mitigation Measures 4.5.6.1A through 
4.5.6.1E would reduce potential impacts of cultural resources to less than significant. 

8.4(c)  Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of  dedicated cemeteries? 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Chapter 8, Impacts Found Not to 
be Significant, and in particular, starting on page 8.12 of the Draft SEIR. 

The project site is currently undeveloped and there is no evidence to suggest that the project site has 
been utilized in the past for human burials. In the unlikely event that human remains are discovered 
during grading or construction activities within the project site, compliance with State law (Health and 
Safety Code § 7050.5) (HSC § 7050.5) would be required. These requirements area imposed on any 
construction activity in which human remains are detected. 

As with the Original Project, the Modified Project would comply with the California State Health and 
Safety Code § 7050.0 and Public Resources Code § 5097.98. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant with the incorporation of mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measures were included in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR, and is 
applicable to the Modified Project. The measures as provided include any revisions incorporated in the 
Final SEIR. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1F: If  human remains are encountered, California Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to California Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a 
final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made. If  the Riverside County Coroner 
determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission must 
be contacted within 24 hours. The Native American Heritage Commission must then immediately 
identify the “most likely descendants(s)” of  receiving notification of  the discovery. The most likely 
descendant(s) shall then make recommendations within 48 hours, and engage in consultations 
concerning the treatment of  the remains as provided in Public Resources Code 5097.98 and the 
Treatment Agreement described in Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1A. 

 CUL-1: It is understood by all parties that unless otherwise required by law, the site of  any reburial 
of  Native American human remains or associated grave goods shall not be disclosed and shall not 
be governed by public disclosure requirements of  the California Public Records Act. The Coroner, 
pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in California Government Code 6254 (r)., parties, and 
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Lead Agencies, will be asked to withhold public disclosure information related to such reburial, 
pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in California Government Code 6254 (r). 

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 

Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.1F requires that no further disturbance should occur until the Riverside 
County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to the origin, if human remains are encountered. 
If the Riverside County Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American 
Heritage Commission must be contacted within 24 hours. The Native American Heritage Commission 
must then immediately identify the “most likely descendants(s)” of receiving notification of the 
discovery. Mitigation Measure CUL-1 requires that the site of reburial of Native American human 
remains or associated graves should not be disclosed and should not be governed by public disclosure 
requirements of the California Public Records Act. Mitigation Measures 4.5.6.1F and CUL-1 would 
reduce potential impacts of cultural resources to less than significant. 

3. Geology and Soils 

8.6(aii)  Would the project directly or indirectly caused potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of  loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic 
ground shaking? 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Chapter 8, Impacts Found to be 
Not Significant, and in particular, starting on page 8.15 of the Draft SEIR.  

According to the Original Project, the nearest fault to the project site is the Temecula branch of the 
Elsinore Fault, which had the highest peak site acceleration of 0.844 g. The next nearest fault is the 
Glen Ivy branch of the Elsinore Fault, which has a peak site acceleration of 0.593 g. Therefore, the 
project site is expected to be subject to moderate to severe ground shaking in the event of a major 
earthquake on any of the nearby faults. In addition to compliance with current California Building 
Code (CBC) requirements, mitigation measures would be required in order to reduce impacts to less 
than significant. 
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Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measure was included in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR, and is applicable 
to the Modified Project.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.6.6.1A: The developer shall implement the seismic design 
recommendations of  the project geotechnical assessment conducted by Geocon West, Inc. dated 
March 26, 2015 (revised). These site-specific recommendations shall be incorporated as 
appropriate into project building plans, project grading, etc.  

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 

Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure 4.6.6.1A requires that the developer implement the seismic design 
recommendations of the project geotechnical assessment into the project building plans, project 
grading, etc. Mitigation Measure 4.6.6.1A would reduce potential impacts of geology and soils to less 
than significant. 

8.6(f)  Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Chapter 8, Impacts Found to be 
Not Significant, and in particular, starting on page 8.17 of the Draft SEIR.  

As stated in the Original Project, the majority of the project site is underlain by younger Quaternary 
alluvial fan deposits and Pleistocene Pauba Formation, both of which have produced vertebrate fossils 
in the past. However, there are no known paleontological resources located within the project limits. 
Because both the younger Quaternary alluvial fan deposits and Pleistocene Pauba Formation have 
yielded paleontological resources in Southern California, the area is considered paleontologically 
sensitive. Upon the implementation of mitigation measures, the Modified Project, as with the Original 
Project, would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measures were included in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR, and is 
applicable to the Modified Project. The measures as provided include any revisions incorporated in the 
Final SEIR. 
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 Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.2A: If  paleontological resources (fossils) are discovered during project 
grading, work will be halted in that area until a qualified paleontologist can be retained to assess 
the significance of  the find. The project paleontologist shall monitor remaining earthmoving 
activities at the project site and shall be equipped to record and salvage fossil resources that may 
be unearthed during grading activities. The paleontologist shall be empowered to temporarily halt 
or divert grading equipment to allow recording and removal of  the unearthed resources. Any 
fossils found shall be evaluated in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines and offered for curation 
at an accredited facility approved by the City of  Wildomar. Once grading activities have ceased or 
the paleontologist determines that monitoring is no longer necessary, monitoring activities shall be 
discontinued. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.2B: A qualified paleontologist shall be retained and conduct a pre-
construction meeting prior to ground disturbance to instruct workers on proper fossil 
identification and subsequent notification of  a trained professional.  

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 

Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.2A requires work to be halted until a qualified paleontologist can be retained 
to assess the significance of the find, if paleontological resources are discovered during grading. Once 
grading activities have ceased or the paleontologist determines that monitoring is no longer necessary, 
monitoring activities shall be discontinued. Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.2B requires a qualified 
paleontologist be retained and conduct a pre-construction meeting prior to ground disturbance to 
instruct workers on proper fossil identification and subsequent notification.  Mitigation Measures 
4.5.6.2A and 4.5.6.2B would reduce potential impacts of paleontological resources to less than 
significant. 

4. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

8.7(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? 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Chapter 8, Impacts Found to be 
Not Significant, and in particular, starting on page 8.19 of the Draft SEIR.  

According to the Original Project, the Phase I ESA historical review determined that the project site 
has been used for agricultural purposes since the early 1930s and was developed with orchards around 
1938. While the project site is not actively being used as an orchard, the Original Project indicated that 
remnant olive trees still exist on the western portion of the site. A limited Phase II soil sampling report 
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was prepared and found no elevated levels of pesticides or arsenic-containing compounds which might 
be from past applications of agricultural chemicals. Therefore, as with the Original Project, the 
Modified Project would result in less than significant impacts. As a residence was previously onsite, 
the existence of a septic tank or water well onsite could exist, and due to the lack of information, 
mitigation is required. As with the Original Project, impacts of the Modified Project would be Less 
Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measure was included in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR, and is applicable 
to the Modified Project.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.8.6.1A: Prior to grading, evidence of  the existence or absence of  a septic 
tank and/or water well shall be identified. If  a septic tank and/or water well is present onsite, it 
will be removed and disposed of  by a licensed contractor under the direction of  the Riverside 
County Health Department. 

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 

Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure 4.8.6.1A requires that the evidence of the existence or absence of a septic tank 
and/or water well be identified before grading, and if found, the tank and/or well would be removed 
and disposed of. Mitigation Measure 4.8.6.1A would reduce potential impacts of hazards and hazardous 
materials to less than significant. 

5. Noise 

8.10(a)  Would the project result in the 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? 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Chapter 8, Impacts Found to be 
Not Significant, and in particular, starting on page 8.24 of the Draft SEIR.  

Short-term noise would occur during the construction of the project. Site preparation which includes 
excavation and grading would generate the highest noise levels due to the earthmoving equipment. As 
indicated in the Original Project, the highest noise levels would occur during the grading phase where 
noise experienced by the closest sensitive receptor, 50 feet north of the site, could reach up to 87.1 Leq 
dBA. Therefore, mitigation is required to reduce impacts to less than significant. Moreover, Tables 
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4.12.E through 4.12.G on pages 4.12-29 through 4.12-31 of the 2016 DEIR, present the roadway traffic 
noise analysis; the project is expected to generate an unmitigated exterior noise level of up to 1.6 dBA. 
The greatest noise level increase would occur on Monte Vista Drive south of Bundy Canyon Road. As 
noise levels at this location do not exceed 65 dBA in the no project condition, the addition of the 
project traffic would not create a significant noise level increase, according to the 2016 DEIR. As a 
result, the project would not produce a substantial increase in noise as a result of increasing traffic in 
the study area. Impacts related to this issue are less than significant. However, since exterior noise 
levels may potentially exceed the General Plan standard, the noise study analyzed “windows closed” 
conditions to ensure interior noise is below the 45 dBA CNEL interior standard. As shown on Table 
4.12.H on page 4.12-32 of the 2016 DEIR, noise levels at the multifamily housing adjacent to the I-15 
would exceed the City’s exterior noise standard, and would result in a potentially significant impact. As 
the residential component of the Original Project would remain the same under the Modified Project, 
this impact would continue to be significant and would require mitigation to reduce impacts to less 
than significant. The proposed MOB and hotel would generate stationary-source noise, similar to the 
commercial/retail noise sources identified in the Original Project, such as two-axel truck deliveries, 
rooftop air conditioning units, parking lot vehicle movements, and trash compacting. Compliance with 
the City General Plan interior and exterior noise levels would be adhered to. Impacts would be less 
than significant.  

Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measures were included in the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR, and is 
applicable to the Modified Project. The measures as provided include any revisions incorporated in the 
Final SEIR. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.1A: A construction noise mitigation plan shall be prepared and 
submitted to the City for review and approval prior to start of  construction. The plan shall identify 
the location of  construction equipment and activity, proximity to identified noise receptors, and 
demonstrate either a minimum 10 dBA reduction in noise levels off-site, or that noise levels would 
not exceed 85 dBA at any time when measured at the nearest property line of  noise receptors. 
Methods to mitigate construction noise may include (but shall not be limited to): 

o Install temporary noise control barriers, or equally effective noise protection measures. The 
noise barriers shall be maintained, and any damage promptly repaired. Noise control barriers 
and associated elements shall be completely removed, and the site appropriately restored upon 
the conclusion of  the construction activity. 

o During all project site construction, the construction contractors shall equip all construction 
equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with 
manufacturers’ standards. The construction contractor shall place all stationary construction 
equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from the noise-sensitive receivers nearest the 
project site. 

o The construction contractor shall locate equipment staging in areas that will create the greatest 
distance between construction related noise sources and noise-sensitive receivers nearest the 
project site during all project construction. 
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 Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.2A: To satisfy the City of  Wildomar 45 dBA CNEL interior noise 
level criteria, lots facing the I-15 Freeway will require a Noise Level Reduction (NLR) of  up to 
27.7 dBA and a windows closed condition requiring a means of  mechanical ventilation (e.g., air 
conditioning). Specific window recommendations will be made once final architectural plans are 
available and detailed interior noise reduction calculations can be calculated based on actual 
building assembly details. The preliminary interior noise analysis indicates that in order to meet the 
City of  Wildomar 45 dBA CNEL interior noise standards, the project shall provide the following 
noise mitigation measures:  

o Windows: All windows and sliding glass doors shall be well fitted, well weather-stripped 
assemblies and shall have a minimum STC of  32. 

o Exterior Walls: Provide exterior walls with a minimum Sound Transmission Class (STC) 
rating of  46. Typical walls with this rating will have 2 × 4 studs or greater, 16” o.c. with R13 
insulation, a minimum ⅞” exterior surface of  cement plaster and a minimum interior surface 
of  ½” gypsum board. 

o Doors: All exterior doors shall be well weather-stripped solid core assemblies at least 1¾” 
thick. 

o Roof: Roof  sheathing of  wood construction shall be well fitted or caulked plywood of  at least 
one-half  inch thick. Ceilings shall be well fitted, well-sealed gypsum board of  at least ½” thick. 
Insulation with at least a rating of  R-19 shall be used in the attic space. 

o Ventilation: Arrangements for any habitable room shall be such that any exterior door or 
window can be kept closed when the room is in use. A forced air circulation system (e.g., air 
conditioning) shall be provided which satisfy the requirements of  the Uniform Mechanical 
Code. 

o Landscaping: A screen of  planting containing predominantly evergreen tree and shrub 
species between the property and the freeway will help to reduce noise and visual impacts 
associated with freeway vehicle movement.  

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 

Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.1A requires a construction noise mitigation plan, to identify the location of 
construction equipment and activity in proximity to the identified noise receptors, be prepared prior 
to the start of construction. Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.2A requires that a Noise Level Reduction of up 
to 27.7 dBA be applied to lots facing the I-15 Freeway in order to satisfy the City of Wildomar 45 dBA 
CNEL interior noise level criteria. Mitigation Measures 4.12.6.1A and 4.12.6.2A would reduce potential 
impacts of noise to less than significant. 
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6. Tribal Cultural Resources 

8.14(aii)  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 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. 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Chapter 8, Impacts Found to be 
Not Significant, and in particular, starting on page 8.31 of the Draft SEIR.  

As with Impact 8.4(b), the Modified Project would implement Mitigation Measures 4.5.6.1A through 
4.5.6.1E. Additionally, per AB 52, the City consulted with the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians on 
April 13, 2020; after reviewing the mitigation measures of the Original Project, the Rincon Band of 
Luiseño Indians concluded consultation. The City also consulted with the Pechanga Band of Luiseño 
Indians and Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians on April 30, 2020. The Pechanga Band of Luiseño 
Indians provided mitigation measures, which are included below, and concluded consultation on May 
4, 2020. The Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians asked to review the mitigation measures provided by 
the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians, and the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians concurred with their 
mitigation measures and concluded consultation on May 28, 2020. 

Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measures were included in the Draft SEIR, and have been updated in the 
Final SEIR, and is applicable to the Modified Project.  

 TRI-1 Inadvertent Archaeological Find. If  during ground disturbance activities, cultural 
resources are discovered that were not assessed by the archaeological report(s) and/or 
environmental assessment conducted prior to project approval, the following procedures shall be 
followed.  Cultural resources are defined, as being multiple artifacts in close association with each 
other, but also include fewer artifacts if  the area of  the find is determined to be of  significance 
due to its sacred or cultural importance as determined in consultation with the Native American 
Tribe(s). 

a. All ground disturbance activities within 100 feet of the discovered cultural resources shall 
be halted until a meeting is convened between the developer, the archaeologist, the tribal 
representative(s) and the Planning Director to discuss the significance of the find. 

b. At the meeting, the significance of the discoveries shall be discussed and after consultation 
with the tribal representative(s) and the archaeologist, a decision shall be made, with the 
concurrence of the Planning  Director, as to the appropriate mitigation (documentation, 
recovery, avoidance, etc.) for the cultural resources. 
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c. Grading or further ground disturbance shall not resume within the area of the discovery 
until an agreement has been reached by all parties as to the appropriate mitigation. Work 
shall be allowed to continue outside of the buffer area and will be monitored by additional 
Tribal monitors if needed. 

d. Treatment and avoidance of the newly discovered resources shall be consistent with the 
Cultural Resources Management Plan and Monitoring Agreements entered into with the 
appropriate tribes. This may include avoidance of the cultural resources through project 
design, in-place preservation of cultural resources located in native soils and/or re-burial 
on the Project property so they are not subject to further disturbance in perpetuity as 
identified in Non-Disclosure of Reburial Locations Condition. 

e. If the find is determined to be significant and avoidance of the site has not been achieved, 
a Phase III data recovery plan shall be prepared by the project Archaeologist, in 
consultation with the Tribe, and shall be submitted to the City for their review and 
approval prior to implementation of the said plan.  

f. Pursuant to Calif. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.2(b) avoidance is the preferred method of 
preservation for archaeological resources and tribal cultural resources.  If the landowner 
and the Tribe(s) cannot agree on the significance or the mitigation for the archaeological 
or tribal cultural resources, these issues will be presented to the Planning Director for 
decision. The City’s Planning Director shall make the determination based on the 
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act with respect to archaeological and 
tribal cultural resources, recommendations of the project Archaeologist, and shall take 
into account the cultural and religious principles and practices of the Tribe. 
Notwithstanding any other rights available under the law, the decision of the City Planning 
Director shall be appealable to the City Planning Commission and/or City Council. 

 TRI-2 Cultural Resources Disposition.  In the event that Native American cultural 
resources are discovered during the course of  grading (inadvertent discoveries), the following 
procedures shall be carried out for final disposition of  the discoveries: 

a. One or more of the following treatments, in order of preference, shall be employed with 
the tribes.  Evidence of such shall be provided to the City of Wildomar Planning 
Department: 

i. Preservation-In-Place of the cultural resources, if feasible.  Preservation in place 
means avoiding the resources, leaving them in the place where they were found with 
no development affecting the integrity of the resources. 

ii. Reburial of the resources on the Project property. The measures for reburial shall 
include, at least, the following:  Measures and provisions to protect the future reburial 
area from any future impacts in perpetuity. Reburial shall not occur until all legally 
required cataloging and basic recordation have been completed, with an exception 
that sacred items, burial goods and Native American human remains are excluded. 
Any reburial process shall be culturally appropriate. Listing of contents and location 
of the reburial shall be included in the confidential Phase IV report. The Phase IV 
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Report shall be filed with the City under a confidential cover and not subject to Public 
Records Request.   

iii. If preservation in place or reburial is not feasible then the resources shall be curated 
in a culturally appropriate manner at a Riverside County curation facility that meets 
State Resources Department Office of Historic Preservation Guidelines for the 
Curation of Archaeological Resources ensuring access and use pursuant to the 
Guidelines. The collection and associated records shall be transferred, including title, 
and are to be accompanied by payment of the fees by the Applicant necessary for 
permanent curation. Evidence of curation in the form of a letter from the curation 
facility stating that subject archaeological materials have been received and that all 
fees have been paid, shall be provided by the landowner to the City. There shall be 
no destructive or invasive testing on sacred items, burial goods, and Native American 
human remains, as defined by the cultural and religious practices of the Most Likely 
Descendant. Results concerning finds of any inadvertent discoveries shall be included 
in the Phase IV monitoring report.  

 TRI-3 Archaeologist Retained.  Prior to issuance of  a grading permit the project applicant 
shall retain a Riverside County qualified Registered Professional Archaeologist (RPA), to monitor 
all ground disturbing activities in an effort to identify any unknown archaeological resources.   

The Registered Professional Archaeologist and the Tribal monitor(s) shall manage and oversee 
monitoring for all initial ground disturbing activities and excavation of  each portion of  the project 
site including clearing, grubbing, tree removals, mass or rough grading, trenching, stockpiling of  
materials, rock crushing, structure demolition and etc. The Registered Professional Archaeologist 
and the Tribal monitor(s), shall independently have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect or 
halt the ground disturbance activities to allow identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of  
cultural resources in coordination with any required special interest or tribal monitors. 

The developer/permit holder shall submit a fully executed copy of  the contract to the Planning 
Department to ensure compliance with this condition of  approval. Upon verification, the Planning 
Department shall clear this condition. 

In addition, the Registered Professional Archaeologist, in consultation with the Consulting 
Tribe(s), the contractor, and the City, shall develop a Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) 
in consultation pursuant to the definition in AB 52 to address the details, timing and responsibility 
of  all archaeological and cultural activities that will occur on the project site.  A consulting tribe is 
defined as a tribe that initiated the AB 52 tribal consultation process for the Project, has not opted 
out of  the AB 52 consultation process, and has completed AB 52 consultation with the City as 
provided for in Cal Pub Res Code Section 21080.3.2(b)(1) of  AB52.  Details in the Plan shall 
include: 

a. Project grading and development scheduling; 

b. The Project archaeologist and the Consulting Tribes(s) shall attend the pre-grading 
meeting with the City, the construction manager and any contractors and will conduct a 
mandatory Cultural Resources Worker Sensitivity Training to those in attendance.  The 
Training will include a brief review of the cultural sensitivity of the Project and the 
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surrounding area; what resources could potentially be identified during earthmoving 
activities; the requirements of the monitoring program; the protocols that apply in the 
event inadvertent discoveries of cultural resources are identified, including who to contact 
and appropriate avoidance measures until the find(s) can be properly evaluated; and any 
other appropriate protocols.  All new construction personnel that will conduct earthwork 
or grading activities that begin work on the Project following the initial Training must take 
the Cultural Sensitivity Training prior to beginning work and the Project archaeologist and 
Consulting Tribe(s) shall make themselves available to provide the training on an as-
needed basis; 

c. The protocols and stipulations that the contractor, City, Consulting Tribe(s) and Project 
archaeologist will follow in the event of inadvertent cultural resources discoveries, 
including any newly discovered cultural resource deposits that shall be subject to a cultural 
resources evaluation. 

 TRI-4 Native American Monitoring (Pechanga).  Tribal monitor(s) shall be required on-
site during all ground-disturbing activities, including grading, stockpiling of  materials, engineered 
fill, rock crushing, etc. The land divider/permit holder shall retain a qualified tribal monitor(s) 
from the Pechanga Band of  Luiseno Indians.  Prior to issuance of  a grading permit, the developer 
shall submit a copy of  a signed contract between the above-mentioned Tribe and the land 
divider/permit holder for the monitoring of  the project to the Planning Department and to the 
Engineering Department.  The Tribal Monitor(s) shall have the authority to temporarily divert, 
redirect or halt the ground-disturbance activities to allow recovery of  cultural resources, in 
coordination with the Project Archaeologist.   

 TRI-5 Native American Monitoring (Soboba). Tribal monitor(s) shall be required on-site 
during all ground-disturbing activities, including grading, stockpiling of  materials, engineered fill, 
rock crushing, etc. The land divider/permit holder shall retain a qualified tribal monitor(s) from 
the Soboba Band of  Luiseno Indians.  Prior to issuance of  a grading permit, the developer shall 
submit a copy of  a signed contract between the above-mentioned Tribe and the land 
divider/permit holder for the monitoring of  the project to the Planning Department and to the 
Engineering Department.  The Tribal Monitor(s) shall have the authority to temporarily divert, 
redirect or halt the ground-disturbance activities to allow recovery of  cultural resources, in 
coordination with the Project Archaeologist.   

 TRI-6 Archaeology Report - Phase III and IV.  Prior to final inspection, the 
developer/permit holder shall prompt the Project Archaeologist to submit two (2) copies of  the 
Phase III Data Recovery report (if  required for the Project) and the Phase IV Cultural Resources 
Monitoring Report that complies with the Community Development Department's requirements 
for such reports. The Phase IV report shall include evidence of  the required cultural/historical 
sensitivity training for the construction staff  held during the pre-grade meeting. The Planning 
Department shall review the reports to determine adequate mitigation compliance. Provided the 
reports are adequate, the Community Development Department shall clear this condition.  Once 
the report(s) are determined to be adequate, two (2) copies shall be submitted to the Eastern 
Information Center (EIC) at the University of  California Riverside (UCR) and one (1) copy shall 
be submitted to the Consulting Tribe(s) Cultural Resources Department(s).  
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Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Modified Project that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes 
are identified in the form of the mitigation measure above. The Modified Project would not result in 
new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the Original Project. The City of 
Wildomar hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measure is feasible, and the measure is 
therefore adopted. 

Rationale for Finding 

Mitigation Measure TRI-1 through TRI-6 require specific procedures to be followed if archaeological 
resources and Native American cultural resources are found during ground disturbance, a Riverside 
County qualified archaeologist be retained prior to issuance of a grading permit, Pechanga Band of 
Luiseno Indians and Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians monitors onsite during all ground disturbing 
activities, and the submittal of the Phase III Data Recovery report and Phase IV Cultural Resources 
Monitoring Report prior to final inspection. Mitigation Measures TRI-1 through TRI-6 would reduce 
potential impacts of tribal cultural resources to less than significant. 

E. Significant and Unavoidable Significant Impacts that Cannot Be Mitigated 
to Below the Level of Significance 

The following summary describes the unavoidable adverse impacts of the Modified Project where 
either mitigation measures were found to be infeasible, or the mitigation measures are under the control 
of another lead agency. The following impact would remain significant and unavoidable: 

1. Air Quality 

Impact 5.1-2: Would the Modified Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of  criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard during long-term 
operational activities, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations during long-term operational activities? [Thresholds AQ-2 and 
AQ-3] 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Section 5.1, Air Quality, and in 
particular, starting on page 5.1-20 of the Draft SEIR. 

Area Source Emissions 

Architectural Coatings 

Over a period of time, the buildings that are part of the Modified Project would be subject to emissions 
resulting from the evaporation of solvents contained in paints, varnishes, primers, and other surface 
coatings as part of the Modified Project’s maintenance.  
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Consumer Products 

Consumer products include, but are not limited to detergents, cleaning compounds, polishes, personal 
care products, and lawn and garden products. Many of these products contain organic compounds 
which when released in the atmosphere can react to form ozone and other photochemically reactive 
pollutants.  

Hearths/Fireplaces 

The Modified Project must comply with SCAQMD Rule 445, which prohibits the use of wood burning 
stoves and fireplaces in new development. To account for the requirements of this Rule, the 
unmitigated CalEEMod model estimates were adjusted to remove wood burning stoves and fireplaces. 
As the Modified Project must comply with SCAQMD Rule 445, the removal of wood burning stoves 
and fireplaces is not considered mitigation, although it must be identified as such in CalEEMod in 
order to treat the case appropriately. No wood burning stoves or fireplaces are included with the 
Modified Project. 

Landscape Maintenance Equipment 

Landscape maintenance equipment would generate emissions from fuel combustion and evaporation 
of unburned fuel. Equipment in this category would include lawnmowers, shredders/grinders, blowers, 
trimmers, chain saws, and hedge trimmers used to maintain the landscaping of the Modified Project.  

Energy Source Emissions 

Combustion Emissions Associated with Natural Gas and Electricity 

Electricity and natural gas are used by almost every project. Criteria pollutant emissions are emitted 
through the generation of electricity and consumption of natural gas. However, because electrical 
generating facilities for the project area are located either outside the region (state) or offset through 
the use of pollution credits (RECLAIM) for generation within the SCAB, criteria pollutant emissions 
from offsite generation of electricity is generally excluded from the evaluation of significance and only 
natural gas is considered.  

Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards 

California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings are adopted 
periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficient technologies and 
methods. Energy efficient buildings require less electricity.  

Mobile Source Emissions 

Project mobile source air quality impacts are dependent on both overall daily vehicle trip generation 
and the effect of the Modified Project on peak hour traffic volumes and traffic operations in the vicinity 
of the Modified Project. The Project-related operational air quality impacts are derived from the 
vehicles generated by the Modified Project.  

Fugitive Dust Related to Vehicular Travel 

Vehicle traveling on paved roads would be a source of fugitive emissions due to the generation of road 
dust inclusive of brake and tire wear particulates. 
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Impacts of the Original Project were less than significant with the incorporation of Mitigation Measure 
4.3.6.3A, which requires the Project applicant to submit energy demand calculations to the City. The 
Modified Project impacts would not substantially increase mobile source emissions as compared to the 
Original Project’s previously identified effects. However, a new air quality model has been adopted 
since the approval of the Original Project. The model (CalEEMod) calculates maximum daily emissions 
for summer and winter periods. Solely as a result of the new model, Project operational-source 
emissions would exceed the thresholds of significance of NOx (Appendix B of the Draft SEIR). It is 
important to note that over 84 percent of operational-source NOx emissions would be generated from 
the mobile activities from vehicles that cannot be mitigated. Neither the Modified Project nor the City 
can substantively or materially affect reductions in Project mobile-source emissions beyond the 
regulatory requirements and mitigation measures identified herein. The emissions are considered 
potentially significant even with the implementation of CALGreen Section 5.106.5.3, which requires 
six percent of parking spaces in new nonresidential buildings to be electric vehicle capable. Therefore, 
as a result of the new model, the Modified Project is conservatively deemed to have a new potentially 
significant impact.    

Mitigation Measures 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1C: During grading operations, no more than 5 acres of  land will be 
disturbed per day to help reduce particulate air pollution on surrounding residences. Violation of  
this restriction will be cause for work to be halted for a period of  one day for each violation. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A: Prior to the issuance of  building permits, the Project Applicant 
shall submit energy demand calculations to the City (Planning and Building Departments) 
demonstrating that the increment of  the Project for which building permits are being requested 
would achieve a minimum 15% increase in energy efficiencies beyond current California Building 
Code Title 24 performance standards. Representative energy efficiency/energy conservation 
measures to be incorporated in the project would include, but would not be not limited to, those 
listed below (it being understood that the items listed below are not all required and merely present 
examples; the list is not all-inclusive and other features that would demonstrably reduce energy 
consumption and promote energy conservation would also be acceptable): 

o Increase in insulation such that heat transfer and thermal bridging is minimized;  

o Limit air leakage through the structure and/or within the heating and cooling distribution 
system;  

o Use of  energy-efficient space heating and cooling equipment;  

o Installation of  electrical hook-ups at loading dock areas;  

o Installation of  dual-paned or other energy efficient windows;  

o Use of  interior and exterior energy efficient lighting that exceeds then incumbent California 
Title 24 Energy Efficiency performance standards; 

o Installation of  automatic devices to turn off  lights where they are not needed;  

o Application of  a paint and surface color palette that emphasizes light and off-white colors that 
reflect heat away from buildings; 
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o Design of  buildings with “cool roofs” using products certified by the Cool Roof  Rating 
Council, and/or exposed roof  surfaces using light and off-white colors; 

o Design of  buildings to accommodate photovoltaic solar electricity systems or the installation 
of  photo-voltaic solar electricity systems; and  

o Installation of  ENERGY STAR-qualified energy efficient appliances, heating and cooling 
systems, office equipment, and/or lighting products. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B: Prior to issuance of  a building permit for each multi-family 
(apartment) building, the applicant shall demonstrate that the Heating, Ventilating, and Air 
Conditioning (HVAC) system in each unit is served by an air filtration system with an efficiency 
equal to or exceeding a Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 14 as defined by the 
American Society of  Heating, Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) Standard 
52.2 (2)1. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3C: Prior to issuance of  a building permit for each single family unit, 
the applicant shall demonstrate that the Heating, Ventilating, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) system 
in each unit has an air filtration system with an efficiency equal to or exceeding a Minimum 
Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 8 as defined by the American Society of  Heating, 
Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) Standard 52.2 (2)2. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3D: Prior to issuance of  an occupancy permit for any residential unit, 
the applicant shall demonstrate that each unit has or is served by an appropriate air filtration system 
as outlined in Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.3B and 4.3.6.3C. In addition, the applicant shall provide 
each homeowner or apartment manager with information on filter system operation and 
maintenance and product warranties. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3E: Prior to issuance of  the first certificate of  occupancy, the Project 
Applicant shall coordinate with RTA and the City of  Wildomar to provide its fair share 
contribution of  a future bus stop improvement within walking distance (approximately a quarter 
mile or less) to the site. 

Mitigation Measures Considered and Determined to be Infeasible 

The Modified Project would exceed regional thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD 
for emissions of NOx. Since approximately 84 percent of NOx emissions are derived from vehicle 
usage, neither the Project applicant nor the City have regulatory authority to control vehicle tailpipe 
emissions, no feasible mitigation measures exist that would reduce NOx emissions to levels that are less 
than significant. Even with the implementation of electric vehicle charging stations, NOx emissions are 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

While the increase in emissions associated with the Modified Project is considered minor when 
compared to the Original Project, the increase results in a new significant effect because of the new air 
quality model.  
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Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes are identified in the form of the 
mitigation measures above. The City hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measures is 
feasible, and the measures are therefore adopted.  

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures 
identified above under Mitigation Measures Considered and Determined to be Infeasible. 

The City finds that there are no other mitigation measures that are feasible, taking into consideration 
specific economic, legal, social, technological or other factors, that would substantially lessen or 
mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level, and further, that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment 
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the alternatives identified in the SEIR, as 
discussed in Section G of these Findings (Public Resources Code §§ 21081(a)(1), (3); Guidelines §§ 
15091(a)(1), (3)). As described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the City has determined 
that this impact is acceptable because specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits, including regionwide or statewide environmental benefits, of the Modified Project outweigh 
its significant effects on the environment. 

Impact 5.1-4: Would the Modified Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of  the 
applicable air quality plan? [Threshold AQ-1] 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Section 5.1, Air Quality, and in 
particular, starting on page 5.1-26 of the Draft SEIR. 

The project site is located within the SCAB, which is characterized by relatively poor air quality. 
Currently, these state and federal air quality standards are exceeded in most parts of the SCAB. In 
response, the SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMPs to meet the state and federal ambient air 
quality standards. AQMPs are updated regularly in order to more effectively reduce emissions, 
accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal impacts of air pollution control on the 
economy. There are two criterions for assessing consistency with the AQMP. 

Consistency Criterion 1 

Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to violations of the CAAQS and NAAQS. CAAQS and NAAQS 
violations would occur if regional or localized significance thresholds were exceeded.  

Construction Impacts 

Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to violations of the CAAQS and NAAQS. CAAQS and NAAQS 
violations would occur if LSTs or regional significance thresholds were exceeded. The Original Project 
determined that with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.1A through 4.3.6.1D, and 
4.3.6.2A, impacts would be reduced to less than significant and the Original Project would be consistent 
with Consistency Criterion No. 1. 
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As evaluated, the Modified Project’s regional and localized construction-source emissions would not 
exceed applicable regional significance threshold and LST thresholds after implementation of 
applicable mitigation measures. As such, a less than significant impact is expected.  

Operational Impacts 

The regional operational emissions of the Original Project were found to exceed the applicable 
thresholds for NOx, but with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A, impacts would be 
less than significant.  

As discussed under Impact 5.1-2 of the Draft SEIR, due solely to a change in the air quality model 
adopted after the Original Project was approved, the Modified Project’s regional analysis shows that 
operational-source emissions have the potential to exceed applicable thresholds for NOx. As such, 
Project operational-source emissions would result in or cause violations of the CAAQS and NAAQS, 
and the Modified Project would be inconsistent with the first criterion.  

Consistency Criterion 2 

The 2016 AQMP demonstrates that the applicable ambient air quality standards can be achieved within 
the timeframes required under federal law. Growth projections from local general plans adopted by 
cities in the district are provided to the SCAG, which develops regional growth forecasts, which are 
then used to develop future air quality forecasts for the AQMP. Development consistent with the 
growth projections in the City’s General Plan is considered to be consistent with the AQMP. 

Construction Impacts  

Peak day emissions generated by construction activities are largely independent of land use 
assignments, but rather are a function of development scope and maximum area of disturbance. 
Development of the site to its maximum potential would likely occur with disturbance of the entire 
site occurring during construction activities. 

Operational Impacts 

The City of Wildomar General Plan designates the project site for CR, MHDR, and VHDR uses. The 
CR land use designation allows for the development of CR uses at a neighborhood, community, and 
regional level, as well as for professional office and tourist-oriented commercial uses. The MHDR land 
use designation allows for the development of smaller lot, single-family residences. Typical allowable 
uses in this category include detached, small-lot single family homes, patio homes, and townhouses. 
The potential for clustered development is provided for in this category. Lastly, the VHDR land use 
designation allows for the development of multi-family apartments, duplexes, and condominiums. As 
previously stated, total development would include the residential development of 66 single-family 
units and 204 multi-family units from the Original Project, and the Modified Project would include a 
102-room hotel and 84,000 square feet of MOB space. The uses proposed by the Project are consistent 
with the City’s land use designation. The Original Project, which required a General Plan Amendment, 
was determined to be no more intensive than what was allowed under the General Plan (prior to the 
General Plan Amendment) and the zoning designations, therefore, the Original Project was found to 
not exceed the assumptions of the AQMP. As a result, the Original Project was found to be consistent 
with the Consistency Criterion No. 2. 
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However, as discussed under Impact 5.1-2, a new air quality model has been adopted since the approval 
of the Original Project. Solely as a result of the new model, the calculated impacts of the Modified 
Project’s operational-source emissions have the potential to exceed the threshold of significance and 
therefore, the Modified Project has the potential to conflict with the goals and objectives of the AQMP. 
Therefore, the Modified Project is determined to be inconsistent with the second criterion.  

Mitigation Measures 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1A: All rubber-tired dozers and scrapers used during grading 
operations shall be California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 3 certified or better. The project 
contractor will provide specific equipment information to the City Public Works Department 
which shall be verified by inspection during construction. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1B: Prior to the issuance of  grading permits, the project applicant shall 
provide evidence to the City that grading plans include a requirement for the posting of  an on-site 
sign instructing construction workers to shut off  engines at or before five minutes of  idling. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1C: During grading operations, no more than 5 acres of  land will be 
disturbed per day to help reduce particulate air pollution on surrounding residences. Violation of  
this restriction will be cause for work to be halted for a period of  one day for each violation. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A: Prior to the issuance of  building permits, the Project Applicant 
shall submit energy demand calculations to the City (Planning and Building Departments) 
demonstrating that the increment of  the Project for which building permits are being requested 
would achieve a minimum 15% increase in energy efficiencies beyond current California Building 
Code Title 24 performance standards. Representative energy efficiency/energy conservation 
measures to be incorporated in the project would include, but would not be not limited to, those 
listed below (it being understood that the items listed below are not all required and merely present 
examples; the list is not all-inclusive and other features that would demonstrably reduce energy 
consumption and promote energy conservation would also be acceptable): 

o Increase in insulation such that heat transfer and thermal bridging is minimized;  

o Limit air leakage through the structure and/or within the heating and cooling distribution 
system;  

o Use of  energy-efficient space heating and cooling equipment;  

o Installation of  electrical hook-ups at loading dock areas;  

o Installation of  dual-paned or other energy efficient windows;  

o Use of  interior and exterior energy efficient lighting that exceeds then incumbent California 
Title 24 Energy Efficiency performance standards; 

o Installation of  automatic devices to turn off  lights where they are not needed;  

o Application of  a paint and surface color palette that emphasizes light and off-white colors that 
reflect heat away from buildings; 

o Design of  buildings with “cool roofs” using products certified by the Cool Roof  Rating 
Council, and/or exposed roof  surfaces using light and off-white colors; 
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o Design of  buildings to accommodate photovoltaic solar electricity systems or the installation 
of  photo-voltaic solar electricity systems; and  

o Installation of  ENERGY STAR-qualified energy efficient appliances, heating and cooling 
systems, office equipment, and/or lighting products. 

Mitigation Measures Considered and Determined to be Infeasible 

No additional mitigation measures are feasible to substantially reduce the Modified Project’s significant 
impact beyond the applicable mitigation measures from the Original Project because over 84 percent 
of operational-source NOx emissions would be generated from the mobile activities from vehicles. 
Neither the Modified Project nor the City can substantively or materially affect reductions in Project 
mobile-source emissions beyond the regulatory requirements and mitigation measures identified 
herein. 

While the increase in emissions associated with the Modified Project is considered minor when 
compared to the Original Project, the increase results in a new significant effect because of the new air 
quality model.  

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes are identified in the form of the 
mitigation measures above. The City hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measures is 
feasible, and the measures are therefore adopted.  

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures 
identified above under Mitigation Measures Considered and Determined to be Infeasible. 

The City finds that there are no other mitigation measures that are feasible, taking into consideration 
specific economic, legal, social, technological or other factors, that would substantially lessen or 
mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level, and further, that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment 
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the alternatives identified in the SEIR, as 
discussed in Section G of these Findings (Public Resources Code §§ 21081(a)(1), (3); Guidelines §§ 
15091(a)(1), (3)). As described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the City has determined 
that this impact is acceptable because specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits, including regionwide or statewide environmental benefits, of the Modified Project outweigh 
its significant effects on the environment. 

2. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impact 5.2-1: Would the Modified Project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment? 
[Threshold GHG-1] 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Section 5.2, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and in particular, starting on page 5.2-19 of the Draft SEIR. 
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Construction Emissions 

Construction of the Modified Project would take approximately 20 months. For construction phase 
Project emissions, GHGs are quantified and amortized over the life of the Project. The amortized 
construction emissions for the Original Project and the Modified Project are presented in Table 5.2-3, 
Amortized Annual Construction Emissions, on page 5.2-19 of the Draft SEIR. As shown in Table 5.2-3, the 
amortized annual construction emissions of the Modified Project are less than the amortized 
construction emissions of the Original Project. 

Operation Emissions 

Area Source Emissions  

Landscape Maintenance Equipment 

Landscape maintenance equipment would generate emissions from fuel combustion and evaporation 
of unburned fuel. Equipment would include lawnmowers, shedder/grinders, blowers, trimmers, chain 
saws, and hedge trimmers used to maintain the landscaping of the Modified Project.  

Energy Source Emissions 

Combustion Emissions Associated with Natural Gas and Electricity  

GHGs are emitted from buildings because of activities for which electricity and natural gas are typically 
used as energy sources. Combustion of any type of fuel emits CO2 and other GHGs directly into the 
atmosphere; these emissions are considered direct emissions associated with a building; the building 
energy use emissions do not include street lighting. GHGs are also emitted during the generation of 
electricity from fossil fuels; these emissions are indirect emissions.  

Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards 

California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings was adopted in 
response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption. The standards are updated 
periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficient technologies and 
methods. Energy efficient buildings require less electricity.  

Mobile Source Emissions 

Project mobile source GHG impacts are dependent on both overall daily vehicle trip generation and 
the effect of the Modified Project on peak hour traffic volumes and traffic operations in the vicinity of 
the Modified Project. The Project-related GHG impacts are derived primarily from vehicle trips 
generated by the Modified Project.  

Water Supply, Treatment, and Distribution  

Indirect GHG emissions result from the production of electricity used to convey, treat and distribute 
water and wastewater. The amount of electricity required to convey, treat and distribute water depends 
on the volume of water as well as the sources of the water.  



 

 - 62 - 

Solid Waste 

Residential land uses will result in the generation and disposal of solid waste. A large percentage of this 
waste will be diverted from landfills by a variety of means, such as reducing the amount of waste 
generated, recycling, and/or composting. The remainder of waste not diverted will be disposed of at a 
landfill. GHG emissions from landfills are associated with anaerobic breakdown of material.  

Emission Summary 

The City of Wildomar has not adopted a threshold of significance for determining impacts with respect 
to GHG emissions. A screening threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year to determine if additional analysis 
is required is an acceptable approach for small projects.  

The Original Project and Modified Project would result in approximately 1,219.52 MTCO2e and 
2,231.76 MTCO2e per year, respectively, from construction, area, energy, waste, and water usage, as 
shown in Table 5.2-4, Project GHG Emissions, on page 5.2-21 of the Draft SEIR. In addition, the Original 
Project has the potential to result in an additional 5,052.42 MTCO2e. The Modified Project has the 
potential to result in an additional 5,609 MTCO2e per year from mobile sources if the assumption is 
made that all of the vehicle trips to and from the Modified Project are “new” trips resulting from the 
development of the Modified Project. 

As shown in Table 5.2-4, Project GHG Emissions, the Modified Project has the potential to generate a 
total of approximately 7,840.76 MTCO2e per year. As such, the Modified Project would exceed the 
SCAQMD’s recommended numeric threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e if it were applied. As such, Project-
related emissions would have a potential significant direct or indirect impact on GHG and climate 
change. Approximately 70 percent of all GHG emissions (by weight) would be generated by the 
Modified Project’s mobile sources (traffic).  

The Original Project was estimated to generate 6,271.94 MTCO2e per year, with the implementation 
of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.1A, 4.3.6.1B, and 4.3.6.3A, which would result in a 33.6 percent reduction 
in GHG emissions compared to the Original Project’s Business-As-Usual model (9,443.37 MTCO2e). 

Mitigation Measures 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1A: All rubber-tired dozers and scrapers used during grading 
operations shall be California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 3 certified or better. The project 
contractor will provide specific equipment information to the City Public Works Department 
which shall be verified by inspection during construction. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1B: Prior to the issuance of  grading permits, the project applicant shall 
provide evidence to the City that grading plans include a requirement for the posting of  an on-site 
sign instructing construction workers to shut off  engines at or before five minutes of  idling. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A: Prior to the issuance of  building permits, the Project Applicant 
shall submit energy demand calculations to the City (Planning and Building Departments) 
demonstrating that the increment of  the Project for which building permits are being requested 
would achieve a minimum 15% increase in energy efficiencies beyond current California Building 
Code Title 24 performance standards. Representative energy efficiency/energy conservation 
measures to be incorporated in the project would include, but would not be not limited to, those 
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listed below (it being understood that the items listed below are not all required and merely present 
examples; the list is not all-inclusive and other features that would demonstrably reduce energy 
consumption and promote energy conservation would also be acceptable): 

o Increase in insulation such that heat transfer and thermal bridging is minimized;  

o Limit air leakage through the structure and/or within the heating and cooling distribution 
system;  

o Use of  energy-efficient space heating and cooling equipment;  

o Installation of  electrical hook-ups at loading dock areas;  

o Installation of  dual-paned or other energy efficient windows;  

o Use of  interior and exterior energy efficient lighting that exceeds then incumbent California 
Title 24 Energy Efficiency performance standards; 

o Installation of  automatic devices to turn off  lights where they are not needed;  

o Application of  a paint and surface color palette that emphasizes light and off-white colors that 
reflect heat away from buildings; 

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

o Design of  buildings to accommodate photovoltaic solar electricity systems or the installation 
of  photo-voltaic solar electricity systems; and  

o Installation of  ENERGY STAR-qualified energy efficient appliances, heating and cooling 
systems, office equipment, and/or lighting products. 

Mitigation Measures Considered and Determined to be Infeasible 

Neither the Project applicant nor the City of Wildomar can substantively or materially affect reductions 
in project mobile-source (vehicle) emissions beyond the state regulatory requirements. Furthermore, 
even if all non-mobile source emissions were completely offset, the mobile-source emissions alone 
would still exceed the applicable numeric thresholds. As such, no feasible mitigation exists that would 
reduce the Modified Project’s impacts to less than significant levels, even with the implementation of 
CALGreen Section 5.106.5.3 which requires six percent of parking spaces in new nonresidential 
buildings to be electric vehicle capable. 

While the increase in emissions associated with the Modified Project is considered minor when 
compared to the Original Project, the increase results in a new significant effect because of the new 
GHG emissions model.  

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes are identified in the form of the 
mitigation measures above. The City hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measures is 
feasible, and the measures are therefore adopted.  
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Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures 
identified above under Mitigation Measures Considered and Determined to be Infeasible. 

The City finds that there are no other mitigation measures that are feasible, taking into consideration 
specific economic, legal, social, technological or other factors, that would substantially lessen or 
mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level, and further, that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment 
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the alternatives identified in the SEIR, as 
discussed in Section G of these Findings (Public Resources Code §§ 21081(a)(1), (3); Guidelines §§ 
15091(a)(1), (3)). As described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the City has determined 
that this impact is acceptable because specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits, including regionwide or statewide environmental benefits, of the Modified Project outweigh 
its significant effects on the environment. 

Impact 5.2-2: Would the Modified Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of  reducing the emissions of  greenhouse 
gases? [Threshold GHG-2] 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Section 5.2, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and in particular, starting on page 5.2-22 of the Draft SEIR. 

2008 Scoping Plan Consistency 

The Scoping Plan identifies strategies to reduce California’s greenhouse gas emissions in support of 
AB32 which requires the State to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Many of the 
strategies identified in the Scoping Plan are not applicable at the project level, such as long-term 
technological improvements to reduce emissions from vehicles. Some measures are applicable and 
supported by the Modified Project, such as energy efficiency. Finally, while some measures are not 
directly applicable, the Modified Project would not conflict with their implementation.  

As summarized in Table 5.2-5, 2008 Scoping Plan Consistency Summary, on page 5.2-23 of the Draft SEIR, 
the Modified Project would not conflict with any of the provisions of the Scoping Plan, and would 
support seven of the action categories through energy efficiency, water conservation, recycling, and 
landscaping. 

2017 Scoping Plan Consistency 

The 2017 Scoping Plan Update reflects the 2030 target of a 40 percent reduction below 1990 levels, 
set by Executive Order B-30-15 and codified by SB32. Table 5.2-6, 2017 Scoping Plan Consistency 
Summary, on page 5.2-25 of the Draft SEIR, summarizes the Modified Project’s consistency with 2017 
Scoping Plan.  

As summarized in Table 5.2-6, the Modified Project would not conflict with any of the provisions of 
the 2017 Scoping Plan. Furthermore, recent studies show that the State’s existing and proposed 
regulatory framework would allow the State to reduce its GHG emissions to 40 percent 1990 levels by 
2030. 
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Consistency with WRCOG Subregional CAP 

The City of Wildomar is a participant in the WRCOG Subregional CAP. The specific goals and actions 
that are applicable to the Modified Project include those pertaining to energy and water use reduction, 
promotion of green building measures, waste reduction, and reduction in vehicle miles traveled. 
Projects that demonstrate consistency with the strategies, actions, and emission reduction targets 
contained in the CAP would have a less than significant impact on climate change. The Modified 
Project would be required to include all mandatory green building measures for new developments 
under the CALGreen Code, which would require that new buildings reduce water consumption, 
employ building commissioning to building system materials. In addition, the City requires that all 
landscaping comply with water efficient landscaping requirements. The implementation of these 
stricter building and appliance standards would result in water, energy, and construction waste 
reductions for the Modified Project. The Modified Project would be compliant with the goals and 
objectives set forth in the WRCOG’s Subregional CAP with implementation of applicable 
requirements of California Building Code Title 24 and CALGreen Code. 

The Original Project found that its contribution to cumulative GHG emissions would be reduce and 
would be considered less than significant, and in order to ensure the Original Project complies with 
and would not conflict with or impede the implementation of reduction goals, Mitigation Measures 
4.3.6.1A, 4.3.6.1B, and 4.3.6.3A would be implemented. 

Mitigation Measures 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1A: All rubber-tired dozers and scrapers used during grading 
operations shall be California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 3 certified or better. The project 
contractor will provide specific equipment information to the City Public Works Department 
which shall be verified by inspection during construction. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.1B: Prior to the issuance of  grading permits, the project applicant shall 
provide evidence to the City that grading plans include a requirement for the posting of  an on-site 
sign instructing construction workers to shut off  engines at or before five minutes of  idling. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A: Prior to the issuance of  building permits, the Project Applicant 
shall submit energy demand calculations to the City (Planning and Building Departments) 
demonstrating that the increment of  the Project for which building permits are being requested 
would achieve a minimum 15% increase in energy efficiencies beyond current California Building 
Code Title 24 performance standards. Representative energy efficiency/energy conservation 
measures to be incorporated in the project would include, but would not be not limited to, those 
listed below (it being understood that the items listed below are not all required and merely present 
examples; the list is not all-inclusive and other features that would demonstrably reduce energy 
consumption and promote energy conservation would also be acceptable): 

o Increase in insulation such that heat transfer and thermal bridging is minimized;  

o Limit air leakage through the structure and/or within the heating and cooling distribution 
system;  

o Use of  energy-efficient space heating and cooling equipment;  
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o Installation of  electrical hook-ups at loading dock areas;  

o Installation of  dual-paned or other energy efficient windows;  

o Use of  interior and exterior energy efficient lighting that exceeds then incumbent California 
Title 24 Energy Efficiency performance standards; 

o Installation of  automatic devices to turn off  lights where they are not needed;  

o Application of  a paint and surface color palette that emphasizes light and off-white colors that 
reflect heat away from buildings; 

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

o Design of  buildings to accommodate photovoltaic solar electricity systems or the installation 
of  photo-voltaic solar electricity systems; and  

o Installation of  ENERGY STAR-qualified energy efficient appliances, heating and cooling 
systems, office equipment, and/or lighting products. 

Mitigation Measures Considered and Determined to be Infeasible 

Neither the Project applicant nor the City of Wildomar can substantively or materially affect reductions 
in project mobile-source (vehicle) emissions beyond the state regulatory requirements. Furthermore, 
even if all non-mobile source emissions were completely offset, the mobile-source emissions alone 
would still exceed the applicable numeric thresholds. As such, no feasible mitigation exists that would 
reduce the Modified Project’s impacts to less than significant levels, even with the implementation of 
CALGreen Section 5.106.5.3 which requires six percent of parking spaces in new nonresidential 
buildings to be electric vehicle capable. 

Although impacts of the Original Project were identified as less than significant with the incorporation 
of mitigation measures, the Modified Project impacts would not result in new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of the Original Project’s previously identified significant 
effects, and the Modified Project would not result in new or more significant impacts in this regard. 

However, because the Modified Project’s calculated impacts exceed the applicable numeric threshold 
and result in a cumulatively considerable impact with respect to GHG emissions, due to a new 
greenhouse gas model which has been adopted since certification of the Original Project, a significant 
and unavoidable finding with respect to this criterion is identified.  

While the increase in emissions associated with the Modified Project is considered minor when 
compared to the Original Project, the increase results in a new significant effect because of the new 
GHG emissions model.  

Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes are identified in the form of the 
mitigation measures above. The City hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measures is 
feasible, and the measures are therefore adopted.  
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Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures 
identified above under Mitigation Measures Considered and Determined to be Infeasible. 

The City finds that there are no other mitigation measures that are feasible, taking into consideration 
specific economic, legal, social, technological or other factors, that would substantially lessen or 
mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level, and further, that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment 
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the alternatives identified in the SEIR, as 
discussed in Section G of these Findings (Public Resources Code §§ 21081(a)(1), (3); Guidelines §§ 
15091(a)(1), (3)). As described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the City has determined 
that this impact is acceptable because specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits, including regionwide or statewide environmental benefits, of the Modified Project outweigh 
its significant effects on the environment. 

3. Transportation 

Impact 5.4-1: Would the Modified Project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities? [Threshold T-1] 

Support for this environmental impact conclusion is fully discussed in Section 5.4, Transportation, and 
in particular, starting on page 5.4-13 of the Draft SEIR. The passage of SB-743 eliminated level of 
service (LOS) as a threshold for purposes of CEQA. The information in the SEIR was provided for 
continuity between the 2016 EIR and the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR includes an evaluation of VMT 
as well as several project design features designed to reduce VMT. 

Existing Plus Project 

Existing Conditions and Existing Plus Project peak hour traffic operations have been evaluated for the 
study area intersections based on the analysis methodologies, and the significance thresholds have been 
compared to the Original Project. The intersection analysis results are summarized in Table 5.4-8, 
Intersection Analysis for Existing Plus Project Conditions, on page 5.4-13 of the Draft SEIR. 

At intersection #3, Central Street and Baxter Road, a signal is required by Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1A 
in the 2016 EIR. The mitigation measure requires that the signal be installed prior to issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy for any use generating 50 AM peak-hour trips. As shown in Table 5.4-7, Project 
Trip Generation Summary, on page 5.4-11 of the Draft SEIR, the proposed hotel would generate 48 AM-
peak hour trips, and the MOB would generate 233 AM peak hour trips. The applicant has agreed to 
the modification of Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1A to require installation of the signal before the 
certificate of occupancy for either the hotel or the MOB. Table 5.4-9, Results of Mitigation – Existing Plus 
Project Conditions, on page 5.4-14 of the Draft SEIR, shows that the installation of a signal would reduce 
impacts at intersection #3 to less than significant.  

In the 2016 EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1B required installation of signals for the southbound 
ramps in order to reduce impacts at intersection #5. As the intersection is outside of the jurisdiction 
of the City, the 2016 EIR concluded that even with implementation of the mitigation measure, the 
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impact remained significant and unavoidable. Signal and ramp improvements at intersection #5 are 
part of the TUMF program but are not scheduled for construction by the projected Opening Year 
(2021) of the Modified Project. In addition, as shown in Table 5.4-8, the Intersection already operates 
below the acceptable level in the existing condition therefore the Modified Project would only be 
responsible for approximately 24.6 percent of the improvement cost for Intersection #5, I-15 SB 
Ramps and Baxter Rd, and 15.9 percent at Intersection I-15 NB Ramps and Baxter Road. Finally, the 
improvements required by the mitigation measure are not consistent with the planned TUMF 
improvements and could not be incorporated into the final design. Therefore, as interim 
improvements, the cost of construction is not eligible for reimbursement through either the City’s DIF 
or the TUMF program. Payment of TUMF is required by Chapter 3.40 of the Wildomar Municipal 
Code and therefore a mitigation measure is not required. Because of these factors, this SEIR would 
eliminate Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1B. As the improvements will not be in by the time the project is 
occupied, and the intersection is outside the jurisdiction of the City, this impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

According to page 4.16-32 of the 2016 EIR, intersection #7 would operate at an unacceptable level of 
service during the PM peak hour. Peak hour operations improve in the 2019 TIA because the latest 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 6th Edition) allows for 2‐stage left‐turn maneuvers from the minor 
street. As such, the intersection delay improves in comparison to the 2015 TIA results, resulting in a 
less than significant determination. Improvements at this location are included in the City’s 
Development Impact Fee (DIF) Program. Payment of DIF is required by Chapter 3.44 of the 
Wildomar Municipal Code and therefore a mitigation measure is not required. 

Table 5.4-9 shows that construction of the signal at Intersection #3, Central Street and Baxter Road, 
would reduce impacts to less than significant. Construction of the signal will occur prior to occupancy 
of either the hotel or MOB as Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1A has been revised. The ultimate TUMF 
improvements would reduce impacts at Intersection #5 to less than significant, however as the 
improvements will not be in place before occupancy, the impact would continue to  significant and 
unavoidable, as indicated in the Original Project.   

Traffic Signal Warrants Analysis 

Traffic signal warrants for Existing Plus Project conditions are based on existing peak hour intersection 
turning volumes and the addition of the Modified Project’s traffic. For the Existing Plus Project traffic 
conditions, with the addition of the Modified Project’s traffic, the following study area intersection is 
anticipated to meet the planning level daily volume warrant under Existing Plus Project conditions: 

 Intersection #3, Central St. & Baxter Rd. 

Freeway Facility Analysis 

The TIA found that all study area freeway mainline segments and merge/diverge ramp junctions are 
anticipated to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS (i.e., LOS D or better) during the peak hours 
for Existing Plus Project traffic conditions.  
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Opening Year (2021) 

LOS calculations were conducted for the study intersections to evaluate their operations under 
Opening Year Cumulative (2021) Without and With the Modified Project conditions, as shown in 
Table 5.4-10, Intersection Analysis for Opening Year Cumulative (2021) Conditions, on page 5.4-15 of the Draft 
SEIR. Note that the results of Table 5.4-10 do not include implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.16.6.1A which requires construction of a signal at Intersection #3 prior to occupancy of either the 
hotel or the medical office building. 

Table 5.4-11, Results of Mitigation – Opening Year 2021 Conditions, on page 5.4-16 of the Draft SEIR, 
shows the significance levels at Intersections #3, #5 #6, and #7 after the implementation of mitigation 
measures/DIF. In the 2016 EIR, Mitigation Measures 4.16.6.1A and 4.16.6.1B would reduce impacts 
to Intersections #3 and #5 to less than significant, as shown on page 4.16-33 of the 2016 EIR. 
Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.2A would reduce impacts to Intersection #6 to less than significant as shown 
on page 4.16-36 of the 2016 EIR. According to page 4.16-37 of the 2016 EIR, impacts to Intersections 
#7 and #8 would be reduced to less than significant with the payment of DIF. 

Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1A, which would be modified to require installation of the signal prior to 
occupancy of either the hotel or the medical office building, would reduce impacts to Intersection #3 
to less than significant. Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1B has been deleted as these improvements are part 
of the TUMF program, and payment of TUMF is required by Chapter 3.40 of the Wildomar Municipal 
Code therefore no mitigation measure is necessary. Because this intersection is outside of the City, and 
the interim improvements are not part of the DIF or TUMF, they are not expected to be in place by 
2021, and therefore, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Similarly, although Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.2A mitigated impacts to Intersection #6 to less than 
significant in the 2016 EIR, as shown on page 4.16-37 of the 2016 EIR, this Mitigation Measure would 
not apply to the Modified Project because the Modified Project’s proportionate share makes up a small 
percent and the project applicant would pay into the TUMF program. Additionally, as shown in Table 
5.4-11, intersection #6 operates at an unacceptable level of significance in Opening Year 2021 
Conditions without the Modified Project.  

The 2016 EIR found that the payment of DIF would reduce impacts to Intersection #7 to less than 
significant. Payment of the DIF is required by Chapter 3.44 of the City’s municipal code therefore no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Roadway Improvements 

The lane configurations and traffic controls assumed to be in place for Opening Year Cumulative 
(2021) conditions are consistent with those shown in Figure 5.4-1, Existing Number of Through Lanes and 
Intersection Controls, on page 5.4-21 of the Draft SEIR, except for the following: 

 Project driveways and those facilities assumed to be constructed by the Modified Project to provide 
site access are also assumed to be in place for Opening Year Cumulative conditions only (e.g., 
intersection and roadway improvements along the Modified Project’s frontage and driveways). 
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Traffic Signal Warrants Analysis 

For Opening Year Cumulative (2021) Without Modified Project conditions, all unsignalized study area 
intersections have previously met a traffic signal warrant under Existing (2019) or Existing Plus Project 
traffic conditions With the addition of project traffic, there are no future intersections anticipated to 
warrant a traffic signal. 

Freeway Facility Analysis 

As shown in Table 5.4-12, Freeway Facility Analysis for Opening Year Cumulative (2021) Conditions, on page 
5.4-17 of the Draft SEIR, the segment of I-15 Freeway Northbound, South of Baxter Road, operates 
at an unacceptable LOS E during the PM Peak hour in the Opening Year without the project. The 
addition of project traffic changed the density of traffic by 0.60 for this freeway segment but does not 
change the level of service from the Without Project condition, therefore the impact is considered less 
than significant.  

Public Transit and Bicycle Plans 

The Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) Bus Route 8, Lake Elsinore-Wildomar Loop operates along 
Palomar Street and Central Street which is approximately 1 mile southwest of the site. Additionally, 
the project site is bounded by two trails along White Street, which is a north-south trail, and Baxter 
Road, which is an east-west trail. The Modified Project would be checked for compliance with these 
standards as part of the City’s site plan review process. The Modified Project would provide electric 
vehicle charging stations and 12 bicycle parking spaces for the MOB. Therefore, the Modified Project 
would not conflict with any policies, plans, or programs related to public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities as improvements would 
occur within the project boundaries. Impacts would be less than significant. 

The Original Project was determined to result in less than significant impacts to plans, policies, and 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. The Original Project provided 
alternative transportation design features such as sidewalk improvements and would provide bicycle 
parking facilities. The Modified Project would also provide bicycle parking spaces and electric vehicle 
charging stations, and impacts would also be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures from the Original Project would continue to be applicable to the 
Modified Project, and have been modified using italic underline or strikeout to be consistent with the 
analysis in this section: 

 Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1A: Central Street/Baxter Road intersection #3: The following 
intersection improvements shall be completed prior to the issuance of  a certificate of  occupancy 
for the hotel or medical office building or any other development on the project site that would, combined 
with any previous development on the site, generate 50 or more AM peak-hour trips at this 
intersection: 

Traffic signal with protected left-turn phasing on the eastbound approach of  Baxter Road. 
Northbound approach: N/A 
Southbound approach: one-left turn lane, one right-turn lane.  
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Eastbound approach: one left-turn lane, one through lane. 
Westbound approach: one through lane, one right-turn lane. 
Install a traffic signal. 
Restripe the southbound shared through-right turn lane as a left turn lane and construct a right turn lane. 
Construct an eastbound left turn lane. 
Construct a westbound right turn lane. 

Any application for development prior to installation of  the intersection improvements shall 
provide to the City an estimate of  trips associated with the proposal prepared by a traffic engineer, 
demonstrating that the number of  trips at this intersection are below the threshold of  50 AM 
outbound trips, or the intersection improvements shall be required prior to occupancy. 

Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1B: Prior to the issuance of  the first building permit, application shall 
be made to Caltrans and the City of  Wildomar for construction of  a traffic signal and associated 
improvements at the I-15 Southbound Ramps/Baxter Road intersection #5. Construction of  the 
signal shall begin prior to construction of  more than 22 single-family dwelling units (or 30 
apartments), or construction of  more than 10,000 square feet of  commercial retail uses. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.1C: Construction activity associated with soil import activities shall 
occur outside of  the typical morning and evening peak commute hours (i.e., 7:00–9:00 a.m. and 
4:00–6:00 p.m.). Prior to the issuance of  grading permits, the project applicant shall submit to the 
City for review and approval, a Construction Traffic Management Plan. Construction-related 
traffic (including soil import activity) shall operate on the routes and/or during the hours of  
operation defined in the Construction Traffic Management Plan. 

Mitigation Measure 4.16.6.2A: Prior to the issuance of  the first building permit, application shall 
be made to Caltrans and the City of  Wildomar for construction of  a traffic signal and associated 
improvements at the I-15 Northbound Ramps/Baxter Road intersection #6. Construction of  the 
signals shall begin prior to construction of  more than 22 single-family dwelling units (or 30 
apartments), or the construction of  more than 10,000 square feet of  commercial retail uses. 

Mitigation Measures Considered and Determined to be Infeasible 

Implementation of the mitigation measures identified above would reduce potential impacts associated 
with transportation to less than significant. While the project will be required to pay TUMF fees for 
the freeway improvements, there is no certainty that they will be in place at the time the project is 
completed. Furthermore, the improvements are outside of the City’s jurisdiction and therefore relies 
on Caltrans approval for completion. This is similar to the Original Project that required improvements 
to the on and off ramps but found the impact to be significant an unavoidable because the City could 
not assure that the improvements would be in place when required for the project.  However, because 
both the Original and Modified Projects make similar findings at these intersections, the Modified 
Project would not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts compared to the 
Original Project.  
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Finding: 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the Draft SEIR. These changes are identified in the form of the 
mitigation measures above. The City hereby finds that implementation of the mitigation measures is 
feasible, and the measures are therefore adopted.  

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures 
identified above under Mitigation Measures Considered and Determined to be Infeasible. 

The City finds that there are no other mitigation measures that are feasible, taking into consideration 
specific economic, legal, social, technological or other factors, that would substantially lessen or 
mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level, and further, that specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment 
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the alternatives identified in the SEIR, as 
discussed in Section G of these Findings (Public Resources Code §§ 21081(a)(1), (3); Guidelines §§ 
15091(a)(1), (3)). As described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Original Project, 
the City has determined that this impact is acceptable because specific overriding economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other benefits, including regionwide or statewide environmental benefits, of 
the Project outweigh its significant effects on the environment. 

IV. ALTERNATIVES TO THE MODIFIED PROJECT 

An EIR must briefly describe the rational for selection and rejection of alternatives. The lead agency 
may make an initial determination as to which alternatives are feasible, and therefore, merit in-depth 
consideration, and which ones are infeasible.  

A. Alternatives Considered and Rejected During the Scoping/Project Planning 
Process 

The following is a discussion of the alternatives considered during the scoping and planning process 
and the reasons why they were not selected for detailed analysis in the Draft SEIR. 

1. Alternative Development Areas 

CEQA requires that the discussion of alternatives focus on alternatives to the project or its location 
that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project. The key 
question and first step in the analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the project would be 
avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion 
in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines § 15126[5][B][1]). Key factors in evaluating the feasibility of potential 
offsite locations for EIR project alternatives include: 

 If  it is in the same jurisdiction. 

 Whether development as proposed would require a General Plan Amendment. 
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 Whether the project applicant could reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the 
alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6[f][1]). 

The project applicant does not own or control other comparably sized and located property within the 
City.  In general, any development of the size and type proposed by the project would have substantially 
the same impacts on air quality, greenhouse gases, hydrology and water quality, and transportation. 
With the exception of air quality, greenhouse gases, and transportation, impacts were found to be less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. It was determined, therefore, that it is unlikely that there 
is an alternative project site that could potentially meet the objectives of the Modified Project and 
reduce significant impacts of the project as proposed.  

2. No Build Alternative 

The No Build Alternative assumes that development under the Modified Project would not occur, and 
the site would remain vacant. However, the Original Project, which proposed 75,000 square feet of 
commercial retail uses on approximately 12 acres of the 36-acre site, 204 multi-family apartments on 
11 acres of the site, and 66 single-family units on 13 acres of the site, was approved in 2016. Therefore, 
the site is already approved for development. Prior to the Original Project, the project site was 
designated for development in the County, and then, upon incorporation, the City General Plan. The 
No Build Alternative would not meet any of the objectives of the Modified Project and is unlikely 
given the location adjacent to the I-15 interchange, surrounding development, and currently approved 
development plans. 

3. Reduced Intensity Alternative 

The Original Project proposed that the project site would be developed with a lesser amount of 
commercial development and fewer residential units to generate less traffic and traffic-related impacts 
on I-15. The Original Project found that this Alternative would not substantially reduce or eliminate 
significant impacts of the Original Project. Similarly, a Reduced Intensity Alternative of the Modified 
Project would not substantially reduce or eliminate significant traffic impacts of the Modified Project 
as the traffic impacts of the Modified Project would be similar to the Original Project. 

4. Modified Mixed-Use Alternative 

The Original Project proposed that the project site would be developed with 180 multifamily residential 
units on two floors above the ground floor of the commercial uses. The Original Project found that 
the Modified Mixed-Use Alternative would not substantially reduce or eliminate any significant impacts 
of the Original Project, and would increase air quality and greenhouse gas impacts. Additionally, given 
that the Modified Project would only change the commercial uses of the Original Project, mixed use 
development on the site would not be appropriate as residential uses could neither be constructed 
above the MOB or hotel developments.  

B. ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS 

The following alternative was determined to represent a reasonable range of alternatives in this unique 
circumstance (where the project site has already been approved for a development that is largely the 
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same intensity as the Modified Project) with the potential to feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 
of the project but avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.   

5. No Project Alternative  

The No Project Alternative is required to discuss the existing conditions at the time of the notice of 
preparation is published and evaluate what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable 
future if the Modified Project is not approved (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)). Pursuant to 
CEQA, this Alternative is also based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and 
community services. Therefore, the No Project Alternative assumes that the Modified Project would 
not be adopted and development on the site would be consistent with the projected buildout in the 
General Plan, as analyzed in the 2016 Certified EIR for the Original Project. 

Impacts of No Project Alternative would be similar for aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, 
air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, public 
resources, recreation, transportation, tribal cultural resources, and wildfire. The No Project 
Alternative’s impacts would be greater for greenhouse gas emissions, population and housing, and 
utilities and service systems than the Modified Project’s impacts. The No Project Alternative would 
meet all of the project objectives except Objective 2, Objective 4, Objective 5, Objective 6, Objective 
7, Objective 9, Objective 10, and Objective 11. 

Finding: 

This Alternative is rejected because it would not provide eight of the 11 project benefits that would 
occur with the implementation of the Modified Project, including providing increased employment 
opportunities, public health services, and sustainable tax revenue; reducing vehicular trips outside the 
City for medical services; providing high-quality health care services that would contribute to 
community vitality and economic growth in the surrounding region; implementing green building 
design features; providing a freeway-adjacent hotel focused on business and leisure travelers; and 
locating a public gathering place within the site for use by the Wildomar Historical Society. As a result, 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for healthcare workers, make infeasible this project alternative for the 
reasons identified in the Final SEIR. 

V. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

CEQA requires decision makers to balance the benefits of the Modified Project against its unavoidable 
environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project. If the benefits of the project 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse effects, those effects may be considered “acceptable” (State CEQA 
Guidelines § 15093[a]). CEQA requires the agency to support, in writing, the specific reasons for 
considering a project acceptable when significant impacts are infeasible to mitigate. Such reasons must 
be based on substantial evidence in the Final SEIR or elsewhere in the administrative record (State 
CEQA Guidelines § 15093 [b]). The agency’s statement is referred to as a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 

The following provides a description of the project’s significant and unavoidable adverse impacts and 
the justification for adopting a statement of overriding considerations. 
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A. Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

Although most potential project impacts have been substantially avoided or mitigated, as described 
above, there remains five project impacts for which complete mitigation is not feasible. Notably, the 
Modified Project is largely the same intensity as the Original Project, but due to changes in modeling, 
impacts are conservatively considered significant. The Draft SEIR identified the following additional 
significant unavoidable adverse impacts of the project, which would continue to be applicable upon 
implementation of the Modified Project: 

Air Quality 

 Impact 5.1-2: The Modified Project would exceed regional thresholds of  significance 
established by the SCAQMD for emissions of  NOx. It is important to note that approximately 
84 percent of  NOx emissions are derived from vehicle usage. Since neither the project 
applicant nor the city have regulatory authority to control tailpipe emissions, no feasible 
mitigation measures exist that would reduce NOx emissions to levels that are less than 
significant. Therefore, NOx emissions are considered significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact 5.1-4: The Modified Project has the potential to result in or cause NAAQS or CAAQS 
violations. The Modified Project’s operational-source emissions have the potential to exceed 
the applicable regional thresholds of  significance and would not be consistent with the 
objectives of  the AQMP. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Impact 5.2-1: The Modified Project would exceed the applicable numeric threshold and result 
in a cumulatively considerable impact with respect to GHG emissions, therefore, Impact 5.2-
1 would be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impact 5.2-2: The Modified Project would exceed the applicable numeric threshold and result 
in a cumulatively considerable impact with respect to GHG emissions, therefore, Impact 5.2-
2 would be significant and unavoidable. 

B. Project Benefits in Support of the Statement of Overriding Considerations 

The following section describes the benefits of the Modified Project that outweigh the project’s 
unavoidable adverse effects and provides specific reasons for considering the project acceptable even 
though the Final SEIR has indicated that there will be five significant project impacts. Accordingly, 
this Statement of Overriding Considerations regarding potentially significant adverse environmental 
impacts resulting from the Modified Project, as set forth below, has been prepared. Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093(c), the Statement of Overriding Considerations will be included in the record of the 
project approval and will also be noted in the Notice of Determination. Each of the benefits identified 
below provides a separate and independent basis for overriding the significant environmental effects 
of the Modified Project.  

Having reduced the potential effects of the Modified Project through all feasible mitigation measures 
as described previously herein, and balancing the benefits of the Modified Project against its potential 
unavoidable adverse impacts on air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and transportation if the 
mitigation measures cannot be implemented, the City finds that the following legal requirements and 
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benefits of the Modified Project individually and collectively outweigh the potentially significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts for the following reasons: 

1. Implements the Objectives Established for the Modified Project  

The project objectives include developing land consistent with the City’s objectives; delivering a 
commercial center that provides a mix of medical office and hotel uses, to provide the City with 
increased employment opportunities, public health services, and sustainable tax revenue; improving 
local public health and safety by serving the existing and project growth in the City and surround 
communities; reducing vehicular trips outside the City for medical services; providing a comprehensive 
range of high-quality health care services in a seismically-safe, state-of-the-art medical facility; 
improving the jobs-housing balance within the City and surrounding area; implementing green building 
features; provide a freeway adjacent hotel focused on business and leisure travelers; and locating a 
public gathering place within the site for use by the Wildomar Historical Society. 

2. Provides Residential and Employment Opportunities 

The Modified Project would provide 270 dwelling units, 102 hotel rooms, and an 84,000-square-foot 
MOB. The Modified Project would generate 653 residents and 132 employees (29 hotel employees and 
103 medical office employees), which would increase the City’s jobs-housing ratio from 0.32 to 0.48. 

3. Improves the Project Site 

Although the project site has been approved for development of the Original Project, the site is 
currently vacant. The Modified Project would provide residential, hotel, and MOB uses onsite in a 
portion of the City that is transitioning from rural to an urban/suburban area. 

4. Consistency with the Regional Goals in the RTP/SCS 

SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS was adopted April 7, 2016. The RTP/SCS identifies that land use 
strategies that focus on new housing and job growth in areas served by high quality transit and other 
opportunity areas would be consistent with a land use development pattern that supports and 
complements the proposed transportation network. The overarching strategy in the 2016-2040 
RTP/SCS is to provide for a plan that allows the southern California region to grow in more compact 
communities in existing urban areas; provide neighborhoods with efficient and plentiful public transit 
and abundant and safe opportunities to walk, bike, and pursue other forms of active transportation; 
and preserve more of the region’s remaining natural lands.  

The Modified Project would result in residential uses and employment which would be approximately 
1-mile northwest of the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) Bus Route 8, Lake Elsinore-Wildomar Loop. 
The project site is bounded by two trails along White Street, which is a north-south trail, and Baxter 
Road, which is an east-west trail. The Modified Project would provide electric vehicle charging stations 
and 12 bicycle parking spaces for the MOB. Consequently, the project is consistent with the overall 
objectives of SCAG’s RTP/SCS, which include maximizing mobility; ensuring safe, sustainable and 
reliable travel, encouraging active transportation; encouraging energy efficiency; and encouraging land 
use growth that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation. 
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C. Conclusion 

The City Council of Wildomar has balanced the project’s benefits against the significant unavoidable 
impacts. The City Council finds that the Modified Project’s benefits, which aim to meet the goals and 
policies of the City of Wildomar General Plan, outweigh project’s significant unavoidable impacts, and 
these impacts, therefore, are considered acceptable in the light of the project’s benefits. The City 
Council finds that each of the benefits described above is an overriding consideration, independent of 
the other benefits, that warrants approval of the project notwithstanding the project’s significant 
unavoidable impact. 

VI. FINDINGS ON RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR AND 
REVISIONS TO THE FINAL SEIR 

The Final SEIR contains response to comments, revisions, clarifications, and corrections to the Draft 
SEIR. The focus of the response to comments is on the disposition of significant environmental issues 
as raised in the comments, as specified by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b). The City provided 
written responses to each comment made by a public agency, as set forth in Section 2 of the Final 
SEIR, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b). 

City staff has reviewed this material and determined that none of this material constitutes the type of 
significant new information that requires recirculation of the Draft SEIR for further public comment 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of this new material indicates that the project will 
result in a significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the Draft SEIR. 
Additionally, none of this material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity 
of a previously identified environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any 
of the other circumstances requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 
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