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MEETING AGENDA 
OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

Wednesday December 8, 2021 
Study Session 6:00 P.M. 

Regular Meeting:  7:00 P.M. 
City of Jurupa Valley City Hall 

City Council Chambers 
8930 Limonite Ave., Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 

STUDY SESSION 

1. 6:00 P.M. – Call to Order and Roll Call
• Penny Newman, Chair
• Arleen Pruitt, Chair Pro Tem
• Armando Carmona, Commissioner
• Hakan Jackson, Commissioner
• Laura Shultz, Commissioner

2. Public Appearance / Comments

A. As a courtesy to those in attendance, we ask that cell phones be turned off or set to their
silent mode and that you keep talking to a minimum so that all persons can hear the
comments of the public and Planning Commission.

B. A member of the public who wishes to speak under Public Comments must fill out a
“Speaker Card” and submit it to the Planning Secretary BEFORE the Chair calls for
Public Comments on an agenda item.  Each agenda item up will be open for public
comments before taking action.  Public comments on subjects that are not on the
agenda can be made during the “Public Appearance/Comments” portion of the agenda.

C. Members of the public who wish to comment on the CONSENT CALENDAR may do so
during the Public Comment portion of the Agenda prior to the adoption of the Consent
Calendar.

D. As a courtesy to others and to assure that each person wishing to be heard has an
opportunity to speak, please limit your comments to 3 minutes.

Persons wishing to address the Planning Commission on subjects other than those listed on the 
Agenda are requested to do so at this time.  A member of the public who wishes to speak under 
Public Appearance/Comments OR the Consent Calendar must fill out a “Speaker Card” and submit 
it to the Planning Secretary BEFORE the Chair calls for Public Comments on an agenda item.  
When addressing the Planning Commission, please come to the podium and state your name and 
address for the record.  While listing your name and address is not required, it helps us to provide 
follow-up information to you if needed.  In order to conduct a timely meeting, we ask that you keep 
your comments to 3 minutes.  Government Code Section 54954.2 prohibits the Planning 
Commission from taking action on a specific item until it appears on an agenda. 
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3. Commission Business – Study Session
3.1 STUDY SESSION: OVERVIEW OF CODE ENFORCEMENT DIVISION 

REGULAR SESSION 

1. 7:00 P.M. – Call to Order and Roll Call
• Penny Newman, Chair

• Arlene Pruitt, Chair Pro Tem

• Armando Carmona, Commissioner

• Hakan Jackson, Commissioner

• Laura Shultz, Commissioner

2. Pledge of Allegiance
3A. Public Comments (30 minutes)- For Matters Not on the Agenda & Consent Calendar 
Items 
3B. Continued Study Session (if necessary) 

3.1 STUDY SESSION: OVERVIEW OF CODE ENFORCEMENT DIVISION 
4. Approval of Agenda
5A. Consent Calendar

5.1 Approval of the Minutes 
• October 27, 2021 Regular Meeting

5.2 Summary of City Council Actions & Development Update 
5B. Consideration of Any Items Removed from the Consent Calendar 
6. Public Hearings

6.1 MASTER APPLICATION (MA) NO. 20004:  SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP)
NO. 20004 AND TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM) NO. 37872 
PROJECT: BRE SPACE CENTER MIRA LOMA LOGISTICS PROJECT 
LOCATION: 3401 SPACE CENTER COURT (APN: 156-150-069): GENERALLY 
LOCATED WEST OF ETIWANDA AVENUE, NORTH OF IBERIA STREET, EAST OF 
SPACE CENTER COURT AND SOUTH OF VENTURE DRIVE  
APPLICANT: BRE MIRA LOMA LLC 
The City has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report, final Environmental Impact 
Report, findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, a statement of 
overriding considerations, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program.  

RECOMMENDATION 
By motion, adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 2021-12-08-01: 1) certifying 
an Environmental Impact Report and adopting a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program; (2) approving Site 
Development Permit No. 20004; and (3) approving Tentative Parcel Map No. 37872 
in order to allow two industrial speculative buildings totaling 1,939,312 square feet and 
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retention of a 172,800 square foot industrial building on an approximately 105.58-acre 
project site.  

6.2 MASTER APPLICATION (MA) NO. 21265: 4TH REQUEST FOR A ONE (1) YEAR 
EXTENSION OF TIME FOR TENTATIVE TRACT MAP (TTM) NO. 36827 – 
SCHEDULE “A” SUBDIVISION OF 3.25-ACRE PARCEL INTO 13 SINGLE-FAMILY 
RESIDENTIAL LOTS 
LOCATION: NORTH OF 45TH STREET, EAST OF GOLDEN WEST AVENUE AND 
WEST OF OPAL STREET (APN:  182-361-009) 
APPLICANT:  RIXON KIEN, INVESTMENT CITY, LLC 
The City has prepared a Previous Environmental Document Review Determination 
(PERD) in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The project is within the 
scope of a previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration.

RECOMMENDATION 
By motion, adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 2021-12-08-02 approving the 
fourth one-year Extension of Time for Tentative Tract Map (TTM) No. 36827, subject 
to the previously adopted Conditions of Approval.  

6.3 TRADITIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
FOR SINGLE-FAMILY SUBDIVISIONS THAT EXCEED TWO UNITS PER ACRE  
The proposed Code Amendment is exempt from the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and the City's local CEQA Guidelines pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) because it can be seen with certainty that there 
is no possibility that the proposed Code Amendment have a significant effect on the 
environment. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the Planning Commission adopt Resolution No. 2021-12-08-03 recommending 
that the City Council approve Zoning Code Amendment No. 20009 (ZCA20009) to 
create Traditional Neighborhood development standards for single-family residential 
subdivisions. 

7. Commission Business - NONE
8. Public Appearance/Comments
9. Planning Commissioner’s Reports and Comments
10. Community Development Director’s Report
11. Adjournment to the January 12, 2022 Regular Meeting
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In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and Government Code Section 54954.2, 
if you need special assistance to participate in a meeting of the Jurupa Valley Planning 
Commission, please call 951-332-6464.  Notification at least 48 hours prior to the meeting or 
time when services are needed will assist staff in assuring that reasonable arrangements can 
be made to provide accessibility to the meeting or service. 
 
Agendas of public meetings and any other writings distributed to all, or a majority of, the 
Jurupa Valley Planning Commission in connection with a matter subject to discussion or 
consideration at an open meeting of the Planning Commission are public records.  If such 
writing is distributed less than 72 hours prior to a public meeting, the writing will be made 
available for public inspection at the City of Jurupa Valley, 8930 Limonite Ave., Jurupa Valley, 
CA 92509, at the time the writing is distributed to all, or a majority of, the Jurupa Valley 
Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission may also post the writing on its Internet 
website at www.jurupavalley.org. 

http://www.jurupavalley.org/


AGENDA ITEM NO. 5.1 
DRAFT MINUTES 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
November 24, 2021 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call
The Jurupa Valley Planning Commission meeting was called to order by the Secretary of
the Planning Commission at 7:00 p.m. on November 24, 2021 at the City Council Chambers,
8930 Limonite Ave., Jurupa Valley and due to a lack of a quorum, was adjourned.
Roll Call:

• Penny Newman, Chair, Absent

• Arleen Pruitt, Chair Pro Tem, Absent

• Armando Carmona, Commission Member, Absent

• Hakan Jackson , Commission Member, Absent

• Laura Shultz, Commission Member, Absent

Due to the lack of a quorum, the Secretary of the Planning Commission adjourned the meeting 
to the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting to be held at 7:00 pm on 
Wednesday, December 8, 2021. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Joe Perez, Community Development Director 
Secretary of the Planning Commission 

RETURN TO AGENDA
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STAFF REPORT 

DATE: DECEMBER 08, 2021 

TO: CHAIR NEWMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

FROM: JOE PEREZ, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR  

SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO. 5.2 

SUMMARY OF CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS AND DEVELOPMENT 
UPDATE 

______________________________________________________________________ 
RECOMMENDATION  
That the Planning Commission receive and file the development update. 
CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS AT THE DECEMBER 2, 2021, MEETING  

• Public Hearing – The City Council held a public hearing and adopted a Resolution
initiating proceedings to amend the 2017 General Plan by updating the Housing
Element, approving an addendum to a certified programmatic final environmental
impact report and adopting findings pursuant to the California Environmental
Impact Report and adopting the 2021-2029 (6th Cycle) Housing Element of the
General Plan.  The Housing Element is one of nine State-required components of
every city’s General Plan, and a city’s primary planning document to address its
housing needs for the future. California state law requires that in order for the
private market to adequately address housing needs, local governments must
adopt plans that provide opportunities for, and do not unduly constrain, housing
development, and demonstrate how the City’s share of regional growth will be
accommodated for in the planning period that the Housing Element addresses.

As Jurupa Valley continues to grow, the Housing Element will help plan for where
future residents will live by updating the City’s housing policies and designating
space by 2021 to accommodate the City’s share of regional housing allocation of
4,497 new housing units for the 2021-2029 planning period. This includes
designating sites for market rate housing, and housing that is affordable to very
low, low and moderate incomes. The Housing Element sets goals, policies, and
programs that are implemented after the plan is adopted to achieve this objective.
The Housing Element must remain consistent with the other elements of the
General Plan, which was adopted in 2017. City staff will submit the 2021-2029 (6Th

Cycle) Housing Element to the State Department of Housing and Community
Development for Certification.

RETURN TO AGENDA
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• Public Hearing – The City Council held a public hearing and approved Zone Code 

Amendment No. 21007 (ZCA21007) eliminating expansion or establishment of 
Truck Intensive Uses in various Commercial, Industrial and Manufacturing zones, 
initiation of a General Plan Amendment to change the land use in the following 
study areas: 1. Bellegrave-Van Buren 2. Belltown-Agua Mansa, 3. Pedley-
Limonite, 4. Flabob Airport, 5. Sierra Avenue; Initiate a Zoning Code Amendment 
to the Business Prk (B-P) zone; and extend the temporary moratorium on 
expansion or establishment of truck intensive uses within five industrial and 
manufacturing areas for an additional one-year period.   
 
The approved Ordinance allows truck intensive uses only in the Manufacturing 
Heavy (M-H) zone with a Conditional Use Permit. The M-H zone is recommended 
because it is consistent with the General Plan's intent for these areas to "allow for 
intense industrial activities that may have significant impacts (noise, vibration, 
glare, odors) on surrounding uses." Figure 1 below shows in blue the current 
locations with M-H zoning in the City. This amendment, will also remove truck 
intensive uses as allowed uses in the I-P, M-SC, and M-M zones. Specifically, the 
following uses would be prohibited in I-P, M-SC, and M-M zones: 1) trucking and 
transport; 2) truck or semi-trailer storage yard; 3) heavy equipment sales, rental, 
and storage; 4) auto auctions, including all types of vehicles; 5) salvage yards; 6) 
contractor storage yards: and 7) any other uses reasonably determined by the 
Community Development Director to be truck intensive would no longer be allowed 
in these zones.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DEVELOPMENT UPDATES 
The following is an update on various projects currently under review by the Community 
Development Department and upcoming meetings.  
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• Troy Court Industrial Project- 
o On November 30th, a Directors public hearing was held regarding the Troy 

Court industrial project. The project was subject to approval of a Site 
Development Permit (SDP) by the Community Development Director. Since 
this project triggered environmental review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a noticed public hearing was held prior 
to me taking action on the SDP. The applicant is Davis JCR Troy Court 
Industrial Owner, LLC. Aside from members of the applicant’s development 
team, there were no members of the public that attended the public hearing. 
The project was approved with modifications to the recommended 
conditions of approval. 
The site is located at the end of Troy Court, north of Van Buren Blvd., south 
of Galena Street and west of Felspar Street.  There are industrial uses to 
the north, east, and west of the site. The Union Pacific Railroad line and 
Van Buren Blvd. are on the project’s southeastern border. The site has a 
land use designation of Business park (BP) and the existing zoning is 
Manufacturing- Service Commercial (M-SC).   
The project consists of three speculative industrial buildings located at 
4725, 4790, and 4795 Troy Court. The building sizes are 63,095 SF for 
building 1; 79,666 SF for building 2; and 48,435 SF for building 3, providing 
a total square footage of 191,196 SF. Total project area consists of 10.43 
acres, most of which is vacant with the exception of a fire maintenance 
facility that will be demolished to make way for the new development.  
The project was approved with the following added/amended conditions: 
 Enhancements of the south elevations facing Van Buren Blvd. 
 Refurbishment of the existing tubular steel fencing, located on the 

eastern, southern and western property lines, as needed 
 Prohibition of center swales on the site 
 Paving design enhancements to vehicle access points  
 Removal of graffiti within 24 Hours  
 Requiring Department of Environmental Health and/or Regional 

Water Quality Control Board clearance  
 Inclusion of E-V charging stations 
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• Aldi`s Grocery Store- Coming Soon at the Vernola Marketplace 
o ALDI’s will be opening a new store at the former Bed, Bath and Beyond 

location at the Vernola Marketplace, 6365 Pats Ranch Rd. They intend to 
submit tenant improvement plans by mid-February and are hoping to open 
in the Fall of 2022.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Paradise Knolls- Planning Area 5 
o DR Horton has submitted an official Development Plan Application 

MA21313 for 219 single family subdivision at Paradise Knolls Project 
Planning Area 5, which is within a 107.2-acre Specific Plan area located on 
the southeast corner of Limonite Avenue and Downey Street, and north of 
the Santa Ana River. The Specific Plan includes six Planning Areas 
consisting of four residential neighborhoods (allowing up to 650 units), one 
2.2-acre commercial/retail area, and 18.2 acres of open space.  This 
subdivision will be part of Planning Area 5 of the site plan provided above. 
The development will include 219 units with a 4.23-acre concourse that will 
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serve as open space for the community. The lots will range from 2,754 to 
3,600 square feet. A tentative tract map will also be part of the development 
plan. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Prepared by: 

 
 
 

 
 
Reviewed by: 

 

 

 

 
 
//s// Serita Young 

 

_________________________  _____________________  
Joe Perez 
Community Development Director 

 Serita Young 
Deputy City Attorney 
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STAFF REPORT 

DATE: DECEMBER 8, 2021 
TO: CHAIR NEWMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
FROM: JOE PEREZ, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
BY: ROCIO LOPEZ, SENIOR PLANNER 
SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO.  6.1 

MASTER APPLICATION (MA) NO. 20004:  SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
(SDP) NO. 20004 AND TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM) NO. 37872 
PROJECT: BRE SPACE CENTER MIRA LOMA LOGISTICS PROJECT 
LOCATION: 3401 SPACE CENTER COURT (APN: 156-150-069): GENERALLY 
LOCATED WEST OF ETIWANDA AVENUE, NORTH OF IBERIA STREET, 
EAST OF SPACE CENTER COURT AND SOUTH OF VENTURE DRIVE  
APPLICANT: BRE SPACE MIRA LOMA LLC 

RECOMMENDATION 
By motion, adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 2021-12-08-01 to 1) certify an 
Environmental Impact Report and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program; (2) approve Site Development Permit No. 20004; and 
(3) approve Tentative Parcel Map No. 37872 in order to allow two industrial speculative buildings
totaling 1,939,312 square feet and retention of a 172,800 square foot industrial building on an
approximately 105.58-acre project site.
PROPOSAL 
The Applicant (“Applicant” or “BRE Space Mira Loma LLC”) submitted an application for a Site 
Development Permit (SDP) and Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) for the “BRE Space Mira Loma 
Logistics Project” (herein referred to as “Project”).  The Project consists of the following 
improvements on a 105.58-acre area:   

1. Demolition of nine (9) existing redwood buildings totaling 1,579,500 square feet.
2. Redevelopment of the Project site with two new industrial speculative buildings (“Building

1” and “Building 2”) totaling 1,939,312 square feet. No proposed use at this time.
o Building “1” is a 1,379,287 square foot logistics building; and
o Building “2” is a 560,025 square foot logistics building.
o There will be an overall increase of 359,812 square-feet after the demolition of

existing buildings and construction of two new buildings.

RETURN TO AGENDA
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3. Building “3”, totaling 172,800 square feet, would remain on the site with no proposed 
changes, and would be integrated into the overall site.  There is an existing warehouse 
distributor in Building 3.  

Future uses within Buildings 1 and 2 will be subject to those uses permitted within Exhibit “C” of 
the 2013 Development Agreement (DA) provided as Attachment 4. After the term of the 
Development Agreement ends, this project site, along with the remaining 212.42 acres of land 
under the DA, will be subject to current code requirements. 
LOCATION 
The site is generally located west of Etiwanda Avenue, north of the SR-60, east of the I-15 
Freeway, and south of Venture Drive. Specifically, the site is bounded by Space Center Court to 
the immediate east and existing industrial development to the immediate north, south, and west 
of the site. Mira Loma Village, a single-family residential tract, is located to the east of Etiwanda 
Avenue. Exhibit 1 below provides the location map of the project site and Table 1 provides the 
project information. 

EXHIBIT 1: LOCATION MAP 
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TABLE 1: PROJECT INFORMATION 
GENERAL 
PLAN LAND 
USE 
DESIGNATION 

GENERAL 
PLAN 
POLICY 
OVERLAY(S) 
&  AREA(S) 

ZONING PROPOSAL REQUIRED 
ENTITLEMENTS 

LI: (Light 
Industrial) 

Mira Loma 
Warehouse 
and 
Distribution 
Center 
Overlay  

M-M 
(Manufacturing-
Medium) 

Two (2) warehouse 
distribution buildings and 
proposed subdivision of one 
(1) parcel into three (3) 
parcels 

Site 
Development 

Permit (SDP) & 
Tentative Parcel 

Map (TPM) 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Development Agreement 
On November 7, 2013, the City entered into a Development Agreement (DOC #2014-0223904) 
with Space Mira Loma, Inc., which applies to approximately 318 acres of existing industrial land 
as shown in Exhibit 2. Exhibit C of the Development Agreement (Attachment 4) includes a list of 
permitted uses for this site. Examples of the type of uses include a variety of manufacturing uses 
such as meatpacking, furniture manufacturing, metal fabrication, service and commercial uses, 
and warehouse and distribution uses. 
The Development Agreement provides a long term vested right to develop or redevelop industrial 
buildings on the 318 acres (including the 105.58-acre project site) and provide community benefits 
to the City. All of the land within 318 acres is currently developed. 
The agreement includes obligations for both the City and Space Center Mira Loma, Inc. Below is 
a summary of obligations for both City and Space Center Mira Loma, Inc. 
Space Center’s Obligations: 

• Pay Community Benefit Contribution (CBC) fees (City can use it for any purpose that 
benefits the community).  For this project, the applicant must pay a one-time CBC of 
$190,875.  

• If the future use (business) is a sales tax generating use, as defined in the DA, there 
is no requirement for additional CBC, subject to minimum $5,000,000 per year in 
taxable sales.  If jobs generating uses (if no sales tax), then subject to additional CBC 
fee of $95,437.50.  If neither sales tax nor job generation applies, then subject to 
additional CBC fee of $190,875.  
Comply with M-M (Manufacturing-Medium) zone regulations that were in effect in 2013 
with changes as shown in the DA. 

• Payment of Development Impact Fees (DIF), including acquiring open space areas for 
wildlife and habitat preservation, estimated at $1,189,678.56 (excludes the developed 
10.81 gross acres on proposed Parcel 3 with existing Building 3). This will be paid in 
the future. 
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• Meet State requirements for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) by adopting an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) with project Mitigation and 
Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP), which includes mitigation measures that the 
City determines: 1) are feasible and practical to implement, 2) are feasible and 
practical for the City to monitor and enforce, 3) are legal for the City to impose, 4) have 
an essential nexus to the Project’s impacts, and 5) would result in a benefit to the 
physical environment.  

• Meet City requirements for compliance with Environmental Justice (EJ) Element by 
minimizing and mitigating any potential impacts to address environmental justice 
through a set of comprehensive mitigation measures and project conditions to satisfy 
the goals, objectives and policies within the EJ Element. Mitigation measures include, 
but are not limited to: 
o Conditions to mitigate traffic impacts such as added street signage to enforce 8-

ton truck limit and no right turn signs at Hopkins Street and Etiwanda Avenue 
o Conditions for intersection improvements and in-lieu fees for construction of public 

improvements 
o Condition on lease agreements to restrict trucks from turning right and going south 

on Etiwanda Avenue to SR-60 freeway 
o Conditions for filtering trees (such as Afghan Pines), tree size and spacing to 

promote cleaner air 
City’s Obligations: 

• Allow warehouse and industrial uses included as Exhibit “C” in the Development 
Agreement 

• Apply the land use regulations adopted and effective on or before November 7, 2013 
that govern the development and use of the property 

• Apply the DIF rates that were in effect at the time of the agreement. 

• Apply California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

• Administer Environmental Justice (EJ) Element 
Referral of Site Development Permit to Planning Commission 
Section 9.240.330 (4)(b) assigns the Community Development Director authority to refer Site 
Development Permit applications to the Planning Commission if the proposed use will have a 
major significant impact on the community. In summary, the project is being referred to the 
Planning Commission for the following reasons: 

• In 2011, Community Action and Environmental Justice (CCAEJ) filed a lawsuit against the 
County of Riverside and the developers after the County approved six industrial projects 
(near the Mira Loma Village) and certified the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). After 
City incorporation, the project sites were then in the City’s jurisdiction and the City was 
named a party of the lawsuit. In 2013, all the parties agreed to a Consent Judgment (Case 
No. RIC1112063). Although the Space Center project is not part of the Consent Judgment, 
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the project is located west of Etiwanda Avenue near the existing Mira Loma Village 
residential neighborhood. 

• In 2013, the City entered into a Development Agreement, which requires certain 
obligations of both City and the Applicant, including consistency with the Environmental 
Justice Element of the City’s General Plan. 

The Community Development Director’s referral, see Attachment 5, is consistent with Section 
3.1(h) “Reservation of Authority of City” of the “Space Center Development Agreement” because 
it is a procedural regulation relating to hearing bodies. 

Planning Commission Study Session 
On November 10, 2021, the Planning Commission conducted a Study Session to review, discuss, 
and provide feedback to staff and Applicant on their project. At the meeting, the Commission 
provided the following feedback to the Applicant.  The Applicant’s responses to the feedback are 
included in Attachment 6.  
Traffic:  

1. Requested information on truck traffic enforcement on Etiwanda Avenue 
2. Provide truck route map showing truck trips to and from site 
3. Research barriers to prevent trucks from exiting site and turning right on Etiwanda 

Avenue  
4. Notify truck drivers to not make right turns on Etiwanda Avenue  
5. Provide EV charging stations 

Environmental:  
Provide copy of comment letter received on the Draft EIR from the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (AQMD). 
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Jobs: 
1. Provide information on revenue thresholds that trigger Community Benefits Contribution 
2. Criteria for full-time jobs 
3. Types of jobs created  
4. Describe industry averages with job automation: 

a. Job loss 
b. Fewer cars 
c. Efficiency of building 

Environmental Justice Informational Study Session 
On October 19, 2021, the City hosted an Informational Session for this project in compliance with 
the General Plan's Environmental Justice (EJ) Element. The meeting was held at 6:30 p.m. at 
Skyview Event Center located at 5257 Wineville Avenue, Jurupa Valley. 
There were several purposes for this meeting: 
 To explain the application process of the project and how citizens can participate in the 

whole process; 
 To introduce the project and explain potential impacts; and 
 To explain the California Environmental Quality Act process 

City staff including a Spanish translator, were in attendance, but no one from the community 
attended the session, nor were there calls or correspondence received regarding this meeting. 
The City mailed a 20-day bilingual notice of the information session to 1) property owners within 
1,000 feet of the boundaries of the project site, 2) owners and occupants in the Mira Loma Village 
neighborhood, and 3) the Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice (CCAEJ). The 
notice and maps of the notified areas are provided as attachments to this report. 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Site Development Permit 
The Project proposes to demolish nine (9) existing redwood buildings constructed in 1942 totaling 
1,579,500 square feet.  The existing buildings are currently being used for general industrial 
operations and general merchandise warehouse and distribution.  The Project entails the removal 
of on-site railroad spurs and redevelop the Project site with two industrial speculative buildings 
(“Building 1” and “Building 2”) totaling 1,939,312 square feet of building area. Building 1, located 
on the western portion of the site, would include a 1,379,287 square foot logistics building, with 
20,000 square feet allocated for mezzanine/office use. Building 2, located on the eastern portion 
of the site, would include a 560,025 square foot logistics building, with 20,000 square feet 
allocated for mezzanine/office use. Please see Exhibit 3 (site plan) and Exhibit 4 (elevations). 
Building 3 (existing SF building) is located north of the proposed Building 2 and Building 3 would 
remain unchanged.  
The allowed uses would be in accordance with the DA, which permits a variety of industrial uses.  
This project will provide for a variety of financial benefits and job creation incentives for the City 
and its residents. Vehicular access to the site would be provided via Manitou Court to the north, 
an extension of Manitou Court to C Street towards Iberia Street, and Space Center Court. 
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EXHIBIT 3:  OVERALL SITE PLAN 

 
 
 

EXHIBIT 4:  ELEVATIONS 

 
 

Parking 
Parking proposed for Building 1 would consist of approximately 638 standard parking stalls, 16 
(14 accessible and 2 van accessible) parking stalls, 61 clean air vehicle parking stalls, 44 electric 
vehicle (EV) parking stalls, 1 van accessible EV parking stall, and 1 EV/ADA parking stall. Parking 
proposed for Building 2 would consist of approximately 3,340 standard parking stalls, 9 (5 
accessible and 4 van accessible) ADA parking stalls, 35 clean air vehicle parking stalls, 23 electric 
vehicle (EV) parking stalls, 1 van accessible EV parking stall, and 1 EV/ADA parking stall. 
Additionally, Building 1 would include 254 loading bays and Building 2 would include 84 loading 
bays. Lastly, the Project would include bicycle parking stalls at the amount of 40 stalls for Building 
1 and 24 stalls for Building 2.  The Project exceeds the code parking requirements.  
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Landscaping  
In addition to the parking areas described above, the Project also includes landscaped areas, 
hardscaping, and other exterior features. As depicted within the Conceptual Landscape Plan 
included within Attachment 9, a variety of trees, shrubs, vines, and accent plants are proposed 
along the perimeter of the proposed buildings, parking areas, and the Project site’s frontage with 
Space Center Court.  
Afghan and Canary Island Pine trees are proposed along the southern perimeter and throughout 
the project site, to filter air pollutants and further screen the buildings.  The Project proposes a 
total of 418 trees and creates 48,849 square feet of parking stall shading for Building 1 and 38,394 
square feet of parking stall shading for Building 2, representing 66% and 53% of shade of the 
parking area, respectively. The Project requires adherence with the Water Efficient Landscape 
Design Requirements as specified within the Municipal Code.  The Project meets the code 
landscaping requirements.  
Walls and Fencing 
The Project includes the replacement of existing 6-foot high chainlink fencing around the 
perimeter of Buildings 1 and 2 with 8-foot high tubular steel fencing; and includes 8-foot high 
concrete tilt-up walls to provide additional screening of the dock doors and truck court located to 
the north and south sides of Buildings 1 and 2.  
The existing chain-link fence and gate at the loading area of Building 3 will also be replaced with 
eight-foot high concrete tilt-up walls with wrought iron gate with opaque screening to conceal the 
loading areas, see Overall Fence plan on Sheet DAB-A1.1 of Attachment 11. 
Traffic/Circulation 
Since the project proposes a net increase of 359,812 square feet, the Traffic Impact Analysis 
calculated an increase of 2,568 net new trips per day.  Of the increased trips, 334 were truck and 
2,234 were passenger trips (see Exhibit 5). 
The project has been designed to direct truck traffic patterns to head north from Manitou Court to 
Venture Drive to Philadelphia Avenue to Milliken Avenue to access the SR-60 freeway; and 
Etiwanda Avenue north to Jurupa Street to access the 15-freeway. In order to facilitate truck traffic 
circulation, the City is recommending a condition to require the installation of a traffic signal at the 
intersection of Philadelphia Avenue and Venture Drive.  
Furthermore, there are numerous street signs located along Etiwanda Avenue, which prohibit 
trucks over 8-tons from traveling on Etiwanda Avenue from Philadelphia Avenue to the north, past 
the SR-60 freeway to the south and at the Etiwanda SR-60 freeway eastbound and westbound 
off ramps (see City’s 8- ton truck limitation sign location map provided as Attachment 7).  
The City is recommending the following conditions to reduce truck traffic impacts on Etiwanda 
Avenue:  

a. Modifying the intersection of Iberia Street and Etiwanda Avenue so that the curb 
height is increased to create a physical barrier, which will prevent trucks from 
turning right from Iberia Street onto Etiwanda Avenue.  

b. Adding additional no right turn signs at the intersection of Hopkins Street and 
Etiwanda Avenue to prohibit trucks from making right turns.  
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c. Adding a provision to each lease on the Project site and any deed if all or a portion 
of the Project site is sold or conveyed requiring the lessee or owner to require 
occupants of the Project site to comply with the “no right turn” portion of this 
condition and provide for the owner of the Project site to enforce it against lessees.  
Applicant and any subsequent owners of the Project site shall use their best efforts 
to enforce this provision. 

EXHIBIT 5:  TRUCK TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

 
As it pertains to traffic congestion (i.e. Level of Service or LOS) at the intersections impacted by 
project generated traffic, payment of a fair share to fund intersection improvements will reduce 
traffic congestion to some degree, but will not improve LOS because implementation of the 
planned intersection improvements are not funded or scheduled at this time by the cities of 
Fontana or Ontario. In addition, changes and/or expansions to the SR-60 Freeway are not within 
the jurisdiction of the City of Jurupa Valley. Rather, those improvements are planned, funded, and 
constructed by the State. As such, there are no further conditions of approval that can be imposed 
upon the Project to mitigate its small cumulative contribution to LOS impacts on segments of SR-
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60 freeway under Horizon Year (2035) conditions. Caltrans has exclusive control over State 
highway improvements and State highway improvements are a matter of statewide control. 
Architecture 
Buildings 1 and 2 consist of concrete tilt-up construction, with decorative architectural focal points 
at the main office entrance areas. The building facades will feature reveals along all panel walls, 
spandrel glass and decorative metal canopies throughout focal points of all building elevations. 
Colors will consist of whites, a variety of greys, blue reflective glazing, and clear anodized 
mullions, see the Colored Elevations within Attachment 11. The roll-up doors will also be colored 
to match the building. 
Tentative Parcel Map 

Concurrent with the Site Development Permit, a Tentative Parcel Map is proposed to subdivide 
the existing 105.58-acre parcel into three parcels to accommodate each of the buildings: Parcel 
#1 – 66.89 gross acres (65.97 net acres); Parcel #2 – 27.88 gross acres (26.01 net acres); and 
Parcel #3 – 10.81 gross acres (10.45 net acres). 
ANALYSIS 
I. GENERAL PLAN 

A. LIGHT INDUSTRIAL (LI) 
The proposed Project is consistent with the Light Industrial (LI) land use designation in 
that it will accommodate the development of a new industrial land use, which will provide 
new public improvements such as sidewalks, curb and gutter and landscaped parkways.  
The Project is also designed to enhance and be architecturally compatible with its 
surroundings and with public view corridors by providing high quality architecture, 
landscaping, and site improvements. 
Additionally, the project is consistent with the policies within the LI land use designation 
and consistent with the allowed Floor Area Ratio (FAR) range of 0.25 to 0.6.  Buildings 1 
and 2 propose FARs of .47 & .49.  

B. MIRA LOMA WAREHOUSE AND DISTRIBUTION CENTER OVERLAY (MLO)  
The Project site is located within the Mira Loma Warehouse and Distribution Center 
Overlay (MLO).  This overlay is designed to limit the locations of logistics to the MLO. The 
term “logistic uses” references warehouse distribution centers, intermodal transfer 
facilities (railroad to truck), trucking terminals, or cross-dock facilities. The existing 
development within this Overlay area consists primarily of large logistics warehouses with 
storage, loading, and shipping facilities and industrial/manufacturing properties. The area 
has a high concentration of commercial and industrial truck traffic, and includes some 
small-scale retail commercial and services. The MLO boundary is shown within Exhibit 6. 
The project is consistent with the General Plan Light Industrial land use designation and 
the Mira Loma Warehouse and Distribution Center Overlay policies. 
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EXHIBIT 6:  MIRA LOMA WAREHOUSE AND DISTRIBUTION CENTER OVERLAY  

    

C. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ELEMENT 
In the Development Agreement and the General Plan, the City has the authority to apply 
the Environmental Justice (EJ) Element. The project was processed and reviewed 
according to the EJ Element. 
The project is located near a residential community, Mira Loma Village, which is burdened 
by the surrounding industrial area. The residential community is located on the southeast 
corner of Iberia Street and Etiwanda Avenue and the proposed project is located on the 
west side of Space Center Court, approximately 1,350 feet from Mira Loma Village. There 
are approximately 103 residential units in this neighborhood. The EJ Element requires that 
the City create an open, meaningful, process in which a disadvantaged neighborhood can 
be actively involved in the planning process. 
In order to create a meaningful, inclusionary process for the residents, the City held an 
Environmental Justice (EJ) Informational Session on October 19, 2021 and invited the 
property owners and occupants of the Mira Loma Village.  The purpose of the meeting 
was to provide project specific information regarding the potential impacts of the proposed 
project and to answer any questions the community may have had. 
The City also invited the Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice 
(CCAEJ), whom has a history of working with the residents of this neighborhood. The City 
mailed bilingual notices (English & Spanish) to both the property owners and residents (in 
case of tenants) to inform them of the meeting and the project (see Attachment 8).  The 
City provided Spanish translation services at the meeting. However, no members of the 
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public  attended the meeting, nor did the City receive any correspondence or phone calls 
on this Project.  
The goals and policies of the Environmental Justice Element were adhered to with hosting 
of the EJ informational session and providing a notice regarding the information session 
and project. Furthermore, the notice informed the residents and tenants that the City is 
available to answer any questions or receive comments throughout the entitlement 
process.  

II. ZONING CODE 
Since the project site has an existing Development Agreement, warehouse and distribution 
uses are not subject to a Conditional Use Permit, but rather, fall within the list of permitted 
uses as outlined within Exhibit “C” of the Development Agreement (DA).   
The Project is consistent with the M-M (Manufacturing - Medium) zone and is consistent with 
the Development Agreement, with the recommended Conditions of Approval. Table 2 
presents the Project’s compliance with the zone’s development standards. 

TABLE 2. M-M ZONE’S DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
Development Standard Does the Project Comply? 

Lot Size Minimum Size: 10,000 
square-feet (sf) 
Minimum Width: 75 feet 

Yes, as shown on plans. 

Setback None required Yes. Although none is required, both 
buildings are setback from Manitou Court 
and Space Center Court. 

Height Maximum height: 50 feet. Yes, the buildings are 45.5 feet in height. 
 

On-site 
Landscaping 

Minimum 10% (10.5 acres) of 
site to be landscaped and 
irrigated 

Yes, project provides for 34 combined 
acres of landscaping as shown on plans. 

Minimum 10-foot wide 
landscaped strip adjacent to 
street.  

Yes. A minimum of 10 feet is provided 
along both Manitou Ct. and Space Center 
Ct.  

Automobile 
Parking & 
Parking Areas 

 Building 1 must provide a 
minimum of 760 parking 
spaces 19 loading spaces,  39 
and bike spaces.  

 Building 2 must provide a 
minimum of 351 parking 
spaces, 11 loading spaces, 
and 20 bike spaces.  

Yes, the Project meets the requirements 
as follows: 
Bldg. 1:  Provided 761 parking spaces 
over by 1 while meeting the minimum 
required for loading and bicycle spaces. 
Bldg. 2:  Exceeds the parking 
requirements 49 spaces and meets the 
minimum requirement for loading and 
bicycle spaces. 
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Development Standard Does the Project Comply? 
Trash Collection 
Areas 

Must be screened so it is not 
visible from public streets 

Yes, the trash enclosures for both 
Buildings 1 and 2 are located within the 
loading areas, and are screened from 
public view via an 8-foot high concrete tilt 
up wall, as shown on plans. 

Utilities Must be installed underground 
except electrical lines rated 
33kV or greater. 

Yes, it will in accordance with the code 
and condition. 

Lighting All lighting fixtures must be 
focused to prevent glare or 
direct illumination on streets 
or adjoining property 

Yes, condition of approval will require the 
review and approval of photometric plan. 

 
IV. TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP 

Subdivisions are regulated by Title 7 (Subdivisions) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code. This 
project is a Schedule “E” subdivision. The proposed subdivision is consistent with Title 7 
(Subdivisions) of the Municipal Code.  
Dedication and Public Right-Of-Way Improvements 

The existing private street, currently shown as C Street within project site, will be improved to 
an ultimate right-of-way width of 78 feet.  As such, Manitou Court will now extend from Venture 
Drive to the proposed cul-de-sac at the southern end of Manitou Court, between Buildings 1 
and 2 (see Exhibits 7 and 8).  This area will feature a new 11-foot wide parkway on each side 
of the street with landscaping, sidewalk, curb, gutter, and 56-foot wide roadway.  
Manitou Court, south of the subject site, Space Center Court and Hopkins Street will remain 
unchanged (see Exhibit 9).   

EXHIBIT 7:  MANITOU COURT STREET SECTION 
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EXHIBIT 8:  MANITOU COURT STREET IMPROVEMENT AREA 

 
EXHIBIT 9:  EXISTING STREET SECTIONS TO REMAIN 

(Manitou Ct.: South of Subject Site, Space Center Ct., and Hopkins St.) 

 
Water, Sewer and Drainage Improvements 

Water and sewer service to the project site will be provided by the Jurupa Community Services 
District (JCSD). The County Department of Environmental Health (DEH) has prepared the 
required SANS 53 clearance letter, which states that JCSD will provide water and sewer 
service to the proposed subdivision (see Attachment 10). 
Water:  The Project will connect to the existing 16-inch diameter water line in Space Center 
Court south of Hopkins Street, an existing 18-inch diameter water line in Space Center Court 
north of Hopkins Street, and an existing 16-inch diameter water line within an easement 
across the Project site. 

Formerly 
“C” St. 
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Sewer: The Project will connect to the existing 18-inch diameter sewer line within an easement 
through the southern portion of subject property, an existing 8-inch diameter sewer line within 
an easement through the northern portion of Project site, and an existing 12-inch diameter 
sewer line at the southeast corner of the property on Space Center Drive. 
Storm Drain: The Project will include an integrated, on-site system of underground storm drain 
pipes, and an underground pipe retention/infiltration system. The integrated storm water 
system is designed to capture on-site storm water runoff flows, convey the runoff across the 
site, and treat the runoff to minimize the amount of water-borne pollutants transported from 
the Project site. Runoff would be captured via curb and grated inlets and conveyed into an 
underground pipe retention/infiltration system where it will be detained and treated before 
discharging into the existing storm drains in “C” Street and Space Center Court, which will 
then flow into the Day Creek Channel. 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF A SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP)  

Per Section 9.240.330(3) Requirements for Approval, no Site Development Permit shall be 
approved unless it complies with the following standards: 

A.  “The proposed use must conform to all the requirements of the City of Jurupa 
Valley General Plan and with all applicable requirements of State law and the 
ordinance of the City of Jurupa Valley.”  
The Project, is consistent with the General Plan, zoning ordinance, and applicable state 
law. The General Plan land use designation is Light Industrial (LI) and the zoning 
classification is Medium-Manufacturing (M-M). It complies with all applicable development 
standards with the imposition of the conditions of approval. 

B. “The overall development of the land shall be designed for the protection of the 
public health, safety, and general welfare; to conform to the logical development of 
the land and to be compatible with the present and logical development of the 
surrounding property. The plan shall consider the location and need for dedication 
and improvement of necessary streets and sidewalks, including the avoidance of 
traffic congestion; and shall take into account topographical and drainage 
conditions, including the need for dedication and improvements of necessary 
structures as a part thereof.”  
The combination of the site design, mitigation measures of the Environmental Impact 
Report, and conditions of approval for this Project are designed for the protection of the 
public health, safety, and general welfare. 
The Project is consistent with the logical development of the land. The General Plan land 
use designation is Light Industrial (LI) and the proposed development of two new industrial 
buildings is consistent with the logical development of the land.  

The project addressed the necessary topographical and drainage conditions with the 
submitted exhibits, mitigation measures, and conditions of approval.  
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF TENTATIVE LAND DIVISION MAPS  
Per Section 7.15.180, “A tentative map shall be denied if it does not meet all requirements of this 
ordinance, or if any of the following findings are made:” 

1. That the proposed land division is not consistent with applicable general and specific 
plans. 

2. That the design or improvement of the proposed land division is not consistent with 
applicable general and specific plans. 

3. That the site of the proposed land division is not physically suitable for the type of 
development. 

4. That the site of the proposed land division is not physically suitable for the proposed 
density of the development. 

5. That the design of the proposed land division or proposed improvements are likely to 
cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish, 
wildlife, or their habitat. 

6. That the design of the proposed land division or the type of improvements are likely 
to cause serious public health problems. 

7. That the design of the proposed land division or the type of improvements will conflict 
with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through, or use of, 
property within the proposed land division. A land division may be approved if it is 
found that alternative easements for access or for use will be provided and that they 
will be substantially equivalent to ones previously acquired by the public. This 
subsection shall apply only to easements of record or to easements established by 
judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction. 

8. Notwithstanding subsection (5) of this section, notwithstanding subsection (5) of this 
section, a tentative map may be approved if an environmental impact report was 
prepared with respect to the project and a finding was made, pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), 
that specific economic, social, or other considerations make infeasible the mitigation 
measures or project alternatives identified in the Environmental Impact Report. 

None of the findings for denial can be made. Tentative Parcel Map No. 37872 is consistent with 
the General Plan and all applicable provisions of Title 7 and the Subdivision Map Act for standards 
and process.  Furthermore, the Engineering Department has reviewed the project for access, 
circulation, grading, and drainage and has recommended conditions that would require the project 
to comply with mandated regulations.  

The land is suitable for the proposed industrial subdivision including FAR ratio. The project will 
not cause any substantial environmental damage or impacts to wildlife and their habitats with 
recommended conditions and mitigation measures. The project will not be a danger to the welfare 
of the general public. The project will not cause serious public health problems. Staff believes the 
findings have been met and recommends approval of the tentative map. An Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) with Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) and Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) have been prepared pursuant to California Environmental Quality 
Act. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for this Project, with the City acting as the 
Lead Agency. The EIR document includes a description of the proposed Project and evaluates 
the physical environmental effects that could result from Project implementation. The City 
determined that the scope of the EIR should cover the following fourteen subject areas: 
Aesthetics, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and 
Planning, Noise, Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources and Utilities, and Service Systems. 
The scope was determined through the City’s independent judgment, and in consideration of 
public comments received by the City in response to the EIR’s Notice of Preparation (NOP). The 
environmental subject areas that could be reasonably and significantly affected by planning, 
constructing, and/or operating the proposed Project were analyzed, including:  Aesthetics, Air 
Quality, Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, 
Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources and Utilities and Service Systems. 
The following provides a summary of the proposed Project’s environmental impacts.  

1. Air Quality, Significant Direct and Cumulatively Considerable Impact: The 
Project’s operational emissions of NOX would exceed the applicable South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regional thresholds for operational‐
source emissions of NOX and would therefore contribute to the violation of an air 
quality standard and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of an ozone 
precursor. Because the Project would exceed SCAQMD emissions thresholds, it 
conflicts with Consistency Criterion No. 1 of the Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP).  Consistency Criterion No. 1 states that the project under consideration 
will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality 
violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay the timely attainment 
of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP.  
No feasible mitigation measures exist that would reduce the Project’s Nitrogen 
Dioxide (NOx) emissions to levels that are less than significant.  

2. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Generation, Significant Direct and 
Cumulatively Considerable Impact: Project related GHG emissions totaling 
16,366.78 MTCO2e/yr would exceed the applicable SCAQMD GHG emission 
significance threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e/yr and would result in a cumulatively 
considerable impact to the environment. No feasible mitigation measures exist that 
would reduce the Project’s GHG emissions to levels that are less than significant.  

3. Transportation, Significant Direct and Cumulatively Considerable Impact: 
The base Project generated Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per employee is 20.33 
or 20.0% greater than the City’s significance threshold of 16.94 VMT per employee 
and the cumulative Project generated VMT per employee is 21.33 or 26.1% greater 
the City’s threshold of 16.91 VMT per employee. Therefore, Project-generated 
VMT would exceed the City’s baseline VMT threshold and would result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact to the environment. No feasible mitigation 
measures exist that would reduce the Project’s VMT to levels that are less than 
significant. 
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Even with implementation of the recommended Mitigation Measures, there will still be significant 
Project-specific impacts as noted above and as described in the EIR. Therefore, these impacts 
are considered significant and unavoidable and the adoption of a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for these impacts will be required if the Project is approved. 
It is recommended that the Planning Commission certify and adopt the EIR with Statement of 
Overriding Considerations (SOC) and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for 
this Project.   
Public Review Period. The public comment period for the Draft EIR began on September 24, 
2021, and ended at 5:00 PM on November 8, 2021.  Several comments were received from 
various agencies and those comments and responses to those comments have been included in 
the Final EIR which is attached to this report. The EIR and all documents incorporated by 
reference are available for viewing at the City of Jurupa Valley, 8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa 
Valley, California 92509. The EIR is available  for viewing on the City’s website. 
NOTICING REQUIREMENTS 
The Community Development Department mailed notices to (1) property owners within 1,000 feet 
of the boundaries of the project site, (2) property owners and occupants in the Mira Loma Village 
neighborhood, and (3) the Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice (CCAEJ). The 
radius map of the notified area is provided as Attachment 9. Additionally, legal advertisements 
were published in the Press Enterprise.  To date, no comments have been received.  
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1. Resolution No. 2021-12-08-01
1. Exhibit A. Facts and Findings / Statement of Overriding Considerations
2. Exhibit B. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
3. Exhibit C. Conditions of Approval

2. Draft Environmental Impact Report (Available on the City’s website under Development
Services/Planning/Environmental Reports in the Document Center.

3. Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) is available on the City’s website under
Development Services/Planning/Environmental Reports in the Document Center.

4. Space Center Development Agreement (executed 11-7-13)
5. Community Development Director’s Action: Referral of Project to Planning Commission
6. Staff’s Response to Planning Commission Feedback
7. City’s 8-ton Truck Limitation Sign Location Map
8. Environmental Justice Informational Outreach Flyer
9. 1,000 Foot Radius Map with Extended Areas
10. SANS 53 (dated: 11-2-21)
11. Development Plans

a) Architectural Set
b) Tentative Parcel Map
c) Concept Landscape Plan
d) Colored Elevations
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RESOLUTION NO. 2021-12-08-01 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 

CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY CERTIFYING AN 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, ADOPTING A 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND A 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM, 

APPROVING TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 37872, AND 

APPROVING SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 20004 TO 

PERMIT THE CONSTRUCTION OF TWO INDUSTRIAL 

SPECULATIVE BUILDINGS TOTALING 1,939,312 SQUARE 

FEET ON APPROXIMATELY 105.58 ACRES OF REAL 

PROPERTY LOCATED EAST OF ETIWANDA AVENUE, NORTH 

OF IBERIA STREET, EAST OF SPACE CENTER COURT, AND 

SOUTH OF VENTURE DRIVE (APN: 156-150-069) 

 

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY DOES 

RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Project.  BRE Space Mira Loma LLC (the “Applicant”) have applied for 

Tentative Parcel Map No. 37872 and Site Development Permit No. 20004 (collectively, Master 

Application No. 20004 or MA No. 20004) to permit the subdivision of approximately 105.58 acres 

into three (3) parcels on real property located east of Etiwanda Avenue, north of Iberia Street, east 

of Space Center Court, and south of Venture Drive (APN: 156-150-069) to allow the construction 

of two proposed industrial speculative buildings totaling 1,939,312 square feet (the “Project”). 

Section 2. Tentative Parcel Map. 

(a) The Applicant is seeking approval of Tentative Parcel Map No. 37872, a 

Schedule “E” subdivision of an approximately 105.58 acres into three (3) parcels on real property 

located east of Etiwanda Avenue, north of Iberia Street, east of Space Center Court, and south of 

Venture Drive (APN: 156-150-069). 

(b) Section 7.05.020.A. of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that the 

Jurupa Valley Planning Commission is designated as the “Advisory Agency” charged with the 

duty of making investigations and reports on the design and improvement of all proposed tentative 

Schedule “E” maps.  Further, Section 7.05.020.A. of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides 

that the Commission is authorized to approve, conditionally approve, or disapprove all such 

tentative map land divisions and report the action directly to the City Council and the land divider. 

(c) Section 7.15.150 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that the 

Planning Commission is the advisory agency authorized to directly approve, conditionally 

approve, or disapprove all such tentative maps. 

(d) Section 7.15.130.A. of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 

within fifty (50) days after the date of filing of a commercial parcel map, a public hearing on the 

map must be held before the Planning Commission.  Section 7.15.130.B. of the Jurupa Valley 
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Municipal Code provides that after the close of the hearing, the Planning Commission must 

approve, conditionally approve, or disapprove the proposed tentative map, file notice of the 

decision with the City Clerk, and mail notice of the decision to the land divider, or his or her 

authorized agent, and any interested party requesting a copy. 

(e) Section 7.15.160 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that all time 

limits specified in Title 7 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code for reporting and acting on tentative 

maps may be extended by the mutual consent of the land divider and the Planning Commission. 

(f) Section 7.15.180 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code requires denial of a 

tentative parcel map if it does not meet all of the requirements of Title 7 of the Jurupa Valley 

Municipal Code, or if any of the following findings are made: 

1) That the proposed land division is not consistent with applicable 

general and specific plans. 

2) That the design or improvement of the proposed land division is not 

consistent with applicable general and specific plans. 

3) That the site of the proposed land division is not physically suitable 

for the type of development. 

4) That the site of the proposed land division is not physically suitable 

for the proposed density of the development. 

5) That the design of the proposed land division or proposed 

improvements are likely to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably 

injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. 

6) That the design of the proposed land division or the type of 

improvements are likely to cause serious public health problems. 

7) That the design of the proposed land division or the type of 

improvements will conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through, or 

use of, property within the proposed land division.  A land division may be approved if it is found 

that alternate easements for access or for use will be provided and that they will be substantially 

equivalent to ones previously acquired by the public.  This subsection shall apply only to easements 

of record or to easements established by judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction. 

8) Notwithstanding subsection 5) above, a tentative map may be 

approved if an environmental impact report was prepared with respect to the project and a finding 

was made, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code Section 

21000 et seq.), that specific economic, social, or other considerations make infeasible the 

mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the environmental impact report. 

(g) Section 7.15.140 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that, except 

as provided in Section 7.05.020.B. of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code, the action of the Planning 
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Commission on a tentative map shall be final unless the final decision is appealed by the land 

divider or any interested party. 

(h) Section 7.15.150 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that an 

appeal from the decision of the Planning Commission to approve, conditionally approve, or 

disapprove tentative map shall be filed and processed pursuant to the provisions of Section 

9.05.100 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code and subject to the provisions of Section 9.05.110 

of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code. 

Section 3. Site Development Permit. 

(a) The Applicant is seeking approval of Site Development Permit No. 20004 

to develop approximately 105.58 acres of real property located east of Etiwanda Avenue, north of 

Iberia Street, east of Space Center Court, and south of Venture Drive (APN: 156-150-069) with 

two proposed industrial speculative buildings totaling 1,939,312 square feet (Building 1 - 

1,379,287 square feet; Building 2 - 560,025). 

(b) The Project is subject to that certain Space Center Development Agreement 

dated November 7, 2013 (“Development Agreement”) between the City and Space Center Mira 

Loma, Inc.  The Development Agreement is recorded with the County of Riverside Assessor, 

County Clerk & Recorder’s office as Doc. # 2014-0223904.  Section 3.1(c) of the Development 

Agreement provides that “[t]he Parties agree that the uses listed in Article XI(a) of the City’s 

Zoning Ordinance as of the Effective Date (attached hereto as Exhibit C) are permitted and shall 

remain permitted uses for the Property.  Notwithstanding Article XI(a) of the City’s Zoning 

Ordinance, Developer agrees that the uses that are struck through in Exhibit C shall not be 

permitted uses for the Property after the Effective Date during the Term.” 

(c) Section 11.25.b.(1) of Article XI(a) the City’s Zoning Ordinance in effect 

as of the effective date of the Development Agreement (i.e., December 7, 2013), and as set forth 

in Exhibit C to the Development Agreement, provides that certain industrial, manufacturing, 

service, and commercial uses are permitted on the Project site provided a site development permit 

has been approved pursuant to the provisions of the City’s Zoning Ordinance. 

(d) Section 9.240.330.(3) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 

no site development permit shall be approved unless it complies with the following standards: 

1) The proposed use must conform to all the requirements of the City 

of Jurupa General Plan and with all applicable requirements of State law and the ordinances of the 

City of Jurupa Valley. 

2) The overall development of the land shall be designed for the 

protection of the public health, safety and general welfare; to conform to the logical development 

of the land and to be compatible with the present and future logical development of the surrounding 

property.  The plan shall consider the location and need for dedication and improvement of 

necessary streets and sidewalks, including the avoidance of traffic congestion; and shall take into 

account topographical and drainage conditions, including the need for dedication and 

improvements of necessary structures as a part thereof. 
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3) All site development plans which permit the construction of more 

than one structure on a single legally divided parcel shall, in addition to all other requirements, be 

subject to a condition which prohibits the sale of any existing or subsequently constructed 

structures on the parcel until the parcel is divided and a final map recorded in accordance with 

Title 7 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code in such a manner that each building is located on a 

separate legally divided parcel. 

(e) Section 9.240.330(4)(d)(ii) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides 

that notwithstanding Sections 9.240.330(4)(a)-(c) or any other provision in Section 9.240.330 to 

the contrary, a Site Development Permit application which requires the approval of a land division 

map or is being processed concurrently with a land division map, but does not require the approval 

of a general plan amendment, a specific plan amendment, or a change of zone, shall be heard in 

accordance with the provisions of Sections 7.15.140, 7.15.150 and 7.15.160 (as described in 

Sections 2(c), (e), (g), and (h) of this Resolution), and all of the procedural requirements and rights 

of appeal as set forth therein shall govern the hearing. 

(f) Section 9.240.330(7)(b) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 

any Site Development Permit that is approved must be used within two (2) years from the effective 

date thereof, or within such additional time as may be specified in the conditions of approval, 

which shall not exceed a total of five (5) years; otherwise, the Site Development Permit shall be 

null and void.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, if a Site Development Permit is required to be used 

within less than five (5) years, the applicant or his/her successor-in-interest may, prior to its 

expiration, request an extension of time in which to use the Site Development Permit.  The term 

“use” means the beginning of substantial construction of the use that is authorized, which 

construction must thereafter be pursued diligently to completion, or the actual occupancy of 

existing buildings or land under the terms of the authorized use.  The effective date of a site 

development permit shall be determined pursuant to Section 9.240.330. 

Section 4. Procedural Findings.  The Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa 

Valley does hereby find, determine and declare that: 

(a) The application for MA No. 20004 was processed including, but not limited 

to, a public notice, in the time and manner prescribed by State law and Jurupa Valley Ordinances. 

(b) On December 8, 2021, the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa 

Valley held a public hearing on MA No. 20004, at which time all persons interested in the Project 

had the opportunity and did address the Planning Commission on these matters.  Following the 

receipt of public testimony the Planning Commission closed the public hearing. 

(c) All legal preconditions to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

Section 5. California Environmental Quality Act Findings and Certification of 

Environmental Impact Report and Adoption of Statement of Overriding Considerations and 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  The Planning Commission of the City of 

Jurupa Valley hereby makes the following environmental findings and determinations in 

connection with the approval of the Project: 
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(a) The Applicant has applied for Tentative Parcel Map No. 37872 and Site 

Development Permit No. 20004 (collectively, Master Application No. 20004 or MA No. 20004) 

to permit the subdivision of approximately 105.58 acres into three (3) parcels on real property 

located east of Etiwanda Avenue, north of Iberia Street, east of Space Center Court, and south of 

Venture Drive (APN: 156-150-069) to allow the construction of two proposed industrial 

speculative buildings totaling 1,939,312 square feet (the “Project”). 

(b) The proposed Project was processed, including, but not limited to, all public 

notices, in the time and manner prescribed by State and local law, including the California 

Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) (“CEQA”) and the CEQA 

Guidelines (14. Cal. Code Regs. § 15000 et seq.). 

(c) Pursuant to CEQA, the City is the lead agency for the proposed Project 

because it is the public agency with the authority and principal responsibility for reviewing, 

considering, and potentially approving the proposed Project. The City determined that an 

environmental impact report (EIR) would be required for the proposed Project and issued a Notice 

of Preparation (NOP) on October 30, 2020.  The NOP was sent to the State Clearinghouse (SCH 

#2020100565), responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and interested parties and posted on the 

City’s website on October 30, 2020.  The thirty (30)-day public review period ran from October 

30, 2020, to November 30, 2020 and its purpose was to receive comments and input from interested 

public agencies and private parties on issues to be addressed in the EIR for the proposed Project. 

(d) An EIR scoping meeting was held on November 9, 2020.  The scope of the 

Draft EIR was determined based on the NOP, comments received in response to the NOP, and 

technical input from environmental consultants. 

(e) Thereafter, the City contracted for the independent preparation of a Draft 

EIR for the proposed Project, including preparation and review, as applicable, of all necessary 

technical studies and reports in support of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR is on file with the City 

Clerk and available on the City’s website at 

https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/View/1983/_BRE-Space-Center-Mira-Loma-

Logistics-Project-Draft-EIR, and incorporated herein by this reference.  In accordance with CEQA 

and the CEQA Guidelines, the City analyzed the proposed Project’s potential impacts on the 

environment, potential mitigation, and potential alternatives to the proposed Project. 

(f) Upon completion of the Draft EIR in September 2021 the City initiated a 

public comment period by preparing and sending a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR 

to all interested persons, agencies, and organizations; the NOA also was published in the Press 

Enterprise.  The City also filed a Notice of Completion (NOC) with the State Office of Planning 

and Research.  The Draft EIR was made available for a forty-five (45)-day public review period 

beginning September 24, 2021, and ending on November 8, 2021. 

(g) Copies of the Draft EIR were sent to various public agencies, as well as to 

organizations and individuals requesting copies.  In addition, copies of the documents have been 

available for public review and inspection at the Jurupa Valley City Hall and two Jurupa Valley 

Public Library facilities (Glen Avon Library and Louis Rubidoux Library). The DEIR was also 

made available for download via the City’s website: 

https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/View/1983/_BRE-Space-Center-Mira-Loma-Logistics-Project-Draft-EIR
https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/View/1983/_BRE-Space-Center-Mira-Loma-Logistics-Project-Draft-EIR
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https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/Index/68 under the folder labeled “MA20004 

BRE Space Center Mira Loma.” 

(h) In response to the Draft EIR, the City received several written comments 

from individuals and entities.  In compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the City 

prepared written responses to all comments that were timely received on the Draft EIR. None of 

the comments presented any new significant environmental impacts or otherwise constituted 

significant new information requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088.5. 

(i) The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR and all of its appendices, the 

comments and responses to comments on the Draft EIR, and clarifications/revisions to the Draft 

EIR.  The Final EIR was made available to the public and to all commenting agencies at least ten 

(10) days prior to certification of the Final EIR, in compliance with Public Resources Code Section 

21092.5(a). 

(j) On December 8, 2021, the Planning Commission, at a duly noticed public 

hearing, considered the proposed Project and the Final EIR, at which time the City staff presented 

its report and interested persons had an opportunity to be heard and to present evidence regarding 

the proposed Project and the Final EIR. 

(k) Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the City, before 

approving a project for which an EIR is required, make one or more of the following written 

finding(s) for each significant effect identified in the EIR accompanied by a brief explanation of 

the rationale for each finding: 

1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 

the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects as identified 

in the Final EIR; or, 

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; or, 

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. 

(l) These required written findings are set forth in Exhibit “A” to this 

Resolution and incorporated herein by reference as if set forth in full, and are hereby adopted. 

1) Environmental impacts determined during the scoping process to be 

less than significant and not potentially impacted by the proposed Project are described in Section 

3.0 of the Findings of Exhibit “A” of the Draft EIR. 

2) Environmental impacts determined in the EIR to be less than 

significant and not requiring mitigation are described in Section 3.0 of the Findings of Exhibit “A”  

of the Draft EIR. 

https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/Index/68
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3) Environmental impacts determined in the EIR to be less than 

significant with mitigation are described in Section 4.0 of the Findings of Exhibit “A” of the Draft 

EIR. 

4) Environmental impacts that remain significant and unavoidable 

despite the imposition of all feasible mitigation are described in Section 5.0 of the Findings of 

Exhibit “A” of the Draft EIR. 

5) Alternatives to the proposed Project that might eliminate or reduce 

significant environmental impacts are described in Section 7.0 of the Findings of Exhibit “A”   of 

the Draft EIR. 

(m) CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 requires that if a project will cause 

significant unavoidable adverse impacts, the City must adopt a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations prior to approving the project.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations states 

that any significant adverse project effects are acceptable if expected project benefits outweigh 

unavoidable adverse environmental impacts. The Statement of Overriding Considerations is 

attached hereto as Exhibit “A,” is incorporated herein by reference as if set forth in full, and is 

hereby adopted. 

(n) CEQA Section 21081.6 requires the City to prepare and adopt a Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) for any project for which mitigation measures have 

been imposed to ensure compliance with the adopted mitigation measures.  The MMRP is attached 

to this Resolution as Exhibit “B,” is herein incorporated by reference as if set forth in full, and is 

hereby adopted. 

(o) Prior to taking action, the Planning Commission has heard, been presented 

with, reviewed, and considered the information and data in the administrative record, including 

the Final EIR, the written and oral comments on the Draft EIR and Final EIR, responses to 

comments, staff reports and presentations, and all oral and written testimony presented during the 

public hearings on the proposed Project. 

(p) Custodian of Records.  The City Clerk of the City of Jurupa Valley is the 

custodian of records, and the documents and other materials that constitute the record of 

proceedings upon which this decision is based are located at the Office of the City Clerk, City of 

Jurupa Valley, 8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, California, 92509. 

(q) Substantive Findings.  The Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa 

Valley, California does hereby: 

1) Declare that the Procedural Findings set forth in Sections 5(a)-(p) 

are true and correct, and hereby incorporates them herein by this reference. 

2) Find that agencies and interested members of the public have been 

afforded ample notice and opportunity to comment on the Final EIR and the proposed Project. 

3) Find and declare that the Planning Commission has independently 

considered the administrative record before it, which is hereby incorporated by reference and 
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which includes the Final EIR, the written and oral comments on the Draft EIR, staff reports and 

responses to comments incorporated into the Final EIR, and all testimony related to environmental 

issues regarding the proposed Project. 

4) Find and determine that the Final EIR fully analyzes and discloses 

the potential impacts of the proposed Project, and that those impacts have been mitigated or 

avoided to the extent feasible for the reasons set forth in the Findings attached as Exhibit “A” and 

incorporated herein by reference, with the exception of those impacts found to be significant and 

unmitigable as discussed therein. 

5) Find and declare that the Final EIR reflects the independent 

judgment of the Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission further finds that the additional 

information provided in the staff reports, in comments on the Draft EIR, the responses to comments 

on the Draft EIR, and the evidence presented in written and oral testimony does not constitute new 

information requiring recirculation of the EIR under CEQA.  None of the information presented 

has deprived the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial environmental 

impact of the proposed Project or a feasible mitigation measure or alternative that the City has 

declined to implement. 

6) Certify the Final EIR as being in compliance with CEQA.  The 

Planning Commission further adopts the Findings pursuant to CEQA and the Statement of 

Overriding Considerations as set forth in Exhibit “A” and adopts the MMRP attached as Exhibit 

“B.”  The Planning Commission further determines that all of the findings made in this Resolution 

(including Exhibit “A”) are based upon the information and evidence set forth in the Final EIR 

and upon other substantial evidence that has been presented at the hearings before the Planning 

Commission, and in the record of the proceedings.  The Planning Commission further finds that 

each of the overriding benefits stated in Exhibit “A,” by itself, would individually justify 

proceeding with the proposed Project despite any significant unavoidable impacts identified in the 

Final EIR or alleged in the record of proceedings. 

7) The Planning Commission hereby imposes as a condition on the 

Project each mitigation measure specified in Exhibit “B,” and directs City staff to implement and 

to monitor the mitigation measures as described in Exhibit “B.” 

8) The Planning Commission hereby directs staff to file a Notice of 

Determination as set forth in Public Resources Code Section 21152. 

Section 6. Findings for Approval of Tentative Parcel Map.  The Planning 

Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley does hereby find, determine and declare that the proposed 

Tentative Parcel Map No. 37872 should be granted because: 

(a) The proposed Tentative Parcel Map No. 37872 meets all requirements of 

Title 7 (Subdivisions) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code. 

(b) The proposed land division is consistent with the City’s General Plan.  The 

proposed land division is consistent with the applicable a maximum FAR. 
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(c) The design or improvement of the proposed land division is consistent with 

the City’s General Plan. 

(d) The site of the proposed land division is physically suitable for the type of 

development. 

(e) The site of the proposed land division is physically suitable for the proposed 

density of the development and the Project is consistent with the applicable a maximum FAR. 

(f) The design of the proposed land division or proposed improvements is not 

likely to cause substantial environmental damage nor substantially and avoidably injure fish or 

wildlife or their habitat, with the imposition of the recommended conditions of approval and 

mitigation measures. 

(g) The design of the proposed land division or the type of improvements is not 

likely to cause serious public health problems. 

(h) The design of the proposed land division or the type of improvements will 

not conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through, or use of, property 

within the proposed land division.  The City’s Engineering Department has reviewed the Project 

for required access, circulation, grading, and drainage and has conditioned the Project to comply 

with mandated regulations. 

Section 7. Findings for Approval of Site Development Permit.  The Planning 

Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley does hereby find and determine that Site Development 

Permit No. 20004 should be approved because: 

(a) The two proposed industrial speculative buildings will conform to all the 

requirements of the City of Jurupa General Plan.  The Project site has a General Plan land use 

designation of Light Industrial (LI).  The proposed development demonstrates consistency with 

the General Plan and conforms to all of the applicable goals and policies within the General Plan, 

including those applicable to premises designated Light Industrial. 

(b) The proposed use will conform to all applicable requirements of State law 

in that the project and process are consistent with applicable requirements.  

(c) The proposed use will conform to all applicable requirements of the 

ordinances of the City of Jurupa Valley.  The Project site is currently zoned Manufacturing-

Medium (M-M).  The proposed development of two industrial buildings for future warehouse and 

distribution use is an allowed use in the M-M Zone. 

(d) The proposed overall development of the land, as demonstrated in the Site 

Plan, is designed for the protection of the public health, safety and general welfare of surrounding 

sensitive land uses by incorporating screen walls and dense landscaping and by locating loading 

doors towards the interior of the site, similar to adjacent industrial land uses. 

(e) The proposed overall development of the land is designed to conform to the 

logical development of the land.  The Project site has a General Plan land use designation of Light 
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Industrial (LI).  The proposed development of two industrial speculative buildings is consistent 

with the logical development of land designated Light Industrial (LI). 

(f) The proposed overall development of the land is designed to be compatible 

with the present and future logical development of the surrounding property. 

(g) The proposed site development plans consider the location and need for 

dedication and improvement of necessary streets and sidewalks, including the avoidance of traffic 

congestion. 

(h) The proposed site development plans take into account topographical and 

drainage conditions, including the need for dedication and improvements of necessary structures 

as a part thereof in that the Project site will be graded and will drain per the City’s Engineering 

Department’s proposed conditions of approval. 

(i) Together with the proposed Tentative Parcel Map No. 37872 and the 

recommended conditions of approval, the proposed Site Development Permit No. 20004 does not 

permit the construction of more than one structure on a single legally divided parcel. 

Section 8. Approval of Master Application No. 20004 with Conditions.  Based on 

the foregoing, the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley hereby approves Master 

Application No. 20004 (Tentative Parcel Map No. 37872 and Site Development Permit No. 20004) 

to permit the subdivision of approximately 105.58 acres into three (3) parcels on real property 

located east of Etiwanda Avenue, north of Iberia Street, east of Space Center Court, and south of 

Venture Drive (APN: 156-150-069) to allow the construction of two proposed industrial 

speculative buildings totaling 1,939,312 square feet, all subject to the recommended conditions of 

approval attached hereto as Exhibit “C.” 

Section 9. Certification.  The Community Development Director shall certify to the 

adoption of this Resolution. 

 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the City of 

Jurupa Valley on this 8th day of December, 2021. 

 

______________________________ 

Penny Newman 

Chair of Jurupa Valley Planning Commission 

ATTEST: 

 

_______________________________ 

Joe Perez 

Community Development Director/Secretary to the Planning Commission  
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE  )  ss. 

CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY ) 

I, Joe Perez, Community Development Director of the City of Jurupa Valley, do hereby certify 

that the foregoing Resolution No. 2021-12-08-01 was duly adopted and passed at a meeting of the 

Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley on the 8th day of December, 2021, by the 

following vote, to wit: 

AYES:  COMMISSION MEMBERS:  

 

NOES:  COMMISSION MEMBERS:  

 

ABSENT: COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

 

ABSTAIN: COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

 

___________________________ 

JOE PEREZ 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 
The Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley (the “Planning Commission”) in approving 
the BRE Space Center Mira Loma Logistics Project (the “Project”) makes the Findings described 
below.  The Findings are based upon the entire record before the Planning Commission, as described 
in Subsection 1.3 below, including the Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) prepared for the Project 
with the City of Jurupa Valley (the “City”) acting as lead agency under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”). 
 
Hereafter, the Notice of Preparation, Notice of Availability, Draft EIR (“DEIR”), Technical Studies, 
and Final EIR (containing responses to public comments on the DEIR and textual revisions to the 
Final EIR), will be referred to collectively herein as the “EIR” unless otherwise specified. 
 
1.1 FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA 
Public Resources Code Section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]”  The statute also 
provides that the procedures required by CEQA are “intended to assist public agencies in 
systematically identifying both the significant effects of projects and the feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or lessen such significant effects.”  Finally, Section 
21002 indicates that “in the event [that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make 
infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved 
in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.”   
 
The mandate described in Public Resources Code Section 21002 is implemented, in part, through the 
requirement that agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for which EIRs are required.  
For each significant environmental effect identified in an EIR for a project, the approving agency 
must issue a written finding reaching one or more of three permissible conclusions.  The first such 
finding is that 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.  The 
second finding is that such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
another public agency and not the agency making the finding.  The third finding is that specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make infeasible the mitigation 
measures or project alternatives identified in the EIR. (CEQA Guidelines, §15091.)  Public 
Resources Code Section 21061.1 defines "feasible" to mean "capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
social, legal, and technological factors." 
 
1.2 PROJECT SUMMARY 
1.2.1 SITE LOCATION 
The Project site consists of 105.58 acres in the City of Jurupa Valley, Riverside County, California.  
The interchange of Interstate 15 (I-15) and State Route 60 (SR-60) is located approximately 0.71 
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miles to the southwest of the Project site.  The Project site is immediately bound by Space Center 
Court to the east and industrial development to the north, south, and west.  The Assessor’s Parcel 
Number (APN) for the Project site is 156-150-069.   
 
1.2.2 PROJECT OVERVIEW 
The Project site consists of approximately 105.58 acres of developed land in the City of Jurupa 
Valley, Riverside County, bounded by Space Center Court to the east and industrial development to 
the north, south, and west.  The Project is a proposal to demolish the existing nine redwood buildings 
totaling 1,597,500 s.f. and redevelop the Project site with two industrial buildings (“Building 1” and 
“Building 2”) totaling 1,939,312 s.f. of building area. Building 1 located on the western portion of 
the site would include a 1,379,287-sf logistics building, with 20,000 s.f. allocated for 
mezzanine/office use.  Building 2 located on the eastern portion of the site would include a 560,025-
s.f. logistics building, with 20,000 s.f. allocated for mezzanine/office use.  Therefore, the EIR 
analyzes the construction of a net increase of 341,812 s.f. The existing Building 3 is located north of 
Building 2 and includes the retention of a 172,800-s.f. industrial building, with 7,938 s.f. allocated 
for mezzanine/office use.  Building 3 would remain as is and be integrated into the overall site plan. 
Implementation of the Project would permit the development of the Project site with uses permitted 
in the Manufacturing-Medium (M-M) Zone, including the proposed industrial use. The uses 
permitted under the Project will be those permitted in the existing and approved 2014 Development 
Agreement, which permits a variety of uses permitted in the M-M Zone and the Mira Loma Policy 
Area and provides for a variety of financial benefits and job creation incentives for the City and its 
residents. 
 
1.2.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The underlying purpose of the Project is to redevelop an industrial site  in an area of the City with 
predominantly industrial uses, with two industrial buildings.  The following is a list of specific 
objectives that the proposed Project is intended to achieve:  
 

• To redevelop the Project site with industrial uses consistent with the City’s General Plan and 
Zoning to help meet the substantial and unmet regional demands for goods movement 
facilities consistent with Southern California Association of Governments’ Connect SoCal 
(2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy). (SCAG, 2020) 

 
• To expand economic development and facilitate job creation in the City of Jurupa Valley by 

establishing new contemporary industrial development adjacent to already-established 
industrial uses. 

 
• To develop Class A speculative industrial buildings in Jurupa Valley that are designed to 

meet contemporary industry standards, accommodate a wide variety of users, and are 
economically competitive with similar warehouse buildings in the local area and region. 
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• Replace aging buildings and infrastructure with new modern buildings that meet the current 
California Building Code and California Green Building Code Standards with increased 
energy efficiency.  

 
• To develop industrial buildings in close proximity to key freeway infrastructure (the I-10, I-

15, and SR-60 Freeways), thereby reducing goods movement travel distances. 
 

• Redevelop a property that is readily accessible to existing and available infrastructure, 
including roads and utilities. 

 
• To attract new businesses to the City of Jurupa Valley in proximity to residences thereby 

providing a more equal jobs-housing balance in the Inland Empire area that will reduce the 
need for members of the local workforce to commute outside the area for employment. 

 
• To implement the Development Agreement entered into between the Project Applicant and 

the City.   
 
1.2.4 CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY ACTIONS COVERED BY THE EIR 
The following discretionary and administrative actions are required of the City to implement the 
Project.  The EIR prepared for the Project covers all discretionary and administrative approvals 
which may be needed to construct or implement the Project, whether or not they are explicitly listed 
below. 
 

• Site Development Permit (SDP No. 20004) 
• Tentative Parcel Map (TPM No. 37872) 

 
1.2.5 APPROVALS FROM OTHER AGENCIES 
The California Public Resource Code (§ 21104) requires that all EIRs be reviewed by responsible 
and trustee agencies (see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15082 and Section 15086(a)).  As defined 
by CEQA Guidelines Section 15381, “the term ‘Responsible Agency’ includes all public agencies 
other than the Lead Agency that have discretionary approval power over the project.”  A “Trustee 
Agency” is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15386 as “a state agency having jurisdiction by law 
over natural resources affected by a project which are held in trust for the people of the State of 
California.”   
 
The anticipated agencies expected to use the EIR are described below. However, the EIR can be used 
by any Trustee Agency or Responsible Agency, whether explicitly noted in the table below or not, as 
part of their decision-making processes in relation to the proposed Project. 
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Agency Action 
Responsible and Trustee Agencies 
Santa Ana Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 

Santa Ana RWQCB is responsible for the protection of California’s water 
resources and water quality.  The Santa Ana RWQCB is responsible for 
issuance of a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) 
Permit to ensure that during and after Project construction, on-site water flows 
do not result in siltation, other erosional actions, or degradation of surface or 
subsurface water quality. 

Riverside County Flood Control 
and Water Conservation District 

Responsible for the master planned drainage infrastructure that would be 
utilized by the Project and issuing an encroachment permit for any construction 
related activities occurring within District right of way or facilities. 

Jurupa Community Services 
District (“JCSD”) 

Approvals required for the installation of new JCSD facilities/connections to 
service the Project 

South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (“South 
Coast AQMD”) 

Responsible for the issuance of permits that allow for the construction and 
operation of the Project to ensure that during and post-Project construction and 
during Project operation, Project emissions do not result in significant impacts 
to air quality 

Southern California Edison 
(“SCE”) 

Approvals required for the installation of new SCE facilities/connections to 
service the Project 

Southern California Gas 
Company (“SoCal Gas”) 

Approvals required for the installation of new SoCal Gas facilities/connections 
to service the Project 

 
1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
The City conducted an extensive environmental review of the Project to ensure that the City’s 
decision makers and the public are fully informed about the potential significant environmental 
effects of the Project; to identify ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly 
reduced; and to prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in the 
Project using mitigation measures which have been found to be feasible.  To do this, the City, acting 
as Lead Agency under CEQA, undertook the following: 
 

• Circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to the California Office of Planning and Research 
(the “State Clearinghouse”), Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, and other interested 
parties on October 30, 2020 for a 30-day review period beginning on October 30, ; 

• Published the NOP in The Press-Enterprise, which is the newspaper of general circulation in 
the area affected by the Project, on October 30, 2020; 

• Held a publicly noticed EIR Scoping Meeting at City Hall, located at 8930 Limonite Avenue, 
Jurupa Valley, CA on November 9, 2020, to solicit comments from the public on the 
environmental issue areas that should be analyzed in the EIR; 

• Sent a Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR to the California Office of 
Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, on September 23, 2021, for a 45-day public 
review period from September 24, 2021 to November 8, 2021; 
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• Mailed a Notice of Availability (NOA) to all Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, the 
Riverside County Clerk, other interested parties, and organizations and individuals who had 
previously requested the Notice to inform recipients that the Draft EIR was available for a 
45-day review period beginning on September 24, 2021, and ending on November 8, 2021;  

• Published the NOA in The Press-Enterprise, which is the newspaper of general circulation in 
the area affected by the Project, on September 24, 2021; 

• Made an electronic copy of the Draft EIR available on the City’s website; 

• Conducted an Environmental Justice Informational Session on October 19, 2021. 

• Conducted a Planning Commission Study Session on November 10, 2021. 

• Prepared responses to comments on the Draft EIR received during the 45-day comment 
period on the Draft EIR, which have been included in the Final EIR; 

• Mailed notice of the Planning Commission hearing to all property owners and occupants 
within a 1,000-foot radius of the Project site and property owners and occupants of the Mira 
Loma Village neighborhood. 

• Sent individual responses to all public agencies, organizations, and individuals who 
submitted comments the Draft EIR on November 26, 2021; and 

• Held a Planning Commission hearing on December 8, 2021. 

All the documents identified above and all the documents which are required to be part of the record 
pursuant to Public Resources Code §21167.6(e) are on file with the City of Jurupa Valley Planning 
Division located at 8930 Limonite Avenue in Jurupa Valley, CA 92509.  Questions should be 
directed to Rocio Lopez, Senior Planner. 
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND FINDINGS 
The EIR was prepared by T&B Planning, Inc., an independent, professional consulting firm hired by 
the City of Jurupa Valley and working under the supervision and direction of the Planning staff of the 
City’s Planning Division.  The professional qualifications and reputation of the EIR Consultant, the 
supervision and direction of the EIR Consultant by City staff, the thorough and independent review 
of the Draft EIR and Final EIR, including comments and responses by City staff, and the review and 
careful consideration of the Final EIR by the Planning Commission, including comments and 
responses, all conclusively show that the Final EIR is the product of and reflects the independent 
judgment and analysis of the City as the Lead Agency. 
 
Based on the Initial Study, Technical Appendix A to the Draft EIR, and the responses to the NOP, 
the EIR analyzed 13 potential areas where significant environmental impacts could result from the 
development of the Project.  The 13 potential areas where significant environmental impacts could 
result from the development of the Project include: aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, energy, 
geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water 
quality, land use and planning, noise, transportation, tribal cultural resources, and utilities and service 
systems. 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS NOT REQUIRING MITIGATION 
The Planning Commission hereby finds that the following potential environmental impacts 
associated with the implementation of the BRE Space Center Mira Loma Logistics Project are less-
than-significant and therefore do not require the imposition of mitigation measures, or there are no 
impacts at all. 
 
3.1 AESTHETICS 
3.1.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not have a substantial effect on a scenic vista. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.1.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 4.1-
1 through 4.1-3 to comply with the City’s Municipal Code to reduce impacts to aesthetics.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The City’s General Plan defines scenic vistas as “points or corridors that are accessible to the public 
and that provide a view of scenic areas and/or landscapes.”  The Project site is located approximately 
3.44-miles south of the Santa Ana River, approximately 1.32 miles west of the Jurupa Mountains, 
and 4.16 miles northwest of the Pedley Hills. Due to distance from identified scenic vistas, 
intervening development, and topography, the Project site and the immediate surrounding area do not 
provide publicly accessible vantage points to view these scenic areas.  Further, the Project site is not 
located near a scenic corridor, as shown on Figure 4-23, Jurupa Valley Scenic Corridors and 
Roadways, of the City’s General Plan.  The public rights-of-way surrounding the Project site provide 
distant and partial views of the San Bernardino Mountains (approximately 10.04 miles) to the north 
and La Sierra Hills (approximately 3.80 miles) to the south.  The Project would result in the 
redevelopment of the site, replacing 9 buildings that are approximately 33 feet in height with two 
warehouse buildings approximately 45.5 feet in height.  All current vantage points (views 1-5) would 
be maintained due to the configuration of proposed warehouse buildings.  The partial views to these 
natural landforms would still be publicly available from the surrounding rights-of-way following the 
development of the Project site.  As a result, the implementation of the Project does not have the 
potential to have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas and impacts would be less than 
significant. (DEIR, pp. 4.1-8 – 4.1-10) 
 
3.1.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would not damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 4.1.6 of the 
DEIR.  The proposed Project, which includes design features that are intended to create aesthetically 
pleasing industrial buildings and site design, would comply with the City’s Municipal Code with 
respect to Threshold b. This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed 
Project would result in no impacts with respect to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

According to California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans’) list of designated and eligible 
routes, and pursuant to the Streets and Highway Code, Sections 260-263, there are no Officially-
Designated State scenic highways within the City of Jurupa Valley or in proximity to the Project site.  
As previously stated, the nearest Officially Designated State scenic highway is SR-2 located 
approximately 24.4 miles northwest of the Project site.  The nearest eligible scenic highway is SR-91 
from SR-55 near Santa Ana Canyon to SR-15 near Corona located approximately 9.8 miles south of 
the of the Project site.  As the site would not be visible from SR-38 or the eligible portion I-215 due 
to distance, intervening development, and topography, the Project does not have the potential to 
substantially damage any scenic resources, including trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings, 
within a scenic highway.  No impacts would occur. (DEIR, pp. 4.1-10 – 4.1-11) 
 
3.1.3 THRESHOLD C 
Impact Statement: The Project would not, in an urbanized area, conflict with applicable zoning and 
other regulations governing scenic quality. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Section 4.1.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPP 4.1-1 to comply with the City’s 
Municipal Code to reduce impacts to aesthetics.  This Planning Commission finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold c; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Buildout of the Project would change the existing visual character of the Project site from a 
developed site consisting of ten industrial buildings to a developed site consisting of three warehouse 
buildings totaling 2,112,112 sf and associated site improvements.  The Project would be visually 
compatible with the existing industrial uses that surround the Project site, and would be compliant 
with the General Plan policies and Code requirements pertaining to scenic quality.  The Project 
Applicant would incorporate several landscaping treatments to screen portions of the proposed 
buildings from the surrounding development.  Accordingly, the Project would not would not conflict 
with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality and impacts would be less than 
significant. (DEIR, pp. 4.1-11 – 4.1-13) 
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3.1.4 THRESHOLD D 
Impact Statement: The Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that 
would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold d are discussed in detail in Section 4.1.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.1-2 and PPPs 4.1-3 to comply 
with the City’s Municipal Code to reduce light impacts.  This Planning Commission finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in impacts related to Threshold d; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Under existing conditions, the Project site is developed with existing industrial buildings.  Artificial 
lighting on the Project site includes building lights, security lighting, and signage; therefore, 
implementation of the Project would not result in a substantial increase in ambient light generation, 
primarily associated with building lights, security/parking lot lighting. The Project would implement 
parking lot and building lighting based on City approval for consistency with the City’s lighting 
standards.  The Project would produce artificial light similar to existing surrounding land uses.  The 
proposed lighting levels would be consistent with the lighting that occurs under existing conditions 
within the surrounding area that is associated with existing industrial development.  Furthermore, 
coverings, fixtures, placement, and orientation of the proposed lighting have been designed to limit 
spillage of light on to adjacent properties or create a substantial new source of sky glow in 
accordance with Sections 9.150.040 and 9.240.120 (6) (vii) of the City’s Municipal Code. 
 
The Project would introduce limited sources of glare at the Project site, including reflective building 
materials such as glass windows (i.e., at the entryways to the proposed warehouse buildings).  The 
proposed buildings would be constructed of painted, tilt-up concrete panels and would feature metal 
canopies.  Moreover, the proposed landscaping would screen potential sources of glare from 
affecting nearby motorists or residents.  Further, the Project does not include any components that 
would include large expanses of reflective materials that would result in the generation of substantial 
amounts of glare.  As such, impacts related to glare would be less than significant. (DEIR, pp. 4.1-14 
– 4.1-15) 
 
3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
3.2.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not convert lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as mapped by the State Department of Conservation 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed Section 5.4.1 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site is classified as “Urban Built-Up Land” by the State Department of Conservation 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. As such, the Project site does not contain any lands 
designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as mapped 
by the State Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 
 
3.2.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a 
Williamson Act contract. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed Section 5.4.1 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site is zoned Manufacturing-Medium (M-M) which allows a variety of industrial and 
service commercial uses. The M-M Zone is not considered a primary agricultural zone. As such, the 
Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use. 
 
Pursuant to the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, a Williamson Act Contract enables 
private landowners to voluntarily enter contracts with local governments for the purpose of 
restricting specific parcels of land to agricultural or related open space use. In return, landowners 
receive lower property tax assessments based upon farming and open space uses as opposed to full 
market value. According to the Riverside County Geographic Information System, the site is not 
under a Williamson Act Contract. As such, there is no impact. According to the Riverside County 
Map My County website, the site is not under a Williamson Act Contract. 
 
3.2.3 THRESHOLD C 
Impact Statement: The Project would not involve other changes in the existing environment which 
could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed Section 5.4.1 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold c; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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 Substantial Evidence 

The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, classifies the Project property as “Other Lands.” 
The Project site located in an area largely characterized by industrial development. North of the site 
is Industrial development; south of the site is industrial development and a storm drain channel; east 
of the site is industrial development; and west of the site is industrial development and a storm water 
basin. There is no land being used primarily for agricultural purposes in the vicinity of the site. 
 
3.3 AIR QUALITY 
3.3.1 THRESHOLD C 
Impact Statement: The Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Section 4.2.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.2-1 through 4.2-5 to comply 
with South Coast Air Quality Management (South Coast AQMD) Rules and the California Code of 
Regulations Title 13 reduce impacts to air quality.  This Planning Commission finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold c; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Project-related construction emissions would not exceed the South Coast AQMD LST for NOx, CO, 
PM10, or PM2.5 at the nearest sensitive receptor.  Accordingly, construction of the Project would not 
result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.    
 
Project-related operational emissions would not exceed SCAQMD’s LST for NOx, CO, PM10, or 
PM2.5 at the nearest sensitive receptor.  Accordingly, operation of the Project would not result in the 
exposure of any sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.   
 
Further, the Project considered herein 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 or based on representative 
BAAQMD CO threshold considerations. Therefore, CO “hot spots” are not an environmental impact 
of concern for the Project. Localized air quality impacts related to mobile source emissions would 
therefore be less than significant. 
 
All health risk levels to nearby residents and workers from Project-related emissions of TAC would 
be well below SCAQMD’s Health Risk Assessment (HRA) thresholds; therefore, the Project would 
not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and the resulting impact would 
be less than significant. 
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1. Friant Ranch 

In December 2018, in the case of Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, the 
California Supreme Court held that an EIR's air quality analysis must meaningfully connect the 
identified air quality impacts to the human health consequences of those impacts, or meaningfully 
explain why that analysis cannot be provided.  As noted in the Brief of Amicus Curiae by the South 
Coast AQMD in the Friant Ranch case (April 6, 2015, Appendix 3.7) (Brief), South Coast AQMD 
has among the most sophisticated air quality modeling and health impact evaluation capability of any 
of the air districts in the State, and thus it is uniquely situated to express an opinion on how lead 
agencies should correlate air quality impacts with specific health outcomes.  
 
South Coast AQMD discusses that it may be infeasible to quantify health risks caused by projects 
similar to the proposed Project, due to many factors.  It is necessary to have data regarding the 
sources and types of air toxic contaminants, location of emission points, velocity of emissions, the 
meteorology and topography of the area, and the location of receptors (worker and residence).    The 
Brief states that it may not be feasible to perform a health risk assessment for airborne toxics that will 
be emitted by a generic industrial building that was built on "speculation" (i.e., without knowing the 
future tenant(s)). Even where a health risk assessment can be prepared, however, the resulting 
maximum health risk value is only a calculation of risk--it does not necessarily mean anyone will 
contract cancer as a result of the Project. The Brief also cites the author of the CARB methodology, 
which reported that a PM2.5 methodology is not suited for small projects and may yield unreliable 
results. Similarly, South Coast AQMD staff does not currently know of a way to accurately quantify 
O3-related health impacts caused by NOX or VOC emissions from relatively small projects, due to 
photochemistry and regional model limitations. The Brief concludes, with respect to the Friant Ranch 
EIR, that although it may have been technically possible to plug the data into a methodology, the 
results would not have been reliable or meaningful.   
 
On the other hand, for extremely large regional projects (unlike the Project, the Friant Ranch project 
was a 952-acre master-planned community), the South Coast AQMD states that it has been able to 
correlate potential health outcomes for very large emissions sources – as part of their rulemaking 
activity, specifically 6,620 lbs/day of NOX and 89,180 lbs/day of VOC were expected to result in 
approximately 20 premature deaths per year and 89,947 school absences due to O3. (DEIR Technical 
Appendix B, Urban Crossroads, 2021a, p. 63) 
 
The Project does not generate anywhere near 6,620 lbs/day of NOX or 89,190 lbs/day of VOC 
emissions. The Project would generate 63.46 lbs/day of NOX during construction and 57.68 lbs/day 
of NOX during operations (0.96% and 0.06% of 6,620 lbs/day, respectively). The Project would also 
generate 226.71 lbs/day of VOC emissions during construction and 41.99 lbs/day of VOC emissions 
during operations (3.42% and 0.05% of 89,190 lbs/day, respectively). Therefore, the proposed 
Project’s emissions are not sufficiently high enough to use a regional modeling program to correlate 
health effects on a basin-wide level.  
 
Notwithstanding, the AQIA does evaluate the Project’s localized impact to air quality for emissions 
of CO, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 by comparing the Project’s on-site emissions to the South Coast 
AQMD’s applicable LST thresholds. As evaluated in this AQIA, the Project would not result in 
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emissions that exceeded the South Coast AQMD’s LSTs. Therefore, the Project would not be 
expected to exceed the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standards for 
emissions of CO, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5. (DEIR, pp. 4.2-44 – 4.2-51) 
 
3.3.2 THRESHOLD D 
Impact Statement: The Project would not result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold d are discussed in detail in Section 4.2.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPP 4.2-7 to comply with the South 
Coast AQMD Rule 402 to reduce impacts related to odors.  This Planning Commission finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold d; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The potential for the Project to generate objectionable odors has also been considered.  Potential odor 
sources associated with the 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 Project’s (long-term operational) uses.  
Standard construction requirements would minimize odor impacts from construction. The 
construction odor emissions would be temporary, short-term, and intermittent in nature and would 
cease upon completion of the respective phase of construction and are thus considered less than 
significant.  
 
Land uses generally associated with odor complaints include agricultural uses (livestock and 
farming); wastewater treatment plants; food processing plants; chemical plants; composting 
operations; refineries; landfills; dairies; and fiberglass molding facilities.  The Project consists of 
industrial uses, similar in nature to the existing surrounding uses, and would not include land uses 
typically associated with emitting objectionable odors.  Additionally, the temporary storage of refuse 
associated with the proposed Project’s long-term operational use could be a potential source of odor; 
however, Project-generated refuse would be stored in covered containers and removed at regular 
intervals in compliance with the City’s solid waste regulations, thereby precluding any significant 
odor impact.  Furthermore, the proposed Project would also be required to comply with South Coast 
AQMD Rule 402 to prevent occurrences of public nuisances. Therefore, odors associated with 
Project operation would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.  (DEIR, pp. 4.2-51 – 
4.2-52) 
 
3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
3.4.1 THRESHOLDS A-F 
Impact Statement: The Project would not result in impacts to biological resources. 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Thresholds a-f are discussed Section 5.4.2 of the DEIR.  
This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in 
significant impacts related to Thresholds a-f; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site is completely developed with buildings and pavement.  The Project would not result 
in modifications that would have a substantial adverse effect on any sensitive candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species.  The Project site does not contain any riparian habitats, federally protected 
wetlands, or movement corridors of migratory fish or wildlife.  The City of Jurupa Valley Municipal 
Code does not contain any ordinances related to the preservation of trees.  However, the Project 
would result in the potential removal of trees which would therefore trigger mandatory compliance 
with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The MBTA is required by federal law which prohibits 
the disturbance of nesting territories of migratory birds during the nesting cycle (February 1 through 
August 31, annually).  In compliance with the MBTA, active nests, which have the potential to exist 
on the Project site, cannot be removed or disturbed during the nesting season.  The Project site is 
located within the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 
but is not located within a MSHCP Criteria Area. As such, the Project has no impact on the 
biological’s resources described in Issues a-f above. 
 
3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
3.5.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource pursuant to § 15064.5. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.3.5 of the 
DEIR. This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result 
in significant impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Within the Project site, ten built environment improvements were identified.  Nine of the buildings 
were found as historic-era improvements (dating over 45 years) and one was found from the 
contemporary era (under 45 years old).  The nine redwood warehouses were found historic as they 
were constructed in 1942; while, the concrete tilt-up building was found non-historic being 
constructed in 1976. 
 
The Project site was a former Mira Loma QMD where it served the larger purpose of receiving and 
storing non-perishable subsistence items that were packed and readied for shipment during WWII 
and the Korean War.  The site also acted as the American Graves Distribution Center where the 
remains for WWII dead in the southern 10 counties in California came to Mira Loma for final burial 
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in a U.S. national cemetery or other stateside location desired by the next of kin.  In the 1960s, the 
facility was utilized by the Air Force to store decommissioned Titan missiles during the Cold War.   
Although the Project site is significant for its association with WWII, the site no longer retains 
integrity from its 1942 date of construction.  The Project site originally consisted of several buildings 
outside of the nine redwood buildings, but they were sold, demolished, or utilized for new uses by 
1966 when the site was sold to its current owner. The buildings have also been individually altered 
from their 1942 appearance.  Therefore, the Project site is considered not associated with events that 
have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history or the cultural 
heritage of California or the United States. The Project site is not associated with the lives of persons 
significant in national, state, or local history.  
 
While the site was designed by master architects, the Project site is not an exceptional representative 
of the work of Holmes & Narver.  As the Project site currently stands, it is no longer able to express 
the workmanship of the architectural firm.  Therefore, the site is found ineligible under this Criterion.  
The Project site is unlikely to yield information important in prehistory or history.   
 
Based on the preceding, the buildings within the Project site are not eligible for the NRHP, CRHR, or 
as a historic district in the City of Jurupa Valley due to the lack of integrity.  Demolition of these 
buildings would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.  
Impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR, pp. 4.3-12 – 4.3-15) 
 
3.6 ENERGY 
3.6.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not result in potentially significant environmental impact due 
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction 
or operation. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.4.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 to comply with 
California Code of Regulations Title 24 and 13 to reduce impacts to energy resources.  This Planning 
Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts 
related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

1. Construction 

Construction is expected to last through December 2022.  The construction schedule utilized in the 
analysis represents a “worst-case” analysis scenario.  Should construction occur any time after the 
respective dates, impacts would be reduced since emission factors for construction decrease as time 
passes due to emission regulations becoming more stringent.  The duration of construction activity 
and associated equipment represents a reasonable approximation of the expected construction fleet as 
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required per CEQA Guidelines.  The duration of construction activity was based on the 2022 opening 
year. 
 
Construction equipment used by the Project would result in single event consumption of 
approximately 209,072 gallons of diesel fuel.  Construction equipment use of fuel would not be 
atypical for the type of construction proposed because there are no aspects of the Project’s proposed 
construction process that are unusual or energy-intensive, and Project construction equipment would 
conform to the applicable CARB emissions standards, acting to promote equipment fuel efficiencies. 
 
Construction worker trips for full construction of the Project would result in the estimated fuel 
consumption of 74,408 gallons of fuel for LDT1s and 41,184 gallons of fuel for LDT2s, totaling 
115,592 gallons of fuel.  Construction worker trips would represent a single-event gasoline fuel 
demand and would not require on-going or permanent commitment of fuel resources for this purpose. 
Additionally, fuel consumption from construction vendor trips (vehicles that deliver materials to the 
site during construction) would generate an estimated 1,311,576 VMT along area roadways for the 
duration of the construction activity. It is assumed that 50% of all vendor trips are from medium-
heavy duty trucks (MHDT) and 50% are from heavy-heavy duty trucks (HHDT). Construction 
vendor trips would generate a total of 124,150 gallons of fuel.   
 
The equipment used for Project construction would conform to CARB regulations and California 
emissions standards. There are no unusual Project characteristics or construction processes that 
would require the use of equipment that would be more energy intensive than is used for comparable 
activities; or equipment that would not conform to current emissions standards (and related fuel 
efficiencies). Equipment employed in construction of the Project would therefore not result in 
inefficient wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of fuel. 
 
The Project would utilize construction contractors which practice compliance with applicable CARB 
regulation regarding retrofitting, repowering, or replacement of diesel off-road construction 
equipment. Additionally, CARB has adopted the Airborne Toxic Control Measure to limit heavy-
duty diesel motor vehicle idling in order to reduce public exposure to diesel particulate matter and 
other Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC). Compliance with anti-idling and emissions regulations would 
result in a more efficient use of construction-related energy and the minimization or elimination of 
wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy. Idling restrictions and the use of newer engines and 
equipment would result in less fuel combustion and energy consumption. 
 
Additionally, certain incidental construction‐source energy efficiencies would likely accrue through 
implementation of California regulations and best available control measures (BACM). More 
specifically, CCR Title 13, Motor Vehicles, section 2449(d)(3) Idling, limits idling times of 
construction vehicles to no more than five minutes, thereby precluding unnecessary and wasteful 
consumption of fuel due to unproductive idling of construction equipment. To this end, “grading 
plans shall reference the requirement that a sign shall be posted on‐site stating that construction 
workers need to shut off engines at or before five minutes of idling.” In this manner, construction 
equipment operators are informed that engines are to be turned off at or prior to five minutes of 
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idling. Enforcement of idling limitations is realized through periodic site inspections conducted by 
City building officials, and/or in response to citizen complaints. 
 
Indirectly, construction energy efficiencies and energy conservation would be achieved for the 
proposed development through energy efficiencies realized from bulk purchase, transport and use of 
construction materials. Use of materials in bulk reduces energy demands associated with preparation 
and transport of construction materials as well as the transport and disposal of construction waste and 
solid waste in general, with corollary reduced demands on area landfill capacities and energy 
consumed by waste transport and landfill operations.   
 
It is estimated that the total electricity usage during the entire course of construction is calculated to 
be approximately 1,939,908 kWh.  Energy usage on the Project site during construction would be 
temporary in nature and would be relatively small in comparison to the State’s available energy 
sources.  Therefore, construction activities would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources.  Energy impacts would be less than significant. 
(DEIR, pp. 4.4-6 – 4.4-9) 
 
2. Operation 

Energy consumption in support of or related to Project operations would include transportation 
energy demands (energy consumed by employee and patron vehicles accessing the Project site) and 
facilities energy demands (energy consumed by building operations and site maintenance activities). 
 
The Project would generate an estimated net increase of 14,203,937 annual VMT along area 
roadways for all vehicle types 947,258 gallons of fuel.  Fuel would be provided by current and future 
commercial vendors. Trip generation and VMT generated by the Project are consistent with other 
industrial uses of similar scale and configuration, as reflected respectively in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (10th Ed., 2017); and CalEEMod. As such, 
Project operations would not result in excess and wasteful vehicle energy consumption compared to 
other industrial land uses.  
 
Enhanced fuel economies realized pursuant to federal and state regulatory actions, and related 
transition of vehicles to alternative energy sources (e.g., electricity, natural gas, biofuels, hydrogen 
cells) would likely decrease future gasoline fuel demands per VMT. Location of the Project 
proximate to regional and local roadway systems tends to reduce VMT within the region, acting to 
reduce regional vehicle energy demands. The Project would implement sidewalks, facilitating and 
encouraging pedestrian access. Facilitating pedestrian and bicycle access would reduce VMT and 
associated energy consumption. In compliance with the California Green Building Standards Code 
and City requirements, the Project would promote the use of bicycles as an alternative mean of 
transportation by providing short-term and/or long-term bicycle parking accommodations. As 
supported by the preceding discussions, Project transportation energy consumption would not be 
considered inefficient, wasteful, or otherwise unnecessary. 
 
The Project’s net operation (Project-Existing) would generate an annual natural gas demand of 
approximately 30,906,129 kBTU and an annual electricity demand of 25,696,854 kWh. The Project 
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proposes conventional industrial uses reflecting contemporary energy efficient/energy conserving 
designs and operational programs. The Project does not propose uses that are inherently energy 
intensive and the energy demands in total would be comparable to other industrial land use projects 
of similar scale and configuration. Additionally, the Project will comply with the applicable Title 24 
standards. Compliance itself with applicable Title 24 standards will ensure that the Project energy 
demands would not be inefficient, wasteful, or otherwise unnecessary. 
 
Project construction and operations would not result in the inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary 
consumption of energy. The Project would therefore not cause or result in the need for additional 
energy producing or transmission facilities. The Project would not engage in wasteful or inefficient 
uses of energy and aims to achieve energy conservations goals within the State of California, and 
impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR, pp. 4.4-6 – 4.4-10) 
 
3.6.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 4.4.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 to comply with 
California Code of Regulations Title 24 and 13 to reduce impacts to energy resources.  This Planning 
Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts 
related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project was analyzed for consistency with the Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR), the State 
of California Energy Plan, California Code Title 24, Part 6, Energy Efficiency Standards, CALGreen, 
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), and SB 350.  The Project would not conflict with any of the 
preceding state and local plans. As such impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR, pp. 4.4-11 – 
4.4-12) 
 
3.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
3.7.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: strong seismic ground shaking; seismic-
related ground failure, including liquefaction; or landslides. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed Section 5.4.3 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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 Substantial Evidence 

1. Rupture of a Known Earthquake Fault 

The Project site is not located within any fault zones as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map.  The nearest fault delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map is located approximately 13.50 miles to the northeast.  Compliance with California 
Building Code, would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 
 
2. Strong Seismic Ground Shaking 

The Project site is in a seismically active area of Southern California and is expected to experience 
moderate to severe ground shaking during the lifetime of the Project. This risk is not considered 
substantially different than that of other similar properties in the Southern California area. As a 
mandatory condition of Project approval, the Project would be required to construct the proposed 
structures in accordance with the California Building Code (CBC). The City’s Building and Safety 
Department would review the building plans through building plan checks, issuance of a building 
permit, and inspection of the building during construction, which would ensure that all required CBC 
seismic safety measures are incorporated into the building. Compliance with the CBC as verified by 
the City’s review process, would reduce impacts related to strong seismic ground shaking. 
 
3. Seismic-Related Ground Failure, Including Liquefaction 

According to General Plan Figure 8-5, Liquefaction Susceptibility in Jurupa Valley, the Project site 
has a moderate potential for liquefaction. Detailed design-level geotechnical studies and building 
plans pursuant to the California Building Standards Code are required prior to approval of 
construction. Compliance with the recommendations of the geotechnical study for soils conditions, is 
a standard practice and would be required by the City Building and Safety Department. Therefore, 
compliance with the requirements of the California Building Standards Code as identified in a site-
specific geotechnical design would be reviewed by the City for appropriate inclusion, as part of the 
building plan check and development review process, would reduce the low potential for liquefaction 
to a less than significant level. 
 
4. Landslides 

Generally, a landslide is defined as the downward and outward movement of loosened rock or earth 
down a hillside or slope. Landslides can occur either very suddenly or slowly, and frequently 
accompany other natural hazards such as earthquakes, floods, or wildfires. Landslides can also be 
induced by the undercutting of slopes during construction, improper artificial compaction, or 
saturation from sprinkler systems or broken water pipes. The site is relatively flat and contains no 
slopes that may be subject to landslides. Therefore, the site is not considered susceptible to 
seismically induced landslides. 
 
As such, the Project has less than significant impacts to geology and soils a described in Threshold a 
above. 
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3.7.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed Section 5.4.3 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

1. Construction 

Construction of the Project has the potential to contribute to soil erosion and the loss of topsoil. 
Grading and excavation activities that would be required for the proposed Project would expose and 
loosen topsoil, which could be eroded by wind or water. 
 
The City’s Municipal Code Chapter 6.05.010, Storm Water/Urban Runoff Management and 
Discharge Controls, implements the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) stormwater permit, which establishes minimum stormwater management 
requirements and controls that are required to be implemented for construction of the proposed 
Project. To reduce the potential for soil erosion and the loss of topsoil, a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required by the City. The SWPPP is required to address site-specific 
conditions related to specific grading and construction activities. The SWPPP would identify 
potential sources of erosion and sedimentation loss of topsoil during construction, identify erosion 
control Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce or eliminate the erosion and loss of topsoil, 
such as use of: silt fencing, fiber rolls, or gravel bags, stabilized construction entrance/exit, 
hydroseeding. 
 
With compliance with the City Municipal Code Chapter 6.05.010, Storm Water/Urban Runoff 
Management and Discharge Controls, Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements, and the 
best management practices (BMPs) in the SWPPP, construction impacts related to erosion and loss of 
topsoil would be less than significant. 
 
2. Operation 

The proposed Project includes installation of landscaping throughout the Project site and areas of 
loose topsoil that could erode by wind or water would not exist upon operation of the proposed use. 
In addition, the hydrologic features of the proposed Project have been designed to slow, filter, and 
retain stormwater on the Project site, which would also reduce the potential for stormwater to erode 
topsoil. Furthermore, pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 6.05.010, Storm Water/Urban Runoff 
Management and Discharge Controls, implementation of the Project requires a Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP), which would ensure that appropriate operational BMPs would be 
implemented to minimize or eliminate the potential for soil erosion or loss of topsoil to occur during 
operation of the Project. 
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As such, the Project has less than significant impacts to geology and soils a described in Threshold b 
above. 
 
3.7.3 THRESHOLD C 
Impact Statement: The Project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable because of the Project, and potentially result in on-site or offsite 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed Section 5.4.3 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold c; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

1. Landslide 

The site is relatively flat and contains no slopes that may be subject to landslides. Therefore, the site 
is not considered susceptible to landslides 
 
2. Lateral Spreading 

Lateral spreading is a term referring to landslides that commonly form on gentle slopes and that have 
rapid fluid-like flow horizontal movement. Most lateral spreading is caused by earthquakes, but it is 
also caused by landslides. The site is relatively flat and contains no slopes that may be subject to 
landslides. Therefore, the site is not considered susceptible to lateral spreading. 
 
3. Subsidence 

Subsidence is the downward movement of the ground caused by the underlying soil conditions. 
Certain soils, such as clay soils are particularly vulnerable since they shrink and swell depending on 
their moisture content. Subsidence is an issue if buildings or structures sink which causes damage to 
the building or structure. Subsidence is usually remedied by excavating the soil the depth of the 
underlying bedrock and then recompacting the soil so that it can support buildings and structures.  
According to the Map My County website (MMC, 2020), the Project site is considered “susceptible” 
to subsidence. However, with compliance with the City’s Municipal Code Section 8.05.010, the 
Project is required to comply with the most recent edition of the CBC, and impacts would be less 
than significant. 
 
4. Liquefaction/Collapse 

According to General Plan Figure 8-5: Liquefaction Susceptibility in Jurupa Valle, the Project site 
has a moderate potential for liquefaction. Detailed design-level geotechnical studies and building 
plans pursuant to the California Building Standards Code are required prior to approval of 
construction. Compliance with the recommendations of the geotechnical study for soils conditions, is 
a standard practice and would be required by the City Building and Safety Department. Therefore, 
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compliance with the requirements of the California Building Standards Code as identified in a site 
specific geotechnical design would be reviewed by the City for appropriate inclusion, as part of the 
building plan check and development review process, would reduce the low potential for liquefaction 
and collapse to a less than significant level. 
 
As such, the Project has less than significant impacts to geology and soils a described in Threshold c 
above. 
 
3.7.4 THRESHOLD D 
Impact Statement: The Project would not be located on expansive soil, as defined in the Uniform 
Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or property. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold d are discussed Section 5.4.3 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold d; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Expansive soils are those that undergo volume changes as moisture content fluctuates; swelling 
substantially when wet or shrinking when dry. Soil expansion can damage structures by cracking 
foundations, causing settlement, and distorting structural elements.  Subsurface soils on the Project 
site consist of alluvial deposits of silty sand, sandy silty, gravelly sand, and sandy gravel. These soils 
types are not considered to possess expansive characteristics. Design-level geotechnical plans 
pursuant to the California Building Standards Code are required prior to approval of construction. 
Compliance with the California Building Standards Code is a standard practice and would be 
required by the City Building and Safety Department. Therefore, compliance with the requirements 
of the California Building Standards Code as identified in a site-specific geotechnical design would 
be reviewed by the City, as part of the building plan check and development review process, would 
ensure that potential soil stability impacts would be less than significant level.  As such, the Project 
has less than significant impacts to geology and soils a described in Threshold d above. 
 
3.7.5 THRESHOLD E 
Impact Statement: The Project would not propose the use of septic tanks. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold e are discussed Section 5.4.3 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold e; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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 Substantial Evidence 

The Project does not propose the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. The 
Project would install domestic sewer infrastructure and connect to the Jurupa Community Service 
District’s existing sewer conveyance and treatment system. As such, there are no impacts. 
 
3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
3.8.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.7.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 to comply with 
the Health and Safety Code 25507 and the City’s Fire Department codes.  This Planning Commission 
finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to 
Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Based on a review of regulatory databases and a site reconnaissance, the Project site does not contain 
any RECs, HRECs, or CRECs, nor is the Project site affected by any off-site hazards or hazardous 
materials.  Descriptions of potential hazardous concerns which are not considered RECs, HRECs, or 
CRECs can be found above in Subsection 4.7.1. Hazardous materials used, stored, and/or generated 
on the Project site were found to be properly labeled and stored at the time of the assessment with no 
signs of leaks, strains, or spills.  The ASTs observed on the Project site were determined to not 
represent a significant environmental concern.  The historical uses of the Project site do not represent 
a REC or human health risk.  No RECs or HRECs were identified that would negatively impact the 
environment.  As a result, implementation of the Project would result in less than significant impacts 
related to on-site soil contamination.  
 
Heavy equipment that would be used during construction of the Project would be fueled and 
maintained by substances such as oil, diesel fuel, gasoline, hydraulic fluid, and other liquid materials 
that would be considered hazardous if improperly stored or handled.  In addition, materials such as 
paints, roofing materials, solvents, and other substances typically used in building construction would 
be located on the Project site during construction.  These materials would not be in such quantities or 
stored in such a manner as to pose a significant safety hazard to onsite construction workers or the 
general public.  Construction activities would also be short-term or one time in nature and would 
cease upon completion of the Project’s construction phase.  Additionally, the use, storage, transport, 
and disposal of construction-related hazardous materials would be required to conform to the 
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL). 
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An asbestos and lead survey were conducted at the Project site by Terracon Consultants, Inc. 
Samples were collected to determine the presence and quantity of asbestos and lead in the existing 
buildings located on the site. Of the 1,259 samples from 401 homogenous areas of suspect ACM, 
asbestos was detected in 118 of the homogenous materials.  Eight of those materials were 
subsequently analyzed and the results were confirmed as less than 1% for those materials.  Of the 
120 paint chips samples collected for lead analysis, 66 contained lead above the laboratory limit of 
detection and 27 of those samples contained lead in concentrations above the California Department 
of Public Health (CDPH) definition of Lead-Based Paint. 
 
Due to the presence of ACMs and LBPs on the Project site, contractors and employers are required to 
comply with the following regulations 29 CFR 1926.62 and Title 8 CCR 1532.1.  Construction work 
covered by Federal and California OSHA Standards includes any repair or renovation activities or 
other activities that disturb in-place lead-containing materials. Employers and Contractors must 
assure that no employee will be exposed to lead at concentrations greater than 50 micrograms per 
cubic meter (mg/m3) averaged over an eight-hour period without adequate protection. The Federal 
and California OSHA Standards also establish an action level of 30 μg/m3, which if exceeded, 
triggers the requirement for medical monitoring.  Therefore, the risk of exposure of hazardous 
materials to workers and the public through the routine, transport, use, or disposal of contaminated 
soils would be less than significant.   
 
The operation of the Project would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State, and local 
regulations to ensure the proper transport, use, and disposal of hazardous substances (as described in 
Subsection 4.7.3).  With mandatory regulatory compliance, potential hazardous materials impacts 
associated with long-term operation of the Project is not expected to pose a significant hazard to the 
public or environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, nor 
would the Project increase the potential for accident operations which could result in the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. Impacts are regarded as less than significant. (DEIR, p. 
4.7-15 – 4.7-17) 
 
3.8.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 4.7.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 to comply with 
the Health and Safety Code 25507 and the City’s Fire Department codes to reduce impacts to hazards 
and hazardous materials.  This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed 
Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
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 Substantial Evidence 

The Project’s Phase I Environmental Site Assessments did not identify any potential hazardous 
materials at the Project site, or any RECs or HRECs.  Accordingly, there would be no impact with 
respect to 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 associated 
with the existing conditions at the Project site. 
 
The Project’s near-term construction activities would not have a significant impact associated with 
hazardous materials handling or disposal.  Construction activities would also be short-term or one 
time in nature and would cease upon completion of the proposed Project’s construction phase.  
Improper use, storage, or transportation of hazardous materials could result in accidental releases or 
spills, potentially posing health risks to workers, the public, and the environment.  The potential for 
accidental releases and spills of hazardous materials during construction is a standard risk on all 
construction sites, and there would be no greater risk for improper handling, transportation, or spills 
associated with future development that would be a reasonable consequence of the proposed Project 
than would occur on any other similar construction site.  Thus, impacts due to construction activities 
would not cause a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions, and impacts would be less than significant.  Additionally, the use, 
storage, transport, and disposal of construction-related hazardous materials would be required to 
conform to the California Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL). 
 
Abatement of all ACM and lead-based paint encountered during building demolition activities would 
be required to be conducted in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations, including those 
of the EPA (which regulates disposal); US Occupational Safety and Health Administration; US 
Department of Housing and Urban Development; Cal/OSHA (which regulates employee exposure), 
and SCAQMD.  Compliance with these regulations would ensure that potential impacts related to 
ACM and lead from demolition activities would be less than significant. 
 
The long-term operation of the Project would not result in any significant adverse effects associated 
with hazardous materials handling or disposal.  The operation of the Project would not include any 
components associated with the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials beyond those 
typical of a similar land use, which would be conducted in accordance with all applicable local, State, 
and federal regulations.  Any business that operates any of the facilities at the Project site and that 
handles and/or stores substantial quantities of hazardous materials (as defined by of California Health 
and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.95) would be required to prepare and submit an HMBEP to 
the RCDEH in order to register the business as a hazardous materials handler.  General cleaning 
activities on-site that contain toxic substances are usually low in concentration and small in amount; 
therefore, there is no significant risk to humans or the environment from the use of such cleaning 
products.  Accordingly, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment, and impacts would be less than significant.  No mitigation 
is required.  (DEIR, pp. 4.7-18 – 4.7-20) 
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3.8.3 THRESHOLD C 
Impact Statement: The Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Section 4.7.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 to comply with 
the Health and Safety Code 25507 and the City’s Fire Department codes to reduce impacts to hazards 
and hazardous materials.  This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed 
Project will not result in impacts related to Threshold c; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The nearest existing school to the Project site is Mission Bell Elementary School, located 
approximately 1.48-mile southeast of the Project site.  There are no schools existing or planned 
within 0.25-mile to the Project site.  Accordingly, the Project has no potential to emit hazardous 
emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25-mile 
of an existing or proposed school.  Thus, no impact would occur. (DEIR, p. 4.7-20) 
 
3.8.4 THRESHOLD D 
Impact Statement: The Project site would not be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold d are discussed in detail in Section 4.7.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 to comply with 
the Health and Safety Code 25507 and the City’s Fire Department codes to reduce impacts to hazards 
and hazardous materials.  This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed 
Project will not result in impacts related to Threshold d; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Based on a review of the Cortese List maintained by the CalEPA, the Project site is not identified on 
the list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.  The 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessments included an ERIS Radius Map Report to meet the standard 
reporting requirements. Regulatory agency database information was obtained from ERIS report, 
which includes over 70 federal, State, local, and proprietary records; including those on the Cortese 
List.     
 
Previous uses at the Project site reported the generation of unspecified solvent mixture, waste 
oil/mixed oil, other organic solids, unspecified organic liquid mixture, and unspecified aqueous 
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solution.  However, due to the lack of violation and small qualities of chemicals involved, these 
listings are not considered to represent a significant environmental concern. 
 
Adjacent and surrounding properties are also identified under several regulatory databases.  
However, based on the current regulatory status and lack of documented releases, these sites are not 
considered to represent a significant environmental concern.   
 
Based on the review of the available regulatory information, the Project site is located in an area of 
historic industrial operations.  Several facilities in the vicinity are noted to have used chemicals but in 
small quantities.  Additionally, facilities in the Project site vicinity are not considered to be RECs to 
the Project site.  Therefore, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment; impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR, pp. 4.7-21 – 4.7-23) 
 
3.8.5 THRESHOLD E 
Impact Statement: The Project site is not within two miles of an airport and the Project site is not 
identified as within an airport influence area. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold e are discussed in detail in Section 4.7.6 of the 
DEIR. This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result 
in impacts related to Threshold e; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site is not within two miles of an any airport and the Project site is not identified as 
within an Airport Influence Area (AIA) for airports in Riverside or San Bernardino County.  The 
nearest airports to the Project site are Ontario International Airport approximately 2.5 miles to the 
northwest as well as the Chino Airport and Flabob Airport, located approximately 6 miles southwest 
and 7 miles southeast, respectively.  As such, no impact would occur. (DEIR, p. 4.7-23 – 4.7-24) 
 
3.8.6 THRESHOLD F 
Impact Statement: The Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold f are discussed in detail in Section 4.7.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPP 4.7-2 to comply with the City’s 
Municipal Code to reduce impacts to emergency response or evacuation plans.  This Planning 
Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in impacts related to 
Threshold f; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site does not contain any emergency facilities nor does it serve as an emergency 
evacuation route.  During construction and long-term operation, the Project would be required to 
maintain adequate access for emergency vehicles.  The Project would not substantially impede 
emergency response routes in the local area.  Accordingly, the Project would not impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or an emergency 
evacuation plan.  Thus, no impact would occur. (DEIR, pp. 4.8-24 – 4.8-25) 
 
3.8.7 THRESHOLD G 
Impact Statement: The Project would not expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, 
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold g are discussed in detail in Section 4.8.6 of the 
DEIR. This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result 
in impacts related to Threshold g; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

According to the City’s General Plan, the Project site is not located in an area that is susceptible to 
wildfire hazards and is not identified as within a “High” fire hazard Zone in Figure 8-10, Wildfire 
Severity Zones in Jurupa Valley, of the City’s General Plan (City of Jurupa Valley, 2017a).  The 
Project site and surrounding areas are developed with urban development.  Furthermore, the nearest 
wildland region where land is substantially undeveloped with flammable vegetation is located 
approximately 1.2 miles to the east (Jurupa Mountains) and is separated by intervening development.  
The Project would not introduce wildfire hazards such as non-irrigated landscaping etc.  
Accordingly, the project would not expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.  Thus, no impacts would occur. 
(DEIR, p. 4.7-25) 
 
3.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
3.9.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.8.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.8-1 and 4.8-4 to comply with 
the City’s Municipal Code to reduce impacts to hydrology and water quality.  This Planning 
Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts 
related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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 Substantial Evidence 

1. Construction 

Development of the Project would involve site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, 
and architectural coating, which have the potential to generate water quality pollutants such as silt, 
debris, organic waste, chemicals, paints, and other solvents with the potential to adversely affect 
water quality.  As such, short-term water quality impacts have the potential to occur during Project 
construction in the absence of any protective or avoidance measures.   
 
Pursuant to the requirements of the Santa Ana RWQCB and City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code 
Section 8.70.290, the Project Applicant would be required to obtain a NPDES Municipal Stormwater 
Permit for construction activities.  The NPDES permit is required for all development projects that 
include construction activities, such as clearing, grading, and/or excavation, and disturb at least one 
(1) acre of total land area.  In addition, the Project Applicant would be required to comply with the 
Santa Ana RWQCB’s Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Program.  Compliance with the 
NPDES permit and the Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Program involves the 
preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for 
construction-related activities.  The SWPPP will specify the Best Management Practices (BMPs) that 
would be required to be implemented during construction activities to ensure that potential pollutants 
of concern are prevented, minimized, and/or otherwise appropriately treated prior to being 
discharged from the subject property.  Examples of BMPs that may be utilized during construction 
include, but are not limited to, sandbag barriers, geotextiles, storm drain inlet protection, sediment 
traps, rip rap soil stabilizers, and hydro-seeding.  Additionally, pursuant to City of Jurupa Valley 
Municipal Code Section 8.70.060, the Project Applicant also would be required to implement an 
erosion control plan to minimize water- and windborne erosion.  Mandatory compliance with the 
SWPPP and the erosion control plan would ensure that implementation of the Project would not 
result in a violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during 
construction activities.  Therefore, water quality impacts associated with construction activities 
would be less than significant. 
 
2. Operation 

Stormwater pollutants that may be produced during Project operation include bacterial indicators, 
metals, nutrients, pesticides, toxic organic compounds, sediments, trash & debris, and oil & grease. 
Once the proposed Project has been constructed, urban runoff could include a variety of 
contaminants that could impact water quality. Runoff from buildings and parking lots typically 
contain oils, grease, fuel, antifreeze, byproducts of combustion, as well as fertilizers, herbicides, and 
pesticides from landscaping. Precipitation at the beginning of the rainy season may result in an initial 
stormwater runoff (first flush) with high pollutant concentrations. 
 
To meet the requirements of the City’s NPDES permit and in accordance with the City of Jurupa 
Valley Municipal Code Chapter 6.05, the Project Applicant would be required to prepare and 
implement a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), which is a Project site-specific post-
construction water quality management program designed to minimize the release of potential 
waterborne pollutants, including pollutants of concern for downstream receiving waters, under long-
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term conditions via BMPs.  Implementation of the WQMP ensures on-going, long-term protection of 
the watershed basin.   
 
As identified in the Project’s Preliminary WQMP, the Project is designed to include on-site structural 
source control BMPs consisting of underground pipe retention/infiltration system.  In addition, 
operation source control BMPs would be implemented, including but not limited to, the maintenance 
of onsite storm drain inlets, minimization of pesticides, properly designated trash enclosure and 
signage, and street sweeping.  Compliance with the Preliminary WQMP and long-term maintenance 
of proposed on-site water quality control features would be required by the City to ensure the long-
term effectiveness of all on-site water quality features. 
 
In addition to mandatory implementation of a WQMP, the NDPES permit also requires industrial 
land uses to prepare a SWPPP for operational activities and to implement a long-term water quality 
sampling and monitoring program. The SWPPP would implement BMPs that would be required, 
such as: common area litter control; common area landscape management; strew sweeping private 
streets and parking lots; education for property owners, tenants, and occupants; and efficient 
irrigation.  Based on the requirements of the NPDES Industrial General Permit, mandatory 
compliance with all applicable regulations would further reduce potential water quality impacts 
during long-term Project operation.  Impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR, pp. 4.8-6 – 4.8-
10) 
 
3.9.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the Project would impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 4.8.6 of the 
DEIR. This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result 
in significant impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project would be served with potable water from JCSD, which pulls all of their service water 
from the Chino Groundwater Basin.   The UWMP calculates that the districts water demand as of 
December 31, 2015 was 21,645 acre-feet (AF).  The UWMP also calculates that the district’s water 
demand (both potable and non-potable water) for the year 2040 is anticipated to be approximately 
around 37,170 AF. Using the water demand rate from the JCSD’s Draft Master Water Plan, 
implementation of the Project would generate the need for water at a rate of 1.52 acre-feet per year 
per acre. As the Project site is a total of approximately 105.43 acres, the WSA estimated that the 
Project will result in an additional water demand of 160 acre-feet per year (AFY) and 142,710 
gallons per day. Accordingly, the water demand required for Project implementation would be 
approximately 0.4% of total deliveries, which is a nominal demand for water resources.  
Furthermore, JCSD forecasted water demand projections are based on population projections from 
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SCAG, which rely on adopted general plan land use designations.  The Project is consistent with the 
underlying General Plan land use designation of Light Industrial.  Because the Project would be 
consistent with the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan land use designation for the site, and the 
Project would not result in substantial direct or indirect population growth (see Section 5, Other 
CEQA Considerations), the water demand associated with the Project was considered in the demand 
anticipated by the UWMP.  It should also be noted the Project Applicant does not propose the use of 
any wells or other groundwater extraction activities.  Accordingly, implementation of the Project 
would not substantially or directly decrease groundwater supplies and the Project’s impact to 
groundwater supplies would be less than significant. 
 
Development of the Project would result in a slight increase impervious surface coverage on the 
Project site by 1.2%, which would, in turn, reduce the amount of water percolating down into the 
groundwater sub-basin that underlies the Project site (i.e., Chino Groundwater Basin).  Percolation is 
just one of several sources of groundwater recharge for the Chino Groundwater Basin.  The Project 
would include the installation of an underground retention/infiltration system and permeable 
landscape areas on the Project site to continue allowing the direct percolation of Project runoff into 
the Chino Groundwater Basin.  Based on the small size of the Project site in relation to the size of the 
groundwater basin and the design features proposed by the Project to allow percolation, 
implementation of the Project is determined to result in incremental changes to local percolation and 
would not result in substantial adverse effects to local groundwater recharge. 
 
Finally, the Chino Groundwater Basin is an adjudicated basin; adjudicated basins are exempt from 
the 2014 Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) because such basins already operate 
under a court-ordered management plan to ensure the long-term sustainability of the Groundwater 
Basin.  No component of the Project would obstruct with or prevent implementation of the 
management plan for the Chino Groundwater Basin. 
 
For the reasons stated above, the Project would not substantially decrease or deplete groundwater 
supplies, and would not interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the Project may 
impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin.  Impacts would be less than significant.  
(DEIR, pp. 4.8-10 – 4.8-12) 
 
3.9.3 THRESHOLD C 
Impact Statement: The Project would not 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 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. 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Section 4.8.6 of the 
DEIR. This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result 
in significant impacts related to Threshold c; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Development of the Project would alter existing ground contours of the Project site and would 
slightly increase the impervious surface area on the site, both of which would result in changes to the 
existing drainage patterns of the Project site.  The Project would include the installation of an 
integrated, on-site system of underground storm drain pipes, and an underground pipe 
retention/infiltration system.  The integrated storm water system is designed to capture on-site 
stormwater runoff flows, convey the runoff across the site, and treat the runoff to minimize the 
amount of water-borne pollutants transported from the Project site.  Under Project conditions, runoff 
would be conveyed to an existing storm drain in “C” Street and Space Center Court.  Although the 
Project would alter the Project site’s interior drainage patterns, such changes would not result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site.  Pursuant to City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code 
Section 8.70.060, the Project’s construction contractor would be required to implement an erosion 
control plan to minimize water- and windborne erosion during construction activities.  Furthermore, 
implementation of SWPPP requirements including site-specific BMPs would ensure no substantial 
erosion would occur and runoff from the Project site would be similar to existing conditions. 
 
Furthermore, as summarized in the Project’s Preliminary WQMP, the treatment controls proposed 
(i.e. maintenance of onsite storm drain inlets, minimization of pesticide) for the Project site are 
effective at removing sediment from stormwater runoff during long-term operation. Compliance with 
the WQMP, and long-term maintenance of on-site stormwater conveyance and retention 
infrastructure by the property owner or operator to ensure their long-term effectiveness, would be 
required by the City (Municipal Code Chapter 6.05).  Therefore, stormwater runoff flows leaving the 
Project site would not carry substantial amounts of sediment.  Impacts would be less than significant.  
 
All on-site storm flows will be collected by storm drain or surface drainage into an underground pipe 
retention/infiltration system to satisfy the WQMP criteria for treating the on-site storm water. The 
100-year storm flows will exit the underground chamber and it will be connected to the existing 
storm drains on “C” Street and Space Center Court, which will then flow in Day Creek Channel. The 
outlet flow coming out of the underground chambers will be less than or equal to the tabulated flows 
entering the existing storm drain system.  Under existing conditions, the 100-year peak flow rates 
from the Project site would be approximately 310.5 cfs.  Under proposed conditions, the 100-year 
peak flow rate from the Project site would be approximately 303.2. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
The entirety of the Project site is located within an identified Zone X (unshaded).  Zone X is defined 
as an area of minimal flood hazard, usually depicted on FIRMs as outside the 500‐year flood level 
and protected by levee from 100-year flood. Additionally, the Project site is not identified within a 
flood hazard area per the Riverside County GIS database (RCIT, 2021).  Accordingly, the Project site 
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is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area and would have no potential to impede or redirect 
flood flows within a 100-year floodplain.  No impact would occur. (DEIR, pp. 4.8-12 – 4.8-14) 
 
3.9.4 THRESHOLD D 
Impact Statement: The Project would not result in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project inundation. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold d are discussed in detail in Section 4.8.6 of the 
DEIR. This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result 
in impacts related to Threshold d; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Pacific Ocean is located more than 35 miles northeast of the Project site; consequently, there is 
no potential for the Project site to be inundated by a tsunami.  The nearest large bodies of surface 
water are approximately 12.8 miles southeast to the Project (Lake Mathews) and approximately 22.4 
miles southeast to the Project (Lake Perris), respectively, which are both too far away from the 
subject property to result in inundation in the event of a seiche.  The Project also is located outside of 
the 100-year floodplain.  Accordingly, implementation of the Project would not risk release of 
pollutants due to inundation.  No impact would occur. (DEIR, pp. 4.8-14 – 4.8-15) 
 
3.9.5 THRESHOLD E 
Impact Statement: The Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold e are discussed in detail in Section 4.8.6 of the 
DEIR. This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result 
in significant impacts related to Threshold e; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

As discussed in Threshold a above, the Project site is located within the Santa Ana River Basin and 
Project-related construction and operational activities would be required to comply with the Santa 
Ana RWQCB’s Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Plan by preparing and adhering to a 
SWPPP and WQMP and by installing and maintaining the on-site stormwater infrastructure that is 
designed to minimize impacts associated with water quality and polluted runoff from the Project site.  
Implementation of the Project would not conflict with or obstruct the Santa Ana River Basin Water 
Quality Control Plan and impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 
 
The Project site is located within the portion of the Chino Groundwater Basin that is adjudicated in 
1978.  Adjudicated basins, like the Chino Groundwater Basins are exempt from the 2014 Sustainable 
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Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) because such basins already operate under a court-ordered 
management plan to ensure the long-term sustainability of the Groundwater Basin.  No component of 
the Project would obstruct with or prevent implementation of the management plan for the Chino 
Groundwater Basin.  As such, the Project’s construction and operation would not conflict with any 
sustainable groundwater management plan.  Impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR, pp. 4.8-
15 – 4.8-16) 
 
3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
3.10.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not physically divide an established community. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.9.6 of the 
DEIR. This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result 
in significant impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site is located approximately 0.6 miles north of the SR-60, 2.7 miles east of I-15, and 2.7 
miles south of I-10. As previously shown on Figure 3-4, Existing Land Uses, of the DEIR, the Project 
site is currently developed and is primarily surrounded by industrial development.  Additionally, the 
Union Pacific Railroad runs along the Project site’s southern boundary and Day Creek is located to 
the west of the Project site beyond the adjacent vehicle storage uses. As the Project site is surrounded 
by roadways and existing industrial development, implementation of the Project represents a logical 
expansion and redevelopment of industrial land uses on the Project site. Redevelopment of the site 
would not physically divide an established community. Additionally, the Project does not propose 
any infrastructure or physical barriers to mobility in the area; implementation of the Project would 
result in less than significant impacts associated with the physical division of an established 
community.  Impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.9-5) 
 
3.10.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would not cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict 
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 4.9.6 of the 
DEIR. This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result 
in significant impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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 Substantial Evidence 

The land use plans, policies, and regulations applicable to the proposed Project include the City’s 
General Plan, SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, and 2020-2045 RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal).  The 
Project’s compatibility with each of these plans, policies, and regulations is examined in detail in 
Tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 of the DEIR. During the City’s review of the Project’s application materials, 
the Jurupa Valley Planning Department reviewed the proposed development for consistency with all 
applicable policies of the General Plan and found that there would be no conflict with any applicable 
General Plan policies resulting from development of the Project site with the proposed Project.  
Furthermore, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in an inconsistency with the 
adopted 2016-2040 RTP/SCS or Connect SoCal. (DEIR 4.9-6 – 4.10-23) 
 
3.11 MINERAL RESOURCES 
3.11.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource of value to the region and residents of the state. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed Section 5.4.4 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

No mineral resource extraction activity is known to have ever occurred on the Project site.  Figure 4-
16 of the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan depicts the Project site as being located within Mineral 
Resources Zone 3 (MRZ-3), which is defined as “Areas containing known and/or inferred 
occurrences of undetermined quality, quantity, or significance.”  Under existing conditions, the 
Project site is not being actively mined for mineral resources.  Accordingly, implementation of the 
Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value 
to the region or the residents of the State of California, and no impact would occur.  The Project site 
has a General Plan Land Use designation of Light Industrial (LI) and a zoning classification of M-M 
(Manufacturing-Medium), neither of which are intended for mineral resource extraction.  
Accordingly, implementation of the Project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other 
land use plan.  No impacts would occur with respect to the topic of Mineral Resources.   
 
3.11.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on any land use plan. 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed Section 5.4.4 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The General Plan Open Space, Mineral Resources (OS-MIN) land use designation is intended for 
mineral extraction and processing and includes areas held in reserve for future mineral extraction and 
processing. The Project site is delineated as Light Industrial (LI). Therefore, the Project is not 
delineated on the General Plan, a specific plan, or other land use plan as a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site and no impact would occur.   
 
3.12 NOISE 
3.12.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project will not generate substantial increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the Project site in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.  
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.10.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.12-1 and 4.12-2 to comply with 
the City’s General Plan to reduce impacts to noise. This Planning Commission finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

To evaluate whether the Project will generate potentially significant short-term noise levels at nearest 
receiver locations, a construction-related daytime noise level threshold of 80 dBA Leq is used as a 
reasonable threshold to assess the daytime construction noise level impacts. The unmitigated 
construction noise levels are expected to range from 53.1 to 56.2 dBA Leq at the nearby receiver 
locations. The construction noise analysis shows that the nearest receiver locations will satisfy the 
reasonable daytime 80 dBA Leq significance threshold during Project construction activities. 
Therefore, the noise impacts due to Project construction noise is considered less than significant at all 
receiver locations.  
 
Roadway segments are analyzed from the without Project to the with Project conditions in each of 
the following timeframes: Existing 2020, Background 2022, and Background plus Cumulative 
Project Conditions (B+CP). The Existing without Project exterior noise levels are expected to range 
from 63.8 to 81.2 dBA CNEL, without accounting for any noise attenuation features such as noise 
barriers or topography. The Existing with Project conditions will range from 64.1 to 81.2 dBA 
CNEL. Accordingly, the Project off-site traffic noise level impacts will range from 0.0 to 1.0 dBA 
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CNEL. Based on the significance criteria for off-site traffic noise presented in Table 4.10-3, a 
significant impact would occur if the Project would increase community noise levels greater than 3 
dBA. Because the Project would result in an increase of 1.0 dBA, land uses adjacent to the study area 
roadway segments would experience less than significant noise level increases on receiving land uses 
due to the Project-related traffic.  
 
The operational noise analysis is intended to describe noise level impacts associated with the 
expected noise levels typical of daytime and nighttime activities at the Project site.  To present the 
potential worst-case noise conditions, the analysis assumed the Project would be operational 24 hours 
per day, seven days per week.  Consistent with similar warehouse uses, the Project business 
operations would primarily be conducted within the enclosed buildings, except for traffic movement, 
parking, as well as loading and unloading of trucks at designated loading bays.  The on-site Project-
related noise sources are expected to include: loading dock activity, entry gate & truck movements, 
roof-top air conditioning units, and trash enclosure activity.  
 
To estimate the Project operational noise impacts, reference noise level measurements were collected 
from similar types of activities to represent the noise levels expected with the development of the 
proposed Project. It is important to note that the following projected noise levels assume the worst-
case noise environment with the cold storage activity, trailer activity, truck movements, roof-top air 
conditioning units, trash enclosure activity, and parking lot vehicle movements all operating 
continuously. These sources of noise activity will likely vary throughout the day.  
 
The Project daytime hourly noise levels at the off-site receiver locations are expected to range from 
38.0 to 42.9 dBA Leq.  The Project nighttime hourly noise levels at the off-site receiver locations are 
expected to range from 37.2 to 41.9 dBA Leq.  The differences between the daytime and nighttime 
noise levels are largely related to the duration of noise activity. The Project will satisfy the City of 
Jurupa Valley 65 dBA Leq daytime and 45 dBA Leq nighttime exterior noise level standards at all 
nearby receiver locations. Therefore, the operational noise impacts are considered less than 
significant at the nearby noise-sensitive receiver locations. (DEIR, pp. 4.10-9 – 4.10-19) 
 
3.12.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project will not generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 4.10.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.12-1 and 4.12-2 to comply with 
the City’s General Plan to reduce impacts to noise. This Planning Commission finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
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 Substantial Evidence 

Groundborne vibration levels resulting from construction activities occurring within the Project site 
were estimated by data published by the FTA.  Construction activities that would have the potential 
to generate low levels of ground-borne vibration within the Project site include grading. At distances 
ranging from 1,001 to 3,136 feet from Project construction activities, construction vibration velocity 
levels are estimated to range from 0.000 in/sec PPV and will remain below the City of Jurupa Valley 
threshold of 0.2 in/sec PPV at all receiver locations.  Therefore, the Project-related vibration impacts 
are considered less than significant during the construction activities at the Project site.   Moreover, 
the impacts at the site of the closest sensitive receivers are unlikely to be sustained during the entire 
construction period but will occur rather only during the times that heavy construction equipment is 
operating adjacent to the Project site perimeter.   (DEIR, pp. 4.10-19 – 4.10-20) 
 
3.12.3 THRESHOLD C 
Impact Statement: The Project is not located within vicinity of a private airstrip or airport land use 
plan, or within two miles of a public airport or public use airport. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Section 4.10.6 of the 
DEIR. This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result 
in impacts related to Threshold c; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site is not located within two miles of a public airport or within an airport land use plan. 
The closest airport is the Ontario International Airport located approximately 2.5 miles northwest. As 
such, the Project site would not be exposed to excessive noise levels from airport operations, and 
therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.10-21) 
 
3.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
3.13.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth in the 
area. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed Section 5.4.5 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project would not directly result in population growth because it does not propose any residential 
dwelling units. According to the General Plan Economic Sustainability Element, “The City is a net 
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exporter of jobs, with more residents working outside the City than non-residents working inside the 
City.” Thus, it is anticipated that new employees generated by the Project would be within 
commuting distance and would not generate needs for any housing. 
 
Typically, growth would be considered a significant impact pursuant to CEQA if it directly or 
indirectly affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public services and requires the expansion 
or new construction of public facilities and utilities. The current Zoning Classification for the Project 
site is Manufacturing-Medium (M-M). Based on the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan EIR, 
approximately 1 employee is needed for every 1,200 sf of industrial development. This would mean 
that approximately 1,298 employees are currently needed under existing conditions and that 1,616 
employees would be generated by the Project.  Therefore, the Project would result in the increase of 
approximately 318 employees.  The increase of employees on the Project site would have a minimal 
effect on the existing infrastructure.  Furthermore, the Project is consistent with the General Plan and 
Zoning classification, and is therefore assumed in the growth projections of the General Plan. 
 
Water and sewer service to the Project site will be provided by the Jurupa Community Services 
District. No additional water or sewer infrastructure will be needed to serve the Project other than 
connection to the existing water and sewer lines in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. 
 
In addition, the analysis in Section 5.4.5, Public Services, of the DEIR demonstrates that the impacts 
on public services are less than significant so the public service provider’s ability to provide services 
will not be reduced. 
 
3.13.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would not displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed Section 5.4.5 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site contains does not contain any residential units. Therefore, implementation of the 
Project would not displace a substantial number of existing housing, nor would it necessitate the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  No impact would occur.  
 
3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES 
3.14.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
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altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of public services. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed Section 5.4.6 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Under existing conditions, the 105.58-acre Project site is an entirely developed site surrounded by 
existing streets.  Nine (9) existing redwood buildings totaling to 1,557,562 sf of net rentable area and 
a 172,800 square foot industrial building are located on-site.  Implementation of the Project would 
result in the demolition of the existing redwood buildings and redevelop the Project site with two 
buildings totaling to 1,939,312 sf and preserving the existing 172,800 sf industrial building.  The 
Project would result in a net increase of 381,750 sf of buildings on site and approximately additional 
318 employees. 
 
Fire Protection 
The Riverside County Fire Department provides fire protection services to the Project area. The 
Project would be primarily served by the Glen Avon Fire Station No. 17, an existing station located 
at an existing station located approximately 1.6 miles southeast of the Project site at 10400 San 
Sevaine Way. 
 
Development of the Project would impact fire protection services by placing an additional demand 
on existing fire protection resources should its resources not be augmented. To offset the increased 
demand for fire protection services, the Project would be conditioned by the City to provide a 
minimum of fire safety and support fire suppression activities, including compliance with State and 
local fire codes, fire sprinklers, a fire hydrant system, paved access, and secondary access routes. 
 
In addition, as required by the City’s Inter-Agency Project Review Request process, the Project plans 
were routed to the Fire Department for review and comment on the impacts to providing fire 
protection services. The Fire Department did not indicate that the Project would result in the need for 
new or physically altered fire facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times 
or other performance objectives. 
 
Furthermore, the Project would be required to comply with the provisions of Municipal Code 
Chapter 3.75 which requires payment of the Development Impact Fee to assist the City in providing 
for fire protection services. Payment of the Development Impact Fee would ensure that the Project 
provides fair share funds for the provision of additional public services, including fire protection 
services, which may be applied to fire facilities and/or equipment, to offset the incremental increase 
in the demand for fire protection services that would be created by the Project. 
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Furthermore, the Project applicant shall comply with all applicable Riverside County Fire 
Department codes, ordinances, and standard conditions regarding fire prevention and suppression 
measures relating to water improvement plans, fire hydrants, automatic fire extinguishing systems, 
fire access, access gates, combustible construction, water availability, and fire sprinkler systems. 
Additionally, as required by Municipal Code Chapter 3.75, the Project is required to pay a 
Development Impact Fee that the City can use to improve public facilities and/or, to offset the 
incremental increase in the demand for public services that would be created by the Project. 
 
Based on the above analysis, impacts related to fire protection are less than significant. 
 
Police Protection 
The Riverside County Sheriff’s Department provides community policing to the Project area via the 
Jurupa Valley Station located at 7477 Mission Boulevard, Jurupa Valley, CA. The Project would 
increase the demand for police protection services. The Project would be required to comply with the 
provisions of Municipal Code Chapter 3.75 which requires payment of the Development Impact Fee 
to assist the City in providing for public services, including police protection services. Payment of 
the Development Impact Fee would ensure that the Project provides its fair share of funds for 
additional police protection services, which may be applied to sheriff facilities and/or equipment, to 
offset the incremental increase in the demand that would be created by the Project.  
 
In addition, as required by the City’s Inter-Agency Project Review Request process, the Project plans 
were routed to the Sheriff’s Department for review and comment on the impacts to providing police 
protection services. The Sheriff’s Department did not indicate that the Project would result in the 
need for new or physically altered sheriff facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance objectives.  
 
Furthermore, as required by Municipal Code Chapter 3.75, the Project is required to pay a 
Development Impact Fee that the City can use to improve public facilities and/or, to offset the 
incremental increase in the demand for public services that would be created by the Project. 
 
Based on the above analysis impacts related to police protection are less than significant. 
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Schools 
The Project does not propose any housing and would not directly create additional students to be 
served by the Jurupa Unified School District. However, the Project would be required to contribute 
fees to the Jurupa Unified School District in accordance with the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities 
Act of 1998 (Senate Bill 50). Pursuant to Senate Bill 50, payment of school impact fees constitutes 
complete mitigation under CEQA for Project‐related impacts to school services. Additionally, prior 
to the issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant shall pay required development impact fees 
to the Jurupa Unified School District following protocol for impact fee collection. 
 
Based on the above analysis impacts related to schools are less than significant. 
 
Parks 
The Project will not create an additional need for housing thus directly increasing the overall 
population of the City and generating additional need for parkland. The payment of development 
impact fees will reduce any indirect Project impacts related to parks. Specifically, prior to the 
issuance of a building permit, the Project Applicant shall pay required park development impact fees 
to the Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District pursuant to District Ordinance No. 01-2007 and 02-
2008. 
 
Based on the above analysis impacts related to parks are less than significant. 
 
Other Services 
As noted in the response to Subsection 5.4.4, Population and Housing, development of the Project 
would not result in a direct increase in the population of the Project area and would not increase the 
demand for public services, including public health services and library services which would require 
the construction of new or expanded public facilities.  
 
The Project would be required to comply with the provisions of Municipal Code Chapter 3.75 which 
requires payment of the Development Impact Fee to assist the City in providing public services. 
Payment of the Development Impact Fee would ensure that the Project provides fair share of funds 
for additional public services. These funds may be applied to the acquisition and/or construction of 
public services and/or equipment. 
 
3.15 RECREATION 
3.15.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated. 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed Section 5.4.7 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project would not cause a substantial physical deterioration of any park facilities or would 
accelerate the physical deterioration of any park facilities because the Project does not propose 
residential dwelling units which would increase the population that would use parks. The payment of 
Development Impact Fees will reduce any indirect Project impacts related to recreational facilities. 
 
3.15.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed Section 5.4.7 of the DEIR.  This 
Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project does not propose any recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse effect on the environment.  In addition, no offsite 
parks or recreational improvements are proposed or required as part of the Project. 
 
3.16 TRANSPORTATION 
3.16.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.11.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement Project Design Features (PDFs) 4.11-1 
through 4.11-8 to construct roadway improvements.  This Planning Commission finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold a; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Connect SoCal seeks to improve mobility, promote sustainability, facilitate economic development 
and preserve the quality of life for the residents in the region. These long-range visioning plans 
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balance future mobility and housing needs with economic, environmental and public health goals.  
As shown in Table 4.9-2 of the DEIR, implementation of the Project would be consistent with, and 
not conflict with the goals and policies of Connect SoCal.  
 
The Project does not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the Project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect, including policies outlined in the City’s General Plan.  Refer to Table 4.9.1 of the DEIR, for 
the consistency analysis for the General Plan goals and policies that address the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities applicable to the Project for evaluating 
conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. (DEIR, pp. 4.11-7 – 4.11.9) 
 
3.16.2 THRESHOLD C 
Impact Statement: The Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Section 4.11.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement Project Design Features (PDFs) 4.11-1 
through 4.11-8 to construct roadway improvements.  This Planning Commission finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold c; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Proposed roadway improvements along the Project site frontage would occur within the public 
rights-of-way and would be installed in conformance with the City’s design standards (Refer to PDF 
4.11-1 through PDF 4.11-8).  Due to the typical wide turning radius of large trucks, a truck turning 
template has been overlaid on the site plan at the Project driveways in order to determine appropriate 
curb radii and to verify that trucks will have sufficient space to execute turning maneuvers.  Traffic 
generated by the Project would typical of an industrial development and would be compatible with 
the traffic generated by the surrounding industrial developments.  The City of Jurupa Valley Traffic 
Engineering Division reviewed the Project’s application materials (refer to DEIR Section 3.0, Project 
Description) and determined that no hazardous transportation design features would be introduced by 
the Project.  Additionally, at the time of final grading, landscape, and street improvement plans, the 
City will review project access points to ensure adequate sight distance.  Accordingly, the Project 
would not create or substantially increase safety hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use.  
The Project would result in a less than significant impact. (DEIR, pp. 4.11-14 – 4.11.15) 
 
3.16.3 THRESHOLD D 
Impact Statement: The Project would not result in inadequate emergency access. 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold d are discussed in detail in Section 4.11.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPP 4.8-2 to comply with the City’s 
Fire Department codes to reduce impacts to transportation.  This Planning Commission finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold d; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

During the course of the City of Jurupa Valley’s review of the proposed Project, the City evaluated 
the Project’s design, including but not limited to proposed driveway locations and parking lot/drive 
aisle configuration, to ensure that adequate access would be provided for emergency vehicles at 
Project build out.  Furthermore, the Project would provide adequate emergency access along abutting 
roadways during temporary construction activities within the public right-of-way.  Moreover, the 
Project Applicant would be required to comply with PPP 4.8-3 which would ensure that the Project is 
designed and constructed to provide adequate emergency access for emergency vehicles.  Therefore, 
the Project would not result in inadequate emergency access and a less than significant impact would 
occur. (DEIR, p. 4.11-16) 
 
3.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
3.17.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new 
or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.13.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 to comply with 
the Jurupa Community Services District rules, regulations, conditions, requirements, and payment of 
fees to reduce impacts to utilities and service systems.  This Planning Commission finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold a; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The installation of the utility and service system infrastructure improvements proposed by the Project 
Applicant would result in physical environmental impacts on the Project site inherent in the Project’s 
construction process; however, these impacts have already been included in the analyses of 
construction-related effects presented throughout the EIR.  In instances where the Project’s 
construction phase would result in specific, significant impacts, feasible mitigation measures are 
provided.  The construction of infrastructure necessary to serve the Project would not result in any 
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significant physical effects on the environment that are not already identified and disclosed elsewhere 
in the EIR.  Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR, pp. 4.13-6 – 4.13-8) 
 
3.17.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 4.13.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPP 4.13-1 to comply with the Jurupa 
Community Services District rules, regulations, conditions, requirements, and payment of fees to 
reduce impacts to utilities and service systems.  This Planning Commission finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold b; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

JCSD is responsible for supplying potable water to the Project site. As discussed in the JCSD’s 
UWMP, water supplies are projected to meet future demands during normal, single-dry, and 
multiple-dry years through the 20-year planning period (JCSD, 2016). The land use types that were 
used in the 2015 UWMP water demand projections, including the Project site, is the same land use 
type which is proposed by the Project. Therefore, the Project’s water demands were accounted for in 
the most recent UWMP. Buildout of the Project site with industrial uses is consistent with the 
underlying General Plan land use designation and projections in the UWMP.  As stated above, the 
JCSD expects to have adequate water supplies to meet all its demands through year 2040. 
 
Additionally, a WSA was prepared and approved for the Project on April 1, 2021 by JCSD’s Board 
of Directors, pursuant to California Water Code Sections 10910 through 10914 (see Technical 
Appendix Q of the DEIR). Using the water demand rate from the JCSD’s Draft Master Water Plan, 
implementation of the Project would generate the need for water at a rate of 1.52 acre-feet per year 
per acre. As the Project site is a total of approximately 105.43 acres, the WSA estimated that the 
Project will result in a water demand of 160 acre-feet per year (AFY) and 142,710 gallons per day. 
The water demand rate is based on site acreage and changes to the square footage on the Project site 
would not result in a change in water demand.  Therefore, the Board determined that there would be 
adequate water supplies available during normal, single-, and multiple-dry water years to meet the 
projected water demand of the Project, in addition to the existing and other planned future uses of 
JCSD’s system. The finding is based on JCSD’s reliable supply of groundwater and imported water, 
the expanded use of recycled water, continued success with water conservation programs, and the 
growth accounted for within the JCSD 2015 Urban Water Management Plan.  Therefore, sufficient 
water supplies available to serve the Project from existing entitlements/resources and no new or 
expanded entitlements are needed.  Implementation of the Project would result in a less than 
significant impact. (DEIR, pp. 4.13-8 – 4.13-9) 
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3.17.3 THRESHOLD C 
Impact Statement: The Project would not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Section 4.13.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 to comply with 
Jurupa Community Services District rules, regulations, conditions, requirements, and payment of fees 
to reduce impacts to utilities and service systems.  This Planning Commission finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold c; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

JSCD is responsible for supplying wastewater services to the Project site. In the JCSD service area, 
outdoor water usage can account for more than 50% of water usage (JCSD, 2021). Therefore, the 
amount of wastewater that would be generated by the Project is conservatively assumed to be 71,355 
gallons per day, which is 50 percent of indoor water use.  The current maximum capacity of the 
IEBL is 17 million of gallons per day (MGD) and JCSD’s capacity rights are 3.493 MGD for IEBL 
conveyance and 0.94 MGD in the Orange County Sanitation District treatment plant.  According to 
the 2015 UWMP, the current volume treated at the IEBL and the Orange County Sanitation District 
treatment plant is 9.8 MGD. (JCSD, 2016, pp. 6-25) The amount of wastewater that would be 
generated by the Project is much less than one percent of total remaining daily treatment capacity. 
Additionally, JCSD in process to purchase 0.215 MGD of additional treatment capacity. Therefore, 
sufficient wastewater treatment capacity available to serve the Project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments.  Implementation of the Project would result in a less than 
significant impact. (DEIR, p. 4.13-10) 
 
3.18 WILDFIRE 
3.18.1 THRESHOLDS A-D 
Impact Statement: The Project is not located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified 
as very high fire hazard severity zones. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Thresholds a–d are discussed Section 5.4.8 of the DEIR.  
This Planning Commission finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in 
significant impacts related to Threshold e; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 



“EXHIBIT A” 

BRE Space Center Mira Loma Logistics SCH No. 2020100565 
Facts and Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations Page 50 

 Substantial Evidence 

According to General Plan Figure 8-11, Wildfire Severity Zones in Jurupa Valley, the Project site is 
located in the “Urban-Unzoned” fire hazard area and is thus not located in or near state responsibility 
areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones. As such, no impact would occur. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF LESS-THAN-
SIGNIFICANT 

4.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
4.1.1 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5.  
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in DEIR Section 4.3.6. 
A potential exists for ground disturbing activities to unearth previously unknown archaeological 
resources and result in a potentially significant impact. The Project is required to comply with 
Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-1, which would reduce impacts to less than significant. The Planning 
Commission has determined that 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 
EIR. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The archaeological records search at the EIC was conducted for the project and the surrounding area 
within a one-mile radius on February 23, 2021. The records search results identified 16 cultural 
resources recorded within a one-mile radius of the Project, one of which, the Mira Loma 
Quartermaster Depot, is located within the Project site.  Many of the remaining resources are 
associated with the Cal. Estaban Cantu Ranch / Galleano Winery district (P-33-07734), including a 
historic barn building, historic vinegar shed/tank building, historic bunkhouse/office building, a 
historic guest house building, the historic main winery building, a historic garage, and a historic 
workshop and tasting room.  Additional resources include two prehistoric bedrock milling features 
sites with associated lithic scatters, a historic multicomponent site (no information given), a 
prehistoric site (no information given), one historic site containing a building foundation(s), and a 
historic vineyard.  
 
During the pedestrian field survey conducted on February 26, 2021, visibility of the natural ground 
surface was generally poor and covered with hardscape and gravel.  The entire property appears to 
have been previously graded and, at the time of the survey, was characterized as flat, partially paved, 
and partially developed.  No cultural resources were observed during the survey. Although no 
cultural resources were observed during the field survey of the Project site, ground disturbing 
activities that would reach native soil may have the potential to unearth previously unknown 
archaeological resources. Therefore, this may result in a potentially significant impact.  (DEIR, pp. 
4.3-15 – 4.3-17) 
 
MM 4.3-1 Prior to the issuance of any permits allowing ground-disturbing activities that may 

include, but are not limited to, pavement removal, pot-holing or auguring, grubbing, 
tree removals, boring, grading, excavation, drilling, and trenching) the Project 
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Applicant/Developer shall submit proof that a qualified archaeologist meeting the 
Secretary of Interior's (36 CFR 61) Professional Qualifications Standards has been 
retained to conduct spot checks during ground disturbing activities at the following 
intervals: upon initial ground exposure within the Project site; upon a 50 percent 
completion milestone of ground disturbance; and, upon an 80 percent milestone of 
ground disturbance.  If any potentially historic or archaeological resources are 
encountered during ground-disturbing activities, the archaeologist shall halt 
construction work within 50 feet of the find and assess the nature of the find for 
importance.  If the discovery is determined to not be important by the archaeologist, 
work will be permitted to continue in the area.  If a find is determined to be important 
by the archaeologist, additional investigation would be required, or the find can be 
preserved in place and construction may be allowed to proceed. 

 
• Additional investigation work would include scientific recording and excavation 

of the important portion of the find. 
 

• If excavation of a find occurs, the archaeologist shall draft a report of conclusion 
of excavation that identifies the find and summarizes the analysis conducted. The 
completed report shall be approved by the Planning Department and the Project 
Applicant/Developer shall provide verification that the report was submitted to 
the Eastern Information Center, University of California, Riverside prior to the 
issuance of an occupancy permit. 

 
• Excavated finds shall be curated at a repository determined by the archaeologist 

and approved by the City with verification provided to the City prior to the 
issuance of an occupancy permit. 

 
The implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-1 would ensure that any previously 
undiscovered subsurface archaeological resources that may be encountered during Project 
construction would be identified and appropriately preserved.  Accordingly, impacts would be less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
 
4.2 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
4.2.1 THRESHOLD F 
Impact Statement: The Project has the potential to directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold f are discussed in detail in DEIR Section 4.5.6. 
The Project site contains sediment with a high paleontological sensitivity. Ground disturbing 
activities have the potential to unearth previously unknown paleontological and/or unique geologic 
features. The Project is required to comply with Mitigation Measure MM 4.5-1, which would reduce 
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impacts to less than significant. The Planning Commission has determined that 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 DEIR. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site is designated as “High B” paleontological sensitivity.  The County of Riverside 
defines a “High B” ranking using the following definition: “equivalent to High A, but is based on the 
occurrence of fossils at a specified depth below the surface.  The category High B indicates that 
fossils are likely to be encountered at or below four feet of depth, and may be impacted during 
excavation by construction activities”.  The Pleistocene old alluvial fan deposits, south of the Project 
site, are designated as “High A” in paleontological sensitivity.  The County of Riverside defines 
“High A potential” as yielding paleontological resources as “based on [the presence of] geologic 
formations or mappable rock units that are rocks that contain fossilized body elements, and trace 
fossils such as tracks, nests, and eggs.  These fossils occur on or below the surface.”  
 
As discussed above, the Project site is underlain by artificial fill that do not have possibility for 
producing fossils or fossils deposits.  However, research has indicated that various Holocene and late 
Pleistocene alluvial sediments and late and middle Pleistocene alluvial sediments likely underlie the 
Project site beneath the artificial fill.  These sediments designated as “High B” and “High A” 
paleontological resource sensitivity, receptively. The thickness of the overlying artificial fill deposits, 
which do not require paleontological monitoring, is not known.  Due to the high paleontological 
sensitivity locally assigned to these sediments and the recorded existence of nearby large mammal 
fossil localities, impacts to paleontological resources are considered potentially significant. (DEIR, 
pp. 4.5-7 – 4.5-9) 
 
MM 4.5-1 Prior to the issuance of any permits allowing ground-disturbing activities that may 

include, but are not limited to, pavement removal, pot-holing or auguring, grubbing, 
tree removals, boring, grading, excavation, drilling, and trenching) the Project 
Applicant/Developer shall submit a Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation 
Program (PRIMP) for this project. The PRIMP shall include the methods that will be 
used to protect paleontological resources that may exist within the project site, as well 
as procedures for monitoring, fossil preparation and identification, curation into a 
repository, and preparation of a final report at the conclusion of grading. 

 
Excavation and grading activities in deposits with high paleontological sensitivity 
(the Old Eolian Deposits) shall be monitored by a paleontological monitor following 
the PRIMP. 

 
a. If paleontological resources are encountered during the course of ground 

disturbance, the paleontological monitor shall have the authority to halt 
construction activities and temporarily redirect work at least 50 away from 
the area of the find in order to assess its significance. 
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b. In the event that paleontological resources are encountered when a 
paleontological monitor is not present, work in the immediate area of the find 
shall be redirected and a paleontologist shall be contacted to assess the find 
for significance and adjust the level of monitoring if needed. 

 
c. Collected resources shall be prepared to the point of identification, identified 

to the lowest taxonomic level possible, cataloged, and curated into the 
permanent collection of a scientific institution. 

 
d. At the conclusion of the monitoring program, a report of findings shall be 

prepared to document the results of the monitoring program. 
 

The implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.5-1 would ensure that any previously 
undiscovered paleontological resources that may be encountered during Project construction would 
be identified and appropriately preserved.  Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 
 
4.3 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCE 
4.3.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project has the potential to 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, or cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope 
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, 
and that is: 
 

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a 
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources code Section 
5024.1(k), or 

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of the Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

 
 Finding 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.12.6 of the 
DEIR. The Project site has not been identified as a location that is known to contain significant tribal 
cultural resources.  However, there is a remote potential that resources could be encountered during 
ground-disturbing construction activities that occur in native soil.  The Project is required to comply 
with Mitigation Measures MM 4.12-1 through 4.12-6, which would reduce impacts to less than 
significant. The Planning Commission has determined that 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 EIR. 
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 Substantial Evidence 

The buildings within the Project site are not eligible for the NRHP, CRHR, or as a historic district in 
the City of Jurupa Valley due to the lack of integrity.  No sites, features, places, or landscapes were 
identified that are either listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Places.  
 
As part of the mandatory AB 52 consultation process required by State law, the City of Jurupa Valley 
sent notification to the Native American tribes with possible traditional or cultural affiliation to the 
area as provided by NAHC on August 19, 2021.  The City of Jurupa Valley completed mandatory 
compliance with Public Resources Code § 21074 associated with the environmental review of the 
Project.  Implementation of the Project has the potential to encounter tribal cultural resources during 
ground-disturbing construction activities that occur in native soil.  Accordingly, there is a potential 
for significant impacts to occur if significant resources are discovered during the Project’s 
construction process. 
 
A sacred lands file (SLF) review was conducted by the NAHC to determine if any recorded Native 
American sacred sites or locations of religious or ceremonial importance are present within one mile 
of the Project site on February 23, 2021.  Results of the SLF search results, returned by the NAHC on 
March 8, 2021, were negative. Although no specific information on tribal cultural resources was 
provided, there is a potential that resources could be encountered during ground-disturbing 
construction activities in native soils.  Accordingly, there is a potential for significant impacts to 
occur if significant resources are discovered during the Project’s construction process.  (DEIR, pp. 
4.12-6 – 4.12-10) 
 
MM 4.12-1 Retain Registered Professional Archaeologist:  Prior to the issuance of a grading 

permit, the Project Applicant shall retain a Registered Professional Archaeologist 
(“Project Archaeologist”) subject to the approval of the City to be on-call during all 
mass grading and trenching activities.  The Project Archaeologist’s responsibilities 
include, but are not limited to   perform the tasks that require the need for a qualified 
archaeologist pursuant to MM 4.12-2 through MM 4.12-6 below. 

 
MM 4.12-2 Cultural Resources Management Plan: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, 

the  Project Archaeologist, in consultation with the Consulting Tribe(s), the Project 
Applicant, and the City, shall develop a Cultural Resources Management Plan 
(CRMP), to address the implementation of the City’s Tribal Cultural Resource 
Mitigation Measures  MM 4.12-3 through MM 4.12-6, including but limited to, 
timing, procedures and considerations for Tribal Cultural Resources during the course 
of ground disturbing activities that will occur on the project site. The CRMP shall be 
subject to final approval by the City of Jurupa Planning Department.   

 
MM 4.12-3 Tribal Monitoring:  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant 

shall provide the City of Jurupa Valley evidence of agreements with the consulting 
tribe(s), for tribal monitoring.  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 AB52 
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. The Project 
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Applicant is also required to provide a minimum of 30 days advance notice to the 
tribes of all ground disturbing activities.  

 
MM 4.12-4 Treatment and Disposition of Inadvertently Discovered Tribal Cultural 

Resources: In the event that buried archaeological resources/Tribal Cultural 
Resources are uncovered during the course of ground disturbing activity associated 
with the project, all work must be halted in the vicinity of the discovery and the 
Project Archaeologist shall visit the site of discovery and assess the significance and 
origin of the archaeological resource in coordination with the consulting tribe(s). The 
following procedures will be carried out for treatment and disposition of the 
discoveries: 

 
1) Temporary Curation and Storage: During the course of construction, all 

discovered resources shall be temporarily curated in a secure location onsite or at 
the offices of the project archaeologist. The removal of any artifacts from the 
project site will need to be thoroughly inventoried with tribal monitor oversite of 
the process; and  

 
2) Treatment and Final Disposition:  The landowner(s) shall relinquish ownership of 

all cultural resources, including sacred items, burial goods, and all archaeological 
artifacts and non-human remains as part of the required mitigation for impacts to 
cultural resources. The applicant shall relinquish the artifacts through one or more 
of the following methods and provide the City of Jurupa Valley Department with 
evidence of same: 

 
a) Preservation-In-Place of the cultural resources, if feasible.  Preservation in 

place means avoiding the resources, leaving them in the place they were 
found with no development affecting the integrity of the resources. This will 
require revisions to the grading plan, denoting the location and avoidance of 
the resource. 

 
b) Accommodate the process for onsite reburial of the discovered items with the 

consulting Native American tribes or bands. This shall include measures and 
provisions to protect the future reburial area from any future impacts. 
Reburial shall not occur until all cataloguing and basic recordation have been 
completed; location information regarding the reburial location shall be 
included into the final report required under TCR-4. Copies of the report shall 
be provided to the City for their records, the Consulting Tribe(s), and the 
Eastern Informational Center. 

 
c) Curation. A curation agreement with an appropriate qualified repository 

within Riverside County that meets federal standards per 36 CFR Part 79 and 
therefore would be professionally curated and made available to other 
archaeologists/researchers for further study. The collections and associated 
records shall be transferred, including title, to an appropriate curation facility 
within Riverside County, to be accompanied by payment of the fees 
necessary for permanent curation. 
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MM 4.12-5 Final Reporting: In the event significant tribal cultural resources as defined by 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, or Tribal Cultural 
Resources as defined by Pub. Resources Code, § 21074 (a), are discovered on the 
Project site,  prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Project Proponent shall 
submit a Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report that complies with the 
County of Riverside Cultural Resources (Archaeological) Investigations Standard 
Scopes of Work for review and approval to the City of Jurupa Valley Planning 
Department. Once the report is determined to be adequate, the Project Proponent shall 
provide (1) copy to the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department, and provide the 
City of Jurupa Valley, evidence that two (2) copies have been submitted to the 
Eastern Information Center (EIC) at the University of California Riverside (UCR) 
and one (1) copy has been submitted to the Consulting Tribe(s) Cultural Resources 
Department(s). 

 
MM 4.12-6 Discovery of Human Remains: In the event that human remains (or remains that 

may be human) are discovered at the project site during grading or earthmoving, the 
construction contractors, project archaeologist, and/or designated Native American 
Monitor shall immediately stop all activities within 100 feet of the find. The project 
proponent shall then inform the Riverside County Coroner immediately, and the 
coroner shall be permitted to examine the remains as required by California Health 
and Safety Code Section 7050.5(b).  

 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.12-1 through 4.12-6, would require archaeological 
and tribal cultural monitors and ensure that any previously undiscovered tribal cultural resources 
encountered during grading activities are property treated and reported.  With implementation of 
mitigation, impacts would be less than significant.  
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT REMAIN SIGNIFICANT AND 
UNAVOIDABLE AFTER MITIGATION 

The Jurupa Valley Planning Commission finds the project would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts in the following impact categories after implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Transportation.  In accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15092(b)(2), the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley 
cannot approve the project unless it first finds (1) under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3), 
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social technological, or 
other considerations, including provisions of employment opportunities to highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the EIR; and (2) under 
CEQA Guidelines section 15092(b), that the remaining significant effects are acceptable due to 
overriding concerns described in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 and, therefore, a statement of 
overriding considerations has been prepared. 
 
5.1 AIR QUALITY 
5.1.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would conflict with and/or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.2.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.2.1 through 4.2-6 to reduce 
impacts to air quality.  The Project is required to comply with Mitigation Measures MM 4.2-1 
through 4.2-8, which would reduce impacts to the extent feasible.   
 
 Substantial Evidence 

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 Project’s 
regional construction-source emissions would exceed applicable regional significance threshold.  As 
such, a potentially significant impact would occur.   
 
Additionally, the Project would not exceed the applicable LSTs for operational activity. However, 
the regional operational-source emissions are anticipated to exceed the regional thresholds of 
significance for NOX emissions. As such, the Project would have the potential to conflict with the 
AQMP according to this criterion.  On the basis of the preceding discussion, the Project is 
determined to be inconsistent with the first criterion. 
 
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 
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with the growth projections in City of Jurupa Valley General Plan is considered to be consistent with 
the AQMP. 
 
South Coast AQMD adopted the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) in March 2017. The 
AQMP contains air pollutant reduction strategies based on the growth assumptions contained in the 
Southern California Council of Governments’ (SCAG) 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/ 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).  These growth assumptions were primarily based on 
jurisdictional level population and employment derived from a jurisdictions’ existing and general 
plan land use maps. When the 2016 AQMP was prepared, the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan 
designated the site as Light Industrial (LI). The Project is not proposing a General Plan Amendment.  
Therefore, the Project’s growth assumptions are consistent with the with the 2016 AQMP. 
 
Based on the AQMP consistency analysis presented herein, the Project would conflict with the 
Consistency Criterion No. 1 of the AQMP and the resulting impact would potentially significant. 
Although MMs 4.2-1 through 4.2-8 would be implemented as part of the Project to reduce the effects 
on potential impacts, significant and unavoidable impacts associated with NOx emissions would 
result during long-term operation of the Project, and no feasible mitigation measures exist that would 
reduce the Project’s NOx emissions to levels that are less than significant. All feasible mitigation 
measures have been imposed and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, pp. 4.2-
35 – 4.2-39) 
 
MM 4.2-1 The Construction Contractor shall ensure that off-road diesel construction equipment 

complies with Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)/California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) Tier 4 emissions standards or equivalent and shall ensure that all 
construction equipment is tuned and maintained in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s specifications. 

 
MM 4.2-2 Legible, durable, weather-proof signs shall be placed at truck access gates, loading 

docks, and truck parking areas that identify applicable CARB anti-idling regulations. 
At a minimum, each sign shall include: 1) instructions for truck drivers to shut off 
engines when not in use; 2) instructions for drivers of diesel trucks to restrict idling to 
no more than five (5) minutes once the vehicle is stopped, the transmission is set to 
"neutral" or "park," and the parking brake is engaged; and 3) telephone numbers of 
the building facilities manager and the CARB to report violations. Prior to the 
issuance of an occupancy permit, the City shall conduct a site inspection to ensure 
that the signs are in place. 

 
MM 4.2-3 Prior to tenant occupancy, the Project Applicant or successor in interest shall provide 

documentation to the City demonstrating that occupants/tenants of the Project site 
have been provided documentation on funding opportunities, such as the Carl Moyer 
Program, that provide incentives for using cleaner-than-required engines and 
equipment. 
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MM 4.2-4 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, final Project designs shall provide for 
installation of conduit in tractor trailer parking areas for the purpose of 
accommodating potential installation of EV truck charging stations.   

 
MM 4.2-5 All truck/dock bays that serve cold storage facilities within the proposed buildings 

shall be electrified to facilitate plug-in capabilities and support use of electric standby 
and/or hybrid electric transport refrigeration units (TRUs). 

 
MM 4.2-6 All on-site outdoor cargo-handling equipment (including yard trucks, hostlers, yard 

goats, pallet jacks, forklifts, and other on-site equipment) and all on-site indoor 
forklifts will be powered by non-diesel engines.   

 
MM 4.2-7 Indoor material handling equipment used throughout the project area would be 

electric and would not be diesel-powered. Prior to issuance of an Occupancy Permit 
for a new tenant/business entity, the project developer/facility owner and 
tenant/business entity shall provide to the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department 
a signed document (verification document) noting that the project 
development/facility owner has disclosed to the tenant/business entity the 
requirement to use electric-powered equipment for daily operations, to the maximum 
extent feasible. This verification document shall be signed by authorized agents for 
the project developer/facility owner and tenant/business entities. During operation, 
the building tenant and/or building owner shall maintain a list of all off-road 
equipment used onsite. The equipment list shall state the makes, models, and 
numbers. These records shall be made available to the City of Jurupa Valley upon 
request. 

 
MM 4.2-8 Only electric-powered off-road equipment (e.g., yard trucks/hostlers) shall be utilized 

onsite for daily warehouse and business operations, to the maximum extent feasible. 
Prior to issuance of an Occupancy Permit for a new tenant/business entity, the project 
developer/facility owner and tenant/business entity shall provide to the City of Jurupa 
Valley Planning Department a signed document (verification document) noting that 
the project development/facility owner has disclosed to the tenant/business entity the 
requirement to use electric-powered equipment for daily operations, to the maximum 
extent feasible. This verification document shall be signed by authorized agents for 
the project developer/facility owner and tenant/business entities. During operation, 
the building tenant and/or building owner shall maintain a list of all off-road 
equipment used onsite. The equipment list shall state the makes, models, and 
numbers. These records shall be made available to the City of Jurupa Valley upon 
request. 

 
After the implementation of MM 4.2-1, Project construction-source emissions of NOX would not 
exceed applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds.  As such, Project construction-source emissions 
impacts would be less than significant.   
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For regional emissions, the Project has the potential to exceed the numerical thresholds of 
significance established by the South Coast AQMD for emissions of NOX during operation. It is 
important to note that the over 88 percent (%) of the Project’s NOX emissions are derived from 
vehicle usage. The Project proposes 71 electric vehicle parking stalls, 64 bicycle parking spaces, 
improved sidewalks for external and internal pedestrian access. Although these measures will help 
reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by the Project, vehicle trips will not be reduced to the 
extent that NOX emissions would be reduced to less than significant levels. No feasible mitigation 
measures exist that would reduce NOX emissions to levels that are less than significant. It is 
important to note that 88% of the Project’s NOX emissions are derived from vehicle usage. While the 
reduction of NOX emissions is theoretically possible, there exists no regulatory authority for the 
enforcement of such emissions and any additional mitigation measures attempting to do so would be 
unenforceable and/or not practical. As such, these emissions are considered significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
5.1.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement:  The Project would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria 
pollutants for which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.2.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPPs 4.2.1 through 4.2-6 to reduce 
impacts to air quality.  The Project is required to comply with Mitigation Measures MM 4.2-1 
through 4.2-8, which would reduce impacts to the extent feasible.   
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Construction activities associated with the Project will result in emissions of VOCs, NOX, SOX, CO, 
PM10, and PM2.5.  Construction related emissions are expected from the following construction 
activities: Demolition, Site Preparation; Grading; Building Construction; Paving; and Architectural 
Coating.  Dust is typically a major concern during grading activities.  Because such emissions are not 
amenable to collection and discharge through a controlled source, they are called “fugitive 
emissions”.  Fugitive dust emissions rates vary as a function of many parameters (soil silt, soil 
moisture, wind speed, area disturbed, number of vehicles, depth of disturbance or excavation, etc.). 
Based on information provided by the Project Applicant, the Project is anticipated to require 336,375 
cubic yards (CY) of cut and 396,380 CY of fill, resulting in 110,000 CY of export. For purposes of 
analysis, the CalEEMod default hauling trip length of 20 miles was used. Maximum daily 
construction emissions would exceed South Coast AQMD’s Regional Threshold for NOX of 100 
lbs/day with the Project’s maximum daily emissions at 151.28 lbs/day.  Accordingly, construction 
related impacts for criteria pollutants would be potentially significant. 
 
Operational activities associated with the Project will result in emissions of VOCs, NOX, SOX, CO, 
PM10, and PM2.5.  Operational related emissions are expected from the following primary sources: 
Area Source Emissions; Energy Source Emissions; Mobile Source Emissions; On-Site Cargo 
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Handling Equipment Emissions; and TRU Emissions. The Project would exceed the South Coast 
AQMD regional threshold for NOX. Accordingly, operational impacts would result in a considerable 
net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or State ambient air quality standard and would therefore be significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures MM 4.2-1 through 4.2-8 identified under Threshold a, above, would apply. 
After implementation of MM 4.2-1, Project construction-source emissions of NOX would not exceed 
applicable South Coast AQMD thresholds, reducing NOX emissions from 151.28 lbs/day to 45.80 
lbs/day. Mitigation Measures MMs 4.2-2 through MM 4.2-8 are designed to reduce the operational 
NOX emissions but will not be sufficient enough to reduce the NOX emissions to less than the 
significant impacts. No feasible mitigation measures exist that would reduce the Project’s NOX 
emissions to levels that are less than significant.    
 
5.2 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
5.2.1 THRESHOLD A 
Impact Statement: The Project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.6.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPP 4.6-1 to reduce impacts to 
greenhouse gas emissions. The Project is required to comply with Mitigation Measures MM 4.6-1 
and 4.6-2, which would reduce impacts to the extent feasible.   
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The annual GHG emissions associated with the Project are 29,834.93 MTCO2e/yr and the existing 
emissions are estimated to be 13,468 MTCO2e/yr, resulting in net emissions (Project – Existing) of 
16,366.78 MTCO2e/yr. As such, the Project would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s recommended 
numeric threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e. Thus, the Project has the potential to result in a cumulatively 
considerable impact with respect to GHG emissions. 
 
In addition to the mitigation measures listed below, measures aimed primarily at reducing the 
Project’s air quality emissions impacts would also reduce GHG emissions. Therefore, MMs 4.2-1 
through 4.2-8 (See DEIR Section 4.2, Air Quality) would also apply. 
 
MM 4.6-1 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the site plan shall include surface parking 

lots to provide parking for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/van vehicles. At 
minimum, the number of preferential parking spaces shall equal to the Tier 2 
Nonresidential Voluntary Measures of CALGreen Section A5.106.5.1.2.   

 
MM 4.6-2 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the site plan shall include the minimum 

number of automobile electric vehicle (EV) charging stations required by the CCR 
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Title 24.  Final designs of Project buildings shall include electrical infrastructure 
sufficiently sized to accommodate the potential installation of additional auto and 
truck EV charging stations. 

 
The Project would incorporate measures established by existing regulations and demonstrate 
consistency with the WRCOG CAP (see Threshold b, below); however, the mobile source emissions 
are controlled by the State and federal governments. The incorporated mitigation measures would not 
result in a quantifiable reduction in the Project’s overall GHG emissions, and there are no feasible 
mitigation measures available to reduce the total project GHG emissions to less than 3,000 MT 
CO2e/yr. Impacts would be significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 4.6-18) 
 
5.2.2 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 4.6.6 of the 
DEIR. The proposed Project would be required to implement PPP 4.6-1 to reduce impacts to 
greenhouse gas emissions. The Project is required to comply with Mitigation Measures MM 4.6-1 
and 4.6-2, which would reduce impacts to the extent feasible.  MMs 4.2-1 through 4.2-8 (See DEIR 
Section 4.2, Air Quality) would also apply. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project would incorporate GHG reduction measures that support the 2017 Scoping Plan. 
Additionally, the Project is consistent with General Plan policies that pertain to GHG emissions and 
SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS (see Subsection 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of the DEIR). 
Notwithstanding, the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact with respect to this 
threshold, as the Project exceeds the applicable numeric screening thresholds for GHG emissions and 
therefore has potential to impede the State’s ability to achieve the 40% below 1990 level reduction 
target.  
 
The Project exceeds the applicable numeric screening thresholds for GHG emissions and therefore 
has potential to impede the State’s ability to achieve the 40% below 1990 level reduction target, and 
no feasible mitigation measures exist to reduce the Project’s GHG emissions. Impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
5.3 TRANSPORTATION 
5.3.1 THRESHOLD B 
Impact Statement: The Project would conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 
15064.3, subdivision (b). 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 4.11.6 of the 
DEIR. The Project is required to implement TDM measures identified in Table 4.11-3 of the Draft 
EIR, which would reduce VMT impacts to the extent feasible.   
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Project generated VMT was calculated using the most current version of RIVTAM with adjustments 
in socio-economic data (SED) (i.e., employment) to a separate traffic analysis zone (TAZ) to reflect 
the Project’s proposed land uses (i.e., logistics use). A separate TAZ is used to isolate project 
generated VMT from other land uses in the model. Project employment estimates of 1,882 
employees is based on total proposed new building square footage of 1,939,312 square feet using an 
employment generation rate of 1 employee per 1,030 square feet for Light Industrial uses as 
indicated in Appendix E of the City’s General Plan. Adjustments to employment for the Project’s 
TAZ were made to both the base year model (2012) and the cumulative year model (2040). The base 
year model and cumulative year model were both run inclusive of the Project’s employment.  
 
City Guidelines state that for office and industrial projects, project generated VMT may be calculated 
using the production-attraction (P/A) trip matrix to allow for the isolation of vehicle trips by trip 
purpose (i.e., home-based work trips) that allows for the isolation of commute VMT for employment 
uses (e.g., office, industrial, etc.). Evaluation of VMT based on trip purpose is consistent with 
recommendations in OPR’s Technical Advisory and offers the most straight forward method for 
assessing VMT reductions from mitigation measures for a single use project.  
 
Project generated VMT was calculated for both the base year model (2012) and cumulative year 
model (2040). The VMT value was then normalized by dividing by the Project’s number of 
employees.   
 
The adopted City of Jurupa Valley Traffic Impact Assessment Guidelines, August 2020, state that the 
City of Jurupa Valley has selected a threshold based on the baseline VMT performance in the City. 
More specifically, as it applies to this Project, the City Guidelines state that a project generated VMT 
impact would be considered potentially significant if either of the following conditions are met:  
 

• The Project’s VMT per employee exceeds the City’s average VMT per employee. 

• The Project’s cumulative project-generated VMT per employee exceeds the average VMT 
per employee for Jurupa Valley in the RTP/SCS horizon year. 

 
The base project generated VMT per employee is 20.33 or 20.0% greater than the City’s current 
threshold of 16.94 VMT per employee. Whereas, the cumulative project generated VMT per 
employee is 21.33 or 26.1% greater the City’s threshold of 16.91 VMT per employee (see Table 
4.11-2 of the Draft EIR). Therefore, the Project’s VMT impact is potentially significant based on the 
comparison of base and cumulative project generated VMT per employee to the City’s base and 
cumulative conditions, respectively. 
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Transportation demand management (TDM) strategies have been evaluated for reducing VMT 
impacts determined to be potentially significant. The effectiveness of TDM strategies to reduce VMT 
has been determined based on the SB 743 Implementation TDM Strategy Assessment (November 11, 
2019 Fehr & Peers) (WRCOG Report) prepared for WRCOG and the Quantifying Greenhouse Gas 
Mitigation Measures. The WRCOG Report indicates that of the 50 transportation measures presented 
by CAPCOA, only 41 are applicable at a building and site level. The remaining 9 measures are 
functions of, or depend on, site location and/or actions by local and regional agencies or funders.  
 
The WRCOG Report goes on to provide a review of the 41 transportation measures identified by 
CAPCOA and determines that for areas within Riverside County only 7 of those measures may be 
effective at an individual project level.  The City Guidelines identify the same measures to mitigate 
VMT impacts.  Evaluation of potentially applicable TDM strategies in the context of the proposed 
Project is summarized in Table 4.11-3, TDM Strategies, of the Draft EIR and copied below.   
 

Table 4.11-3 TDM Strategies 

 TDM Description Project Applicability 

Measure 1: Increase 
Diversity of Land Uses 

(LUT-3) 

Having different types of land uses 
near one another can decrease VMT 
since trips between land use types are 
shorter and may be accommodated by 
non-auto modes of transportation. For 
example, when residential areas are in 
the same neighborhood as retail and 
office buildings, a resident does not 
need to travel outside of the 
neighborhood to meet his/her trip 
needs. 

The Project consists of the development 
of the Project site with a combined 
building area of approximately 
1,969,312 sf. In order for the above 
measure to apply, at least three of the 
following would need to be located on-
site, or off-site within ¼ mile of the 
Project: Residential Development, Retail 
Development, Park, Open Space, or 
Office. There are limited non-industrial 
developments located off-site within ¼ 
mile south of the Project. As the 
proposed Project does not include a mix 
of land uses within the development site, 
this particular TDM measure is not 
evaluated further as a means of 
providing a reduction in Project VMT.  

Measure 2: Provide 
Pedestrian Network 

Improvements (SDT-1) 

Providing a pedestrian access network 
to link areas of the Project site 
encourages people to walk instead of 
drive assuming that desirable 
destinations are within walking 
distance of the Project. This mode 
shift results in people driving less and 
a reduction in VMT. 

Pedestrian access exists along the 
Project’s frontage. The Project will  
construct curb, gutter, sidewalk, and 
landscaping improvements along the 
Project’s frontage as needed to 
accommodate site access. The Project’s 
implementation of this measure through 
the construction of on-site connections to 
the existing sidewalks off-site could 
provide for a nominal reduction in 
Project VMT. As noted by CAPCOA 
(Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation 
Measures, p. 187), the provision of 
sidewalks on-site that connect to off-site 
pedestrian walkways linking to other 
complementary land uses within a 
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 TDM Description Project Applicability 

suburban context can result in a VMT 
reduction between 0 and 2.0%. Given the 
limited nature of the complementary 
land uses within walking distance of the 
Project site, the implementation of this 
measure is anticipated to be at the lower 
levels of the reduction range (i.e., less 
than 1.0%). 

Measure 3: Provide Traffic 
Calming Measure (SDT-2) 

Providing traffic calming measures 
encourages people to walk or bike 
instead of using a vehicle. This mode 
shift will result in a decrease in VMT. 
Traffic calming features may include: 
marked crosswalks, count-down 
signal timers, curb extensions, speed 
tables, raised crosswalks, raised 
intersections, median islands, tight 
corner radii, roundabouts or mini-
circles, on-street parking, planter 
strips with street trees, 
chicanes/chokers, and others. 

There is limited opportunity for the 
Project to implement meaningful 
enhanced traffic calming measures in the 
area that would encourage a shift in 
travel mode to walking or biking. This 
measure is therefore not evaluated 
further as means of providing a reduction 
in Project VMT.  
 

Measure 4: Implement Car-
Sharing Program 

Implementing a car-sharing program 
would allow individuals to have on-
demand access to a shared fleet of 
vehicles on an as-needed basis. User 
costs are typically determined through 
mileage or hourly rates, with deposits 
and/or annual membership fees. 

This particular TDM measure would be 
solely dependent on a future building 
tenant and may be considered as 
infeasible due to lack of available service 
providers in the area. For these reasons 
the measure is not evaluated further as 
means of providing a reduction in 
Project VMT.  

Measure 5: Increase Transit 
Service Frequency and 

Speed (TST-4) 

This measure serves to reduce transit-
passenger travel time through more 
reduced headways and increased 
speed and reliability. This makes 
transit service more attractive and may 
result in a mode shift from auto to 
transit which reduces VMT. 

The RTA, a public transit agency serving 
various jurisdictions within Riverside 
County currently provides service in the 
area with a stop located 0.18 miles to the 
southwest. Transit service is reviewed 
and updated by RTA periodically to 
address ridership, budget and community 
demand needs. Changes in land use can 
affect these periodic adjustments which 
may lead to either enhanced or reduced 
service where appropriate. The Project 
Applicant shall work in conjunction with 
the Lead Agency and RTA to coordinate 
potential bus service to the Project site. 
Since implementation of this strategy 
would require agency implementation, it 
is not applicable for individual 
development projects. This measure is 
therefore not evaluated further as means 
of providing a reduction in Project VMT.  

Measure 6: Encourage 
Telecommuting and 

Alternative Work Schedule 
(TRT-6) 

Encouraging telecommuting and 
alternative work schedules reduces the 
number of commute trips and 
therefore VMT traveled by 
employees. Alternative work 

The effectiveness of this measure is 
dependent on the ultimate building 
tenant(s) which are unknown currently. 
As such, this measure is therefore not 
evaluated further as means of providing 
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 TDM Description Project Applicability 

schedules could take the form of 
staggered starting times, flexible 
schedules, or compressed work weeks. 

a reduction in Project VMT. 

Measure 7: Provide Ride-
Sharing Programs (TRT-3) 

This strategy focuses on encouraging 
carpooling and vanpooling but its 
ultimate implementation is limited as 
Measure 6 above. 

The effectiveness of this measure is 
dependent on the ultimate building 
tenant(s) which are unknown currently. 
As such, this measure is therefore not 
evaluated further as means of providing 
a reduction in Project VMT. 

 
The effectiveness of the above-noted TDM measures would be dependent in large part on future 
Project occupancies, which are unknown at this time. Beyond Project tenancy considerations, land 
use context is a major factor relevant to the potential application and effectiveness of TDM measures. 
More specifically, the land use context of the Project is characteristically suburban. The Project’s 
suburban context acts to limit the range of feasible TDM measures and moderates their potential 
effectiveness.  Where feasible, TDM measures described above should be implemented to reduce 
Project generated VMT to the extent possible. However, even with the implementation of TDM 
measures needed to achieve the maximum 15 percent reduction for a land use project located in a 
suburban context would not be enough to reduce the Project’s impact to a level of less than 
significant. 
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6.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
6.1 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 
The State CEQA Guidelines require EIRs to address any significant irreversible environmental 
changes that would be involved with the proposed action should it be implemented (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.2[c]).  An environmental change would fall into this category if: a) the project 
would involve a large commitment of non-renewable resources; b) the primary and secondary 
impacts of the project would generally commit future generations to similar uses; c) the project 
involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential environmental accidents; 
or d) the proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project results in the wasteful 
use of energy). 
 
 Finding 

The Project’s potential to result in significant irreversible impacts is discussed in detail in Subsection 
5.2 of the DEIR.  Based on the entire record, the City finds that the Project the Project would not 
result in significant irreversible environmental changes. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Determining whether the Project may result in significant irreversible environmental changes 
requires a determination of whether key non-renewable resources would be degraded or destroyed in 
such a way that there would be little possibility of restoring them. 
 
Natural resources, in the form of construction materials and energy resources, would be used in the 
construction of the Project.  The consumption of these natural resources would represent an 
irreversible change to the environment.  However, the development of the Project site as proposed 
would have no measurable adverse effect on the availability of such resources, including resources 
that may be non-renewable (e.g., fossil fuels).  Additionally, the Project is required by law to comply 
with the California Building Standards Code (CALGreen), which would minimize the Project’s 
demand for energy, including energy produced from non-renewable sources and would also replace 
older buildings that are less energy efficient.  A more detailed discussion of energy consumption is 
provided in DEIR Subsection 4.4, Energy. 
 
Under existing conditions, the Project site is utilized for industrial warehouse uses with nine existing 
redwood buildings totaling to 1,557,562 sf of net rentable area and a 172,800-sf industrial building.  
Implementation of the Project would recommit the Project site to industrial warehouse uses.  As 
demonstrated in the analysis presented throughout DEIR Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis, 
construction, and long-term operation of the Project would be compatible with the existing and 
planned land uses that surround the Project site and would not result in significant physical 
environmental effects to nearby properties.  Although the Project would cause unavoidable impacts 
to the environment associated with air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and transportation, these 
effects would not commit surrounding properties to land uses other than those that are present under 
existing conditions or planned by the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan.  For this reason, the Project 
would not result in a significant, irreversible change to nearby, off-site properties. 
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Because no significant natural resources occur within the Project site, the Project would not reduce 
the availability of any natural resources associated with long-term operational activities.  Also, as 
discussed under Subsection 4.4, Energy, of the DEIR, the Project would not result in a wasteful 
consumption of energy.  Accordingly, the Project would not result in a significant, irreversible 
change to the environment related to energy use. 
 
DEIR Subsection 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, provides an analysis of the Project’s 
potential to transport or handle hazardous materials which, if released into the environment, could 
result in irreversible damage to the environment.  As concluded in the analysis, compliance with 
federal, State, and local regulations related to hazardous materials would be required of all 
contractors working on the property during the Project’s construction and of all users that occupy the 
Project’s buildings.  As such, construction and long-term operation of the Project would not have the 
potential to cause significant irreversible damage to the environment, including damage that may 
result from upset or accident conditions. 
 
6.2 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 
CEQA requires a discussion of the ways in which the Project could be growth-inducing.  The State 
CEQA Guidelines identify a project as growth-inducing if it would foster economic or population 
growth or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2[d]). 
 
 Finding 

The Project’s potential to result in growth-inducing impacts is discussed in detail in Subsection 5.3 of 
the DEIR.  Based on the entire record, the City finds that the Project would not directly or indirectly 
induce growth in the surrounding area which could result in a significant adverse effect to the 
environment. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

CEQA requires a discussion of the ways in which the Project could be growth-inducing.  The State 
CEQA Guidelines identify a project as growth-inducing if it would foster economic or population 
growth or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2[d]).  New employees and new residential populations 
represent direct forms of growth.  These direct forms of growth have a secondary effect of expanding 
the size of local markets and inducing additional economic activity in the area, placing additional 
demands on public services and infrastructure systems, and in the generation of a variety of 
environmental impacts, which are addressed in the other sections of the DEIR. 
 
The current Zoning Classification for the Project site is Manufacturing-Medium (M-M). Based on the 
City of Jurupa Valley General Plan EIR, approximately 1 employee is needed for every 1,200 sf of 
industrial development. This would mean that approximately 1,616 employees (1,939,312 sf x [1 
employee/1,200 sf] = ~1,616 employees) would be generated by the Project. 
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A project could indirectly induce growth at the local level by increasing the demand for additional 
goods, and services associated with an increase in population or employment and thus reducing or 
removing the barriers to growth.  This typically occurs in suburban or rural environs where 
population growth results in increased demand for service and commodity markets responding to the 
new population of residents or employees.  Economic growth would likely take place because of the 
Project’s operation as a warehouse/distribution/warehouse facility and all other legally permitted 
uses.  The Project’s construction-related and operational-related employees would purchase goods 
and services in the region, but any secondary increase in employment associated with meeting these 
goods and services needs is expected to be marginal, accommodated by existing goods and service 
providers, and highly unlikely to result in any new physical impacts to the environment based on the 
amount of available warehouse/distribution facilities available in areas near the Project site, including 
the cities of Eastvale, Ontario, Chino, Fontana, and Norco.  In addition, the Project would create jobs 
that likely would serve the housing units either already built or planned for development within 
Riverside County and/or the City of Jurupa Valley.  Accordingly, the on-site employment generation 
would not induce substantial growth in the area because it is anticipated that the Project’s future 
employees would already be living in the Jurupa Valley/Riverside County area. 
 
As previously stated, the General Plan land use designation for the site is Light Industrial (LI).  Land 
surrounding the Project site, and within the City of Jurupa Valley, are designated as LI. As the 
Project vicinity is predominantly built-out, the development of the Project is unlikely to affect the 
existing uses within the surrounding properties.  The Project is limited to the Project site’s 
boundaries and does not include any components that would indirectly affect existing or planned uses 
on neighboring properties.  Accordingly, the Project would not induce growth in the Project area.   
 
Furthermore, the Project’s potential influence on other nearby properties to redevelop at greater 
intensities and/or different uses than the City’s General Plan and Zoning Code allow is speculative 
beyond the rule of reason.  CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative effects (State CEQA 
Guidelines § 151454).  If any other property owner were to propose redevelopment of a property in 
the Project vicinity or in any part of the City, the redevelopment project would require evaluation 
under CEQA based on its own merits, including an analysis of direct and cumulatively considerable 
effects. 
 
Under CEQA, growth inducement is not considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or of little 
significance to the environment.  Typically, the growth-inducing potential of a project would be 
considered significant if it fosters growth or a concentration of population in excess of what is 
assumed in pertinent master plans, land use plans, or in projections made by regional planning 
agencies such as Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).  Significant growth 
impacts also could occur if a project provides infrastructure or service capacity to accommodate 
growth beyond the levels currently permitted by local or regional plans and policies.  In general, 
growth induced by a project is considered a significant impact if it directly or indirectly affects the 
ability of agencies to provide needed public services, or if it can be demonstrated that the potential 
growth significantly affects the environment in some other way.  The Project is consistent with the 
existing General Plan land use designation and Zoning classification for the Project site.  Further, 
implementation of the Project would not require the expansion of water and sewer infrastructure, as 
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the Project would connect to existing water and sewer lines within Space Center Court and “C” 
street. 
 
The Project site is located within a predominantly industrial portion of the City of Jurupa Valley and 
is bordered by industrial uses directly to the north, south, east and west.  The operation and 
maintenance of the Project would generate approximately 1,760 jobs, but any potential growth-
inducing impact of the employment of persons at the Project site was accounted for in the City’s 
General Plan, as the Project would develop the Project site in compliance with the City’s General 
Plan land use designation upon the approval of the GPA.  Accordingly, the Project would not directly 
promote growth either at the Project site or at the adjacent and surrounding properties that were not 
accounted for in the City’s General Plan.   
 
In conclusion, it is unlikely, speculative, and not reasonably foreseeable that the Project would 
induce growth in the form of additional economic activity or employment that would result in 
measurable impacts on the off-site physical environment. 
 
6.3 IMPACTS CONSIDERED LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
Section 15128 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that “an EIR shall contain a statement briefly 
indicating the reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be 
significant and were therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR.”  Based on review of the Project and 
supporting technical studies, it was determined that the following environmental topical issues would 
result in no impact or less than significant impacts: Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, 
Geology and Soils, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, and 
Wildfire.  These impacts are addressed in Section 3.0 of these Findings.    
 
 
 

  



“EXHIBIT A” 

BRE Space Center Mira Loma Logistics SCH No. 2020100565 
Facts and Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations Page 72 

7.0 ALTERNATIVES 
7.4.1 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED 
An EIR is required to identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but were 
rejected as infeasible.  Among the factors described by CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 in determining 
whether to exclude alternatives from detailed consideration in the EIR are: a) failure to meet most of 
the basic project objectives, b) infeasibility, or c) inability to avoid significant environmental 
impacts.  With respect to the feasibility of potential alternatives to the proposed Project, CEQA 
Guidelines §15126.6(f)(1) notes: 
 

“Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of 
alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan 
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries…and whether the 
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site…” 

 
In determining an appropriate range of alternatives to be evaluated in this Final EIR, possible 
alternatives were initially considered and, for a variety of reasons, rejected.  Alternatives were 
rejected because either: 1) they could not accomplish the basic objectives of the Project, 2) they 
would not have resulted in a reduction of significant adverse environmental impacts, or 3) they were 
considered infeasible to construct or operate.  
 
1. Alternative Sites 

The Project proposes to develop an approximately 105.58-acre site within the City with two 
industrial buildings while retaining and integrating an existing industrial facility to the overall site 
plan, totaling to 2,112,112 square feet (s.f.) of overall development.  Due to the size of the Project, 
significant and unavoidable impacts under the topics of air quality (operational NOX emissions), 
GHG emissions, and VMT would not be avoided or substantially reduced by placing the Project in 
another location. Additionally, significant unavoidable impacts of the Project are related to its 
operational aspects and are not site specific, therefore, relocation of the Project would not 
substantially reduce these impacts.  
 
Regarding the feasibility of finding another potential vacant location for the Project, land located 
south of the Project site (south of Iberia Street) is currently vacant.  However, because this land is 
located closer to sensitive land uses (the residences located east of the vacant land), this location 
could potentially have greater Project impacts.  Similarly, there are no existing, developed sites for 
sale in the City that are a similar size as the Project site within close proximity to the key freeway 
infrastructure (i.e. SR-60) and that could reasonably be controlled by the Project Applicant for the 
purpose of developing the Project.  Furthermore, the Project Applicant does not hold ownership 
control over any other parcels of land in or near the Project site that could be used as an alternative 
location for the Project.  Therefore, because an alternative location is not available that would avoid 
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of the Project, and because the Project 
Applicant does not have ownership control over, and cannot reasonably obtain ownership control 
over, any other parcels of land in the jurisdiction of the City that could accommodate the Project, an 
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alternative location alternative is not feasible.  Accordingly, the City is not obligated under CEQA to 
perform a detailed analysis of alternative sites in the DEIR. (DEIR, pp. 6-4 – 6-5) 
 
2. No Project/Existing General Plan and Zoning Alternative 

The No Project/Existing General Plan and Zoning Alternative would consider the development of the 
Project site with a use that conforms to the existing land use and zoning standards for the Project site, 
specifically the Light Industrial land use and the Manufacturing-Medium zone.  However, the 
existing use of the Project site already conforms with the existing General Plan and zoning standards. 
Therefore, this alternative was rejected from further consideration in the DEIR since it would not be 
substantially different from the proposed Project and would not substantially reduce environmental 
effects.  (DEIR, p. 6-5) 
 
3. Alternatives to Eliminate Significant Air Quality Impacts 

The Project would result in a significant unavoidable impact due to the exceedance of the NOx 
emissions threshold during Project operation, as determined in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the DEIR. 
The source of NOx emissions is mainly due to mobile source emissions from truck trips, which 
account for approximately 197.29 lbs per day of the 242.11 total lbs per day of NOx emitted from all 
project sources. The only way to reduce the operational air quality impact to less than significant and 
allow for similar industrial warehouse uses, consistent with the City’s zoning, would be to reduce the 
building size and associated total daily truck trips. In order to reduce the Project-related NOx 
emissions from 197.29 pounds per day below SCAQMD’s regional operation significance threshold 
of 55 pounds per day, the Project would need to be reduced by 73 percent. A 73-percent reduction of 
the Project would not support the Project’s main objectives to the same degree as the Project, 
including the following: redevelop the Project site with industrial uses consistent with the City’s 
General Plan and Zoning to help meet the substantial and unmet regional demands for goods 
movement; and expand economic development and facilitate job creation in the City of Jurupa 
Valley by establishing new contemporary industrial development adjacent to already-established 
industrial uses.  Additionally, this alternative would not allow for the majority of buildings onsite to 
be replaced with new modern buildings that meet the current California Building Code and 
California Green Building Code Standards with increased energy efficiency. (DEIR, pp. 6-5 – 6-6) 
 
7.4.2 NO PROJECT/ NO DEVELOPMENT 
The No Project/No Development Alternative considers no development on the Project site beyond 
what occurs on the site under existing conditions (as described in DEIR Section 3.0).  As such, the 
approximately 105.58-acre Project Site would continue to consist of industrial buildings.  Under this 
alternative, no improvements would be made to the Project site and none of the Project’s internal 
parking, utility, and other infrastructure improvements would occur.  This alternative was selected by 
the City to compare the environmental effects of the Project with an alternative that would leave the 
Project site in its general existing conditions. 
 
Although selection of the No Project/No Development Alternative would avoid the implementation 
of the Project, it would not necessarily prevent the Project or another project of its nature from being 
developed in another location in response to the demand for this use in the region.  As such, it is 
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possible that selection of the No Project/No Development Alternative would merely displace the 
Project’s air pollutant emissions and significant and unavoidable air quality impacts to another 
location in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) resulting in the same or greater environmental effects 
to air quality. 
 
The No Project/No Development Alternative would result in no physical environmental impacts to 
the Project site.  All significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project would be eliminated or 
lessened by the selection of the No Project/No Development Alternative.  However, this alternative 
would not receive benefits from replacing aging buildings and infrastructure with new modern 
buildings that would be constructed by the Project with increased energy efficiency and would not 
receive benefits from the stormwater drainage and water quality filtration features that would be 
constructed by the Project.  The No Project/No Development Alternative would fail to meet all of the 
Project’s objectives, as described in Subsection 6.1.1 of the DEIR. (DEIR, pp. 6-6 – 6-10) 
 
Thus, the Planning Commission finds that each of the reasons set forth above is an independent 
ground for rejecting the No Project/No Development Alternative, and by itself, independent of any 
other reason, justifies rejection of the No Project/No Development Alternative, and hereby rejects the 
No Project/No Development Alternative. 
 
7.4.3 REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE 
The Reduced Intensity Alternative would consider the development of the Project site with a 20 
percent reduction in building square footage, in order to reduce vehicle and truck trips and significant 
impacts associated with air quality, GHG, and VMT. Under this alternative, a total of 1,551,450 s.f. 
of industrial uses would be constructed, resulting in a reduction of 275,857 s.f. from Building 1 and 
112,005 s.f. from Building 2. Building 3 would remain the same as the Project.  Although Buildings 
1 and 2 would be reduced, the development impact area would generally remain the same as the 
Project. This alternative would generate approximately 1,506 employees using an employment 
generation rate of 1 employee per 1,030 square feet for Light Industrial uses.  Access to the site 
would be similar to the Project with a proportional reduction in the number of parking spaces. 
 
The Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce the number of vehicle trips and associated VMT by 
20 percent, which is calculated based on square footage.  After mitigation measures, the Project 
would generate a maximum of 126.82 pounds per day of NOX during summer and 129.65 during 
winter pounds per day of NOX.  Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the volume of NOX 
emissions would be reduced to approximately 101.46 and 103.72 per day of NOX, respectively. The 
South Coast AQMD threshold for NOX is 55.  Therefore, this alternative would not reduce the 
Project’s operational air quality emissions to a less than significant level and a significant 
unavoidable air quality impact would remain. 
 
Additionally, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would also decrease GHG emissions by 
approximately 20 percent to 13,093.42 MTCO2e per year.  This alternative would still result in 
significant and unavoidable GHG impacts, since it would exceed the threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per 
year.  Therefore, GHG emissions impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, but slightly 
reduced compared to the Project.  
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The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in reduced impacts related to air quality, energy, 
greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and utilities and service systems due to the reduction in square 
footage and associated vehicular trips.  However, significant and unavoidable impacts related to air 
quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and transportation would continue to occur from implementation 
of this alternative. Impacts related to aesthetics, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazardous and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, transportation, and tribal 
cultural resources would be similar to the Project. 
 
The Reduced Intensity Alternative would only partially meet most of the Project’s objectives, as 
described in Subsection 6.1.1 of the DEIR. This alternative would only partially meet the objective to 
redevelop the Project site with industrial uses to help meet the substantial and unmet regional 
demands for goods movement facilities, due to a reduced building footprint. This alternative would 
also only partially meet the objectives to expand economic development and facilitate job creation in 
the City by establishing new industrial development adjacent to or near already-established industrial 
uses and to attract new businesses to the City and thereby provide a more equal jobs-housing balance 
in the Inland Empire area that will reduce the need for members of the local workforce to commute 
outside the area for employment, due to the reduction of employees compared to the Project.  
Further, this alternative would not fully replace aging buildings and infrastructure with new modern 
buildings that meet the current California Building Code and California Green Building Code 
Standards with increased energy efficiency, and would not fully implement the Development 
Agreement entered into between the Project Applicant and the City.     
 
Thus, the Planning Commission finds that each of the reasons set forth above is an independent 
ground for rejecting the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and by itself, independent of any other 
reason, justifies rejection of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and hereby rejects the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative. 
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8.0 STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
This Section specifically addresses §15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, which requires the City, acting 
as the Lead Agency, to balance the benefits of the Project against its significant and unavoidable 
adverse environmental impacts and determine whether the benefits which will accrue from the 
development of the Project outweigh its significant and unavoidable impacts.  If the City finds that 
the major benefits of the Project outweigh its significant and unavoidable adverse environmental 
impacts, the City may approve the Project.  Each of the separate benefits listed below are hereby 
determined to be, in itself, and independent of the Project’s other benefits, the basis for overriding all 
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts identified in the EIR. 
 
As set forth in Section 3.0, above, the EIR identified all of the Project’s adverse environmental 
impacts and mitigation measures that can reduce the Project’s impacts to less-than-significant level 
where feasible, or to the lowest feasible levels.  Mitigation imposed by the City must have a 
proportional nexus to the Project’s impacts.  As further set forth in Section 5.0, the DEIR presents 
evidence that implementing the Project would cause or contribute to impacts that would remain 
significant and unavoidable even after the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures.  Finally, as 
set forth in Section 7.0, there are no feasible alternatives to the Project that would mitigate the 
Project’s significant and avoidable impacts to less-than-significant level or avoid those 
environmental impacts while still attaining most of the Project’s basic objectives.  Based on the facts 
presented throughout this document, the City makes the following finding: 
 
 Finding 

As the CEQA Lead Agency for the proposed Project, the City has reviewed the Project description 
and the alternatives to the Project, as presented in the EIR, and the City fully understands the Project 
and its alternatives.  Further, the City finds that all potential adverse environmental impacts and all 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts from the Project have been identified in the DEIR, 
FEIR, and public testimony.  Having considered the potential for the Project to cause or contribute to 
significant and unavoidable adverse impacts to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Transportation the City’s Planning Commission hereby determines that all feasible mitigation 
measures with proportional nexus to the Project’s impacts have been adopted to reduce or avoid the 
significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR, and that no additional feasible mitigation 
or alternatives  are available to further reduce or avoid significant impacts.  Further, the City’s 
Planning Commission finds that economic, social, and other considerations of the Project outweigh 
the Project’s unavoidable impacts to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Transportation and 
that approval of the Project is appropriate.  In making this finding, the Planning Commission finds 
that each of the Project benefits separately and individually outweighs all of the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects identified in the EIR and therefore finds those impacts to be acceptable.  The 
Project would meet the following objectives: 
 

a) To redevelop the Project site with industrial uses consistent with the City’s General Plan and 
Zoning to help meet the substantial and unmet regional demands for goods movement 
facilities consistent with Southern California Association of Governments’ Connect SoCal 
(2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy). (SCAG, 2020) 
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b) To expand economic development and facilitate job creation in the City of Jurupa Valley by 

establishing new contemporary industrial development adjacent to already-established 
industrial uses. 

 
c) To develop Class A speculative industrial buildings in Jurupa Valley that are designed to 

meet contemporary industry standards, accommodate a wide variety of users, and are 
economically competitive with similar warehouse buildings in the local area and region. 
 

d) Replace aging buildings and infrastructure with new modern buildings that meet the current 
California Building Code and California Green Building Code Standards with increased 
energy efficiency.  

 
e) To develop industrial buildings in close proximity to key freeway infrastructure (the I-10, I-

215, and SR-60 Freeways), thereby reducing goods movement travel distances. 
 

f) Redevelop a property that is readily accessible to existing and available infrastructure, 
including roads and utilities. 

 
g) To attract new businesses to the City of Jurupa Valley in proximity to residences thereby 

providing a more equal jobs-housing balance in the Inland Empire area that will reduce the 
need for members of the local workforce to commute outside the area for employment. 
 

h) To implement the Development Agreement entered into between the Project Applicant and 
the City.   

 
Furthermore, substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that approval and implementation of the 
Project will provide the benefits listed below: 
 

a) As set forth in detail in the Findings, all feasible mitigation measures have been imposed to 
reduce Project environmental effects to less than significant levels. 
 

b) The Project would develop an under-utilized property with a commercial/industrial park, 
which would assist the City in achieving the “Light Industrial” land uses envisioned for the 
Project site by the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan; 
 

c) The Project would develop the property with an employment-generating use; 
 

d) The Project would develop a commercial/industrial park that use that capitalizes on the 
transportation and locational strengths of Jurupa Valley; 
 

e) The Project would attract new employment-generating business to Jurupa Valley, thereby 
reducing the needs for the local workforce to commute outside the area for employment; 
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f) The Project would increase the amount of available warehouse space in the City of Jurupa 
Valley; 
 

g) The new jobs provided by the Project will create direct and indirect economic benefits, such 
as increased tax income to the City and increased spending on goods and services; 
 

h) Approval of the Project will result in the Project’s monetary contributions to established fee 
programs including, but not limited to, the City’s Development Impact Fee (DIF) which will 
be directed to needed local road improvements; 

 
In conclusion, the Planning Commission finds that the foregoing benefits provided through approval 
of the Project outweigh the identified significant adverse environmental impacts.  The Planning 
Commission further finds that each of the individual benefits discussed above outweighs the 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects identified in the Final EIR and, therefore, finds those 
impacts to be acceptable.  The Planning Commission further finds that each of the benefits listed 
above, standing alone, is sufficient justification for the Planning Commission to override these 
unavoidable environmental impacts. 
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9.0 ADDITIONAL FACTS ON RECORD 
9.1 CUSTODIAN OF RECORD 
The documents and materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which these findings have 
been based are located at the City of Jurupa Valley, Planning Division, 8930 Limonite Avenue, 
Jurupa Valley, CA, 92660.  The custodian for these records is Rocio Lopez, Senior Planner. .  This 
information is provided in compliance with Public Resources Code § 21081.6. 
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CEQA Requirements 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that when a public agency completes an 
environmental document that includes measures to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects, 
the public agency must adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the 
changes to the project that it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate 
or avoid significant environmental impacts.  The appropriate reporting or monitoring plan must be 
designed to ensure compliance during project implementation (Public Resources Code §21081.6).

The City of Jurupa Valley will coordinate the monitoring of the mitigation measures and regulatory 
requirements with each applicable City department or division, while various City 
departments/divisions would be responsible for monitoring and verifying compliance of specific 
mitigation measures and regulatory requirements (see the beginning on page 4). Monitoring will 
include: 1) verification that each mitigation measure and regulatory requirement has been 
implemented; 2) recordation of the actions taken to implement each mitigation measure and regulatory 
requirement; and 3) retention of records in the project file.

Project Objectives 

The objectives of the proposed BRE Space Mira Loma Logistics Project (the “Project”) include the 
following:

To redevelop the Project site with industrial uses consistent with the City’s General Plan and 
Zoning to help meet the substantial and unmet regional demands for goods movement facilities 
consistent with Southern California Association of Governments’ Connect SoCal (2020-2045 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy). 

To expand economic development and facilitate job creation in the City of Jurupa Valley by 
establishing new contemporary industrial development adjacent to already-established 
industrial uses.

To develop Class A speculative industrial buildings in Jurupa Valley that are designed to meet 
contemporary industry standards, accommodate a wide variety of users, and are economically 
competitive with similar warehouse buildings in the local area and region.

Replace aging buildings and infrastructure with new modern buildings that meet the current 
California Building Code and California Green Building Code Standards with increased energy 
efficiency. 

To develop industrial buildings in close proximity to key freeway infrastructure (the I-10, I-
15, and SR-60 Freeways), thereby reducing goods movement travel distances.

Redevelop a property that is readily accessible to existing and available infrastructure, 
including roads and utilities.
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To attract new businesses to the City of Jurupa Valley in proximity to residences thereby 
providing a more equal jobs-housing balance in the Inland Empire area that will reduce the 
need for members of the local workforce to commute outside the area for employment.

To implement the Development Agreement entered into between the Project Applicant and the 
City.

Overview of the Project 

The Project site consists of approximately 105.58 acres of developed land in the City of Jurupa Valley, 
Riverside County, bounded by Space Center Court to the east and industrial development to the north, 
south, and west.  The Project is a proposal to demolish the existing nine redwood buildings of 1,597,500 
sf and railroad spurs and redevelop the Project site with two industrial buildings (“Building 1” and 
“Building 2”) totaling 1,939,312 s.f. of building area. Building 1 located on the western portion of the 
site would include a 1,379,287-sf logistics building, with 20,000 s.f. allocated for mezzanine/office 
use.  Building 2 located on the eastern portion of the site would include a 560,025-s.f. logistics building, 
with 20,000 s.f. allocated for mezzanine/office use.  Therefore, the Project would result in the 
construction of new buildings, totaling a net increase of 341,812 sf. The existing Building 3 is located 
north of Building 2 and includes the retention of a 172,800-s.f. industrial building, with 7,938 s.f. 
allocated for mezzanine/office use.  Building 3 would remain as is and be integrated into the overall 
site plan. The uses permitted under the Project will be those permitted in the existing and approved 
2014 Development Agreement, which permits a variety of uses permitted in the M-M Zone and the 
Mira Loma Policy Area and provides for a variety of financial benefits and job creation incentives for 
the City and its residents. Vehicular access to the site would be provide via Manitou Court to the north, 
an extension of Manitou Court to C Street towards Iberia Street, and Space Center Court to the east. 
See Figure 3-7, Proposed Site Plan, in Section 3.0, Project Description, of this EIR.

The principal discretionary actions required of the City of Jurupa Valley to implement the Project 
include: Site Development Permit No. 20004 and Tentative Parcel Map No. 37872. Refer to EIR 
Section 3.0, Project Description, for a detailed description of the Project.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

This MMRP delegates responsibilities for monitoring the implementation of the BRE Space Mira 
Loma Logistics Project mitigation measures and applicable regulatory requirements, and allows 
responsible City entities flexibility and discretion in determining how best to monitor implementation.  
Monitoring procedures will vary according to the type of mitigation measure or regulatory requirement.  
The timing for monitoring and reporting is described in the monitoring and reporting summary table, 
below.  Adequate monitoring requires demonstration of monitoring procedures and implementation of 
mitigation measures and regulatory requirements.

In order to enhance the effectiveness of the monitoring program, the City will utilize existing systems 
where appropriate.  These inspectors are familiar with a broad range of regulatory issues and will 
provide first line oversight for much of the monitoring program during construction activities.
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Program Changes 

If minor changes are required to this MMRP, they will be made in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and would be permitted after further review by the City.  Such 
changes could include reassignment of monitoring and reporting responsibilities and/or minor 
modifications to mitigation measures that achieve the same or better end results.  No change will be 
permitted unless the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program continues to satisfy the 
requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

4.1 Aesthetics
Summary of Impacts
Threshold a: Would the Project 
have a substantial adverse 
effect on a scenic vista?

No mitigation required PPP 4.1-1 As required for the M-M by the City of 
Jurupa Valley Zoning Ordinance Section 
9.150.040(3).  The height of structures, 
including buildings, shall be as follows:

1) Structures shall not exceed 40 feet at the 
yard setback line.

2) Buildings shall not exceed 50 feet unless 
a height up to 75 feet is approved 
pursuant to Section 9.240.370 Ordinance 
No. 2012-02.

3) Structures other than buildings shall not 
exceed fifty (50) feet unless a height up to 
one hundred five (105) feet is approved 
pursuant to Section 9.240.370 of this title.

PPP 4.1-2 As required for the M-M zone by City of 
Jurupa Valley Zoning Ordinance Section 
9.150.040(11).  All lighting fixtures, including 
spotlights, electrical reflectors, and other means 
of illumination for signs, structures, 
landscaping, parking, loading, unloading, and 
similar areas, shall be focused, directed, and 
arranged to prevent glare or direct illumination 
on streets or adjoining property.

PPP 4.1-3 As required by Chapter 9.240, Off-Street 
Vehicle Parking Lots, the parking areas shall be 
designed to screen parking areas from street 
rights-of-way and provide a sufficient amount 
of landscaping.

N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

Threshold b: Would the Project 
substantially damage scenic 
resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic 
highway?

No mitigation required. N/A N/A N/A N/A No Impacts.

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

No mitigation required. PPP 4.1-1 would apply. N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

Threshold d: Would the Project 
create a new source of 
substantial light or glare that 
would adversely affect daytime 
or nighttime views in the area?

No mitigation required. PPP 4.1-2 and PPP 4.1-3 would apply. N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

4.2 Air Quality
Summary of Impacts
Threshold a: Would the 
Project conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan?

MM 4.2-1 The Construction Contractor 
shall ensure that off-road diesel construction 
equipment complies with Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA)/California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 emissions 
standards or equivalent and shall ensure that 
all construction equipment is tuned and 
maintained in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s specifications.

PPP 4.2-1 The Project is required to comply with the 
provisions of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule 403, “Fugitive 
Dust.”  Rule 403 requires implementation of 
best available dust control measures during 
construction activities that generate fugitive 
dust, such as earth moving and stockpiling 
activities, grading, and equipment travel on 
unpaved roads.

PPP 4.2-2 The Project is required to comply with 
California Code of Regulations Title 13, 

Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Impacts with 
Mitigation.

MM 4.2-2 Legible, durable, weather-proof 
signs shall be placed at truck access gates, 
loading docks, and truck parking areas that 

Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley

Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

identify applicable CARB anti-idling 
regulations. At a minimum, each sign shall 
include: 1) instructions for truck drivers to 
shut off engines when not in use; 2) 
instructions for drivers of diesel trucks to 
restrict idling to no more than five (5) minutes 
once the vehicle is stopped, the transmission 
is set to "neutral" or "park," and the parking 
brake is engaged; and 3) telephone numbers 
of the building facilities manager and the 
CARB to report violations. Prior to the 
issuance of an occupancy permit, the City 
shall conduct a site inspection to ensure that 
the signs are in place.

Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4.5, Section 2025, 
“Regulation to Reduce Emissions of Diesel 
Particulate Matter, Oxides of Nitrogen and 

Code of Regulations Title 13, Division 3, 
Chapter 10, Article 1, Section 2485, “Airborne 

Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling.”

PPP 4.2-3 The Project is required to comply with the 
provisions of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule 1113, “Architectural 
Coatings” and Rule 431.2, “Sulfur Content of 
Liquid Fuels.” Adherence to Rule 1113 limits 
the release of volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) into the atmosphere during painting 
and application of other surface coatings.  
Adherence to Rule 431.2 limits the release of 
sulfur dioxide (SO2) into the atmosphere from 
the burning of fuel.

PPP 4.2-4 The Project is required to comply with the 
provisions of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule 1186 “PM10 
Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads and 
Livestock Operations” and Rule 1186
Polluting Street Sweepers.” Adherence to Rule 
1186 and Rule 1186.1 reduces the release of 
criteria pollutant emissions into the atmosphere 
during construction.

PPP 4.2-5 The Project is required to comply with the 
provisions of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule 402 “Nuisance.” 
Adherence to Rule 402 reduces the release of 
odorous emissions into the atmosphere.

Impacts with 
Mitigation.

MM 4.2-3 Prior to tenant occupancy, the 
Project Applicant or successor in interest shall 
provide documentation to the City 
demonstrating that occupants/tenants of the 
Project site have been provided 
documentation on funding opportunities, such 
as the Carl Moyer Program, that provide 
incentives for using cleaner-than-required 
engines and equipment.

Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley

Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Impacts with 
Mitigation.

MM 4.2-4 Prior to the issuance of a building 
permit, final Project designs shall provide for 
installation of conduit in tractor trailer parking 
areas for the purpose of accommodating 
potential installation of EV truck charging 
stations.

Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley

Prior to issuance of 
building permits

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Impacts with 
Mitigation.

MM 4.2-5 All truck/dock bays that serve 
cold storage facilities within the proposed 
buildings shall be electrified to facilitate plug-
in capabilities and support use of electric 
standby and/or hybrid electric transport 
refrigeration units (TRUs).

Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley

Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Impacts with 
Mitigation.
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

MM 4.2-6 All on-site outdoor cargo-
handling equipment (including yard trucks, 
hostlers, yard goats, pallet jacks, forklifts, and 
other on-site equipment) and all on-site indoor 
forklifts will be powered by non-diesel 
engines.

PPP 4.2-6 The Project is required to comply with the
Provisions of South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rules 2305 and 316 
(Warehouse Indirect Source Rule). Adherence 
to Rules 2305 and 316 would implement the 
WAIRE program designed to reduce harmful 
air pollution caused by warehouse-related 
activities.

Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley

Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Impacts with 
Mitigation.

MM 4.2-7 Indoor material handling 
equipment used throughout the project area 
would be electric and would not be diesel-
powered. Prior to issuance of an Occupancy 
Permit for a new tenant/business entity, the 
project developer/facility owner and 
tenant/business entity shall provide to the City 
of Jurupa Valley Planning Department a 
signed document (verification document) 
noting that the project development/facility 
owner has disclosed to the tenant/business 
entity the requirement to use electric-powered 
equipment for daily operations, to the 
maximum extent feasible. This verification 
document shall be signed by authorized 
agents for the project developer/facility owner 
and tenant/business entities. During 
operation, the building tenant and/or building 
owner shall maintain a list of all off-road 
equipment used onsite. The equipment list 
shall state the makes, models, and numbers. 
These records shall be made available to the 
City of Jurupa Valley upon request.

Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley

Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Impacts with 
Mitigation.

MM 4.2-8 Only electric-powered off-road 
equipment (e.g., yard trucks/hostlers) shall be 
utilized onsite for daily warehouse and 
business operations, to the maximum extent 
feasible. Prior to issuance of an Occupancy 
Permit for a new tenant/business entity, the 
project developer/facility owner and 
tenant/business entity shall provide to the City 
of Jurupa Valley Planning Department a 
signed document (verification document) 
noting that the project development/facility 
owner has disclosed to the tenant/business 
entity the requirement to use electric-powered 
equipment for daily operations, to the 

Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley

Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Impacts with 
Mitigation.
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

maximum extent feasible. This verification 
document shall be signed by authorized 
agents for the project developer/facility owner 
and tenant/business entities. During 
operation, the building tenant and/or building 
owner shall maintain a list of all off-road 
equipment used onsite. The equipment list 
shall state the makes, models, and numbers. 
These records shall be made available to the 
City of Jurupa Valley upon request.

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

Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 through 4.2-8 shall 
apply.

PPP 4.2-1 through PPP 4.2-6 shall apply. Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley

Prior to issuance of a
grading permit, 
building permits and 
Certificate of 
Occupancy

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Impacts with 
Mitigation.

Threshold c: Would the Project 
expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.2-1 through PPP 4.2-6 shall apply. N/A N/A N/A Less than
Significant 
Impacts.

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

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.2-7 The Project is required to comply with the 
provisions of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule 402 “Nuisance.” 
Adherence to Rule 402 reduces the release of 
odorous emissions into the atmosphere.

Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley

Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy

Less than
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated.

4.3 Cultural Resources
Summary of Impacts
Threshold a: Would the Project 
cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a 
historical resource pursuant to 
§ 15064.5

No mitigation is required. N/A N/A N/A N/A Less than
Significant 
Impacts.

Threshold b: Would the Project 
cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource 
pursuant to § 15064.5?

MM 4.3-1 Prior to the issuance of any 
permits allowing ground-disturbing activities 
that may include, but are not limited to, 
pavement removal, pot-holing or auguring, 
grubbing, tree removals, boring, grading, 
excavation, drilling, and trenching) the 

N/A Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley 
Planning 
Department; 
Qualified 
Archaeologist

Prior to issuance of 
any permits allowing 
ground-disturbing 
activities.

Less than
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated.
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

Project Applicant/Developer shall submit 
proof that a qualified archaeologist meeting 
the Secretary of Interior's (36 CFR 61) 
Professional Qualifications Standards has 
been retained to conduct spot checks during 
ground disturbing activities at the following 
intervals: upon initial ground exposure within 
the Project site; upon a 50 percent completion 
milestone of ground disturbance; and, upon an 
80 percent milestone of ground disturbance.  
If any potentially historic or archaeological 
resources are encountered during ground-
disturbing activities, the archaeologist shall 
halt construction work within 50 feet of the 
find and assess the nature of the find for 
importance.  If the discovery is determined to 
not be important by the archaeologist, work 
will be permitted to continue in the area.  If a 
find is determined to be important by the 
archaeologist, additional investigation would 
be required, or the find can be preserved in 
place and construction may be allowed to 
proceed.

• Additional investigation work would 
include scientific recording and excavation of 
the important portion of the find.

• If excavation of a find occurs, the 
archaeologist shall draft a report of conclusion 
of excavation that identifies the find and 
summarizes the analysis conducted. The 
completed report shall be approved by the 
Planning Department and the Project 
Applicant/Developer shall provide 
verification that the report was submitted to 
the Eastern Information Center, University of 
California, Riverside prior to the issuance of 
an occupancy permit.
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

• Excavated finds shall be curated at a 
repository determined by the archaeologist 
and approved by the City with verification 
provided to the City prior to the issuance of an 
occupancy permit.

4.4 Energy
Summary of Impacts
Threshold a: Would the Project 
result in potentially significant 
environmental impact due to 
wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during 
project construction or 
operation?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.5-1 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, 
the Building and Safety Department will 
ensure that the Project is designed, 
constructed, and operated to meet or exceed 
incumbent CCR Title 24 Energy Efficiency 
Standards and CCR Title 24 CALGreen 
Standards.

PPP 4.5-2 Construction vehicle operators are 
required to comply with CCR Title 13, Motor 
Vehicles, section 2449(d)(3) Idling, which 
limits idling times of construction vehicles to 
no more than five minutes. Prior to issuance 
of grading permit, the City shall verify that 
grading plans contain the following note; “A 

construction workers need to shut off engines 
at or before five minutes of idling.”

N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

Threshold b: Would the Project 
conflict with or obstruct a state 
or local plan for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency?

No mitigation is required PPP 4.5-1 through 4.5-2 shall apply. N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

4.5 Geology and Soils 
Summary of Impacts
Threshold f: Would the Project 
directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique 
geologic feature?

MM 4.5-1 Prior to the issuance of any 
permits allowing ground-disturbing activities 
that may include, but are not limited to, 
pavement removal, pot-holing or auguring, 
grubbing, tree removals, boring, grading, 
excavation, drilling, and trenching) the 
Project Applicant/Developer shall 

N/A Project 
Applicant.

City of Jurupa 
Valley 
Planning 
Department.

Prior to issuance of 
any permits allowing 
ground-disturbing 
activities.

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated.
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

submit a Paleontological Resources Impact 
Mitigation Program (PRIMP) for this 
project. The PRIMP shall include the methods 
that will be used to protect paleontological 
resources that may exist within the project 
site, as well as procedures for monitoring, 
fossil preparation and identification, curation 
into a repository, and preparation of a 
final report at the conclusion of grading.

Excavation and grading activities in deposits 
with high paleontological sensitivity 
(Holocene and late Pleistocene alluvial 
sediments and late and middle Pleistocene 
alluvial sediments) shall be monitored by a 
paleontological monitor following the 
PRIMP.

a. If paleontological resources are 
encountered during the course of 
ground disturbance, the 
paleontological monitor shall have 
the authority to halt construction 
activities and temporarily redirect 
work at least 50 away from the 
area of the find in order to assess 
its significance.

b. In the event that paleontological 
resources are encountered when a 
paleontological monitor is not 
present, work in the immediate 
area of the find shall be redirected 
and a paleontologist shall be 
contacted to assess the find for 
significance and adjust the level of 
monitoring if needed.

c. Collected resources shall be 
prepared to the point of 
identification, identified to the 
lowest taxonomic level possible, 
cataloged, and curated into the 
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY
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STAGE

LEVEL OF 
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PPPS, AND
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permanent collection of a 
scientific institution.

d. At the conclusion of the 
monitoring program, a report of 
findings shall be prepared to 
document the results of the 
monitoring program.

4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Summary of Impacts
Threshold a: Would the Project 
generate greenhouse gas 
emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the 
environment?

MM 4.6-1 Prior to the issuance of a building 
permit, the site plan shall include surface 
parking lots to provide parking for low-
emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/van 
vehicles. At minimum, the number of 
preferential parking spaces shall equal to the 
Tier 2 Nonresidential Voluntary Measures of 
CALGreen Section A5.106.5.1.2.

PPP 4.6-1 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, 
the Building and Safety Department will 
ensure that the Project is designed, 
constructed and operated to meet or exceed 
incumbent CCR Title 24 Energy Efficiency 
Standards and CCR Title 24 CALGreen 
Standards.

Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley Building 
Department

Prior to issuance of 
building permits

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Impacts with 
Mitigation.

MM 4.6-2 Prior to the issuance of a building 
permit, the site plan shall include the 
minimum number of automobile electric 
vehicle (EV) charging stations required by the 
CCR Title 24.  Final designs of Project 
buildings shall include electrical 
infrastructure sufficiently sized to 
accommodate the potential installation of 
additional auto and truck EV charging 
stations.

Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley 
Planning 
Department

Prior to the issuance 
of building permits. 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Impacts with 
Mitigation.
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
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PPPS, AND
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Threshold b: Would the Project 
conflict with an applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases?

MM 4.6-1 and MM 4.6-2 shall apply. PPP 4.6-1 shall apply. Project 
Applicant

City of Jurupa 
Valley 
Planning 
Department

Prior to the issuance 
of building permits. 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Impacts with 
Mitigation.

4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Summary of Impacts
Threshold a: Would the Project 
create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.7-1 As required by Health and Safety Code 
25507, a business shall establish and 
implement a business plan for emergency 
response to a release or threatened release of 
hazardous material in accordance with the 
standards prescribed in the regulations 
adopted pursuant to Section 25503 if the 
business handles a hazardous material or a 
mixture containing a hazardous material that 
has a quantity at any one time above the 
thresholds described in Section 25507(a) (1) 
through (6).

PPP 4.7-2 The Project shall comply with all 
applicable City of Jurupa Valley Fire 
Department codes (Chapter 8.10 of the 
City’s Municipal Code), ordinances, and 
standard conditions regarding fire prevention 
and suppression measures relating to water 
improvement plans, fire hydrants, automatic 
fire extinguishing systems, fire access, 
access gates, combustible construction, 
water availability, and fire sprinkler systems.

N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts

Threshold 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?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 will apply. N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts

Threshold c: Would the Project 
emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely 

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 will apply. N/A N/A N/A No Impacts.
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing 
or proposed school?
Threshold d: Would the Project 
be located on a site which is 
included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public 
or the environment?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 will apply. N/A N/A N/A No Impacts.

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

No mitigation is required. N/A N/A N/A N/A No Impacts.

Threshold f: Would the Project 
impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation 
plan?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.7-2 will apply. N/A N/A N/A No Impacts.

Threshold g: Would the 
Project expose people or 
structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires?

No mitigation is required. N/A N/A N/A N/A No Impacts.

4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality
Summary of Impacts
Threshold a: Would the Project 
violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise 

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.8-1 As required by Municipal Code Chapter 
6.05.050, Storm Water/Urban Runoff 
Management and Discharge Controls, 
Section B (1), any person performing 
construction work in the city shall comply 

N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.
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substantially degrade surface or 
groundwater quality?

with the provisions of this chapter and shall 
control storm water runoff so as to prevent 
any likelihood of adversely affecting human 
health or the environment.  The City 
Engineer shall identify the best management 
practices (BMPs) that may be implemented 
to prevent such deterioration and shall 
identify the manner of implementation.  
Documentation on the effectiveness of 
BMPs implemented to reduce the discharge 
of pollutants to the municipal separate storm 
sewer system (MS4) shall be required when 
requested by the City Engineer.

PPP 4.8-2 As required by Municipal Code Chapter 
6.05.050, Storm Water/Urban Runoff 
Management and Discharge Controls, 
Section B (2), any person performing 
construction work in the city shall be 
regulated by the State Water Resources 
Control Board in a manner pursuant to and 
consistent with applicable requirements 
contained in the General Permit No. 
CAS000002, State Water Resources Control 
Board Order Number 2009-0009-DWQ.  The 
City may notify the State Board of any 
person performing construction work that 
has a non-compliant construction site per the
General Permit.

PPP 4.8-3 As required by Municipal Code Chapter 
6.05.050, Storm Water/Urban Runoff 
Management and Discharge Controls, 
Section C, new development or 
redevelopment projects shall control storm 
water runoff so as to prevent any 
deterioration of water quality that would 
impair subsequent or competing uses of the 
water. The City Engineer shall identify the 
best management practices (BMPs) that may 
be implemented to prevent such deterioration 
and shall identify the manner of 
implementation.  Documentation on the 
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effectiveness of BMPs implemented to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the 
municipal separate storm sewer system 
(MS4) shall be required when requested by 
the City Engineer.   The BMPs may include, 
but are not limited to, the following and may, 
among other things, require new 
developments or redevelopments to do any 
of the following.

(1) Increase permeable areas by leaving 
highly porous soil and low-lying area 
undisturbed by: 

(a) Incorporating landscaping, green 
roofs and open space into the project 
design;

(b) Using porous materials for or near 
driveways, drive aisles, parking 
stalls and low volume roads and 
walkways; and 

(c) Incorporating detention ponds and 
infiltration pits into the project 
design. 

(2) Direct runoff to permeable areas by 
orienting it away from impermeable 
areas to swales, berms, green strip filters, 
gravel beds, rain gardens, pervious 
pavement or other approved green 
infrastructure and French drains by: 

(a) Installing rain-gutters oriented 
towards permeable areas; 

(b) Modifying the grade of the property 
to divert flow to permeable areas 
and minimize the amount of storm 
water runoff leaving the property; 
and 

c) Designing curbs, berms, or other 
structures such that they do not 
isolate permeable or landscaped 
areas. 
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(3) Maximize storm water storage for 
reuse by using retention structures, 
subsurface areas, cisterns, or other 
structures to store storm water 
runoff for reuse or slow release. 

(4) Rain gardens may be proposed in-lieu of 
a water quality basin when applicable 
and approved by the City Engineer. 

PPP 4.8-4 As required by Municipal Code Chapter 
6.05.050, Storm Water/Urban Runoff 
Management and Discharge Controls, 
Section E, any person, or entity that owns or 
operates a commercial and/or industrial 
facility(s) shall comply with the provisions 
of this chapter.  All such facilities shall be 
subject to a regular program of inspection as 
required by this chapter, any National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit issued by the State Water 
Resource Control Board, Santa Ana 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
(Wat. Code Section 13000 et seq.), Title 33
U.S.C. Section 1251 et seq. (Clean Water 
Act), any applicable state or federal 
regulations promulgated thereto, and any 
related administrative orders or permits 
issued in connection therewith.

Threshold b: Would the Project 
substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that 
the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin?

No mitigation is required. N/A N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

Threshold c: Would the Project 
substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the 

No mitigation is required. N/A N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.
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alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the 
addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which 
would: result in 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 
impeded or redirect flood 
flows?
Threshold d: Would the Project 
in flood hazard, tsunami, or 
seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project 
inundation?

No mitigation is required. N/A N/A N/A N/A No Impacts.

Threshold e: Would the Project 
conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water 
quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater 
management plan?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.8-1 through 4.8-4 will apply. N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

4.9 Land Use and Planning
Summary of Impacts
Threshold a: Would the Project 
physically divide an 
established community?

No mitigation is required. N/A N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

Threshold b: Would the Project 
cause a significant 
environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental 
effect?

No mitigation is required. N/A N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.
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4.10 Noise
Summary of Impacts
Threshold a: Would the Project 
generate 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?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.12-1 In order to ensure compliance with 
General Plan Policy NE 3.4 Construction Equipment.  
Require that all construction equipment utilize noise 
reduction features (i.e., mufflers and engine shrouds) 
that are at least as effective as those originally 
installed by the equipment’s manufacturer.

PPP 4.12-2 In order to ensure compliance with 
General Plan Policy NE 3.5 Construction Noise.  
Limit commercial construction activities within 200 
feet of residential uses to weekdays, between 7:00 
a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and limit high noise-generating 
construction activities between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 
p.m.

N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

Threshold b: Would the Project 
generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.12-1 and 4.12-2 will apply. N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

Threshold c: For a project 
located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport 
land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, 
would the Project expose 
people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive 
noise levels?

No Mitigation is required. N/A N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

4.11 Transportation
Summary of Impacts
Threshold a: Would the Project 
conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance or policy addressing 
the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, 
bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities?

No mitigation is required. N/A N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.
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Threshold b: Would the Project 
conflict or be inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines section 
15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Transportation demand management (TDM) 
strategies have been evaluated for reducing 
VMT impacts determined to be potentially 
significant. The effectiveness of TDM 
strategies to reduce VMT has been 
determined based on the SB 743 
Implementation TDM Strategy Assessment 
(November 11, 2019 Fehr & Peers) (WRCOG 
Report) prepared for WRCOG and the 
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation 
Measures. The WRCOG Report indicates that 
of the 50 transportation measures presented 
by CAPCOA, only 41 are applicable at a 
building and site level. The remaining 9 
measures are functions of, or depend on, site 
location and/or actions by local and regional
agencies or funders. 

The WRCOG Report goes on to provide a 
review of the 41 transportation measures 
identified by CAPCOA and determines that 
for areas within Riverside County only 7 of 
those measures may be effective at an 
individual project level.  The City Guidelines 
identify the same measures to mitigate VMT 
impacts.  The Project would implement 
Measure 2 of Table 4.11-3 in the EIR.

N/A Project 
Applicant.

City of Jurupa 
Valley 
Planning 
Department.

Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy.

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Impacts with 
Mitigation.

Threshold c: Would the Project 
substantially increase hazards 
due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)?

No mitigation is required. N/A N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

Threshold d: Would the Project 
result in inadequate emergency 
access?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.8-3 will apply. N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

4.12 Tribal Cultural Resources
Summary of Impacts
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Threshold a: Would the project 
cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource, defined 
in Public Resources Code 
section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms 
of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place, or 
object with cultural value to a 
California Native American 
tribe, and that is:

1) Listed or eligible 
for listing in the California 
Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register 
of historical resources as 
defined in Public Resources 
Code section 5020.1(k), or 

2) 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 Resources Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the 
resource to a California Native 
American tribe?

MM 4.12-1 Retain Registered Professional 
Archaeologist:  Before issuing a grading 
permit, the Project Applicant shall retain a 
Registered Professional Archaeologist 
(“Project Archaeologist”) subject to the 
approval of the City to be on-call during all 
mass grading and trenching activities.  The 
Project Archaeologist’s responsibilities 
include, but are not limited, coordinating with 
the Consulting Tribe(s) in the performance of 
Mitigation Measures MM 4.12-2 through MM 
4.12-6 below.

PPP 4.14-1 The Project is required to comply with 
the applicable provisions of California Health 
and Safety Code § 7050.5 as well as Public 
Resources Code § 5097 et. seq.

Project 
Applicant.

City of Jurupa 
Valley 
Planning 
Department.

Prior to the issuance 
of a grading permit; 
During grading 
activities.

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated.

MM 4.12-2 Cultural Resources Management 
Plan: Before issuing a grading permit, the  
Project Archaeologist, in consultation with 
the Consulting Tribe(s), the Project 
Applicant, and the City, shall develop a 
Cultural Resources Management Plan 
(CRMP), to address the implementation of the 
City’s Tribal Cultural Resource Mitigation 
Measures  MM 4.12-3 through 4.12-6, 
including but limited to, timing, procedures 
and considerations for Tribal Cultural 
Resources during the course of ground 
disturbing activities that will occur on the 
project site. The CRMP shall be subject to 
final approval by the City of Jurupa Planning 
Department.  

Project 
Applicant.

City of Jurupa 
Valley 
Planning 
Department.

Prior to the issuance 
of a grading permit; 
During grading 
activities.

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated.

MM 4.12-3 Tribal Monitoring:  Before 
issuing a grading permit, the Project 
Applicant shall provide the City of Jurupa 
Valley evidence of agreements with the 
consulting tribe(s), for tribal monitoring.  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 AB52 
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) 

Project 
Applicant.

City of Jurupa 
Valley 
Planning 
Department.

Prior to the issuance 
of a grading permit; 
During grading 
activities.

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated.
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

of AB52.  The Project Applicant is also 
required to provide a minimum of 30 days 
advance notice to the tribes of all ground 
disturbing activities.
MM 4.12-4 Treatment and Disposition of 
Inadvertently Discovered Tribal Cultural 
Resources: In the event that buried 
archaeological resources/Tribal Cultural 
Resources are uncovered during the course of 
ground disturbing activity associated with the 
project, all work must be halted in the vicinity 
of the discovery and the Project Archaeologist 
shall visit the site of discovery and assess the 
significance and origin of the archaeological 
resource in coordination with the consulting 
tribe(s).  The following procedures will be 
carried out for treatment and disposition of the 
discoveries:

(1) Temporary Curation and Storage: During 
the course of construction, all discovered 
resources shall be temporarily curated in a 
secure location onsite. The removal of any 
artifacts from the project site will need to be 
thoroughly inventoried with tribal monitor 
oversite of the process; and 

(2) Treatment and Final Disposition:  The 
landowner(s) shall relinquish ownership of all 
cultural resources, including sacred items, 
burial goods, and all archaeological artifacts 
and non-human remains as part of the required 
mitigation for impacts to cultural resources.  
The applicant shall relinquish the artifacts 
through one or more of the following methods 
and provide the City of Jurupa Valley 
Department with evidence of same:

(3) Preservation-In-Place of the cultural 
resources, if feasible.  Preservation in place 
means avoiding the resources, leaving them in 

Project 
Applicant.

City of Jurupa 
Valley 
Planning 
Department.

Prior to the issuance 
of a grading permit; 
During grading 
activities.

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated.
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

the place they were found with no 
development affecting the integrity of the 
resources. This will require revisions to the 
grading plan, denoting the location and 
avoidance of the resource.

(4) Accommodate the process for onsite 
reburial of the discovered items with the 
consulting Native American tribes or bands. 
This shall include measures and provisions to 
protect the future reburial area from any future 
impacts. Reburial shall not occur until all 
cataloguing and basic recordation have been 
completed; location information regarding the 
reburial location shall be included into the 
final report required under MM 4.12-4. 
Copies of the report shall be provided to the 
City for their records, the Consulting Tribe(s), 
and the Eastern Informational Center, 
University of California, Riverside (UCR).

(5) Curation. A curation agreement with an 
appropriate qualified repository within 
Riverside County that meets federal standards 
per 36 CFR Part 79 and therefore would be 
professionally curated and made available to 
other archaeologists/researchers for further 
study. The collections and associated records 
shall be transferred, including title, to an 
appropriate curation facility within Riverside 
County, to be accompanied by payment of the 
fees necessary for permanent curation.
MM 4.12-5 Final Reporting: In the event 
significant tribal cultural resources as defined 
by subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1, or Tribal Cultural Resources 
as defined by Pub. Resources Code, § 21074 
(a), are discovered on the Project site,  prior to 
the issuance of a building permit, the Project 
Proponent shall submit a Phase IV Cultural 
Resources Monitoring Report that complies 
with the County of Riverside Cultural 

Project 
Applicant.

City of Jurupa 
Valley 
Planning 
Department.

Prior to the issuance 
of a grading permit; 
During grading 
activities.

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated.
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MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
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LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

Resources (Archaeological) Investigations 
Standard Scopes of Work for review and
approval to the City of Jurupa Valley Planning 
Department. Once the report is determined to 
be adequate, the Project Proponent shall 
provide (1) copy to the City of Jurupa Valley 
Planning Department, and provide the City of 
Jurupa Valley, evidence that two (2) copies 
have been submitted to the Eastern 
Information Center (EIC) at the University of 
California Riverside (UCR) and one (1) copy 
has been submitted to the Consulting Tribe(s) 
Cultural Resources Department(s).
MM 4.12-6 Discovery of Human Remains: In 
the event that human remains (or remains that 
may be human) are discovered at the project 
site during grading or earthmoving, the 
construction contractors, project 
archaeologist, and/or designated Native 
American Monitor shall immediately stop all 
activities within 100 feet of the find. The 
project proponent shall then inform the 
Riverside County Coroner immediately, and 
the coroner shall be permitted to examine the 
remains as required by California Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5(b).

Project 
Applicant.

City of Jurupa 
Valley 
Planning 
Department.

Prior to the issuance 
of a grading permit; 
During grading 
activities.

Less than 
Significant with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated.

4.13 Utilities and Service Systems
Summary of Impacts
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THRESHOLD MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS (PPPS) RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY

MONITORING 
PARTY

IMPLEMENTATION 
STAGE

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

AFTER 
MITIGATION,

PPPS, AND
PDFS

Threshold a: Would the Project 
require or result in the 
relocation or construction of 
new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm 
water drainage, electric power, 
natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, 
the construction or relocation 
of which could cause
significant environmental 
effects?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.13-1 The Project is subject to compliance with 
the Jurupa Community Services District 
rules, regulations, conditions, requirements, 
and payment of fees for 
commercial/industrial projects with respect 
to water and sewer service.

PPP 4.13-2 Prior to the issuance of grading permit, 
the Project applicant shall be required to 
provide written verification to the City of 
Jurupa Valley Engineering Department that 
the Jurupa Community Services District has 
verified that adequate capacity exists at the 
Orange County Sanitation District treatment 
plant to serve the Project and/or a Sewer 
Capacity Fee shall be paid.

N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

Threshold b: Would the Project 
have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project 
and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during 
normal, dry and multiple dry 
years?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.13-1 will apply. N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.

Threshold c: Would the Project 
result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider 
which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate 
capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to 
the provider’s existing 
commitments?

No mitigation is required. PPP 4.13-1 and PPP 4.13-2 will apply. N/A N/A N/A Less than 
Significant 
Impacts.
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EXHIBIT C 
 

 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

1. ALL - PROJECT PERMITTED. MA20004 (SDP20004  and TPM37872) is for the approval 
of the following improvements within the 105.58-acre site:    
a) SDP20004: The construction of two (2) speculative industrial buildings (“Building 

1” and “Building 2”) totaling 1,939,312 square feet. Additional information is as follows: 

• Building “1” is a 1,379,287 square foot logistics building; and 

• Building “2” is a 560,025 square foot logistics building.  

• Demolition of 9 redwood industrial buildings (totaling 1,579,500 square-foot) 

• Building “3”, totaling 172,800 square feet, would remain on the site with no proposed 
changes, and would be integrated into the overall site.  

b) TPM37872: For the subdivision of 105.58-acre parcel into three parcels to 
accommodate each building: Parcel #1 – 66.89 gross acres (65.97 net acres); Parcel 
#2 – 27.88 gross acres (26.01 net acres); and Parcel #3 – 10.81 gross acres (10.45 
net acres). 

2. ALL - INDEMNIFY CITY. The Applicant, the property owner or other holder of the right to 
the development entitlement(s) or permit(s) approved by the City for the project, if different 
from the applicant (herein, collectively, the “Indemnitor”), shall indemnify, defend, and hold 
harmless the City of Jurupa Valley and its elected city council, its appointed boards, 
commissions, and committees, and its officials, employees, and agents (herein, collectively, 
the “Indemnitees”) from and against any and all claims, liabilities, losses, fines, penalties, 
and expenses, including without limitation litigation expenses and attorney’s fees, arising 
out of either (i) the City’s approval of the project, including without limitation any judicial or 
administrative proceeding initiated or maintained by any person or entity challenging the 
validity or enforceability of any City permit or approval relating to the project, any condition 
of approval imposed by City on such permit or approval, and any finding or determination 
made and any other action taken by any of the Indemnitees in conjunction with such permit 
or approval, including without limitation any action taken pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), or (ii) the acts, omissions, or operations of the 
Indemnitor and the directors, officers, members, partners, employees, agents, contractors, 
and subcontractors of each person or entity comprising the Indemnitor with respect to the 
ownership, planning, design, construction, and maintenance of the project and the property 
for which the project is being approved. The City shall notify the Indemnitor of any claim, 
lawsuit, or other judicial or administrative proceeding (herein, an “Action”) within the scope 
of this indemnity obligation and request that the Indemnitor defend such Action with legal 

ALL – The condition applies to all entitlements. 

SDP – The condition applies to the Site Development Permit. 

TPM – The condition applies to the Tentative Parcel Map. 
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counsel reasonably satisfactory to the City.   If the Indemnitor fails to so defend the Action, 
the City shall have the right but not the obligation to do so and, if it does, the Indemnitor 
shall promptly pay the City’s full cost thereof. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the indemnity 
obligation under clause (ii) of the first sentence of this condition shall not apply to the extent 
the claim arises out of the willful misconduct or the sole active negligence of the City. 

3. ALL - CONSENT TO CONDITIONS. Prior to the issuance of any permit, the owner or 
designee shall submit written consent to the required conditions of approval to the 
Community Development Director or designee. 

4. ALL - MITIGATION MEASURES. This project shall be subject to, and comply with, all 
of the mitigation measures set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
adopted by the Planning Resolution No. 2021-12-08-01  in connection with the 
certification of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the project. 

5. ALL - FEES. The approval of MA20004 (SDP20004 & TPM37872) shall not become 
effective until all planning fees associated with the entitlements have been paid in full. 

6. ALL - CONFORMANCE TO APPROVED EXHIBITS. The project shall be in 
conformance to the approved plans (listed below) with changes in accordance to these 
conditions of approval: 

a) Architectural Plans (Wall & Fence Plan included) (dated: 11-16-21) 
b) Tentative Parcel Map (dated: 11-16-21) 
c) Concept Landscape Plan (dated: 11-16-21) 
d) Colored Elevations (dated: 11-16-21) 

7. ALL - INCORPORATE CONDITIONS. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, 
the owner or designee shall include within the first four pages of the working drawings a 
list of all conditions of approval imposed by the project’s final approval. 

8. ALL – PLANNING REVIEW OF GRADING PLANS. Prior to the issuance of any 
grading permit, the aesthetic impact of slopes and grade differences where the project 
adjoins streets or other properties shall be approved by the Community Development 
Director. 

9. ALL – COVENANTS, CONDITIONS & RESTRICTIONS (CC & RS). Prior to the 
issuance of any building permit, CC & Rs shall be approved by the Community 
Development Director and City Attorney providing for maintenance of the property in 
perpetuity. The CC & R shall, at a minimum, include provisions such as the following 
items: 

a) Formation of a Property Owner’s Association (POA); 
b) Reciprocal Access Agreements 
c) Provisions for the Maintenance of the following items: 

1. Internal Roads 
2. Cross-Lot drainage 
3. Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP); 
4. On-site Landscaping; 
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5. Walls & Fences; 
6. Other items the Planning Director and City Engineer deem 

appropriate. 
10. SDP - ON-SITE LANDSCAPING. 

a. The following items shall be approved by the Community Development 
Director prior to the issuance of a building permit for the first industrial 
building: 

i. Complete “Professional Services (PROS)” application (Planning) with 
deposit for the review of the final landscape, irrigation, and shading plans for 
the Specific Plan. 

ii. The total cost estimate of landscaping, irrigation, labor, and one-year 
maintenance. 

iii. Completed City Faithful Performance Bond for Landscape Improvements 
form with original signatures after the City provides the applicant with the 
required amount of bond. This bond is for landscaping not within publicly 
maintained areas. A performance bond shall be posted at 110% of the total 
cost estimate of landscaping, irrigation, labor, and one-year maintenance. 
The Community Development Director may consider a cash bond if 
appropriate. 

iv. Completed City Landscape Agreement with original signatures after the City 
has reviewed the submitted cost estimate. 

v. Final landscape, irrigation plans, shading plan with digital copies (CD format) 
that shall demonstrate compliance to the applicable provisions of Title 9 and 
these conditions of approval. 

vi. All on-site trees shall be a minimum 24-inch box size.  
b. The following events shall be satisfied in the order listed prior to the issuance 

of the Certificate of Occupancy of each building: 
i. Substantial Conformance Letter: The Landscape Architect of Record shall 

conduct an inspection and submit a letter to the City of Jurupa Valley 
Community Development Department once the Landscape Architect of 
Record has deemed the installation is in conformance to the approved plans. 

ii. City Inspection: The City landscape architect shall conduct an inspection of 
the installation to confirm the landscape and irrigation plan was constructed 
in accordance to the approved plans. 

11. SDP - REVIEW OF PHOTOMETRIC PLANS. Each industrial building under MA20004 
approval is subject to this condition. 
A Photometric Plan and exhibits of lighting fixtures shall be approved by the Community 
Development Director prior to the issuance of a building permit for the construction of 
the building. Lighting shall not flood onto any adjoining properties unless there is a 
reciprocal agreement for shared lighting of parking area, circulation, and access. Light 
fixtures shall direct light only onto Project site. All lighting shall be consistent with Title 9 of 
the J.V.M.C. 
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12. SDP - TRASH ENCLOSURES. 
a. Detailed plans for trash enclosures shall be approved by the Community 

Development Director prior to the issuance of a Building permit for each 
building. The trash enclosures shall be consistent with Title 9 of the J.V.M.C. 

b. A clearance letter from the waste management provider shall be submitted to the 
Planning Department. 

13. SDP - LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE. All landscaped areas shall be maintained as 
approved on the final landscape plans in an orderly, attractive and healthy condition. This 
shall include proper pruning, mowing of turf areas, weeding, removal of litter, fertilization, 
replacement of plants when necessary, and the regular application of appropriate quantities 
of water to all landscaped areas. Irrigation systems shall be maintained as approved on the 
final landscape plans in proper operating condition. Waterline breaks, head/emitter ruptures, 
overspray or runoff conditions and other irrigation system failures shall be repaired 
immediately. The applicant shall maintain canopy trees in a manner that they provide the 
required shade coverage and encourages the canopy to grow to provide shade. Avoid 
topping trees or pruning the trees in a manner that the trees do not achieve mature height 
and form. 

14. MAINTENANCE OF PROPERTY. The Applicant shall maintain the property and all related 
on-site improvements and landscaping thereon, including without limitation, buildings, 
parking areas, lighting, signs, and walls in a first class condition and repair, free of rubbish, 
debris and other hazards to persons using the same, and in accordance with all applicable 
laws, rules, ordinances and regulations of all Federal, State, County and local bodies and 
agencies having jurisdiction, at applicants sole cost and expense. Such maintenance and 
repair shall include, but not be limited to the following: (i) sweeping and the removal of trash 
and debris as soon as possible but at least within 24 hours; (ii) the care of all shrubbery, 
plantings and other landscaping in a healthy condition and replacement of diseased or dead 
plant material with new material at an age similar to the material being replaced; (iii) 
maintenance of all irrigation systems in properly operating condition; (iv) the removal of 
graffiti within 24 hours; and (v) the repair, replacement and restriping of asphalt or concrete 
paving using the same type of material originally installed, to the end that such paving at all 
times be kept in a level and smooth condition. 

15. ROOFTOP EQUIPMENT. All rooftop equipment shall be screened from public view. 
16. SDP – BICYCLE FACILITIES. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, plans for 

bicycle facilities shall be approved by the Community Development Director. Bicycle 
facilities shall be designed in accordance with Title 9 of the J.V.M.C. 

17. GRAFFITI PROTECTION FOR WALLS. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, 
plans that include anti-graffiti coating or protection for the exterior side of all perimeter walls 
and exterior of building walls to half the height of the structure, or 12 feet, whichever is 
greater, shall be approved by the Community Development Director. 
The applicant shall remove any graffiti on the property as soon as possible. In addition, if 
the applicant was notified by the City, the applicant shall remove the graffiti within 24-
hours of the City’s notice. 

18. JURUPA AREA RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT - CFD. Prior to the issuance of 
any building permit, the applicant shall annex into the existing Jurupa Area Recreation 
and Park District (JARPD) District-Wide Community Facilities District (CFD) or form a new 
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Community Facilities District (CFD) to contribute to the cost of park maintenance. 
19. JURUPA AREA RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT - FEES. Prior to the issuance of 

any building permit, the applicant shall submit proof of satisfying any fees, dedications, or 
requirements by the Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District to the Building Official. 

20. IMPACT FEES. The applicant shall pay the following impact fees (unless exempt) in 
accordance to Title 3 of the Municipal Code: 

a) Development Impact Fee (DIF) Program. The applicant shall pay any owed DIFs 
by the required deadline pursuant to Chapter 
3.75 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code. 

b) Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Mitigation (MSHCP) Fee. The 
applicant shall pay any owed MSHCP fees by the required deadline pursuant to 
Chapter 3.80 of the Municipal Code. 

21. TRANSPORTATION UNIFORM MITIGATION FEE (TUMF) PROGRAM. The applicant 
shall provide proof of payment of TUMF fees by the required deadline pursuant to Chapter 
3.70 of the Municipal Code. 

22. CHARGING STATIONS. For each newly constructed building, provide all necessary 
infrastructure and install charging stations at two loading docks for trucks and (b) at minimum, 
four electric charging stations for automobiles. Plans that are consistent with this requirement 
shall be submitted and approved by the Community Development Director prior to the 
issuance of the first building permit of the entire project site. The infrastructure and 
installation of the charging stations shall be installed prior to the issuance of the Certificate 
of Occupancy for each industrial building. 

23. ARB SIGN FOR IDLING. All truck idling time (including off-road equipment used during 
construction or operation) with a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) 10,000 pounds or less 
shall be limited to a maximum of three (3) minutes within the site. A sign shall be placed at 
the truck entrance of the property and one sign at each row of truck parking at a height from 
the ground of 5 to 6 feet and shall not be less than 24 square inches in size. 
The sign shall state the following: “The driver of a diesel-fueled motor vehicle with a gross 
vehicle weight rating (GVWR) greater than 10,000 pounds is prohibited from idling the 
vehicle’s primary engine for more than five (5) minutes at any location and may not operate 
a diesel fueled auxiliary power system (APS) for more than 5 minutes at any location on the 
property. The minimum penalty for an idling violation is $300.00. To report a violation, 
please contact 1-800-END-SMOG.” 
A plan that includes the locations and details of the sign shall be approved by the 
Community Development Director prior to the issuance of a Building permit for each 
industrial building. The signs shall be installed in accordance with this condition and 
approved plan prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for each industrial 
building. 

24. PROHIBITED RIGHT-TURNS FOR TRUCKS ON ETIWANDA AVENUE.  Applicant shall 
redesign the intersections of (1) Iberia Street and Etiwanda Avenue and (2) Hopkins Street 
and Etiwanda Avenue to include “No Right-Turn” signs at each intersection and other physical 
improvements that prevent trucks leaving the Project site from turning right from Iberia Street 
and Hopkins Street onto Etiwanda Avenue, as determined by the City Engineer.  

a) The Applicant shall submit plans / exhibits to the Community Development Department 
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depicting the location, dimensions, and text of the direction signs. The plans shall be 
approved by the Community Development Director and City Engineer prior to the 
issuance of any building permit for the Project site. 

b) The approved signs shall be installed prior to the  issuance of the first Certificate of 
Occupancy for the Project site. 

c) Persistent failure to abide by these conditions shall subject the Applicant to revocation 
of the Site Development Permit approval. 

d) The Applicant shall include a provision in each Project tenant’s lease of all or a portion 
of the Project site, and in any deed if all or a portion of the Project site is sold or 
conveyed, requiring the lessee and/or fee title owner to require all Project site 
occupants and their employees, agents, guests, and invitees to comply with the “No 
Right-Turn” signs installed pursuant to Condition No. 24.b).  The lease and/or deed 
provision shall also authorize the fee title owner of the Project site to enforce the no 
right-turn restriction against all lessees if violated by lessees and/or their employees, 
agents, guests or invitees.  The Applicant and any subsequent owners of the Project 
site shall use their best efforts to enforce the no right-turn restriction. 

25. REQUIRED SOLAR PANELS ON BOTH BUILDINGS. Applicant shall install solar panels 
on each building on the Project site that provides a minimum of thirty-three percent (33%) 
of each building’s onsite energy requirements. 
A plan that includes the locations and details of the solar panels shall be approved by the 
Community Development Director prior to the issuance of any building permit. The 
panels shall be installed in accordance with this condition and approved plan prior to the 
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for each industrial building. 

26. AQMD REPORTING. The Applicant, or any successors in interest, shall notify the South 
Coast AQMD and the Community Development Director, that the building/project site is 
being leased/sold as a warehouse (including distribution).  The notification shall be in the 
manner specified in paragraph (e)(1) of SCAQMD Rule 2305 Warehouse Indirect Source 
Rule – Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions (Waire) Program, and 
shall be filed prior to September 1, 2021, and subsequently thereafter when any of the 
following conditions occur: 
1. Within 14 calendar days after a new warehouse operator utilizes at least 50,000 square 

feet of a warehouse that has greater than or equal to 100,000 square feet used for 
warehousing activities. 

2. Within 30 calendar days after a renovated warehouse has received a certificate of 
occupancy, such that the total warehouse space that may be used for warehousing 
activities has increased or decreased; or 

3. Within three calendar days of a request from the Executive Officer of the SCAQMD 
and/or the Community Development Director. 

 

27. No exterior structural alteration or building color change, other than the colors or building 
treatments originally approved, shall be permitted without the prior approval of the Director of 
Community Development. 

28. All signs shall require separate review and approval by the Director of Community 
Development. 
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29. All building drainage shall be interior with no exterior downspouts or gutters. 
30. The location of all backflow devices shall be approved by the City prior to 

installation.  Backflow devices shall be located the greatest extent possible from the front 
property line. 

31. Driveway and parking areas shall not incorporate center swales.  All drainage in common and 
private use areas shall be underground and shall not incorporate open gutters or swales. 

32. Trees in Landscaped Setbacks - A minimum 36-inch box trees shall be installed in landscaped  
setback areas adjacent to the public right-of-way. 

33. Violation of, or noncompliance with any of these conditions shall constitute grounds for 
revocation of this entitlement. 

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS  
1. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS (ENGINEERING) 

1.1. The use hereby conditioned is for a Schedule “E” subdivision, Tentative Parcel Map No. 37872 
and Site Development Permit (SDP20004); being a portion of Section 5, Township 2 South, Range 
6 West, San Bernardino Base and Meridian, in the City of Jurupa Valley, County of Riverside, 
State of California; more particularly Assessor's Parcel Number 156-150-069-5. Exhibit titled 
Tentative Parcel Map 37872, prepared by KCT Consultants, Inc., dated November 16, 2021 is 
hereby referenced. 

1.2. The Tract Map preparation shall comply with the State of California Subdivision Map Act, the City 
of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code, and Riverside County Ordinance No. 460; as it pertains for 
Schedule “E” subdivision, unless otherwise modified by the conditions listed herein. 

1.3. It is assumed that any easements shown on the referenced exhibit are shown correctly and include 
all the easements that encumber the subject property. The Applicant shall secure approval from 
all (if any) easement holders for all grading and improvements which are proposed over the 
respective easement or provide evidence that the easement has been relocated, quitclaimed, 
vacated, abandoned, easement holder cannot be found, or is otherwise of no affect. Should such 
approvals or alternate action regarding the easements not be provided, the Applicant may be 
required to amend or revise the permit application. 

1.4. In compliance with Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board Orders this project is required 
to comply with the Water Quality Management Plan for Urban Runoff (WQMP). The WQMP 
addresses post-development water quality impacts from new development and redevelopment 
projects. Guidelines and templates to assist the Applicant in completing the necessary studies are 
available on-line at www.floodcontrol.co.riverside.ca.us under Programs and Services, Stormwater 
Quality. 

1.5. Formation of a Property Owners Association (POA), or equivalent enforcement entity, and 
recordation of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) are required. The CC&Rs shall 
address all private improvements within the common areas. Including, but not limited to, operation 
and maintenance of stormwater and water quality management post-construction facilities and 
features (BMPs), private streets, streetlights, landscape and irrigation.  A draft copy of the CC&Rs 
shall be submitted to the City Engineer for review and approval prior to issuance of a grading 
permit. 
1.5.1. A cross-lot drainage easement and a reciprocal access easement shall be required among 

parcel(s) as applicable and opportune. Language shall be added to the CC&Rs. 
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1.6. The project shall be annexed to Jurupa Valley L&LMD 89-1-C for street lighting, maintenance 
of landscape/irrigation, and traffic signals, as applicable, within the public right-of- way unless 
otherwise specified or allowed by these conditions of approval.  

1.6.1. The Applicant shall start the annexation process prior to the issuance of the grading permit.  
1.7. All new utility extensions within the development shall be placed underground. 
1.8. The proposed development does not abut with the public right-of-way and per Section 

7.50.010.C.(2) of the City’s Municipal Code, undergrounding of existing utility lines within the 
public right-of-way shall not be required, unless necessary to facilitate the construction of required 
improvements. If deemed necessary, The Applicant shall be solely responsible for the 
undergrounding and/or relocation of any existing utilities within the public right-of-way. 

2. PRIOR TO GRADING PERMIT (ENGINEERING) 
2.1. In compliance with Jurupa Valley Municipal Code, Chapter 8.70, no grading permit shall be issued 

until the Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) and all other related cases are approved and are in effect. 
2.2. All grading shall conform to the California Building Code, as adopted by the City of Jurupa Valley, 

the City’s Municipal Code Title 8, and all other relevant laws, rules, and regulations governing 
grading in the City of Jurupa Valley and state of California. Grading shall be performed in 
accordance with the recommendations of the approved geotechnical report. Plans shall be 
approved by the City Engineer and securities shall be in place prior to permit issuance. 
2.2.1. A project related preliminary geotechnical report was prepared; report prepared by 

Terracon Consultants, Inc., dated September 30, 2021. Prior to approval of the precise 
grading plan, the Applicant shall submit a project specific final geotechnical report for 
review and approval of the Engineering Department.  

2.2.2. The title and date of the Geotechnical/Soils Engineer shall be included on the face of the 
grading plan.  

2.2.3. The Geotechnical/Soils Engineer must sign the grading plan for conformance with the 
recommendations of the geotechnical report approved for this project. 

2.3. The Applicantshall prepare a “rough” grading plan or a combined “rough and precise” grading 
plan for the entire site.  
2.3.1. The grading plan shall be prepared under the supervision of a civil engineer licensed in the 

state of California (Project Civil Engineer) and he/she must sign the plan. The printed name 
and contact information of the Project Civil Engineer shall be included on the face of the 
grading plan. The grading plan shall be approved by the City Engineer. 

2.3.2. The grading plan shall provide for acceptance and proper disposal of all off-site drainage 
flowing onto or through the site. Should the quantities of flow exceed the capacity of the 
conveyance facility, the Applicant shall provide adequate drainage facilities and/or 
appropriate easement(s), if necessary, as approved by the City Engineer. 

2.3.3. The grading plan shall provide for protection of downstream properties from damages 
caused by alteration of the drainage patterns, i.e., concentration or diversion of flow. 
Protection shall be provided by constructing adequate drainage facilities including 
enlarging existing facilities and/or by securing a drainage easement(s), if necessary, as 
approved by the City Engineer.    

2.3.4. Temporary erosion control measures shall be implemented immediately following rough 
grading to prevent transport and deposition of earthen materials onto 
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downstream/downwind properties, public rights-of-way, or other drainage facilities. Erosion 
Control Plans showing these measures shall be submitted along with the grading plan for 
approval by the City Engineer. 

2.3.5. The Applicant shall provide written proof and authorization from easement holders (if any) 
for work proposed over easements. 

2.4. Prior to approval of the precise grading plan, the Applicant shall prepare, or cause to be prepared, 
a final WQMP in conformance with the requirements of the Riverside County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District (RCFCD) for the Santa Ana Watershed.   

2.5. The City has reviewed the Preliminary Hydrology Study for TPM 37872 prepared by KCT 
Consultants, Inc., dated June 17, 2021 and has been deemed acceptable for entitlement 
purposes. Prior to approval of the precise grading plan, the Applicant shall prepare a detailed 
hydrology and hydraulics report corresponding with the detailed plans for grading, site 
development, storm drain improvements, and street improvements, including analysis of offsite 
drainage tributary to the site, for approval of the City Engineer.  

2.6. Any proposed retaining walls shall require a separate permit(s). Permits shall be obtained prior 
to the issuance of any grading permit unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer and 
Building Official. 

2.7. If grading is required offsite, the Applicant shall obtain written notarized letter of permission from 
the property the Applicant to grade as necessary and provide a copy to the Engineering 
Department. It shall be the sole responsibility of the Applicant to obtain any and all proposed or 
required easements and/or permissions necessary to perform the grading shown on the site plan 
and grading exhibits. 

2.8. Where grading involves import or export, the Applicant shall obtain approval for the import/export 
location in accordance with section 8.70.140 of the City’s Municipal Code. If an Environmental 
Assessment did not previously address the import/export location, a Grading Environmental 
Assessment shall be submitted to the Engineering Department for comment and to the 
Community Development Director for review and approval. If import/export location is outside the 
City, the Applicant shall provide evidence that the jurisdictional agency has provided all necessary 
separate approvals for import/export to/from the site. 

2.9. Where grading involves import or export using City streets, the Applicant shall obtain approval of 
the haul route and a haul route permit from the Public Works Department. 

2.10. Prior to approval of the grading plan for disturbance of one or more acres, the Applicant shall 
provide evidence that it has prepared and submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWRCB issued WDID number 
shall be included on the face of the grading plan. 

3. PRIOR TO PARCEL MAP RECORDATION (ENGINEERING) 
Final Parcel Map 
3.1. After approval of the tentative map and prior to the expiration of said map, the Applicant shall 

cause the real property included within the tentative map exhibit, or any part thereof, to be 
surveyed and a Final Parcel Map thereof prepared in accordance the City Engineer’s current 
requirements, conditions of tentative map approval, and in accordance with provisions of the 
City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code Chapter 7.20. All processing is through the City of Jurupa 
Valley. 
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3.2. The Applicant shall provide plans for approval of the City Engineer for all public and private 
improvements including, but not limited to, street improvements, traffic signal improvements, 
signing and striping, streetlights, water system improvements, sanitary sewer system 
improvements, and landscape / irrigation improvements. The following improvements are 
required and must be clearly shown on the street improvement plans: 
3.2.1. Manitou Court  

Manitou Court (Private Street) shall be designed and improved to full width in 
accordance with Riverside County Standard No. 111 and as shown on the tentative 
parcel map. The Applicant shall dedicate public use easements for public utilities 
and drainage purposes together with the right of ingress and egress for emergency 
vehicles. Improvements on Manitou Court shall consist of, but not limited to, 
pavement, curb & gutter, sidewalk, streetlights, and signing & striping. 
3.2.1.1. Driveways along Manitou Court shall be located as shown on the tentative 

parcel map and as approved by the City Engineer. Driveways shall be 
designed as a four-leg intersection. The westbound and eastbound 
approaches of the intersection shall be under the control of a STOP sign.  

3.2.1.2. Separate traffic signing, striping and pavement marking plans for the 
required improvements must be prepared based on extending a minimum 
of 300 feet beyond the project limits, or the limits of work necessary to join 
existing improvements, as approved by the City Engineer. The Applicant 
shall be responsible for any additional paving and/or removal of existing 
striping that might be required by the approved plan. 

3.2.1.3.  Separate streetlight plans shall be prepared for Manitou Court for approval 
of the City Engineer. Street lighting shall be designed in accordance with 
Riverside County Ordinance 460 and Street Light Specification Chart found 
in Specification Section 22 of Riverside County Ordinance 461, as adopted 
by the City. LED luminaires shall be provided with lighting performance 
equivalent to that required per County standards for HPS type. 

3.2.2. Driveways at Space Center Court 
Driveways along Space Center Court shall be located as shown on the tentative 
parcel map and as approved by the City Engineer. Existing driveway intersections 
shall be designed as four-leg intersections and the proposed most southerly 
driveway shall be designed as a three-leg intersection. The eastbound approach of 
the intersection shall be under the control of a STOP sign. 

3.2.3. Venture Drive at Manitou Court 
The Applicant shall provide pavement rehabilitation improvements at the intersection 
of Venture Drive and Manitou Court to the discretion of the City Engineer.  

3.2.4. Etiwanda Avenue and Hopkins Street 
The Applicant shall provide separate traffic signal plans and signing and striping 
plans for the ultimate configuration of the intersection. Modify the intersection of 
Etiwanda Avenue (N-S) and Hopkins Street (E-W) to provide the following: 

Northbound: One left-turn lane, three through lanes. 
Southbound: One left-turn lane, three through lanes. 
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Eastbound: One left-turn lane, one through lane. 
Westbound: One shared left-turn, though, right-turn lane. 

3.2.4.1. The eastbound approach shall be widened to a curb-to-curb width of 58 feet 
or thereof sufficient to provide a design that allows for the ultimate 
configuration and minimum curb radii of 40 feet on the NW and SW curb 
returns or as approved by the City Engineer.   

3.2.4.2. Traffic signal poles in the northwest and southwest quadrants shall be 
moved to behind the relocated sidewalks to minimize the potential for 
damage from trucks. Relocation of the traffic signal poles may require the 
replacement of the traffic signal wiring if it is determined by the City Engineer 
that the existing wiring is not consistent with current specifications. 
Protected eastbound and westbound left-turn phasing shall not be included.  

3.2.4.3. The eastbound approach of the intersection shall be posted to notify drivers 
that per City ordinance no trucks over 8 tons are allowed to turn right onto 
southbound Etiwanda Avenue. 

3.2.5. Venture Drive and Philadelphia Avenue 
The Applicant shall provide separate traffic signal plans and signing and striping 
plans for the ultimate configuration of the intersection. Modify the intersection of 
Venture Drive (N-S) and Philadelphia Avenue (E-W) to provide the following: 

Northbound: One shared left-turn, through, right-turn lane. 
Southbound: N/A. 
Eastbound: Two through lanes. 
Westbound: One left-turn lane, two through lanes. 

3.2.5.1. Install new traffic signal with protected westbound left-turn phasing. 
3.2.6. Etiwanda Avenue and Iberia Street 

The Applicant shall provide separate signing and striping plans for the ultimate 
configuration of the intersection. Modify the intersection of Etiwanda Avenue (N-S) 
and Iberia Street (E-W) to provide the following: 

Northbound: One left-turn lane, three through lanes. 
Southbound: One left-turn lane, three through lanes. 
Eastbound: One shared left-turn, through, right-turn lane. 
Westbound: One shared left-turn, through, right-turn lane. 

3.2.6.1. The eastbound approach shall be modified to provide one 30-foot wide 
westbound lane at Etiwanda Avenue, tapering to match the existing 
centerline 100 feet west of the curb return or thereof sufficient to provide a 
design that allows for the ultimate configuration or as approved by the City 
Engineer.  

3.2.6.2. The eastbound approach of the intersection shall be posted to notify drivers 
that per City ordinance no trucks over 8 tons are allowed to turn right onto 
southbound Etiwanda Avenue.  



BRE SPACE CENTER LOGISTICS PROJECT (MA20004)                                                  November 29, 2021 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL (SDP20004 & TPM37872) 
PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2021-12-08-01 
 
 

    

Page 12 of 13  

3.2.6.3. The existing diverter island on the eastbound approach shall be removed 
and a separated raised curb island shall be installed between the shared 
eastbound travel lane and the existing gutter. 

3.3. Improvements shall provide appropriate transition to adjacent existing infrastructure; design of 
transition shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer. 

3.4. Agreements and financial securities for all street improvements shall be submitted for 
acceptance prior to Parcel Map Approval.  

3.5. Separate sanitary sewer and domestic water system improvement plans shall be prepared for 
required improvements for approval of the Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD) and 
concurrence of the City Engineer. Water system improvement plans showing the locations of 
fire hydrants (see County Standard 400) off-site and on-site must also be approved by Riverside 
County Fire Department. Necessary easements for sewer and water systems on-site, as 
determined by JCSD, shall be shown on the final Parcel Map “to be dedicated by separate 
instrument”.  

3.6. Should this project be within any assessment/benefit district, the Applicant shall make 
application for and pay any reapportionment of the assessment or pay the unit fees in the 
assessment/benefit district. 

3.7. Prior to final map recordation, the Applicant shall annex into the Jurupa Valley L&LMD 89-1-C 
for operation and maintenance of various improvements in the public right-of-way, as 
approved by the City Engineer. The annexation shall be in a manner to be approved by the 
City Engineer and City Attorney. L&LMD shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 
3.7.1. Parkway tree trimming; 
3.7.2. Streetlights; 
3.7.3. Traffic Signals; 
3.7.4. All landscaping, irrigation and maintenance systems shall comply with the 

“Comprehensive Landscaping Guidelines & Standards” and Riverside County Ordinance 
No. 859. 

4. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMIT (ENGINEERING) 
4.1 All grading and construction of all infrastructure improvements within the public and private right-

of-way in accordance with approved plans, with City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code Chapter 
8.70, and with all other applicable requirements, shall be to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

4.2 The Project geotechnical/soils engineer shall provide a Final Grading Certification, certifying to 
the completion of the grading in conformance with the approved grading plans, the 
recommendation of the Geotechnical/Soils report approved for this project and the California 
Building Code. 

4.3 A licensed surveyor or civil engineer shall certify to the completion of rough grading in 
conformance with the lines and grades shown on the approved grading plans. 

4.4 The Project Civil Engineer shall provide Record ("As-built") Drawings of grading and all 
infrastructure improvements. 

4.5 The Applicant is responsible for completing all utility mainline and service line extensions within 
and serving the project site, including but not limited to, electrical power, telephone, other 
communication, street lighting, and cable television underground as herein before required, 
unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer in writing. Utility extensions from the mainline 
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or other points of connection within the public right-of-way require that the Applicant obtain an 
Encroachment Permit from the Engineering Department. Correspondence from the respective 
utility company approving and accepting utility improvements shall be provided from each 
respective utility company. The City will make a final inspection of work to verify that any impacts 
that the work might have had to other City owned infrastructure is restored or repaired to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

4.6 The Applicant is responsible for the completion of all post-construction water quality Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) facilities and features. These facilities and features shall be 
operated and maintained under a POA or equivalent enforcement entity.   

5. PRIOR TO OCCUPANCY 
5.1. The Applicant is responsible for the completion of all grading and all improvements in the public 

and private right-of-way and for compliance with all other requirements applicable to the public 
and private right-of-way in accordance with Riverside County Ordinance 461, as adopted by the 
City. 
5.1.1. New streetlights must be installed and energized.  
5.1.2. Landscaping and irrigation improvements within the parkway shall be completed and 

accepted by the City Engineer. 
5.2. Prior to Engineering clearance for Certificate of Occupancy, the Applicant shall obtain 

acceptance of applicable improvements by JCSD. Written proof shall be provided to the 
Engineering Department. 
5.2.1. It shall be the Applicant’s responsibility to coordinate requirements with JCSD and obtain 

final approval. 
 
 

 
The Applicant hereby agrees that these Conditions of Approval are valid and lawful and 
binding on the Applicant, and its successors and assigns, and agrees to the Conditions of 
Approval. 
Applicant’s name (Print Form): __________________________________________ 
 
Applicant’s name (Signature): ___________________________________________ 
 
Date: ________________ 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 2 

Draft Environmental Impact Report  
(Available on the City’s website under Development 

Services/Planning/Environmental Reports at 
https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/Index/68 
under “MA20004 BRE Space Center Mira Loma” folder)  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 3 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
(Available on the City’s website under Development 

Services/Planning/Environmental Reports at 
https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/Index/68 
under “MA20004 BRE Space Center Mira Loma” folder)  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 4 

Space Center Development Agreement 











































































































































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 5 

Community Development Director’s Action:  
Referral of Project to Planning Commission 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lorena Barajas Mayor, Chris Barajas Mayor Pro Tem,  
Leslie Altamirano, Council Member, Brian Berkson, Council Member, Guillermo Silva, Council Member 

 

8930 Limonite Ave., Jurupa Valley, CA 92509-5183 
Phone: (951) 332-6464, FAX (951) 332-6995 

www.jurupavalley.org 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR’S ACTION 
 

TYPE OF ACTION REFER CASE TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION  
DIRECTOR’S DECISION DATE NOVEMBER 18, 2021 

CASE(S) 
MASTER APPLICATION (MA) NO. 20004:  SITE 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP) NO. 20004 AND 
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM) NO. 37872 

APPLICANT BRE SPACE CENTER MIRA LOMA LLC 

PROJECT ADDRESS   

3401 SPACE CENTER COURT (APN: 156-150-069): 
GENERALLY LOCATED EAST OF ETIWANDA 
AVENUE, NORTH OF IBERIA STREET, EAST OF 
SPACE CENTER COURT AND SOUTH OF VENTURE 
DRIVE 

CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
ACT (CEQA) 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT    

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposed project includes the construction of two industrial speculative buildings totaling 1,939,312 
square feet and retention of a 172,800 square foot industrial building on an approximately 105.58-acre 
project site. The project also includes a parcel map to create three individual parcels for each building.  

PROJECT LOCATION 

 



 
The Project consists of the following improvements within the 105.58-acre site:   

1. Demolition of nine (9) existing redwood buildings totaling 1,579,500 square feet.  
2. Redevelopment of the Project site with two new industrial speculative buildings 

(“Building 1” and “Building 2”) totaling 1,939,312 square feet. No proposed use 
at this time. 
 Building “1” is a 1,379,287 square foot logistics building; and 
 Building “2” is a 560,025 square foot logistics building.  

There is an increase of 359,812 square-feet.  
3. Building “3”, totaling 172,800 square feet, would remain on the site with no 

proposed changes, and would be integrated into the overall site.  There is an 
existing warehouse distributor in Building 3. 

ANALYSIS 
Background 
Consent Judgment. In 2011, Community Action and Environmental Justice (CCAEJ) filed a lawsuit 
against the County of Riverside and the developers after the County approved 6 industrial projects (near 
the Mira Loma Village) and certified the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). After incorporation, the 
project sites were then in the City’s jurisdiction and the City was named a party of the lawsuit. In 2013, 
all the parties agreed to a Consent Judgment (Case No. RIC1112063). Although the Space Center project 
is not part of the Consent Judgment, the project is located near Mira Loma Village. The Mira Loma Village 
is a residential community located on the south east corner of Iberia Street and Etiwanda Avenue and 
the proposed project is located on the west side of Space Center Court, approximately 1,350 feet from 
Mira Loma Village. This project is not subject to the Consent Judgment, Mira Loma Village is within the 
vicinity.  
Space Center Development Agreement.  
On November 7, 2013, the City has entered into a Development Agreement (DOC #2014-0223904) with 
Space Center Mira Loma, Inc., which applies, to approximately 318 acres of existing industrial land in the 
Mira Loma area.  
The Development Agreement provides a long term vested right to develop or redevelop industrial 
buildings on the 318 acres (including the 105.58-acre project site) and provide community benefits to the 
City. All of the land within 318 acres is currently developed. Within the 105.58-acre site, the Applicant 
proposes to redevelop the property and subdivide the land as noted above under MA20004. 
The agreement includes obligations for both the City and Space Center Mira Loma, Inc. Below is a 
summary of obligations for both City and Space Center Mira Loma, Inc. 
Space Center’s Obligations 

•  Space Center’s Obligations 
• Pay Community Benefit Contribution (CBC) fees (City can use it for any purpose that benefits 

the community).  For this project, the applicant must pay a one-time CBC of $190,875.  
•  If the future use (business) is a sales tax generating use, as defined in the DA, there is no 

requirement for additional CBC. subject to minimum $5,000,000.00 per year in taxable sales.  
If jobs generating uses (if no sales tax), then subject to additional CBC fee of $95,437.50.  If 
neither sales tax nor job generation applies, then subject to additional CBC fee of $190,875.  



• Comply with M-M (Manufacturing-Medium) zone that were in effect in 2013 with changes as 
shown in the DA. 

• Payment of Development Impact Fees (DIF), including acquiring open space areas for wildlife 
and habitat preservation, estimated at $1,189,678.56 (excludes the already developed 10.81 
gross acres on proposed Parcel 3 with existing Building 3). 

• Meet State requirements for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
by adopting an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) with project Mitigation and Monitoring 
Reporting Program (MMRP) which include mitigation measures that the City determines: 1) 
are feasible and practical to implement, 2) are feasible and practical for the City to monitor 
and enforce, 3) are legal for the City to impose, 4) have an essential nexus to the Project’s 
impacts, and 5) would result in a benefit to the physical environment.  

• Meet City requirements for compliance with Environmental Justice (EJ) Element by minimizing 
and mitigating any potential impacts to address environmental justice through a set of 
comprehensive mitigation measures and project conditions to satisfy the goals, objectives and 
policies within the EJ Element. Mitigation measures include, but are not limited to: 

• Conditions to mitigate traffic impacts such as added street signage to enforce 8-ton truck limit 
and no right turn signs at Hopkins Street and Etiwanda Avenue. 

• Conditions for intersection improvements and in-lieu fees for construction of public 
improvements 

• Condition on lease agreements to restrict trucks from turning right and going south on 
Etiwanda Avenue to SR-60 freeway. 

• Conditions for filtering trees (such as Afghan Pines), tree size and spacing to promote cleaner 
air. 

City’s Obligations 
• Allow warehouse and industrial uses listed as Exhibit “C” in the Development Agreement 
• Apply the land use regulations adopted and effective on or before December 7, 2013 that 

govern the development and the use of the property 
• Apply California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
• Administer Environmental Justice (EJ) Element 

The proposed Project is consistent with the General Plan and the zoning ordinance in effect at the time 
on or before December 7, 2013 in accordance with “The Space Center Development Agreement” 
(DOC#2014-0223904). 
The project provides extensive landscaping around the perimeter of the site to provide screening of 
parking areas and to soften the building elevations. In addition, the Project site is located within the interior 
of the 318-acre Space Center site.  Existing industrial buildings and landscaping provides buffering 
between the Project site and the Mira Loma Village (located east of Etiwanda Avenue). 
DIRECTOR’S ACTION 
Due to the interest of this project of the Mira Loma Village, Consent Judgment, and the Development 
Agreement, the Community Development Director referred this project to the Planning Commission. 
Section 9.240.330 (4)(b) gives the Community Development Director authority to refer Site Development 
Permit applications to the Planning Commission if the proposed use will have a major significant impact 
on the community. The Application shall be heard by the Planning Commission in accordance with the 
Municipal Code.  



 
CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
 

 
Joe Perez 
Community Development Director 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 6 

Staff’s Response to Planning Commission Feedback 



STAFF’S RESPONSE TO PLANNING COMMISSION’S COMMENTS 

COMMISSION’S COMMENTS RESPONSE 

Traffic: 

1. Requested information 
on truck traffic 
enforcement on 
Etiwanda Avenue 

 

Traffic: 

The County Sheriff’s Department has a designated Deputy in 
charge of traffic enforcement.  The Sheriff’s Dept. indicates 
that they do conduct sting operations to reduce truck 
violations. At the time of this report, we had not yet received 
from the Sheriff’s Dept. their inventory of violations during the 
past 12 months. 

2. Provide truck route 
map showing truck 
trips to and from site 

The truck route map showing truck trips to and from site is 
provided as Exhibit 5 within the staff report. 

3. Research barriers to 
prevent trucks from 
exiting site and turning 
right on Etiwanda 
Avenue  

 

The City is conditioning a new traffic signal at the intersection 
of Venture Dr. and Philadelphia Ave. to direct truck traffic 
away from Etiwanda Ave.  

Additionally, conditions have been added which require that 
the Applicant submit improvement plans to modify the traffic 
lanes at both intersections of  Hopkins St. and Etiwanda Ave. 
and Iberia St. and Etiwanda Ave.  

4. Notify truck drivers to 
not make right turns on 
Etiwanda Avenue  

 

A condition has been added that requires a provision to be 
included in the lease that would require future users to inform 
drivers to not turn right on Etiwanda from Hopkins or Iberia. 

5. Provide EV charging 
stations 

 

A condition has been added that requires that the Applicant 
install conduit for future truck charging stations.  

Environmental: Requested a 
copy of AQMD comment letter 
on the Draft EIR 

AQMD comment letter to the Draft EIR is provided within the 
Final EIR 

Jobs:  

1. Provide information on 
revenue thresholds 
that trigger Community 
Benefits Contribution 

There are several thresholds listed within the Development 
Agreement, specifically as follows : 



 

2. Criteria for full-time 
jobs 

 

The Development Agreement identifies Additional 
Community Benefit Contribution for Jobs Generating Uses. In 
consideration of the Community Benefit conferred by 
Developer's achieving on-site rates of employment higher 
than would be expected from typical warehouse and logistics 
facilities (which are permitted on the Property under the Land 
Use Regulations), Developer shall pay additional CBC at a 
rate of twenty five cents ($0.25) per Net New Square Foot if 
the average number of employees per Net New Square Foot 
for a user is greater than one (1) employee per eleven 
hundred (1,100) Net New Square Feet. The additional CBC is 
a one-time payment and shall be payable at the time of 
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. 

3. Types of jobs created  See response under Jobs, item 2 above. 

4. Describe industry 
averages with job 
automation: 

a. Job loss 
b. Less cars 
c. Efficiency of building 

 

 

According to the Applicant, automation levels vary 
tremendously across facilities and are highly dependent on 
the specific operational model of the tenant. Levels of 
automation can range from low-tech conveyors, to more high-
tech sortation systems and material handling equipment. 
Consequently, applying a uniform industry standard may not 
be particularly useful to help understand its impact on jobs 
and traffic. It should be noted that high automation does not 
necessarily lead to job loss or less traffic. In some cases, 
automation is needed to support regional job growth, while in 
other cases, impact on jobs and traffic may be different or less 
pronounced.    

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 7 

City’s 8-ton Truck Limitation Sign Location Map  
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ATTACHMENT NO. 8 

Environmental Justice Informational Outreach Flyer 



 

 

 

 

 

 
8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509, (951) 332-6464 

www.jurupavalley.org 
 

NOTICE OF AN INFORMATION SESSION FOR THE BRE SPACE CENTER MIRA 
LOMA LOGISTICS PROJECT / CASE NUMBER: MA20004 

INTRODUCTION 

The City of Jurupa Valley will consider an application for an industrial project that would be built 
near your neighborhood. The industrial project is proposed to be located on a 105.58-acre 
project site that is bounded by Space Center Court to the east and existing industrial 
development to the north, south, and west. The Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) for the Project 
site is 156-150-069. The interchange of Interstate 15 (I-15) and State Route 60 (SR-60) is 
located 0.71 miles to the southwest of the Project site. 

                        PROJECT LOCATION AND SITE PLAN   
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8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509, (951) 332-6464 

www.jurupavalley.org 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project consists of (1) demolition of nine existing redwood buildings totaling 1,557,562 
square feet and (2) redevelopment of Project site with two industrial buildings (“Building 1” and 
“Building 2”) totaling 1,939,312 square feet. Building 1 is a 1,379,287 square foot logistics 
building and Building 2 is a 560,025 square foot logistics building. There is an increase of 
381,750 square-feet. Building 3, totaling 172,800 square feet, would remain on the site (no 
proposed changes) and be integrated into the overall site. There are no uses proposed at this 
time. The approved Development Agreement includes a list of permitted industrial uses that can 
be established in these buildings.   

The City will hold an information session with a Spanish translator to provide information on 
the project, answer any questions, and receive public comments. The information session 
details are as follows: 

DATE & TIME OF INFORMATION SESSION:   October 19, 2021 at 6:30 PM 

LOCATION OF INFORMATION SESSION: Skyview Event Center located at 5257 Wineville 

Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 91752 

The City welcomes any comments or questions for this project. If you have any comments or 
need assistance, please contact Rocio Lopez, Senior Planner (English and Spanish).  

City Contact: Rocio Lopez, Senior Planner / Email: rlopez@jurupavalley.org 

Address: 8930 Limonite Ave., Jurupa Valley 92509 / Telephone: 951-332-6464 x212 

CITY PROCESS 

This project requires a public hearing and decision by the Planning Commission which will be 
held at a future date. The Planning Commission’s decision can be appealed to the City Council. 
A public notice will be mailed to you to inform you of the Planning Commission hearing date and 
location in the future. 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

CASE NUMBER(S) MA20004: SDP No. 20004 & TPM No. 37872 

APPLICANT BRE Space Center Mira Loma LLC 

PROJECT LOCATION(S) 105.58-acre site bounded by Space Center Court to the east and existing industrial 
development to the north, south, and west. The Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) for 
the Project site is 156-150-069. 

PROJECT Two industrial logistics buildings totaling 1,939,312 square feet and retention of a 

172,800 square foot industrial building with other minor site improvements.  

CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

The EIR and all documents incorporated by reference are available for viewing at the 
City of Jurupa Valley, 8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, California 92509. The 
EIR is also available online for viewing at: 
https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/Index/68.  

ADDRESS WHERE 

DOCUMENTS MAY BE 

VIEWED 

City Hall at 8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, California 92509  

DATE, TIME AND 

LOCATION OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 

A separate notice shall be mailed out for the public hearing. Public hearing will be 
located at the Jurupa Valley City Hall, City Council Chamber located at 8930 Limonite 
Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 

mailto:rlopez@jurupavalley.org
https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/Index/68


 

 

 

 

 

 
8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509, (951) 332-6464 

www.jurupavalley.org 
 

AVISO DE SESIÓN INFORMATIVA PARA EL PROYECTO DE LOGÍSTICA MIRA LOMA 
DEL BRE SPACE CENTER / NÚMERO DE CASO: MA20004 

 
INTRODUCCIÓN 

La ciudad de Jurupa Valley considerará una solicitud para un proyecto industrial que se construiría 
cerca de su vecindario. Se propone que el proyecto industrial se ubique en un sitio del proyecto de 
105.58 acres que está delimitado por Space Center Court al este y el desarrollo industrial 
existente al norte, sur y oeste. El Número de Parcela del Tasador (APN) para el sitio del Proyecto 
es 156-150-069. El intercambio de la Interestatal 15 (I-15) y la Ruta estatal 60 (SR-60) se 
encuentra a .71 millas al suroeste del sitio del Proyecto. 

UBICACIÓN DEL PROYECTO Y EL DIAGRAMA DEL PROYECTO 

 

          

 



 

 

 

 

 

 
8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509, (951) 332-6464 

www.jurupavalley.org 
 

DESCRIPCIÓN DEL PROYECTO 

El proyecto consiste en (1) la demolición de nueve edificios de secuoya existentes por un total de 
1,557,562 pies cuadrados y (2) el redesarrollo del sitio del Proyecto con dos edificios industriales 
("Edificio 1" y "Edificio 2") por un total de 1,939,312 pies cuadrados. El edificio 1 es un edificio de 
logística de 1,379,287 pies cuadrados y el edificio 2 es un edificio de logística de 560,025 pies 
cuadrados. Hay un aumento de 381,750 pies cuadrados. El edificio 3, con un total de 172,800 pies 
cuadrados, permanecería en el sitio (sin cambios propuestos) y se integraría en el sitio general. 
No hay usos propuestos en este momento. El Acuerdo de Desarrollo aprobado incluye una lista de 
usos industriales permitidos que se pueden establecer en estos edificios. 

La Ciudad llevará a cabo una sesión informativa con un traductor en español para brindar 
información sobre el proyecto, responder cualquier pregunta y recibir comentarios del público. Los 
detalles de la sesión de información son los siguientes: 

FECHA Y HORA DE LA SESIÓN INFORMATIVA: 19 de Octubre del 2021 a las 6:30 de la tarde 

UBICACIÓN DE LA SESIÓN DE INFORMACIÓN: Skyview Event Center ubicado en 5257 
Wineville Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 91752 

La Ciudad agradece cualquier comentario o pregunta sobre este proyecto. Si tiene algún 
comentario o necesita ayuda, comuníquese con Rocío López (inglés y español). 

CONTACTO DE LA CIUDAD: Rocío López, Departamento de Planificación 
CORREO ELECTRÓNICO:  rlopez@jurupavalley.org  
DIRECCIÓN DE LA CIUDAD: 8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley 92509 
TELÉFONO DE LA CIUDAD: 951-332-6464 x 212 

PROCESO DE LA CIUDAD 

Este proyecto requiere una audiencia pública y una decisión de la Comisión de Planificación que 
se llevará a cabo en una fecha futura. La decisión de la Comisión de Planificación se puede apelar 
al Ayuntamiento. Se le enviará un aviso público para informarle sobre la fecha y el lugar de la 
audiencia de la Comisión de Planificación en el futuro. 

INFORMACIÓN SOBRE EL PROYECTO  

NÚMERO DE CASO (S) MA20004: SDP No. 20004 & TPM No. 37872 

SOLICITANTE BRE Space Center Mira Loma LLC 

UBICACIÓN DE 

PROYECTO(S) 

Sitio de 105.58 acres delimitado por Space Center Court al este y desarrollo industrial 

existente al norte, sur y oeste. El Número de Parcela es 156-150-069. 

PROYECTO Dos edificios de logística industrial con un total de 1,939,312 pies cuadrados y retención 

de un edificio industrial de 172,800 pies cuadrados con otras mejoras menores en el sitio. 

LEY DE CALIDAD 
AMBIENTAL DE 
CALIFORNIA (CEQA) 

El informe de impacto ambiental (EIR) y todos los documentos incorporados por referencia 
están disponibles para su visualización en la Ciudad de Jurupa Valley, 8930 Limonite 
Avenue, Jurupa Valley, California 92509. El EIR también está disponible en línea para su 
visualización en:  https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/Index/68.    

DIRECCIÓN DONDE LOS 

DOCUMENTOS PUEDEN 

SER VISTOS 

Ciudad de Jurupa Valley localizada en 8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, California 

92509  

FECHA, HORA Y LUGAR 

DE LA AUDIENCIA 

Se enviará un aviso por separado para la audiencia pública. La audiencia pública se 

ubicará en el Ayuntamiento de la Ciudad de Jurupa Valley, Cámara del Consejo de la 

ciudad ubicado en 8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 

 

mailto:rlopez@jurupavalley.org
https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/Index/68


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 9 

1,000 Foot Radius Map with Extended Areas 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 10 

SANS53 Letter  



County of Riverside 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
 

 

TENTATIVE MAP PRELIMINARY CLEARANCE 
(SAN-53) 

 
 

DATE: 11/2/2021  PARCELS/LOTS:  

TRACT/PARCEL MAP #: 37871  ZONING:  

APN:   MAP SCHEDULE:  
 
AT THIS TIME, DEH DOES NOT OBJECT TO THE CONSIDERATION OF THIS MAP.  FURTHER INFORMATION MAY 
BE REQUIRED AT SPECIFIC MILESTONES. 
 
1. DOMESTIC WATER: 

 

  THE JURUPA COMMUNITY SERVICES  DISTRICT HAS AGREED IN WRITING TO  

 FURNISH DOMESTIC WATER TO EACH AND EVERY LOT WITHIN THIS SUBDIVISION AS PER LETTER  

 DATED 7/28/2021 . 

 

 ❑ ACCEPTABLE WATER SUPPLY PERMIT APPLICATION IS ON FILE WITH THIS DEPARTMENT TO FORM 

  THE  WATER COMPANY. 

 

 ❑ NO WATER SYSTEM IS PROVIDED FOR THIS LAND DIVISION. 

 (SCHEDULE  C, D, E, F, G )  

 

 ❑ INDIVIDUAL WELL(S)  

    
2. 
 

DOMESTIC SEWAGE DISPOSAL: 
 

  CONNECTION TO JURUPA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

 SEWER SYSTEM AS PER LETTER DATED 7/28/2021 . 

 

 ❑ ONSITE WASTE WATER TREATMENT SYSTEM REPORT PROJECT NO,             

 

DATED  HAS  BEEN  SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW.  THE REPORT SHOULD BE  

CONSISTENT WITH THE DEPARTMENTS TECHNICAL MANUAL. FURTHER INFORMATION AND OR 

TESTING MAY BE REQUIRED.  PLEASE NOTE: CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 

BOARD CLEARANCE MAY BE REQUIRED. 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:  

 

 

 

       Received by:  

            ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SPECIALIST              
 

156-150-069
M-M

sent electronically to terry@kctconsultants.com

156-150-069



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 11 

PROJECT PLANS 

a. Architectural Set 
b. Tentative Parcel Map 

c. Concept Landscape Plan 
d. Colored Elevations 
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STAFF REPORT 

DATE: DECEMBER 8, 2021 
TO: CHAIR NEWMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
FROM: JOE PEREZ, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
BY: ROCIO LOPEZ, SENIOR PLANNER 
SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO.  6.2 

MASTER APPLICATION (MA) NO. 21265: 4TH REQUEST FOR A ONE (1) YEAR 
EXTENSION OF TIME FOR TENTATIVE TRACT MAP (TTM) NO. 36827 – 
SCHEDULE “A” SUBDIVISION OF 3.35- ACRE PARCEL INTO 13 SINGLE-FAMILY 
RESIDENTIAL LOTS  
LOCATION: NORTH OF 45TH STREET, EAST OF GOLDEN WEST AVENUE AND 
WEST OF OPAL STREET (APN:  182-361-009) 
APPLICANT:  RIXON KIEN, INVESTMENT CITY, LLC 

RECOMMENDATION 
By motion, adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 2021-12-08-02 approving the fourth one-
year Extension of Time for Tentative Tract Map (TTM) No. 36827, subject to the previously 
adopted Conditions of Approval.   
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Applicant (“Applicant” or “Rixon Kien”) requests a 4th one (1) year Extension of Time (EOT) 
for TTM36827, a Schedule “A” subdivision of a 3.35-acre parcel into 13 single-family residential 
lots with a public street and a water quality basin.  The minimum residential lot size is 7,200 square 
feet with average lot widths of 60 feet and average lot depths of 100 feet.  No changes are being 
proposed to the subdivision’s design or layout. 

TABLE 1: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION 

Project Area 3.35 gross acres 

General Plan Land Use Designation Medium Density Residential (MDR) 

Zoning R-1 (One Family Dwellings)

Existing Land Use Undeveloped 

LOCATION 
As shown on Exhibit 1, the site is located between Golden West Avenue and Opal Street, north 
of 45th Street and at the terminus of Ridgewood Drive. The property is surrounded by single-family 
homes to the north, south, east and west. Exhibit 2 provides zoning and land use designations of 
the site and surrounding parcels.  

RETURN TO AGENDA
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EXHIBIT 1: SITE LOCATION MAP 

                                                                                                                  
EXHIBIT 2:  LAND USE AND ZONING MAPS 

               MDR – Medium Density Residential            R-1 (One Family Dwellings) 
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BACKGROUND 
The Planning Commission originally approved TTM36827 and Variance No. 1501 on April 22, 
2015, with an expiration date of April 22, 2018. See Attachment 3 for the staff report. The City 
Council was informed of the Planning Commission’s approval on May 7, 2015. 
While TTM36827 was set to expire on April 22, 2018, the Applicant submitted an application for 
the first Extension of Time (EOT) prior to the expiration date. The Planning Commission approved 
the following extensions of time for TTM36827 with the corresponding dates: 

• First one-year extension of time was approved on May 23, 2018 providing an extension of 
the approval period to April 22, 2019. 

• Second one-year extension was approved on May 8, 2019 providing an extension of the 
approval period to April 22, 2020. 

• Third one-year extension was approved on March 25, 2020 providing an extension of the 
approval period to April 22, 2021. 

TTM36827 was approved to allow for the subdivision of a 3.35-acre parcel into 13 single-family 
residential lots with a public street and a water quality basin. The minimum residential lot size is 
7,200 square feet with average lot widths of 60 feet and average lot depths of 100 feet. Variance 
No. 1501 was approved for a 2.90-foot deviation from the required average lot depth of 100 feet 
for Lot 13.  Lot 13 is proposed with an average lot depth of 97.10 feet.  The approved Tentative 
Tract Map is provided as Attachment No. 5.  
TITLE 7 – SUBDIVISIONS / CHAPTER 7.15. - TENTATIVE MAPS 
Section 7.15.230.A of Chapter 7.15 of the Municipal Code provides the Planning Commission 
authority to extend an approved or conditionally approved tentative map for a period or periods 
not exceeding a total of six (6) years upon application of the subdivider filed prior to the expiration 
of the tentative map.  
Under AB1561, the City Attorney determined that TTM36827 is automatically extended through 
October 22, 2021, adding an additional six (6) months to the 12-month EOT for the map which 
would have expired on April 22, 2021.  
While TTM36827 was set to expire on October 22, 2021, the Applicant timely filed an application 
for an EOT on September 13, 2021 (prior to the expiration date). Therefore, this is the fourth 
request for a one (1) year EOT with a future expiration date of October 22, 2022. There are no 
changes proposed to the previously approved map design or layout.  The purpose of the EOT is 
to allow the applicant enough time to process the final map.  
With respect to approved Variance No. 1501, Section 9.240.270. (Variances) states: 

E. Use of variance. Any variance that is granted shall be used within one (1) year from 
the effective date thereof, or within such additional time as may be set in the conditions 
of approval, which shall not exceed a total of three (3) years, except that a variance in 
connection with a land division may be used during the same period of time that the land 
division approval may be used. 

As such, the approval of the EOT for TTM36827 concurrently extends the life of Variance No. 
1501 for the same period of time.  
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ANALYSIS 
The adopted conditions of approval for TTM36827 (see Exhibit A of Attachment 1) remain 
adequate and consistent with the Municipal Code and General Plan. Additionally, the map is 
consistent with the goals and policies within the Housing Element including, but not limited to: 
HE 1: Encourage and where possible, assist in the development of quality housing to meet the 

City’s share of the region’s housing needs for all income levels and for special needs 
populations; and 

HE 4:  Maintain and enhance residential neighborhoods and remove blight. 
During the interagency review process, no agency or department expressed any concerns with 
the requested EOT. It is determined that the map is consistent with the Title 7, Subdivisions, of 
the Municipal Code and with the State’s Subdivision Map Act. Previously adopted conditions of 
approval from TTM36827 are still recommended.  
Status of Final Map 
The Applicant indicates that the final map has been submitted to the Engineering Department and 
the Applicant is working on addressing corrections from Engineering Department.  The Applicant 
anticipates having the final map recorded prior to the requested October 22, 2022 expiration date.  
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
On April 22, 2015, the City adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the project in 
compliance with CEQA.  The EOT request has been evaluated against the previous analysis in the 
MND to ensure that extending the approval time does not create new significant impacts or 
substantially increase the severity of previously analyzed impacts as compared to those identified 
previously.  
The City finds that the analyses and the conclusions in the adopted MND remain valid. The 
project, for an extension, does not create new significant impacts or substantially increase the 
severity of previously analyzed impacts as compared to those identified previously. Therefore, the 
EOT request is “within the scope” of the previously adopted CEQA document and a Previous 
Environmental Review Determination (PERD) was prepared, see Attachment 4.  According to the 
Public Resources Code §21166 and CEQA Guidelines §15162, CEQA does not require the 
preparation of any further environmental review.   
CONCLUSION 
The proposed extension of time for TTM36827 is in conformance with the Municipal Code and 
General Plan. The subject site is physically suitable for the type of the development and proposed 
land use.  The design of the project will not cause substantial environmental damage, harm any 
wildlife, nor cause serious public health problems, as demonstrated in the Initial Study and 
Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted for this project and as further analyzed by the City.  
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Prepared by:  Submitted by: 

 

 

       
Rocio Lopez   Joe Perez 
Senior Planner 
 
 
 

 Community Development Director 

Reviewed by: 

___//s// Serita Young____________ 

Serita Young 
Deputy City Attorney 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 202-12-08-XX 
2. Adopted Planning Commission Resolution No. 2015-04-22-01 (with Attachments) 
3. Planning Commission Staff Report (dated April 22, 2015 without exhibits) 
4. Previous Environmental Document Review Determination (dated: October 11, 2021) 
5. Approved TTM36827 (Dated 1-20-15) 
6.     Applicant’s Request for EOT (9-16-21) 
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 2021-12-08-02 
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PC Reso. No. 2021-12-08-02 

RESOLUTION NO. 2021-12-08-02 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF 

THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY APPROVING A FOURTH 

ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF TIME FOR TENTATIVE 

TRACT MAP NO. 36827 FOR A SCHEDULE “A” 

SUBDIVISION OF APPROXIMATELY 3.35 GROSS ACRES 

OF REAL PROPERTY LOCATED NORTH OF 45TH 

STREET, EAST OF GOLDEN WEST AVENUE, AND WEST 

OF OPAL STREET (APN: 182-361-009) IN THE ONE 

FAMILY DWELLINGS (R-1) ZONE, AND DETERMINING 

NO FURTHER CEQA REVIEW REQUIRED 

 

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY DOES 

RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Project.  Rixon Kein, on behalf of Investment City LLC (the “Applicant”) 

has applied for a fourth one-year Extension of Time for Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 (Master 

Application No. 21265 or MA No. 21265) for a Schedule “A” subdivision of 3.35 acres into 13 

single family residential lots with a public street labeled “Lot A” and a water quality basin labeled 

“Lot B” on real property located north of 45th Street, east of Golden West Avenue, and west of 

Opal Street (APN: 182-361-009) in the One Family Dwellings (R-1) Zone and designated Medium 

Density Residential (MDR) (the “Project”).  

Section 2. Extension of Time. 

(a) The Applicant is seeking approval of a fourth one-year extension of time 

for Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 to subdivide approximately 3.35 acres of real property located 

north of 45th Street, east of Golden West Avenue, and west of Opal Street (APN: 182-361-009). 

(b) The Planning Commission approved Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 on 

April 22, 2015, with an expiration date of April 22, 2018.   

(c) On May 23, 2018, the Planning Commission approved a one-year Extension 

of Time for Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 (Master Application No. 18064), extending the life of 

Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 to April 22, 2019. 

(d) On May 8, 2019, the Planning Commission approved a second one-year 

Extension of Time for Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 (Master Application No. 19070), extending 

the life of Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 to April 22, 2020. 

(e) On March 25, 2020, the Planning Commission approved a third one-year 

Extension of Time for Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 (Master Application No. 21265), extending 

the life of Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 to April 22, 2021. 

(f) Effective January 1, 2021, Assembly Bill (“AB”) 1561, adding Government 

Code Section 65914.5, automatically extended Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 to October 22, 

2021. 
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(g) The Applicant filed an application for a fourth one-year extension of time 

for Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 on September 13, 2021, prior to the October 22, 2021 

expiration date. 

(h) Section 7.15.230.A. of Chapter 7.15 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code 

and Government Code Section 66452.6(e) provide that the Planning Commission may extend an 

approved or conditionally approved tentative map for a period or periods not exceeding a total of 

six (6) years upon application of the subdivider filed prior to the expiration of the tentative map.  

Further, Government Code Section 66452.6(e) provides that prior to the expiration of an approved 

or conditionally approved tentative map, and upon an application by the subdivider to extend that 

map, the tentative map shall be automatically extended for sixty (60) days or until the application 

for the extension is approved, conditionally approved, or denied, whichever occurs first. 

Section 3. Procedural Findings.  The Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa 

Valley does hereby find, determine and declare that: 

(a) The application for MA No. 21265 was processed including, but not limited 

to a public notice, in the time and manner prescribed by State law and Jurupa Valley Ordinances. 

(b) On December 8, 2021, the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa 

Valley held a public hearing on MA No. 21265, at which time all persons interested in the Project 

had the opportunity and did address the Planning Commission on these matters.  Following the 

receipt of public testimony, the Planning Commission closed the public hearing. 

(c) All legal preconditions to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

Section 4. California Environmental Quality Act Findings. 

(a) Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the 

City’s local CEQA Guidelines, City staff has considered the potential environmental impacts of 

the fourth one-year Extension of Time for Tentative Tract Map No. 36827.  City staff has also 

reviewed the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) prepared for Tentative 

Tract Map No. 36827 and approved by the Planning Commission on April 22, 2015, including the 

impacts and mitigation measures identified therein, and prepared a Previous Environmental 

Document Review Determination in accordance with CEQA for the Project.  Based on that review, 

the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department has determined that the Project and the 

circumstances under which the Project is undertaken do not involve substantial changes which will 

result in new significant environmental effects, and that the Project does not involve new 

information of substantial importance which shows that the Project will have significant effects 

not discussed in the prior IS/MND.  All potential environmental impacts associated with Tentative 

Tract Map No. 36827 and the fourth one-year Extension of Time for Tentative Tract Map No. 

36827 are adequately addressed by the prior IS/MND, and the mitigation measures contained in 

the prior IS/MND will reduce those impacts to a level that is less than significant.  

(b) The Planning Commission has independently reviewed the Previous 

Environmental Document Review Determination, and based upon the whole record before it, the 

Previous Environmental Document Review Determination, and its independent review and 
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judgment, finds that that the Project, as modified, is not subject to further environmental review 

pursuant to the Guidelines because: 

1) The Project and the circumstances under which the Project is 

undertaken do not involve substantial changes which will result in new significant environmental 

effects, and that the Project does not involve new information of substantial importance which 

shows that the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the prior IS/MND; and   

2) All potential environmental impacts associated with Tentative Tract 

Map No. 36827 and the fourth one-year Extension of Time for Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 are 

adequately addressed by the prior IS/MND, and the mitigation measures contained in the prior 

IS/MND will reduce those impacts to a level that is less than significant. 

(c) The custodian of records for the prior IS/MND, and all other materials that 

constitute the record of proceedings upon which the Planning Commission determination is based, 

is the Planning Department of the City of Jurupa Valley.  Those documents are available for public 

review in the Planning Department located at 8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, California 

92509. 

Section 5. Findings for Approval of Extension of Time for Tentative Tract Map 

No. 36827.  The Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley does hereby find, determine 

and declare that the proposed fourth one-year Extension of Time for Tentative Tract Map No. 

36827 should be granted because: 

(a) The proposed fourth one-year Extension of Time for Tentative Tract Map 

No. 36827 continues to be consistent with the Jurupa Valley 2017 General Plan including, but not 

limited to, Housing Element Primary Goal HE 1 - “Encourage and where possible, assist in the 

development of quality housing to meet the City’s share of the region’s housing needs for all 

income levels and for special needs populations”; 

(b) The design or improvement of the land division continues to be consistent 

with the Jurupa Valley 2017 General Plan including, but not limited to, Housing Element Primary 

Goal HE 4 - “Maintain and enhance residential neighborhoods and remove blight”; 

(c) The site of the land division continues to be physically suitable for the type 

of development in that the Project, as previously approved, does not create new significant impacts 

and is consistent with the zoning and land use designation; 

(d) The site of the land division continues to be physically suitable for the 

proposed density of the development in that the subdivision is within the allowable 2 to 5 dwelling 

units per acre as required within the MDR land use designation and is consistent with the 

development standards within the R-1 Zone; 

(e) The design of the land division or improvements is not likely to cause 

substantial environmental damage nor substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their 

habitat, as demonstrated in the prior IS/MND adopted for this Project on April 22, 2015; 
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(f) The design of the land division or the type of improvements is not likely to 

cause serious public health problems, as demonstrated in the prior IS/MND adopted for this Project 

on April 22, 2015; and 

(g) The design of the land division or the type of improvements will not conflict 

with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through, or use of, property within the 

proposed land division in that the location of the easements will not conflict in the development 

of the future single-family development. 

Section 6. Approval of Master Application No. 21265.  Based on the foregoing, the 

Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley hereby approves a fourth one-year Extension 

of Time for Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 (Master Application No. 21265 or MA No. 21265) 

for the subdivision of 3.35 acres into 13 single family residential lots with a public street labeled 

“Lot A” and a water quality basin labeled “Lot B” on real property located north of 45th Street, 

east of Golden West Avenue, and west of Opal Street (APN: 182-361-009) in the One Family 

Dwellings (R-1) Zone and designated Medium Density Residential (MDR).  Tentative Tract Map 

No. 36827 shall expire on October 22, 2022, unless within that period of time the expiration date 

of October 22, 2022, shall have been extended or a final map shall have been approved and filed 

with the County Recorder. 

Section 7. Certification.  The Community Development Director shall certify to the 

adoption of this Resolution. 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the City of 

Jurupa Valley on this 8th day of December, 2021. 

 

______________________________ 

Penny Newman 

Chair of Jurupa Valley Planning Commission 

 

ATTEST: 

 

_______________________________ 

Joe Perez 

Community Development Director/Secretary to the Planning Commission 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE  )  ss. 

CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY     ) 

I, Joe Perez, Community Development Director of the City of Jurupa Valley, do hereby certify 

that the foregoing Resolution No. 2021-12-08-02 was duly adopted and passed at a meeting of the 

Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley on the 8th day of December, 2021, by the 

following vote, to wit: 

AYES:  COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

 

NOES:  COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

 

ABSENT: COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

 

ABSTAIN: COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

 

___________________________ 

JOE PEREZ 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
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A.  Tentative Tract Map (TTM 36827) 
 
TTM 36827 proposes to subdivide the 3.3 gross acre site into 13 single‐
family residential lots with a minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet, a 
water quality basin, as well as roadways and other supporting 
infrastructure.  
 
B.  Variance No. 1501 
 
Lot 14 contains an average lot depth of 97.10 feet; a 2.90 foot deviation 
from the average lot depth requirement of 100 feet.   
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1.0. INTRODUCTION  
 
1.1 Purpose of an Initial Study Checklist  
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that before a public agency makes a 
decision to approve a project that could have one or more adverse effects on the physical 
environment, the agency must inform itself about the project’s potential environmental impacts, 
give the public an opportunity to comment on the environmental issues, and take feasible measures 
to avoid or reduce potential harm to the physical environment.   
 
The purpose of an Initial Study Checklist is to provide a preliminary analysis of a proposed action to 
determine whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an Environmental 
Impact Report should be prepared for a project. An Initial Study Checklist also enables an applicant 
or the City of Jurupa Valley to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts in lieu of preparing an 
Environmental Impact Report, thereby potentially enabling the project to qualify for a Negative 
Declaration or a Mitigated Negative Declaration.  
 
The Initial Checklist Study provides a factual basis for a Negative Declaration. Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, or serves to focus an Environmental Impact Report on the significant effects of a 
project.  
 
1.2 Purpose of a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 
A Mitigated Negative Declaration is a written statement by the City of Jurupa Valley that the Initial 
Study Checklist identified potentially significant environmental effects of the project but the project 
is revised or mitigation measures are required to eliminate or mitigate impacts to less than 
significant levels.  
 
1.3  Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration Document 
 
This document in its entirety is an Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared 
in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), including all criteria, 
standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resource Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the 
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15000 et 
seq.).  
 
1.4 Public Review and Processing of the Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration 
 
This Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration and a Notice of Intent to adopt the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration was distributed to the following entities for a 20‐day public review 
period:  
 
1)  Organizations and individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing to the City 

of Jurupa Valley; 
 
2)  Responsible and trustee agencies (public agencies that have a level of discretionary approval 

over some component of the proposed Project); and 
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 3)  The Riverside County Clerk. 
 
The Notice of Intent also will be noticed to the general public in the Riverside County Record, which 
is a primary newspaper of circulation in the areas affected by the Project.  
 
The Notice of Intent identifies the location(s) where the Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and its associated Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program and technical reports are 
available for public review. During the 20-day public review period, comments on the adequacy of 
the Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration document may be submitted to the City 
of Jurupa Valley Planning Department. 
 
Following the 20‐day public review period, the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department will 
review any comment letters received during to determine  whether any substantive comments 
were provided that may warrant revisions or recirculation to the Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration document.  If recirculation is not required (as defined by CEQA Guidelines 
§15073.5(b)), written and/or oral responses will be provided to the City of Jurupa Valley Planning 
Commission for review as part of their deliberations concerning the Project. 
 
For this Project, the Jurupa Valley Planning Commission has the authority to approve, conditionally 
approve, or deny the Project. Accordingly, a public hearing will be held before the Jurupa Valley 
Planning Commission to consider the proposed Project, any comments received and make a 
determination on the adequacy of this Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration.  
 
At the conclusion of the public hearing process, the Planning Commission will take action to 
approve, conditionally approve, or deny the proposed Project. If approved, the Planning 
Commission will adopt findings relative to the Project’s environmental effects as disclosed in the 
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration and a Notice of Determination will be filed 
with the Riverside County Clerk. 
 
1.5 Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration Findings and Conclusions  
 
Section 3.0 of this document contains the Environmental Checklist/Initial Study that was prepared 
for the proposed Project pursuant to CEQA and City of Jurupa Valley requirements.  
 
The Initial Study Checklist determined that implementation of the proposed Project would result in 
no impacts or less than significant environmental impacts to the environment under the 
following issue areas: 
 

 Aesthetics  
 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
 Air Quality  
 Geology and Soils 
 Greenhouse Gas Emission 
 Hydrology and Water Quality 
 Mineral Resources 
 Noise  
 Population and Housing 
 Public Services 
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 Recreation 
 Transportation/Traffic, and 
 Utilities and Service Systems  

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

 Biological Resources  
 Cultural Resources  
 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 Land Use and Planning  

 
The Initial Study Checklist determined that, with the incorporation of mitigation measures, there is 
no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the Lead Agency (City of Jurupa Valley), 
that the Project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment. Therefore, based on 
the findings of the Initial Study Checklist, the City of Jurupa Valley determined that a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration is the appropriate CEQA determination for the Project pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines § 15070(b). 
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2.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND  
 
2.1 Project Location    
 
The City of Jurupa Valley covers approximately 43.5 square miles within the County of Riverside. The 
City is bordered by the City of Fontana and County of San Bernardino to the north, City of Norco to the 
south, City of Eastvale to the west, and City of Riverside to the east. Specifically, the property is 
located north of 45th Street, west of Golden West Avenue and east of Opal Street (Refer to Exhibit 1, 
Location Map/Aerial Photo).  

 
The Project site includes the following Assessor Parcel Number: 
 

 182-361-009. 
 
2.2  Existing Site Conditions/Environmental Setting 
 
CEQA Guidelines §15125 establishes requirements for defining the environmental setting to which 
the environmental effects of a proposed project must be compared. The environmental setting is 
defined as “…the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the 
time the Notice of Preparation is published, or if no Notice of Preparation is published, at the time 
the environmental analysis is commenced…” (CEQA Guidelines §15125[a]).  
 
In the case of the proposed Project, the Initial Study Checklist determined that a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration is the appropriate form of CEQA compliance document, which does not require a Notice 
of Preparation Thus, the environmental setting for the proposed Project is the approximate date 
that the Project’s Initial Study Checklist commenced in January 2015.  
 
The Project site consists of approximately 3.3 gross acres. The site is highly disturbed and occupied 
by ruderal, floral species. Citrus trees in the form of a grove were recently removed.  Two coast live 
oak trees occur on site and are mature and well-developed. The topography of the site is relatively 
flat. The average elevation of the site is 860-868 feet above mean sea level and slopes to the 
southeast.   
 
Primary access to the site is provided from Opal Street and Ridgewood Drive. Surrounding land 
uses are shown on Table 1. 

Table 1. Existing Land Uses 
 

Location Existing Use 
Site Vacant 

 
North Single-Family Residential 

South Single-Family Residential 
 

East Single-Family Residential 
 

West Single-Family Residential 
 

Source: Field Inspection,  January  2015 
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2.3 Existing General Plan Land Use and Zoning Designations 
 
The City of Jurupa Valley is an incorporated city of Riverside County, California. Prior to its 
incorporation, the area was governed by Riverside County. On March 8, 2011, voters approved a 
ballot measure designated “Measure A” to incorporate the area into its own city. As a result, the City 
of Jurupa Valley became an incorporated city on July 1, 2011.  
 
City of Jurupa Valley Ordinance Nos. 2011‐01 and 2011‐10 adopted all ordinances and resolutions 
of the County of Riverside in effect as of July 1, 2011 (including land use ordinances and 
resolutions), to remain in full force and effect as City Ordinances. As such, development activities 
that occur in the City of Jurupa Valley are regulated by the Riverside County General Plan (“City of 
Jurupa Valley Plan”), including the Jurupa y Area Plan and applicable portions of the Eastvale Area 
Plan, and Riverside County Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance No. 348) and Subdivision Ordinance 
(Ordinance No. 460) that were in effect on July 1, 2011, unless otherwise superseded by a City 
ordinance or resolution. 
 
The General Plan is divided into a number of Area Plans that provide additional guidance for 
development and more specific land use designations under each Foundation Component category. 
Thus, each property has a Foundation Component land use designation and a more descriptive Area 
Plan designation. The Foundation Component designation for the Project site is Community 
Development. The Area Plan (i.e. General Plan) land use designation currently assigned to the 
Project site is Medium Density Residential (2 to 5  dwelling units per acre).   
 
Policy Areas 
 
Policy Areas apply to portions of the General Plan that contain special or unique characteristics that 
merit detailed attention and focused planning policies. The Project site is not located within Policy 
Area. 
 
A summary of the existing General Plan land use and zoning designations for the Project site and 
surrounding properties is provided in Table 2.  
 

Table 2. Existing General Plan and Zoning Designations 
 

Location General Plan Designation Zoning Designation 

Site 
 

Medium Density Residential (2-5 du’s per 
gross acre) 

R-1 (One-Family Dwellings) 

North 
 

Medium Density Residential (2-5 du’s per 
gross acre) 

R-1 (One-Family Dwellings) 

South 
 

Medium Density Residential (2-5 du’s per 
gross acre) 

R-1 (One-Family Dwellings) 

East 
 

Medium Density Residential (2-5 du’s per 
gross acre) 

R-1 (One-Family Dwellings) 

West 
 

Medium Density Residential (2-5 du’s per 
gross acre) 

R-1 (One-Family Dwellings) 

Source: City of Jurupa Valley-General Plan Land Use Map, City of Jurupa Valley-Existing Zoning Map 
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2.4 Project Description 
 
The Project Applicant, Charlie Kien, submitted the following applications to the City of Jurupa 
Valley, which comprise the proposed Project: Tentative Tract Map (TTM 36827). The City of Jurupa 
Valley refers to these application as Master Application (MA) No. 14112.  
 
The Project’s application materials are on file with the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department 
(8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509) and are hereby incorporated by reference.   
 
A.  Tentative Tract Map (TTM 36827) 
 
TTM 36827 proposes to subdivide the 3.3 gross acre site into 13 single‐family residential lots with 
a minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet, a water quality basin, and roadways and other supporting 
infrastructure.  
 
The above land uses and other on-site improvements are further described as follows: 
 
Single-Family Residential 
 
Residential lot sizes range from 7,227 square feet to 11,116 square feet. However, the majority of the 
lot sizes are within the 7,227 to 8,697 square foot range. The Project proposes a density of 3.9 dwelling 
units per gross acre. 
 
Water Quality Basin 
 
An 8,530 square foot water quality basin is proposed adjacent to the Opal Street entrance to the 
Project site (Lot “B”). The basin is for water quality purposes only and does not provide for dual use 
such as recreation. The basin is approximately four (4) feet deep with 2:1 slopes and has a low flow 
gravel pit bottom. The basin will be surrounded by a six (6) foot high wrought iron fence. 
Maintenance of the basin will be through a City Community Facilities District. 
 
On-Site Street Improvements 
 
Access to the Project site is from Opal Street and Ridgewood Drive. Opal Street is an existing 
improved two (2) lane roadway with curb, gutter, and sidewalk within a 60-foot right-of-way.  Opal 
Street will connect to the proposed interior street (Lot “A”). The only street improvements along 
Opal Street will be to construct proposed interior street (Lot “A”) to connect to Opal Street and 
connect to the existing sidewalks and street improvements. 
 
Ridgewood Drive is a two (2) lane roadway with curb and gutter within a 50-foot right-of-way.   Lot 
“A” (proposed interior street) will connect to existing Ridgewood Drive. The newly constructed 
section of Ridgeway Drive will consist of two (2) travel lanes, a four (4) foot landscaped parkway, 
and curb, gutter and sidewalk.  
 
Golden West Avenue is adjacent to the western boundary of the Project site. Golden West Avenue is 
an improved two (2) lane roadway with curb and gutter within a 68-foot right-of-way. The North 
Riverside Jurupa Canal also adjacent to the western boundary of the Project site. Access will be 
restricted along Golden West Avenue and no improvements are proposed. 
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On-Site Utility and Drainage Improvements 
 
Water and sewer service to the Project site will be provided by the Rubidoux Community Services 
District.  The Project is required to connect to the existing 8-inch diameter water main in Opal 
Street and extend an 8-inch diameter water main in Ridgewood Drive, within the tract boundary, to 
the existing 6-inch diameter water main in Ridgewood Drive at the north end of the tract boundary.   
 
The Project is required to extend an existing 8-inch sewer main in Ridgewood Drive, within the 
tract boundary, from Opal Street to the existing 8-inch diameter sewer main in Ridgewood Drive at 
the north end of the tract boundary. Also, a sewer main extension in Opal Street is required.  
 
Water runoff will be conveyed by either swales or a concrete V-drain to the water quality basin or a 
300 cubic foot infiltration pit which are located in the southern portion of the Project site adjacent 
to Opal Street. Ultimately water runoff will be discharged into the drainage system in Opal Street. 
 
B.  Variance 1501 
 
Lot 14 contains an average lot depth of 97.10 feet; a 2.90 foot deviation from the average lot depth 
requirement of 100 feet.   
 
C.  Off-Site Improvements 
 
No off-site improvements are proposed. All street, utility, and drainage improvements will connect 
to existing systems located adjacent to the Project boundaries.  
 
D.  Construction Schedule 
 
Houses will be constructed based on market demand and absorption.  Construction is expected to 
commence sometime in 2015 and would occur in several general phases. The Project Applicant 
expects the following time durations for the construction process, which would be somewhat 
sequential but overlap in some cases:  
 

 Site Preparation  5 - days 
 Grading   30 - days 
 Building Construction  230 - days 
 Paving    18 – days 
 Architectural Coating  18 - days 

 
Earthwork and Grading 
 
The earthwork and grading details are based on proposed Tentative Tract Map 36827. The Project 
proposes 12,200 cubic yards (c.y.) of cut and 1650 cubic yards of fill. The site is sloping easterly at 
an average rate of 4%. And so to grade building pads and slopes to approximately 1% slope and to 
match adjacent streets for access, the export of approximately 10,550 cubic yards is anticipated. 
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E.  Operational Characteristics 
 
The proposed Project would be operated as a residential community. As such, typical operational 
characteristics include residents and visitors traveling to and from the site, leisure and 
maintenance activities occurring on individual residential lots and in the on‐site recreational 
facilities and general maintenance of common areas. Low levels of noise and a moderate level of 
artificial exterior lighting typical of a residential community is expected. 
 
Future Population 
 
The Project would be developed with 13 single‐family detached residential homes. Pursuant to 
population estimates prepared by the State Department of Finance, single‐family detached units 
within the City are occupied by an average of 3.88 persons per dwelling unit (State of California, 
Department of Finance, E‐5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State — 
January 1, 2011‐ 2014). Therefore, using population generation estimates provided by the State, the 
proposed Project could increase the City of Jurupa Valley’s population by up to 50 new residents if 
all the new residents currently reside outside the City limits.  
 
The General Plan land use designation currently assigned to the Project site is Medium Density 
Residential (2-5 dwelling units per acre). The Project as proposed has a density of 3.9 dwelling 
units per acre. 
 
If the Project site were built out in accordance with its existing General Plan land use designation, a 
maximum of 16 residential dwelling units could be constructed on the property. (Medium Density 
Residential x 5 units per acre x 3.3 acres = 16 units (rounded). The Project proposes 13 residential 
dwelling units which is below the maximum permitted under the General Plan. 
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3.0 INITIAL STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
 
Evaluation Format 
 
This Initial Study Checklist has been prepared in compliance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The Project is evaluated based on its potential effect on seventeen 
(17) environmental factors categorized as follows, as well as Mandatory Findings of Significance: 
 

1. Aesthetics     10. Land Use & Planning 
2. Agriculture & Forestry Resources  11. Mineral Resources 
3. Air Quality     12. Noise 
4. Biological Resources    13. Population & Housing 
5. Cultural Resources    14. Public Services 
6. Geology & Soils    15. Recreation 
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions   16. Transportation & Traffic 
8. Hazards & Hazardous Materials  17. Utilities & Service Systems 
9. Hydrology & Water Quality   18. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
Each factor is analyzed by responding to a series of questions pertaining to the impact of the Project 
on the particular factor in the form of a checklist. This Initial Study Checklist provides a manner to 
analyze the impacts of the Project on each factor in order to determine the severity of the impact 
and determine if mitigation measures can be implemented to reduce the impact to less than 
significant without having to prepare an Environmental Impact Report.  
 
CEQA also requires Lead Agencies to evaluate potential environmental effects based to the fullest 
extent possible on scientific and factual data (CEQA Guidelines §15064[b]). A determination of 
whether or not a particular environmental impact will be significant must be based on substantial 
evidence, which includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines §15064f[5]). 
 
The effects of the Project are then placed in the following four categories, which are each followed 
by a summary to substantiate why the Project does not impact the particular factor with or without 
mitigation. If “Potentially Significant Impacts” that cannot be mitigated are determined, then the 
Project does not qualify for a Mitigated Negative Declaration and an Environmental Impact Report 
must be prepared: 
 

Potentially  
Significant Impact 

Less Than Significant Impact  
with Mitigation Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant Impact 

No Impact 

Potentially significant 
impact(s) have been 
identified or anticipated 
that cannot be mitigated 
to a level of 
insignificance.  An 
Environmental Impact 
Report must therefore be 
prepared. 

Potentially significant impact(s) 
have been identified or 
anticipated, but mitigation is 
possible to reduce impact(s) to a 
less than significant category.  
Mitigation measures must then 
be identified. 

No “significant” 
impact(s) identified 
or anticipated. 
Therefore, no 
mitigation is 
necessary. 

No impact(s) 
identified or 
anticipated. 
Therefore, no 
mitigation is 
necessary. 
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Throughout the impact analysis in this Initial Study Checklist, reference is made to the following: 
 

 Plans, Policies, Programs (PPP)  These include existing regulatory requirements such as 
plans, policies, or programs applied to the Project based on the basis of federal, state, or 
local law currently in place which effectively reduce environmental impacts.  

 Project Design Features (PDF)  These measures include features proposed by the Project 
that are already incorporated into the Project’s design and are specifically intended to 
reduce or avoid impacts (e.g., water quality treatment basins). 

 Mitigation Measures (MM)  These measures include requirements that are imposed 
where the impact analysis determines that implementation of the proposed Project would 
result in significant impacts. Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts to less 
than significant levels. In accordance with the requirements of CEQA.  

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) and the Project Design Features (PDF) were assumed and 
accounted for in the assessment of impacts for each issue area.  

Mitigation Measures (MM) were formulated only for those issue areas where the results of the 
impact analysis identified significant impacts that could to be reduced to less than significant levels. 

All three types of measures described above will be required to be implemented as part of the 
Project, and will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project.  

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

 

 Aesthetics  Land Use and Planning 

 Agriculture and Forest Resources  Mineral Resources 

 Air Quality  Noise 

 Biological Resources  Population and Housing 

 Cultural Resources  Public Services 

 Geology and Soils  Recreation 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Transportation/Traffic 

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials  Utilities and Service Systems 

 Hydrology and Water Quality  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Because none of the environmental factors above are “checked”, the Project does not require the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.  
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Determination 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation:  
  
I find that the proposed use COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be recommended for 
adoption. 

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

 
 

  City of Jurupa Valley 

Signature  Agency 
   

   
Thomas G.Merrell, AICP, Planning Director   

Printed Name/Title  Date 
 

 
  

 

X 
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Appendices  (On Compact Disk) 
 
Appendix A.  Biological Resources Walkover Review  
 
Appendix B.  Arborist Report 
  
Appendix C.  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment  
 
Appendix D. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Addendum 
 
Appendix E.  Drainage Report 
  
Appendix F.   Water & Sewer Letter 
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3.1 AESTHETICS   
 

Would the Project: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    
 

 
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, 

including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? 

     

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

    
 

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

    
 

 

3.1 (a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?   

Determination: Less   Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources:  General Plan, Jurupa Area Plan, Google Earth, Project Application Materials. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to scenic vistas. This 
measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.1-1 As required by the City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Regulations (Ordinance No. 348, 

Section 6.2.A,  building height shall not exceed three stories, with a maximum height 
of 40 feet. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site is approximately 3.3 gross acres in size and is located in a developed residential 
area with existing development on all sides of the Project site.  The Project proposes to subdivide 
the 3.3 gross acre site into 13 single‐family residential lots as well as roadways and other 
supporting infrastructure. 

Landforms visible or periodically visible on clear days from the Project’s vicinity include the Jurupa 
Mountains approximately 1.5 miles to the northwest and the Pedley Hills approximately 800 feet to 
the west. 
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According to the General Plan, scenic vistas are points, accessible to the general public, that provide 
a view of the countryside. More specifically, a scenic vista is defined as a publically accessible 
vantage point that provides expansive views of a highly valued landscape. For example, a scenic 
vista would provide publically accessible vantage points of the Santa Ana River, Jurupa 
Mountains/Pyrite Canyon, or the Pedley Hills or all three of these features.   
 
As required by PPP 3.1-1 above, the residential structures proposed of the property are restricted 
to 40 feet in height and would not block or completely obstruct views from surrounding public 
roadways to the hills and mountains visible in the horizon under existing conditions.  
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.1-1, impacts to scenic vistas would be 
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

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

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Sources: California Department of Transportation “Scenic Highway Program Eligible and Officially Designated Routes,” 
General Plan Figure C‐9 ‐ Riverside County Scenic Highways, Google Earth. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 

Many state highways are located in areas of outstanding natural beauty. California's Scenic Highway 
Program was created by the Legislature in 1963. Its purpose is to protect and enhance the natural 
scenic beauty of California highways and adjacent corridors, through special conservation 
treatment. The state laws governing the Scenic Highway Program are found in the Streets and 
Highways Code, Sections 260 through 263.  

According to the California Department of Transportation, the Project site is not located within a 
State Scenic Highway. According to the General Plan, the Project site is not adjacent to a County 
Scenic Highway. Therefore, construction and the long-term operation of the Project would have no 
impact on scenic resources within a scenic highway and no mitigation measures are required. 

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: Project Application Materials, Google Earth. 
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Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to the visual character and 
quality of the site and its surroundings. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.1-2  The Project shall comply with the Riverside County- Countywide Design Standards 

and Guidelines, January 2004 adopted by the City of Jurupa Valley for residential 
development. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 

Impact Analysis 

The Project site consists of approximately 3.3 gross acres. The site is highly disturbed and occupied 
by ruderal, floral species. Citrus trees in the form of a grove were recently removed.  There is a 
corrugated metal structure in dilapidated condition that appears to have been used a chicken coop. 
Two coast live oak trees occur on site and are mature and well-developed. The topography of the 
site is relatively flat. The average elevation of the site is 860-868 feet above mean sea level and 
slopes to the southeast.   
 
Construction Impacts 
 
During the Project’s temporary construction period, construction equipment, supplies, and 
activities would be visible on the subject property from immediately surrounding areas.  
Construction activities are a common occurrence in the developing Inland Empire region of 
Southern California and are not considered to substantially degrade the area’s visual quality. All 
construction equipment would be removed from the Project site following completion of the 
Project’s construction activities. For these reasons, the temporary visibility of construction 
equipment and activities at the Project site would not substantially degrade the visual character of 
the surrounding area.  

Operational Impacts 

Development of the Project site would introduce residential development onto the site. The 
residential development will consist of single-family detached homes, with related improvements 
such as roadways, landscaping, walls, and street lights. These improvements would be 
implemented in accordance with the design standards contained in the Riverside County- 
Countywide Design Standards and Guidelines, January 2004 adopted by the City of Jurupa Valley and 
would be compatible with the development that is adjacent to the Project site. Although the existing 
visual character of the site will change, it will not be substantially change the character of the 
Project site such that it becomes visually incompatible or visually unexpected when viewed in the 
context of its residential surroundings. 

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.1-2, impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 



Charlie Kien (MA 14112) 
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
March 26, 2015 

 

18 
 

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

Determination:  Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources:  Zoning Design Guidelines, Project Application Materials 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to light and glare. This 
measure would be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

PPP 3.1-3 As required by the City of Jurupa Valley Design Guidelines, Section II.H, outdoor 
lighting, other than street lighting, shall be low to the ground or shielded and 
hooded to avoid shining onto adjacent properties and streets.  

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 

Impact Analysis 

The proposed Project would increase the amount of light in the area above what is being generated 
by the vacant site by directly adding new sources of illumination including security and decorative 
lighting for the proposed houses. 

PPP 3.1-3 requires that outdoor lighting, other than street lighting, shall be low to the ground or 
shielded and hooded to avoid shining onto adjacent properties and streets.  PDF 3.1-1 requires that 
building materials shall consist of stucco exterior with a variety of exterior accent materials (e.g. 
brick, stone, siding, pre‐cast concrete, ceramic tile, timber).  These materials are non-reflective and 
will not contribute to glare. 
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.1-3 and PDF 3.1-1, impacts would be 
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.  
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3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Department of Conservation as an optional model 
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. In determining whether impacts to 
forest resources, including timberland, are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies 
may refer to information compiled by the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest 
land, including the Forest and Range Assessment 
Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; 
and forest carbon measurement methodology 
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board.  Would the 
Project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

     

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

     
c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 

rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104(g))? 

     

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

     
e. Involve other changes in the existing 

environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, 
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 
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3.2 (a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use?  . 

Determination: No Impact 
 
Sources: California Department of Conservation “Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program: Riverside County Important 
Farmland 2010”, General Plan Multipurpose Open Space Element. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The site does not contain any lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance as mapped by the State Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program. As such, the Project has no potential to convert such lands to a non‐
agricultural use and no impact would occur. No mitigation measures are required. 

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

Determination:  No Impact. 
 
Sources: Jurupa Valley General Plan Land Use Map, Jurupa Valley Zoning Map, “RCIP General Plan Land Use Designations – 
Zoning Consistency Guidelines”  
 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site is zoned R-1 (One-family Dwellings).  As such, it will conflict with existing zoning 
for agricultural use. 
 
Pursuant to the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, a Williamson Act Contract enables 
private landowners to voluntarily enter into contracts with local governments for the purpose of 
restricting specific parcels of land to agricultural or related open space use. In return, landowners 
receive lower property tax assessments based upon farming and open space uses as opposed to full 
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market value. According to the Riverside County Land Information System, the site is not under a 
Williamson Act Contract. As such, there is no impact. No mitigation measures are required. 

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

Determination:  No Impact. 
 
Sources: General Plan Land Use Map, Zoning Map.  

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 

The Project site is zoned R-1 (One-Family Dwellings). No forest land, timberland, or timberland 
production occurs on the site so zoning for such uses or activities will not be impacted.  Therefore, 
no impacts would occur and no mitigation measures are required. 

3.2 (d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?  

Determination:  No Impact. 

Source: Field Surve. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 

The Project site consists of vacant land and does not contain forest land. Therefore, no impacts 
would occur and no mitigation measures are required. 

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

Determination: No Impact. 

Sources: General Plan Land Use Map, Field Survey 
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Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site is approximately 3.3 gross acres in size and is surrounded on all sides by residential 
development. located in an area largely characterized by residential and commercial development. 
There is no land being used primarily for agricultural purposes in the vicinity of the site.  As such, 
the Project would not result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use and no impacts 
would occur.  No mitigation measures are required. 
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3.3 AIR QUALITY 
 

Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may 
be relied upon to make the following 
determinations.  Would the Project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

    
 

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

    
 

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

    
 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

    
 

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

    
 

 

3.3 (a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan (South Coast 
Air Quality Management District)? 

 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.  

 Sources: California Emissions Estimator Model, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Management Plan, 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Project Application Materials. 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Federal Air Quality Standards 
 
Under the Federal Clean Air Act, the Federal Environmental Protection Agency establishes health-
based air quality standards that California must achieve. These are called “national ambient air 
quality standards” and they apply to what are called “criteria pollutants.”  Ambient (i.e. 
surrounding) air quality standard establish a concentration above which a criteria pollutant is 
known to cause adverse health effects to people. The national ambient air quality standards apply 
to the following criteria pollutants: 
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 Ozone (8-hour standard) 
 Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 
 Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
 Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
 Nitrogen Dioxide (NOx) 
 Sulphur Dioxide (SO2), and  
 Lead.  

 
State Air Quality Standards 

 
Under the California Clean Air Act, the California Air Resources Board also establishes health-based 
air quality standards that cities and counties (including Jurupa Valley) must meet. These are called 
“state ambient air quality standards” and they apply to the following criteria pollutants:  
 

 Ozone (1-hour standard)Ozone  
 (8-hour standard) 
 Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 
  Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
 Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
 Nitrogen Dioxide (NOx) 
 Sulphur Dioxide (SO2), and  
 Lead 

 
Regional Air Quality Standards 

 
The City of Jurupa Valley is located within the South Coast Air Basin which is under the jurisdiction 
of the South Coast Air Quality Management District. The District develops plans 
and regulations designed to achieve these both the national and state ambient air quality standards 
described above.  
 
Attainment Designation 
 
An “attainment” designation for an area signifies that criteria pollutant concentrations did not 
exceed the established standard. In contrast to attainment, a “nonattainment” designation 
indicates that a criteria pollutant concentration has exceeded the established standard.  
  



Charlie Kien (MA 14112) 
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
March 26, 2015 

 

25 
 

Table 3 shows the attainment status of criteria pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin. 

Table 3. Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin. 

Criteria Pollutant State Designation Federal Designation 

Ozone – 1 hour standard Nonattainment No Standard 

Ozone – 8 hour standard Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide (N0x) Nonattainment Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Attainment Attainment 

Lead Attainment Attainment 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2014 

Air Quality Management Plan 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District is required to produce air quality management 
plans directing how the South Coast Air Basin’s air quality will be brought into attainment with the 
national and state ambient air quality standards.  The most recent air quality management plan is 
2012 Air Quality Management Plan and it is applicable to City of Jurupa Valley.  The purpose of the 
2012 Air Quality Management Plan is to achieve and maintain both the national and state ambient 
air quality standards described above.  

In order to determine if a project is consistent with the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan, the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District has established consistency criterion which are 
defined in Chapter 12, Sections 12.2 and 12.3 of the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook and are discussed below. 

Consistency Criterion No. 1: The proposed project will not result in an increase in the frequency or 
severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay the timely 
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the 2012 Air 
Quality Management Plan. 

Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to violations of the California Ambient Air Quality Standards and 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. As evaluated under Issues 3.3 (b), (c), and (d), below, the 
Project would not exceed regional or localized significance thresholds for any criteria pollutant 
during construction or during long‐term operation. Accordingly, the Project’s regional and localized 
emissions would not contribute substantially to an existing or potential future air quality violation 
or delay the attainment of air quality standards. 

Consistency Criterion No. 2: The proposed project will not exceed the assumptions in the 2012 Air 
Quality Management Plan.  
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The growth forecasts used in the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan to project future emissions 
levels are based on the projections of the Regional Transportation Model utilized by the Southern 
California Association of Governments, which incorporates land use data provided by city and 
county General Plans, as well as assumptions regarding population number, location of population 
growth, and a regional housing needs assessment.  

The General Plan land use designations currently assigned to the Project site is Medium Density 
Residential (2 to 5 du/ac).   If the Project site were built out in accordance with its existing General 
Plan land use designation, a maximum of 16 residential dwelling units could be constructed on the 
property. (Medium Density Residential @ 5 units per acre x 3.3 acres = 16.5 units.  The Project 
proposes 13 residential dwelling units which is the maximum permitted under the General Plan. 

The 2012 Air Quality Management Plan relied in part upon the City’s General Plan for the growth 
forecast estimates used in the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan. As such, the Project would not 
exceed the assumptions in the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan because it does not exceed the 
growth forecasts contained in the Plan. 

For the reasons stated above, the Project would not result in an increase in the frequency or 
severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, delay the timely 
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the 2012 Air 
Quality Management Plan. In addition, the Project would not exceed the growth assumptions in the 
2012 Air Quality Management Plan. As such, the Project would be consistent with the 2012 Air 
Quality Management Plan and impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures 
are required. 

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 

Sources: California Emissions Estimator Model, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Management Plan, 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Project Application Materials  

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts related to air quality violations. These 
measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.3-1 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 

Management District Rule 403, “Fugitive Dust.” Rule 403 requires implementation 
of best available dust control measures during construction activities that generate 
fugitive dust, such as earth moving and stockpiling activities, grading, and 
equipment travel on unpaved roads. 

 
PPP 3.3-2 The Project is required to comply with California Code of Regulations Title 13, 

Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4.5, Section 2025, “Regulation to Reduce Emissions of 
Diesel Particulate Matter, Oxides of Nitrogen and Other Criteria Pollutants from In‐
Use Heavy‐Duty Diesel‐Fueled Vehicles” and California Code of Regulations Title 13, 
Division 3, Chapter 10, Article 1, Section 2485, “Airborne Toxic Control Measure to 
Limit Diesel‐Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling.” 
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PPP 3.3-3 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 

Management District Rule 1113, “Architectural Coatings” and Rule 431.2, “Sulfur 
Content of Liquid Fuels.” Adherence to Rule 1113 limits the release of volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) into the atmosphere during painting and application of other 
surface coatings. Adherence to Rule 431.2 limits the release of sulfur dioxide (SOX) 
into the atmosphere from the burning of fuel. 

 
PPP 3.3-4 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 

Management District Rule 1186 “PM10 Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads and 
Livestock Operations” and Rule 1186.1, “Less‐Polluting Street Sweepers.” Adherence to 
Rule 1186 and Rule 1186.1 reduces the release of criteria pollutant emissions into 
the atmosphere during construction. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 

As shown in Table 3 above, the South Coast Air Basin, in which the Project is located, is considered 

to be in “non-attainment” status for several criteria pollutants.   

 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District has developed regional and localized significance 
thresholds for regulated pollutants. Any project in the South Coast Air Basin with daily emissions 
that exceed any of the indicated regional or localized significance thresholds would be considered 
to contribute to a projected air quality violation.  The Proposed Project’s regional and localized air 
quality impacts are discussed below.  
 

Regional Impact Analysis  

As with any new development project, the Proposed Project has the potential to generate pollutant 
concentrations during both construction activities and long‐term operation. The following provides 
an analysis based on the applicable regional significance thresholds established by the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District in order to meet Federal and State air quality standards. 
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Table 4. South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Regional Significance 
Thresholds  

Pollutant 
Emissions  (Construction) 

(pounds/day) 

Emissions (Operational) 

(pounds/day) 

NOx 100 55 

VOC 75 55 

PM10 150 150 

PM2.5 55 55 

SOx 150 150 

CO 550 550 

Lead 3 3 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Significance Thresholds (2009) 

 
Both construction and operational emissions for the Project were estimated by using the California 
Emissions Estimator Model which is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to 
provide a uniform platform for government agencies to quantify potential criteria pollutant 
emissions associated with both construction and operations from a variety of land use projects. The 
model can be used for a variety of situations where an air quality analysis is necessary or desirable 
such as California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents and is authorized for use by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District.  
 
Construction Related Impacts 

Construction activities associated with the proposed Project will result in emissions of CO, VOCs, 
NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5. Construction related emissions are expected from the following onsite 
and offsite construction activities and time duration: 

 Site Preparation  5 - days 
 Grading   30 - days 
 Building Construction  230 - days 
 Paving    18 – days 
 Architectural Coating  18 - days 

 
Assumptions for equipment use and duration used to estimate air quality emissions are shown in 
Table 5.   
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Table 5.  Construction Equipment List 

 
Phase Equipment Type Number 

of Units 

Hours/
Day 

Horse 
Power 

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozer 3 8 255 
Site Preparation Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 4 8 97 
Grading Excavator 2 7 162 
Grading Grader 1 6 174 
Grading Rubber Tired Dozer 1 7 255 
Grading Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 8 97 
Grading Rubber Tired Loader 1 8 199 
Bldg Construction Crane 1 7 226 

Bldg Construction Forklift 3 8 89 

Bldg Construction Generator Set 1 8 84 

Bldg Construction Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 3 7 97 

Bldg Construction Welder 1 8 46 

Paving Paver 1 8 125 

Paving Paving Equipment 2 6 130 

Paving Rollers 2 6 80 

Paving Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 8 97 

Paving Cement & Mortar Mixers 2 6 9 

Architectural Coating Air Compressor 1 6 78 

 
 
Table 6 shows the South Coast Air Quality Management District Regional Thresholds for 
construction emissions compared to the Project’s maximum daily emissions without utilizing Best 
Available Control Measures (i.e. “unmitigated) contained in South Coast Air Quality Management 
District regulatory requirements to present a “worst case scenario.”  

Table 6.   Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (Unmitigated) 

Maximum Daily Emissions Emissions (pounds per day) 
NOx VOC CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

50.56 14.38 33.10 0.06 16.23 7.34 
Regional Threshold 100 75 550 150 150 55 
Exceeds Regional Threshold? NO NO NO NO NO NO 

Source: SCAQMD and California Emissions Estimator Model 

 

As shown in Table 6 above, construction related emissions would not exceed South Coast Air 
Quality Management District regional construction criteria thresholds without mitigation. With 
implementation of PPP 3.3-1 above (includes increasing wetting disturbed areas to 3-times per day, 
reduce speed to 25 mph on unpaved areas of project, and cleaning paved access roads daily) PM10 

emissions are reduced by 24.2% and PM2.5 emissions are reduced by 16.8% as shown on Table 7 
below. 
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Table 7.   Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (Mitigated*) 

Maximum Daily Emissions Emissions (pounds per day) 
NOx VOC CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

50.51 14.37 33.08 0.06 12.30 6.10 
Regional Threshold 100 75 550 150 150 55 
Exceeds Regional Threshold? NO NO NO NO NO NO 

Source: SCAQMD and California Emissions Estimator Model 
*Through compliance with PPP 3.3-1 

 

 
Based on the above, the Project would not emit substantial concentrations of these pollutants 
during construction and would not contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, on a 
direct or cumulative basis.  

Long-Term Regional Operation Related Impacts 

The proposed Project would be operated as a residential community. Typical operation of a 
residential community would include residents and visitors traveling to and from the proposed 
residences and general maintenance activities.  

Table 8 shows the South Coast Air Quality Management District Regional Thresholds for 
operational emissions compared to the Project’s maximum daily emissions during the summer 
months to present a “worst case scenario.”  
 

Table 8. Maximum Daily Operational Emissions  
 

Maximum Daily Emissions Emissions (pounds per day) 
NOx VOC CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 
1.97 5.68 13.89 0.03 1.98 1.29 

Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 
Exceeds Regional Threshold? NO NO NO NO NO NO 
Source: SCAQMD and California Emissions Estimator Model 

 
As shown in Table 8 above, operational related emissions would not exceed South Coast Air Quality 
Management District regional operational criteria thresholds.  Accordingly, the Project would not 
emit substantial concentrations of these pollutants during operation and would not contribute to an 
existing or projected air quality violation, on a direct or cumulative basis.  
 
Based on the analysis above, regional air quality impacts would be less than significant and no 
mitigation measures are required. With implementation of PPP 3.3-1 through PPP 3.3-4, impacts 
would be further reduced to the maximum extent feasible.   
 
Localized Impact Analysis 
 
As previously discussed, the South Coast Air Quality Management District has established that 
impacts to air quality are significant if there is a potential to contribute or cause localized 
exceedances of the national and/or state ambient air quality standards.  The South Coast Air Quality 
Management District has established Localized Significance Thresholds which were developed in 



Charlie Kien (MA 14112) 
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
March 26, 2015 

 

31 
 

response to environmental justice and health concerns raised by the public regarding exposure of 
individuals to criteria pollutants in local communities.  
 

Localized Significance Thresholds are only applicable to the following criteria pollutants: oxides of 
nitrogen (NOX), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic 
diameter (PM10) and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in aerodynamic diameter 
(PM2.5).  Localized Significance Threshold’s represent the maximum emissions from a project that 
are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable national 
or state ambient air quality standard, and are developed based on the ambient concentrations of 
that pollutant for each source receptor area and distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. 

Construction‐Related Localized Emissions 

Table 9 shows the South Coast Air Quality Management‘s Localized Significance Thresholds for 
emissions compared to the Project’s maximum daily emissions. 
 

Table 9.  Summary of Localized Significance Threshold Emissions  
 

Pollutant 
 

LST Significance 
Threshold 
Lbs/Day* 

Project 
Emissions (mitigated) 

Exceeds 
Threshold? 

 
(NOX) for Construction and 
Operation 

 
270 

 
50.51 

 
NO 

(CO) for Construction and 
Operation 

 
1,577 

 
33.06 

 
NO 

PM 10 for Operation 
 

 
4 

 
1.98 

 
NO 

PM10 for Construction  
13 

 
12.30 

 
NO 

PM 2.5 for Operation 
 

 
2 

 
1.29 

 
NO 

PM2.5 for Construction  
8 

  
6.10 

 
NO 

*Based on LST SRA #23  5-acre @ 25 meters 

As shown on Table 9, emissions would not exceed Localized Significance Thresholds. 

CO Hot Spots   

CO Hot Spots are typically associated with idling vehicles at extremely busy intersections (i.e., 
intersections with an excess of 100,000 vehicle trips per day). There are no intersections in the 
vicinity of the Project site which exceed the 100,000 vehicle per day threshold typically associated 
with CO Hot Spots. In addition, the South Coast Air Basin has been designated as an attainment area 
for CO since 2007. Therefore, Project‐related vehicular emissions would not create a Hot Spot and 
would not substantially contribute to an existing or projected CO Hot Spot.  

Based on the analysis above, overall air quality emission impacts would be less than significant and 
no mitigation measures are required. With implementation of PPP 3.3-1 through PPP 3.3-4, impacts 
would be further reduced to the maximum extent feasible for PM10 and PM2.5.   
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3.3(c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?   

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 

Sources: California Emissions Estimator Model, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Management Plan, 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Project Application Materials.  

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts related to a cumulatively considerable 
net increase of any criteria pollutant. These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.3-1 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 

Management District Rule 403, “Fugitive Dust.” Rule 403 requires implementation 
of best available dust control measures during construction activities that generate 
fugitive dust, such as earth moving and stockpiling activities, grading, and 
equipment travel on unpaved roads. 

 
PPP 3.3-2 The Project is required to comply with California Code of Regulations Title 13, 

Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4.5, Section 2025, “Regulation to Reduce Emissions of 
Diesel Particulate Matter, Oxides of Nitrogen and Other Criteria Pollutants from In‐
Use Heavy‐Duty Diesel‐Fueled Vehicles” and California Code of Regulations Title 13, 
Division 3, Chapter 10, Article 1, Section 2485, “Airborne Toxic Control Measure to 
Limit Diesel‐Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling.” 
 

PPP 3.3-3 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule 1113, “Architectural Coatings” and Rule 431.2, “Sulfur 
Content of Liquid Fuels.” Adherence to Rule 1113 limits the release of volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) into the atmosphere during painting and application of 
other surface coatings. Adherence to Rule 431.2 limits the release of sulfur dioxide 
(SOX) into the atmosphere from the burning of fuel. 

 
PPP 3.3-4 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 

Management District Rule 1186 “PM10 Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads 
and Livestock Operations” and Rule 1186.1, “Less‐Polluting Street Sweepers.” 
Adherence to Rule 1186 and Rule 1186.1 reduces the release of criteria pollutant 
emissions into the atmosphere during construction. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 

If an area is in nonattainment for a criteria pollutant, then the background concentration of that 
pollutant has historically been over the ambient air quality standard. It follows if a project exceeds 
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the regional threshold for that nonattainment pollutant, then it would result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of that pollutant and result in a significant cumulative impact. 
 
As discussed in Issue 3.3(b) above, the Project would not exceed the regional or localized 
significance thresholds for construction or operational activities. The Project would comply with 
South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403 (fugitive dust control) during construction, 
as well as all other adopted Air Quality Management Plan emissions control measures. Per South 
Coast Air Quality Management District rules and mandates, as well the California Environmental 
Quality Act requirement that impacts be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible, these same 
requirements would also be imposed on all projects within the South Coast Air Basin area, which 
would include all related projects.  
 
Based on the analysis above impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are 
required. With implementation of PPP 3.3-1 through PPP 3.3-4, impacts would be further reduced 
to the maximum extent feasible.   

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

 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 

Sources, South Coast Air Quality Management District, CALLEMod. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts related to substantial pollutant 
concentrations to sensitive receptors. These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.3-1 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 

Management District Rule 403, “Fugitive Dust.” Rule 403 requires implementation 
of best available dust control measures during construction activities that generate 
fugitive dust, such as earth moving and stockpiling activities, grading, and 
equipment travel on unpaved roads. 

 
PPP 3.3-2 The Project is required to comply with California Code of Regulations Title 13, 

Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4.5, Section 2025, “Regulation to Reduce Emissions of 
Diesel Particulate Matter, Oxides of Nitrogen and Other Criteria Pollutants from In‐
Use Heavy‐Duty Diesel‐Fueled Vehicles” and California Code of Regulations Title 13, 
Division 3, Chapter 10, Article 1, Section 2485, “Airborne Toxic Control Measure to 
Limit Diesel‐Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling.” 
 

PPP 3.3-3 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule 1113, “Architectural Coatings” and Rule 431.2, “Sulfur 
Content of Liquid Fuels.” Adherence to Rule 1113 limits the release of volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) into the atmosphere during painting and application of 
other surface coatings. Adherence to Rule 431.2 limits the release of sulfur dioxide 
(SOX) into the atmosphere from the burning of fuel. 
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PPP 3.3-4 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule 1186 “PM10 Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads 
and Livestock Operations” and Rule 1186.1, “Less‐Polluting Street Sweepers.” 
Adherence to Rule 1186 and Rule 1186.1 reduces the release of criteria pollutant 
emissions into the atmosphere during construction. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Sensitive receptors (i.e., children, senior citizens, and acutely or chronically ill people) are more 
susceptible to the effects of air pollution than the general population. Land uses that are considered 
sensitive receptors typically include residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, hospitals, 
convalescent homes, and retirement homes. The residential uses adjacent to the site are considered 
sensitive receptors. 
 
As indicated above under the discussion of Issue 3.3 (b)), the Project would not exceed any of the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Localized Significance Thresholds during near-term 
construction or long-term operation.  In addition, the Project would not create a CO Hot Spot. 
Accordingly, Project-related localized emissions would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations during construction or long-term operation, and impacts would be less 
than significant. With implementation of PPP 3.3-1 through PPP 3.3-4, impacts would be further 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible.   

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 

Source: CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Project Application Materials. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to objectionable odors. This 
measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.3-5 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 

Management District Rule 402 “Nuisance.” Adherence to Rule 402 reduces the 
release of odorous emissions into the atmosphere. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
According to the South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land 
uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment 
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plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and 
fiberglass molding. The Project does not include any the above identified uses and therefore would 
not produce objectionable odors during operation.  

Construction activities both onsite and offsite could produce odors from equipment exhaust, 
application of asphalt, and/or the application of architectural coatings. However, any odors emitted 
during construction would be temporary, short‐term, and intermittent in nature, and would cease 
upon completion of construction activities.  

Based on the analysis above impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are 
required. With implementation of PPP 3.3-5, impacts would be further reduced to the maximum 
extent feasible.   
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   
  

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

   
  

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

   
  

 

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

Determination: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

Source: Biological Resources Walkover Review (Appendix A). 
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Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to impacts to candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.4-1 The Project is required to pay mitigation fees pursuant to the Western Riverside 

County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MHSCP) Plan.  
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 

Impact Analysis 
 
The project area is almost entirely covered by disturbed, ruderal vegetation.   Sporadic ornamental 
plant and tree species were also found on site.  No indication of habitat conducive to sensitive 
species was noted due to the highly disturbed nature of the site.  No large burrows were found in 
the area and the particularly dense ruderal vegetation suggest poor habitat for burrowing owl.  
However, their presence cannot be ruled out because burrowing owls have been known to occupy 
disturbed sites. Mitigation is required. 

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

 
a.  In the event that the pre‐construction survey identifies no burrowing owls in the impact area, 

a grading permit may be issued without restriction. 
 
b.  In the event that the pre‐construction survey identifies the presence of at least one individual 

but less than three (3) mating pairs of burrowing owl, then prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit and prior to the commencement of ground‐disturbing activities on the property, the 
qualified biologist shall passively or actively relocate any burrowing owls. Passive relocation, 
including the required use of one‐way doors to exclude owls from the site and the collapsing of 
burrows, will occur if the biologist determines that the proximity and availability of alternate 
habitat is suitable for successful passive relocation. Passive relocation shall follow California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife relocation protocol. If proximate alternate habitat is not 
present as determined by the biologist, active relocation shall follow California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife relocation protocol. The biologist shall confirm in writing to the Planning 
Department that the species has fledged or been relocated prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit. 

 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, impacts related to candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species are less than significant. 
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3.4(b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?   

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Source: Biological Resources Walkover Review (Appendix A) 
 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site is almost entirely covered by disturbed, ruderal vegetation.   Sporadic ornamental 
plant and tree species were also found on site.  No indication of riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural communities was noted due to the highly disturbed nature of the site.  As such, there is no 
impact and no mitigation measures are required. 

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

Determination: No Impact.  

Source: Biological Resources Walkover Review (Appendix A) 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 

Impact Analysis 
 
Based on a field survey, the Project site does not contain any wetlands. There is an existing drainage 
feature identified as the North Riverside Jurupa Canal located off-site adjacent to the western 
boundary of the Project Site.  This drainage feature may qualify as wetlands. However, it is not 
located on-site and the Project does not proposes any activities that will impact the canal. As such, 
there are no impacts and no mitigation measures are required. 
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3.4(d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?   

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Source: Biological Resources Walkover Review (Appendix A) 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to this issue. 
 

Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site consists of approximately 3.3 gross acres and is surrounded by existing 
development on all sides. The Project site is almost entirely covered by disturbed, ruderal 
vegetation.   Sporadic ornamental plant and tree species were also found on site.  No indication of 
wildlife was noted due to the highly disturbed nature of the site.  As such, there are no impacts and 
no mitigation measures are required. 
 

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. 
 
Source: Biological Arborist Report (Appendix B) 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Two trees were assessed onsite, both of the coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) species. These trees 
appeared healthy and well developed. They did not show indication of significant pest damage or 
nutrient deficiency, and there location was appropriate for their species.  
 
The City of Jurupa Valley includes provisions for the protection and conservation of oak and other 
native tree and floral species within the City to protect the natural diversity. These provisions 
include the following General Plan Policies: 
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 Open Space Policy 9.3 - Maintain and conserve superior examples of native trees, natural 
vegetation, stands of established trees, and other features for ecosystem, aesthetic, and 
water conservation purposes.  

 
 Open Space Policy 9.4 - Conserve the oak tree resources within in the County (i.e. City).  

 
These policies are meant to preserve the, "continued viability of habitat communities within the 
County (i.e. City)". The coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) trees onsite are a California native tree 
species endemic to Southern California. 
 
The County of Riverside has published Oak Tree Management Guidelines, March 2, 1993 which the 
City has adopted upon incorporation and apply to oak woodlands. Although the two (2) trees are 
not considered an oak woodland, the guidance provided in the Guidelines can be used as a basis for 
mitigating impacts to the two (2) trees even though they are not considered oak woodlands 
because impacts to individual trees are discussed in the Guidelines. 
 
Based on General Plan policies OS 9.3 and OS 9.4 above, preservation is the preferred alternative. If 
the trees are to be preserved the following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce 
impacts: 
 
Mitigation Measures (MM) 
 
MM-BIO-2.Dedication of Open Space Lot and Tree Maintenance. If the tree(s) are to be preserved, prior 
to the recordation of the Final Map, a lettered for numbered lot shall be provided for each tree to be 
preserved. This lot shall be dedicated to the City in order to allow for continued maintenance of the 
tree(s) the City or approved maintenance entity as follows: 

 Construction of a wrought iron fence is necessary positioned just outside of the dripline around 
Tree #598 to reduce the risk of injury in the event of failure.  

 Landscape design must integrate the existing oak trees on site in a way that diverts excess 
water runoff or irrigation from accumulating and pooling within the tree's dripline. This final 
design must be reviewed by a certified landscape architect and approved by the Planning 
Director.  

 Strategic crown thinning to reduce loading on the stem. Heavier pruning of coast live oaks 
should occur during July-August and not more than 25% of the crown can be removed during 
any single year. All pruning should be performed or directed by an International Society of 
Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist or Tree Worker in accordance with the Best 
Management Practices for Pruning by the International Society of Arboriculture, 2002 and 
adhere to the most recent editions of the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) for 
Tree Care Operations Z133.1 and Pruning A300. Any oak tree maintenance activity onsite 
should be done at the direction of an ISA Certified Arborist or American Society of Consulting 
Arborists (ASCA) Registered Consulting Arborist.  
 

 Oak tree pruning must be kept to a minimum (except initially as described in Item 4 above); it 
typically involves removing dead or diseased wood, hazardous branches, or limb structures 
and providing clearance.  
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 Pruning should be done early during branch development to avoid cuts greater than 4 inches 
in diameter. The smaller wound size will reduce the chance of infection.  

 
 Excessive and injurious pruning is defined as the removal of more than 25 percent of the 

functioning leaf, stem, or root system of a tree in any 24-month period.  
 

 Disinfected pruning tools must be used at all times and in between trees to reduce the spread 
of sudden oak death and other contagious diseases.  

 
 Annual surveys by a certified arborist are recommended once the development is completed.  

 
If the trees cannot be preserved in place, mitigation for their removal is replacement with 15-
gallon, nursery-grown stock at various ratios depending on the size of the oak tree pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3. 
 
BIO-3. Oak Tree Replacement: Prior to the issuance of  any tree removal or the issuance of a  grading 
permit, the following trees as identified in the Tree Survey and Arborist Report prepared by Golden 
State Land and Tree, February 13, 2015 shall be replaced as follows: 
 

 Coast Live Oak # 598: Replacement by five, 15-gallon trees (5:1 ratio) of the same species at 
the discretion of the City's Planning Director. 

 Coast Live Oak # 599: Replacement by three 15-gallon trees (3:1 ratio) of the same species at 
the discretion of the City's Planning Director. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2 and BIO-3, impacts will be less than significant. 
 

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

 
 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 
 
Source: Biological Resources Walkover Review (Appendix A), WRMSHCP. 

 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to conflicting with the 
provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. This measure would be included 
in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.4-2 The project is required to comply with the Western Riverside County Multiple 

Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MHSCP) Plan.  
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
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The Project site is located within the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The MSHCP, a regional Habitat Conservation Plan was adopted on June 
17, 2003. The intent of the MSHCP is to preserve native vegetation and meet the habitat needs of 
multiple species, rather than focusing preservation efforts on one species at a time. The MSHCP 
provides coverage (including take authorization for listed species) for special‐status plant and 
animal species, as well as mitigation for impacts to sensitive species. 
 
Based on the Biological Resources Walkover Review and a review of the Western Riverside County 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan: 
 

 The Project site is not located within an MSHCP Criteria Area (area proposed for 
conservation). 

 
 The Project site does not contain MSHCP riparian/riverine areas or vernal pools. 

 
 The Project site does not will not impact any MSHCP Narrow Endemic Plant Species. 

 
 The Project site is not required to comply with the Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines. 

 
 No large burrows were found in the area and the particularly dense ruderal vegetation 

suggest poor habitat for burrowing owl.  However, their presence cannot be ruled out 
because burrowing owls have been known to occupy disturbed sites. Mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures (MM) 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 under Issue 3.4(a) above shall apply. 
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, impacts related to conflicts with the provisions 
of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan are less than significant. 
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

     

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

   
  

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

   
  

d. Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

    
 

 
 

3.5(a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?   

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Source: Project Application Materials. 
 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Historic resources generally consist of buildings, structures, improvements, and remnants 
associated with a significant historic event or person(s) and/or have a historically significant style, 
design, or achievement. Damaging or demolition of historic resources is typically considered to be a 
significant impact. Impacts to historic resources can occur through direct impacts, such as 
destruction or removal, and indirect impacts, such as a change in the setting of a historic resource.  
 
CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(a) clarifies that historical resources include the following: 
 
1. A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, for 
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. 
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2. A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k) of the 
Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the 
requirements [of] section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code. 
 
3. Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency 
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, 
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California. 
 
The site is highly disturbed by activities involving the removal of the citrus grove. There is a corrugated 
metal shed structure that is in a dilapidated condition. The majority of the site is covered by disturbed, 
ruderal vegetation.   Sporadic ornamental plant and tree species were also found on site.  Given the 
current conditions of the site, it does not appear than any surface cultural resources are present on 
the site. In addition, the site also does not appear on the Riverside County Historic Resources 
Survey Architectural Survey Forms provided by the Riverside County Parks Department. 
  
Therefore, there will be no impact to historical resources as a result of the Project and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
 

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.  

Source: Phase I Environmental Assessment (Appendix C). 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

mpact Analysis 
 
Archaeological sites are locations that contain resources associated with former human activities, 
and may contain such resources as human skeletal remains, waste from tool manufacture, tool 
concentrations, and/or discoloration or accumulation of soil or food remains. 
 
During grading activities, it is possible that subsurface archaeological resources may be uncovered. 
The following mitigation measure is required.  
 
Mitigation Measures (MM) 
 
MM- CR‐1: Archaeological Monitoring. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project 
Proponent shall implement the following program: 
 

a) A qualified archaeological monitor shall be retained by the Project Proponent to conduct 
monitoring of all grading and trenching activities and has the authority to halt and redirect 



Charlie Kien (MA 14112) 
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
March 26, 2015 

 

45 
 

earthmoving activities in the event that suspected archaeological resources are unearthed 
during Project construction. 

 
b) During grading operations, a professional archaeological monitor shall observe the grading 

operation until such time as monitor determines that there is no longer any potential to 
uncover buried cultural deposits. If the monitor suspects that an archaeological resource may 
have been unearthed, the monitor shall immediately halt and redirect grading operations in a 
100‐foot radius around the find to allow identification and evaluation of the suspected 
resource. If the monitor determines that the suspected resource is potentially significant, the 
archaeologist shall notify the appropriate Native American Tribe(s) and invite a tribal 
representative to consult on the resource evaluation. In consultation with the appropriate 
Native American Tribe(s), the archaeological monitor shall evaluate the suspected resource 
and make a determination of significance pursuant to California Public Resources Code 
Section 21083.2. If the resource is significant, Mitigation Measure CR‐2 shall apply. 

 
MM- CR‐2: Treatment Plan. If a significant archaeological resource(s) is discovered on the property, 
ground disturbing activities shall be suspended 100 feet around the resource(s). The archaeological 
monitor and a representative of the appropriate Native American Tribe(s), the Project Proponent, and 
the City Planning Department shall confer regarding mitigation of the discovered resource(s). A 
treatment plan shall be prepared and implemented by the archaeologist to protect the identified 
archaeological resource(s) from damage and destruction. The treatment plan shall contain a research 
design and data recovery program necessary document the size and content of the discovery such that 
the resource(s) can be evaluated for significance under CEQA criteria. The research design shall list 
the sampling procedures appropriate to exhaust the research potential of the archaeological 
resource(s) in accordance with current professional archaeology standards (typically this sampling 
level is two (2) to five (5) percent of the volume of the cultural deposit). The treatment plan shall 
require monitoring by the appropriate Native American Tribe(s) during data recovery excavations of 
archaeological resource(s) of prehistoric origin, and shall require that all recovered artifacts undergo 
laboratory analysis. At the completion of the laboratory analysis, any recovered archaeological 
resources shall be processed and curated according to current professional repository standards. The 
collections and associated records shall be donated to an appropriate curation facility, or, the artifacts 
may be delivered to the appropriate Native American Tribe(s) if that is recommended by the City of 
Jurupa Valley. A final report containing the significance and treatment findings shall be prepared by 
the archaeologist and submitted to the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department and the Eastern 
Information Center. 
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2, impacts will be less than significant. 

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

 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.  

Sources: Riverside County Land Information System. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
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Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Paleontological resources are the preserved fossilized remains of plants and animals. Fossils and 
traces of fossils are preserved in sedimentary rock units, particularly fine- to medium grained 
marine, lake, and stream deposits, such as limestone, siltstone, sandstone, or shale, and in ancient 
soils. They are also found in coarse-grained sediments, such as conglomerates or coarse alluvium 
sediments. Fossils are rarely preserved in igneous or metamorphic rock units. Fossils may occur 
throughout a sedimentary unit and, in fact, are more likely to be preserved subsurface, where they 
have not been damaged or destroyed by previous ground disturbance, amateur collecting, or 
natural causes such as erosion.  
 
According to the Riverside County Land Information System, the Project Site is located in a “High 
Sensitivity (High A) area for paleontological resources. As noted in the response to Issue 3.5 (a) 
above, the Project site has been graded and the potential for paleontological resources to be present 
at the Project site is considered low. Regardless, there is a potential to uncover paleontological 
resources during additional excavation and/or grading activities on the Project site. Therefore, the 
following mitigation measure is required. 

 
Mitigation Measures (MM) 
 
MM- CR-3: Paleontological Monitoring. Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Proponent 
shall implement the following program: 
 

a) A qualified paleontologist shall be on-site at the pre-construction meeting to discuss 
monitoring protocols. 
 

b) The qualified paleontologist shall be empowered to temporarily halt or redirect grading 
activities paleontological resources are discovered.  

 
c) In the event of a paleontological discovery the monitor shall flag the area and notify the 

construction crew immediately. No further disturbance in the flagged area shall occur until 
the qualified paleontologist has cleared the area. 
 

d) The qualified paleontologist shall quickly assess the nature and significance of the find. If the 
specimen is not significant it shall be quickly removed and the area cleared. 
 

e) If the discovery is significant the qualified paleontologist shall notify the Project proponent 
and the City immediately. 
 

f) In consultation with the Project proponent and the City, the qualified paleontologist shall 
develop a plan of mitigation which shall include salvage excavation and removal of the find, 
removal of sediment from around the specimen (in the laboratory), research to identify and 
categorize the find, curation in the find a local qualified repository, and preparation of a 
report summarizing the find.  
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Based on the analysis above, with implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-3, impacts will be less 
than significant. 

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: California Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097 et. seq.  

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to disturbing human 
remains. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program: 
 
PPP 3.5-1 The project is required to comply with the applicable provisions of California Health 

and Safety Code §7050.5 as well as Public Resources Code §5097 et. seq.  
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site does not contain a cemetery and no known formal cemeteries are located within 
the immediate site vicinity. As noted in the response to Issue 3.5 (a) above, the Project site has been 
graded and the potential for uncovering human remains at the Project site is considered low. 
Nevertheless, the remote potential exists that human remains may be unearthed during grading 
and excavation activities associated with Project construction.  
 
In the event that human remains are discovered during Project grading or other ground disturbing 
activities, the Project would be required to comply with the applicable provisions of California 
Health and Safety Code §7050.5 as well as Public Resources Code §5097 et. seq. California Health 
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision as 
to the treatment and disposition has been made by the Coroner. 
 
If the Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the California Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be contacted and the NAHC must then immediately notify the 
“most likely descendant(s)” of receiving notification of the discovery. The most likely descendant(s) 
shall then make recommendations within 48 hours, and engage in consultations concerning the 
treatment of the remains as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.  
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.5-1, impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
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3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    
 

2) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
 

3) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    
 

4) Landslides?      
`b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil? 
    

 

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

    
 

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

    
 

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

     

 
 

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Riverside County Land Information Syste. 
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Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site is not located within any Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, and no known 
faults underlie the site. Because there are no faults located on the Project site, there is no potential 
for the Project to expose people or structures to adverse effects related to ground rupture. No 
mitigation measures are required. 
 

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Riverside County Land Information System. 
 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to seismic ground shaking. 
These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.6-1 The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code and 

City Building Code to preclude significant adverse effects associated with seismic 
hazards. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site is located in a seismically active area of Southern California and is expected to 
experience moderate to severe ground shaking during the lifetime of the Project. This risk is not 
considered substantially different than that of other similar properties in the southern California 
area. As a mandatory condition of Project approval, the Project would be required to construct the 
proposed structures in accordance with the California Building Standards Code also known as 
California Code of Regulations Title 24 and the City Building Code.   
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.6-1 impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
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3.6 (a) (3) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Riverside County Land Information System. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to seismic ground shaking. 
These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.6-1 The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code and 

City Building Code to preclude significant adverse effects associated with seismic 
hazards. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, saturated, relatively cohesion-less soil deposits lose 
shear strength during strong ground motions.  The factors controlling liquefaction are: 

• Seismic ground shaking of relatively loose, granular soils that are saturated or submerged 
can cause soils to liquefy and temporarily behave as a dense fluid.   For liquefaction to occur, 
the following conditions have to occur: Intense seismic shaking; 

• Presence of loose granular soils prone to liquefaction; and 

• Saturation of soils due to shallow groundwater. 

 

According to the Riverside County Land Information System, the site is considered to have a “high” 
to “very high” potential for liquefaction. 

 

With implementation of PPP 3.6-1 impacts would be less than significant.   
 

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

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Source: Riverside County Land Information System. 
 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
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Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 

Generally, a landslide is defined as the downward and outward movement of loosened rock or earth 
down a hillside or slope. Landslides can occur either very suddenly or slowly, and frequently 
accompany other natural hazards such as earthquakes, floods, or wildfires. Landslides can also be 
induced by the undercutting of slopes during construction, improper artificial compaction, or 
saturation from sprinkler systems or broken water pipes.  

The Project site is generally level without significant slopes. As such, the site is not considered 
susceptible to seismically induced landslides. There are no impacts and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

 

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

 
 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: Project Application Materials.  
 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to soil erosion. This measure 
will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.9-2 Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall prepare a Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan. Project contractors shall be required to ensure 
compliance with the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and permit periodic 
inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to 
confirm compliance. 

 
Note: A comprehensive discussion of erosion can be found in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 

Soils in the project area have already been disturbed by previous activities. Therefore, the loss of 
topsoil is not a potential impact.  
 
Soils in the project area are particularly prone to erosion during the grading phase, especially 
during heavy rains. Reduction of the erosion potential can be accomplished through 
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, which specifies best management 
practices for temporary erosion controls. Such measures typically include temporary catchment 
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basins and/or sandbagging to control runoff and contain sediment transport within the Project site. 
Impacts are less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.9-2, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 
3.6(c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable 

as a result of the Project, and potentially result in on-or offsite landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.  
 
Source: Project Application Materials, Riverside County Land Information System. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to an unstable geologic unit. 
These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.6-1 The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code and 

City Building Code to preclude significant adverse effects associated with seismic 
hazards. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site is flat and gently sloping and contains no substantial natural or man‐made slopes. 
There is no evidence of on‐site landslides on or near the Project site, nor are there any exposed 
boulders that could result in rock fall hazards.  As such, there will no impacts associated with 
landslides and rock fall hazards. 
 
Based on the Riverside County Land Information System, the Project site is “susceptible” to 
subsidence. However, through compliance with PPP 3.6-1, subsidence and collapse potential would 
be attenuated through removal of near surface soils and replacement with properly compacted fill.  
 
Lateral spreading is primarily associated with liquefaction hazards. As noted above under Issue 
3.6(a) (3), the potential for liquefaction at the Project site is “negligible.”  Therefore, impacts 
associated with lateral spreading would be less than significant. Also refer to responses 3.6(a) (2) 
through3.6 (a) (4) above.  
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.6-1, impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

3.6(d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in the Uniform Building Code, creating 
substantial risks to life or property?  
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 Determination: Less than Significant Impact.  
 
Source:) 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to expansive soils. These 
measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.6-1 The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code and 

City Building Code to preclude significant adverse effects associated with strong 
seismic ground shaking. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Expansive soils are those that undergo volume changes as moisture content fluctuates; swelling 
substantially when wet or shrinking when dry. Soil expansion can damage structures by cracking 
foundations, causing settlement and distorting structural elements.  
 
The site is underlain by Older Alluvial deposits and capped by Younger Alluvial deposits which 
consist of silty sand and clayey sand. These soils typically have   a low expansion potential.  
 
With implementation of PPP 3.6-1, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
 

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

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Source: Project Application Materials. 

 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, Programs, or Standard Conditions applicable to the Project relating to 
this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
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The Project does not propose the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems. 
The Project would install domestic sewer infrastructure and connect to the Rubidoux Community 
Service District’s existing sewer conveyance and treatment system. As such, there are no impacts 
and no mitigation measures are required. 
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3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    
 

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

    
 

 
 

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source:  California Emissions Estimator Model, Project Application Materials. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to greenhouse gas emissions. 
These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.7-1 Prior to issuance of the first residential building permit, the Project Applicant shall 

submit energy usage calculations in the form of a Title 24 Compliance Report to the 
City of Jurupa Valley Building & Safety Department showing that the Project will be 
constructed in compliance with the most recently adopted edition of the applicable 
California Building Code Title 24 requirements.  

 
PPP 3.7-2 Prior to building permit issuance, the City shall verify that the following note is 

included on building plans.  
 

“All installed appliances shall comply with California Code of Regulations Title 20 
(Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards), which establishes energy efficiency 
requirements for appliances.” 
 
Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with the note and permit 
inspection by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to ensure compliance. The 
note also shall be specified in bid documents issued to prospective construction 
contractors. 

 
PPP 3.7-3 Prior to the approval of landscaping plans, the City shall verify that all landscaping 

will comply with City Ordinance No. 859, “Water Efficient Landscape 
Requirements.” Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with 
approved landscaping plans. 
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Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
An individual project cannot generate enough GHG emissions to influence global climate change. 
The Project participates in this potential impact by its incremental contribution combined with the 
cumulative increase of all other sources of GHGs, which when taken together may have a significant 
impact on global climate change. 
 
A numerical threshold for determining the significance of greenhouse gas emissions in the South 
Coast Air Basin has not been established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. The 
City of Jurupa Valley is using the following as interim thresholds for residential projects: 
 

1)   Generate greenhouse gas emissions that exceeds the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District’s project‐level efficiency target of 4.8 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
(MTCO2e) per service population (Service population is defined as the sum of the 
residential population and employees; a development's GHG emissions are divided by the 
service population to yield a GHG efficiency metric that is presented in terms of "metric tons 
of CO2e per service population per year"; or 
 

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

 
For purposes of this analysis, the 3,000 MTCO2e per year threshold is used. A summary of the 
proposed Project’s projected annual operational greenhouse gas emissions, including amortized 
construction‐related emissions, is provided in Table 10.   
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Table 10. Total Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Annual) (Metric Tons Per Year) 

Source 

 GHG Emissions MT/yr 
 

N2O 
 

CO2 
 

 
CH4 

 
CO2e 

Mobile Sources 0.000 184.57 0.0067 184.71 
Area 0.0001 4.25 0.004 4.37 
Energy 0.0007 51.99 0.0017 52.25 

Solid Waste 0.000 3.08 0.182 6.90 

Water/Wastewater 0.0001 5.12 0.03 5.92 
30-year Amortized 
Construction GHG 

 8.47 

TOTAL   262.62 
SCAQMD Threshold  3,000 
Exceed Threshold?  NO 

 
 
As shown in Table 10, the Project is estimated to emit approximately 262.62 MTCO2e per year, 
including amortized construction‐related emissions which is below the threshold used by the City 
to determine if greenhouse gas emissions are significant. Therefore, impacts are less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan, May 22, 2014. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to greenhouse gas 
emissions. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program: 
 
PPP 3.7-4 The Project is required to be in compliance with the First Update to the Climate 

Change Scoping Plan, May 22, 2014 adopted by the California Air Resources Board.   
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project’s is consistent with the Scoping Plan because its individual greenhouse gas emissions 
are below significance thresholds as noted in the response to Issue 3.7 (a) above and the Project is 
required to implement such greenhouse reduction measures as Energy Efficient Appliances, Water 
Efficient Landscaping, and Title 24 Energy Efficiency Requirements. As such, impacts are less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 



Charlie Kien (MA 14112) 
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
March 26, 2015 

 

58 
 

Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.7-4, impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   
  

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

    
 

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

     

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

     

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

    
 

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

     

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

    
 

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

     

 

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

 
Determination: Less than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. 
 
Source: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and Addendum Appendix C and D). 

 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
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There are numerous regulations pertaining to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials.  The following PPP applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to this issue. 
This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.8-1 The Project is subject all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations 

regarding hazardous materials, including but not limited requirements imposed by 
the Environmental Protection Agency, California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control, South Coast Air Quality Management District, and the Santa Ana Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. 

 

 Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Impact Analysis  
 
Existing Site Conditions 
 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and an Addendum were prepared for the Project site by 
Soils Pacifica Inc. to assess existing hazardous conditions. The Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment/Addendum indicates that the site had been used for agricultural activities and may have 
been exposed to DDT, pesticides, or herbicides.  The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment did not 
verify any exposure of these containments on the site.  
 
Construction Activities 
 
As noted above, hazardous wastes that may be present during construction of the Project may 
include DDT, pesticides, or herbicides.   Therefore, the following mitigation measure is required. 
 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 
 
MM-HAZ-1: Work Plan.  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Proponent shall submit 
to the City a work plan that includes soil sampling to address potential exposure concerns to 
construction workers to DDT, pesticides, or herbicides. The work plan shall identify soil disposal 
options if necessary.  
 
Operational Activities 
 
The Project site would be developed with residential land uses which are land uses not typically 
associated with the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Although residential land 
uses may utilize household products that contain toxic substances, such as cleansers, paints, 
adhesives, and solvents, these products are usually in low concentration and small in amount and 
would not pose a significant risk to humans or the environment during transport to/from or use at 
the Project site. 
 
With implementation of PPP 3.8-1 and MM HAZ-1, impacts would be less than significant.   
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3.8(b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 

Sources: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix C and D). 

 
Plans, Policies, or  Programs (PPP) 
 

There are numerous regulations pertaining to the accidental release of hazardous materials.  The 
following PPP applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to this issue. This measure 
will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.8-1 The Project is subject all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations 

regarding hazardous materials, including but not limited requirements imposed by 
the Environmental Protection Agency, California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control, South Coast Air Quality Management District, and the Santa Ana Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. 

 

 Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Accidents involving hazardous materials that could pose a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment would be highly unlikely during the construction and long‐term operation of the 
Project and are not reasonably foreseeable. The transport, use and handling of hazardous materials 
on the Project site during construction is a standard risk on all construction sites, and there would 
be no greater risk for upset and accidents than would occur on any other similar construction site.  
 
Upon build-out, the Project site would operate as a residential community, which is a land use type 
not typically associated with the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials that could be 
subject to upset or accident involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.8-1, impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

         

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 

Sources: Project Application Materials, Google Earth. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
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There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

 Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site is located within one-quarter mile of the Pacific Avenue Elementary School. As 
noted in the responses to Issue 3.8 (b), The Project site would be developed with residential land 
uses which is a land use not typically associated with the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials nor does such use emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials.  Therefore, impacts are less than significant. 
 

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

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 

Sources: DTSC's Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List - Site Cleanup (Cortese List,) Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment (Appendix C and D). 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5. No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are 
required. 
 

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 

Source: Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, October 14, 2004. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

PPP 3.8-1  As required by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the 
following shall be included in the Subdivision Public Report for the Project:   
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“This property is presently located in the vicinity of an airport, within what is known 
as an airport influence area. For that reason, the property may be subject to some of 
the annoyances associated with proximity to airport operations (for example: noise, 
vibration, or odors). Individual sensitivities to those annoyances can vary from person 
to person. You may wish to consider what airport annoyances, if any, are associated 
with the property before you complete your purchases and determine whether they are 
acceptable to you. (Business and Professions Code Section 11010 (b) (13) (A)].” 

 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project is located the Compatibility Zone D of the Flabob Airport. Zone D is the Primary Traffic 
Patterns and Runway Buffer Area.  
 
According to the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, two options are provided for 
residential densities in Compatibility Zone D. Option (1) has a density limit of 0.2 dwelling units per 
acre (i.e., an average parcel size of at least 5.0 gross acres). Option (2) requires that the density be 
greater than 5.0 dwelling units per acre (i.e., an average parcel size less than 0.2 gross acres). The 
choice between these two options is at the discretion of the local land use jurisdiction.  
 
The Project’s density is 3.9 dwelling units per acre (du/ac) which is greater than the 0.2 du/ac and 
less than the 5.0 du/ac parameters. However, the Project is considered an “in-fill” development as 
described in Section 3.3.1 of the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan because it 
meets the following criteria: 
 

 The parcel size is no larger than 20.0 acres. 
 

 At least 65% of the site’s perimeter is bounded (disregarding roads) by existing uses similar 
to, or more intensive than, those proposed. 

 
 The proposed project would not extend the perimeter of the area defined by the 

surrounding, already developed, incompatible uses. 
 

 Further increases in the residential density, nonresidential usage intensity, and/or other 
incompatible design or usage characteristics (e.g., through use permits, density transfers, 
addition of second units on the same parcel, height variances, or other strategy) are 
prohibited. 

 
 The area to be developed cannot previously have been set aside as open land in accordance 

with policies contained in this Plan unless replacement open land is provided within the 
same compatibility zone. 

 
 The average development density (3.9 du/ac) of the site shall not exceed the average 

density represented by all existing lots that lie fully or partially within a distance of 300 feet 
from the boundary of the parcel to be divided. 
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The Project meets all of the criteria above and is therefore deemed as ‘in-fill” development and is 
considered a compatible use with the Flabob Airport.   
 
Based on the above analysis and with implementation of PPP 3.8-1, the Project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the Project area. 
 

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

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 

Source: Google Earth. Site Reconnaissance.. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact would occur and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

 

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

 
Determination:  Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: General Plan Safety Element, Project Application Materials 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Access to the Project site is proposed from Opal Street and Ridgewood Drive which will connect to 
proposed interior street.  Both these roadways are fully improved.  The Project site does not 
contain any emergency facilities nor does it serve as an emergency evacuation route. During 
construction and long‐term operation, the Project would be required to maintain adequate 
emergency access for emergency vehicles via Opal Street and Ridgewood Drive and connecting 
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roadways as required by the City. Furthermore, the Project would not result in a substantial 
alteration to the design or capacity of any public road that would impair or interfere with the 
implementation of evacuation procedures. Because the Project would not interfere with an adopted 
emergency response or evacuation plan, impacts are less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
 

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

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Source: Riverside County Land Information System. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
According to the Riverside County Land Information System, the Project area is not located within a 
high wildfire hazard area. The Project area is substantially surrounded by existing development on 
all four sides. Therefore development of the Project would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires and no impact would occur. No 
mitigation measures are required. 
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3.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    
 

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

    
 

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

    
 

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

    
 

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

    
 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
 

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

     

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

     

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

     

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?      
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3.9(a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Tentative Tract Map 36827, Drainage Report (Appendix  E). 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating water quality and waste 
discharge requirements. These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.9-1. Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall obtain a National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit from the State Resources Control 
Board. Evidence that an National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit has 
been issued shall be provided to the City of Jurupa Valley prior to issuance of the 
first grading permit. 

 
PPP 3.9-2 Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall prepare a Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan. Project contractors shall be required to ensure 
compliance with the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and permit periodic 
inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to 
confirm compliance. 

 
PPP 3.9-3 During construction, Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance 

with the Project’s Water Quality Management Plan associated with the Project and 
permit periodic inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or 
its designee to confirm compliance. 

 
PPP 3.9-4 The Project shall be in compliance with Chapter 6.10, Storm Water/Urban Runoff 

Management and Discharge Controls of the City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code.  
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 

The following is incorporated into the Project by the applicant, and would reduce impacts related to 
water quality and discharge requirements. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PDF 3.9-1 Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 provides for an 8,530 square foot water quality 

basin and a 300 cubic foot infiltration pit. These areas shall be designed to manage 
water quality runoff to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
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Impact Analysis 
 
Construction 
 
Construction of the Project would involve clearing, grading, paving, utility installation, building 
construction, and the installation of landscaping, which would result in the generation of potential 
water quality pollutants such as silt, debris, chemicals, paints, and other solvents with the potential 
to adversely affect water quality. As such, short‐term water quality impacts have the potential to 
occur during construction of the Project in the absence of any protective or avoidance measures. 
 
Pursuant to the requirements of the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board and the City of 
Jurupa Valley, the Project would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Municipal Stormwater Permit for construction activities. The National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit is required for all Projects that include construction activities, such as 
clearing, grading, and/or excavation that disturb at least one acre of total land area.  
 
In addition, the Project would be required to comply with the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board’s Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Program. Compliance with the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit and the Santa Ana River Basin Water 
Quality Control Program involves the preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan for construction‐related activities, including grading. The Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan would specify the Best Management Practices that the Project would be required to 
implement during construction activities to ensure that all potential pollutants of concern are 
prevented, minimized, and/or otherwise appropriately treated prior to being discharged from the 
subject property.  
 
Operation  
 
Storm water pollutants commonly associated with the land uses proposed by the Project (i.e., 
residential) include sediment/turbidity, nutrients, trash and debris, oxygen‐demanding substances, 
organic compounds, bacteria and viruses, oil and grease, pesticides, and metals.  
 
Pursuant to the requirements of the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit, 
a Water Quality Management Plan is required for managing the quality of storm water or urban 
runoff that flows from a developed site after construction is completed and the facilities or 
structures are occupied and/or operational.  A Water Quality Management Plan describes the Best 
Management Practices that will be implemented and maintained throughout the life of a project to 
prevent and minimize water pollution that can be caused by storm water or urban runoff.   
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.9-1 through PPP 3.9-4 and PDF 3.9-1, 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
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3.9(b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been granted)?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Tentative Tract Map 36827, Drainage Report (Appendix E). 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The sole source of potable water supply for the Rubidoux Community Services District is 
groundwater extracted from the southern portion of the Riverside-Arlington of the Upper Santa 
Ana Groundwater Basin. The District currently does not purchase or otherwise obtain water from a 
wholesale water supplier, and recycled water is not currently available to the District. The District 
expects that groundwater extracted from the Basin by six potable and six non-potable (irrigation 
only) groundwater wells will continue to be its primary (and possibly only) source of water 
through the year 2035, and possibly beyond. 
 
The District does not have an immediate concern with water supply reliability. Because the 
District's water supply is groundwater, which is not subject to seasonal or year-to-year climatic 
change, it is not subject to short-term water shortages resulting from temporary dry weather 
conditions. The District and other groundwater users in the Santa Ana Watershed have been 
implementing ongoing groundwater management practices to extend the useful life of the 
groundwater resource to meet current and future demands. In the foreseeable future, the District 
will continue to be reliant on local groundwater supplies. The District will develop additional 
groundwater extraction and groundwater treatment facilities as needed to ensure a continuous and 
adequate water supply for its service area. (Ref. Rubidoux Community Services District, Urban Water 
Management Plan, 2011). 
 
Based on the above anlysis, the Project’s demand for domestic water service would not 
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level.  
 

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

 
 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
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Source: Tentative Tract Map 36827 Drainage Report. 
 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to soil erosion. This 
measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.9-4 The Project shall be in compliance with Chapter 6.10, Storm Water/Urban Runoff 

Management and Discharge Controls of the City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code.  
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 

The following is incorporated into the Project by the applicant, and would reduce impacts related to 
soil erosion. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program: 
 
PDF 3.9-1 Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 provides for an 8,530 square foot water quality 

basin and a 300 cubic foot infiltration pit. These areas shall be designed to manage 
water quality runoff to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
Impact Analysis 
 
Development of Project would increase impervious surface coverage on the site. Generally the 
existing surface from westerly property line at Golden West Avenue drains toward Opal Street to the 
east. Drainage patterns will generally follow the existing frontage Opal Street public street gutter and 
remain as in the existing condition. 
 
Drainage subarea A-1 consists of 1.81 acres drains into proposed catch basin at the west side of 
Ridgewood Drive. Drainage Area A-2 consists of 1.06 acres drains into proposed catch basin at the east 
side of Ridgewood Drive. Drainage Subareas A-1 and A-2 will drain into proposed water quality and 
detention basin area A-3 then outlet through proposed parkway drain into Opal Street gutter. Drainage 
subarea A-4 consists of 0.35 acres will drain toward Ridgewood Drive then Opal Street. 
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.9-4 and PDF 3.9-1, impacts would be 
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

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

 
 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.  
 
Source: Tentative Tract Map 36827 Drainage Report. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to flooding. This measure 
will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
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PPP 3.9-5  The Project shall be in compliance with City Ordinance 460, Section 11.3, Flood 
Control and Tract Drainage.  

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 

The following is incorporated into the Project by the applicant, and would reduce impacts related to 
flooding. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program: 
 
PDF 3.9-1 Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 provides for an 8,530 square foot water quality 

basin and a 300 cubic foot infiltration pit. These areas shall be designed to manage 
water quality runoff to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
Impact Analysis 
 
Generally the existing surface from westerly property line at Golden West Avenue drains toward Opal 
Street to the east. Drainage patterns will generally follow the existing frontage Opal Street public street 
gutter and remain as in the existing condition. 
 
Drainage subarea A-1 consists of 1.81 acres drains into proposed catch basin at the west side of 
Ridgewood Drive. Drainage Area A-2 consists of 1.06 acres drains into proposed catch basin at the east 
side of Ridgewood Drive. Drainage Subareas A-1 and A-2 will drain into proposed water quality and 
detention basin area A-3 then outlet through proposed parkway drain into Opal Street gutter. Drainage 
subarea A-4 consists of 0.35 acres will drain toward Ridgewood Drive then Opal Street. 
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.9-5 and PDF 3.9-1, impacts would be 
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

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

 
Determination: Less than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Tentative Tract Map 36827 Drainage Report. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to drainage capacity and 
additional sources of polluted runoff. These measures would be included in the Project’s Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.9-1. Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall obtain a National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit from the State Resources Control 
Board. Evidence that an National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit has 
been issued shall be provided to the City of Jurupa Valley prior to issuance of the 
first grading permit. 
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PPP 3.9-2 Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall prepare a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan. Project contractors shall be required to ensure 
compliance with the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and permit periodic 
inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to 
confirm compliance. 

 
PPP 3.9-3 During construction, Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance 

with the Project’s Water Quality Management Plan associated with the Project and 
permit periodic inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or 
its designee to confirm compliance. 

 
PPP 3.9-4 The Project shall be in compliance with Chapter 6.10, Storm Water/Urban Runoff 

Management and Discharge Controls of the City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code.  
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 

The following is incorporated into the Project by the applicant, and would reduce impacts related to 

drainage capacity and additional sources of polluted runoff. This measure will be included in 
the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PDF 3.9-1 Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 provides for an 8,530 square foot water quality 

basin and a 300 cubic foot infiltration pit. These areas shall be designed to manage 
water quality runoff to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
Impact Analysis 
 
Water runoff from will be directed to the on-site water quality basin and an infiltration pit before 
discharging into the storm drain system in Opal Street. 
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.9-1 through PPP 3.9-4 and PDF 3.9-1, 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

3.9(f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.   
 
Sources: Project Application Materials. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to water quality. These 
measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.9-1. Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall obtain a National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit from the State Resources Control 
Board. Evidence that an National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit has 
been issued shall be provided to the City of Jurupa Valley prior to issuance of the 
first grading permit. 
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PPP 3.9-2 Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall prepare a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan. Project contractors shall be required to ensure 
compliance with the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and permit periodic 
inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to 
confirm compliance. 

 
PPP 3.9-3 During construction, Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance 

with the Project’s Water Quality Management Plan associated with the Project and 
permit periodic inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or 
its designee to confirm compliance. 

 
PPP 3.9-4 The Project shall be in compliance with Chapter 6.10, Storm Water/Urban Runoff 

Management and Discharge Controls of the City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code.  
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 

The following is incorporated into the Project by the applicant, and would reduce impacts related to 
water quality. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program: 
 
PDF 3.9-1 Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 provides for an 8,530 square foot water quality 

basin and a 300 cubic foot infiltration pit. These areas shall be designed to manage 
water quality runoff to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
Impact Analysis 
 
There are no conditions associated with the proposed Project that could result in the substantial 
degradation of water quality beyond what is described above in Responses3.9 (a), 3.9(c), and3.9 
(e).  
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.9-1 through PPP 3.9-4 and PDF 3.9-1, 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 
3.9(g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 

Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?   

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Source: FEMA FIRM Panel No. 06065C0706G. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
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The site is not located within a designated flood plain, based upon a review of Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map Panel No. 06065C0706G, dated August 28, 2008.  
This Panel identified the subject area as Zone X, which is defined as “Area of minimal flood hazard, 
usually depicted on Flood Insurance Rate Maps as above the 500-year flood level.” No impact would 
occur and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

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

 
Source: FEMA FIRM Panel No. 06065C0706G. 

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Plans, Policies, Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Refer to Issue 3.9(g) above. The Project area is not within a 100-year flood hazard. No Impact 
would occur and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

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

 
Source: FEMA FIRM Panel No. 06065C0706G. 

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
As noted Issue 3.9(g), the Project site is not subject to flooding.  No dams, leeves or water bodies 
exist in the immediate vicinity of the Project site that could adversely affect the site should a 
structural failure occur. No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

3.9(j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?   
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Determination: No Impact. 
 
Sources: Project Application Materials, Google Earth 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Pacific Ocean is located more than 30 miles from the Project site; consequently, there is no 
potential for tsunamis to impact the Project. In addition, no steep hillsides subject to mudflow are 
located on or near the Project site. The nearest large body of surface water to the site is Lake 
Mathews, located approximately 12 miles to the south. Due to the distance of Lake Mathews from 
the Project site, a seiche in Lake Mathews would have no impact on the proposed Project.  
Therefore, the Project site would not be subject to inundation by a seiche, mudflow, and/or 
tsunami.  No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are required. 
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3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Physically divide an established community? 
     

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

    
 

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

   
  

 
 

3.10(a) Physically divide an established community?   

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Sources: Project Application Materials, Google Earth 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
An example of a Project that has the potential to divide an established community includes the 
construction of a new freeway or highway through an established neighborhood.  The Project site is 
an in-fill site consisting of 3.3 acres which is surrounded by residential development on all sides. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur with respect to dividing an established community.  
 

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 



Charlie Kien (MA 14112) 
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
March 26, 2015 

 

77 
 

Source: General Plan, Jurupa Area Plan, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Final 2012 Air Quality Management 
Plan, Southern California Association of Governments, 2012‐2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, Project Application Materials 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The applicable plans and policies relating to a conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project (including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect are described in the analysis below. 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
As demonstrated throughout this Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Project 
would otherwise not conflict with any applicable goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan, 
or the City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Ordinance. Additionally, with Mitigation Measure BIO-1, as set 
forth in this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Project would not conflict with any 
applicable policy document, including, without limitation, the Western Riverside Multiple Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan, South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Air Quality Management 
Plan, Southern California Association of Government’s 2012, 2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, and Government’s 2008 Regional Transportation Plan. The 
purpose of these plans are to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect. 
 
In conclusion, the Project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating adverse environmental effects and impacts would 
be less than significant.  
 

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

 
 Determination: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. 
 
Source: Western Riverside County MSHCP, Biological Resources Report (Appendix A).  
 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to a conflict with any 
applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. This measure would 
be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.10-1 The Project shall implement the requirements of Western Riverside County Multiple 

Species Habitat Conservation Plan.  
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
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Impact Analysis 
 
The Project is located within the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP). The MSHCP, a regional Habitat Conservation Plan was adopted on June 17, 2003. 
The intent of the MSHCP is to preserve native vegetation and meet the habitat needs of multiple 
species, rather than focusing preservation efforts on one species at a time. The MSHCP provides 
coverage (including take authorization for listed species) for special‐status plant and animal 
species, as well as mitigation for impacts to sensitive species. According to the MSHCP: 
 

 The Project site is not located within an MSHCP Criteria Area (area proposed for 
conservation). 

 
 The Project site does not contain MSHCP riparian/riverine areas or vernal pools. 

 
 The Project site will not impact any MSHCP Narrow Endemic Plant Species. 

 
 The Project site is not required to comply with the MSHCP Urban/Wildland Interface 

Guidelines. 
 

 No large burrows were found in the area and the particularly dense ruderal vegetation 
suggest poor habitat for burrowing owl.  However, their presence cannot be ruled out 
because burrowing owls have been known to occupy disturbed sites. Mitigation is required. 

 
Mitigation Measures (MM) 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 in Section 3.4, Biological Resources of this Initial Study/Mitigated 
Declaration shall apply. 
  
With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, impacts will be less than significant. 
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3.11 MINERAL RESOURCES 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

     

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

     

 
 

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

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Sources: Riverside County General Plan Figure OS‐5, “Mineral Resources,” Updated Mineral Land Classification Map for 
Portland Cement Concrete-Grade Aggregate in the San Bernardino Production-Consumption (P-C) Region, San Bernardino 
and Riverside Counties, California, the California Division of Mines and Geology, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
(Appendix C) 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Based on the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the Project, no mineral resource 
extraction activity is known to have ever occurred on the property. According to mapping 
conducted by the California Geological Survey which maps areas known as Mineral Resources 
Zones (MRZs), the proposed Project site is mapped within MRZ‐3, which is defined as “areas with 
no known significant mineral deposits.” 
 
The Project site is not located within an area of known to be underlain by regionally‐ or locally 
important mineral resources, or within an area that has the potential to be underlain by regionally 
or locally‐important mineral resources, as disclosed by the General Plan and the associated General 
Plan Environmental Impact Report. Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Project would not 
result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region or 
the residents of the State of California. Accordingly, no impact would occur.   
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3.11(b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?  

 
 Determination: No Impact. 
 
Sources: City of Jurupa Valley General Plan Land Use Map  

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Refer to the Issue 3.11(a), above. The General Plan does not identify any locally important mineral 
resource recovery sites on‐site or within close proximity to the Project site, nor are any mineral 
resource recovery operations located on‐site or in the surrounding area. The General Plan 
designates the Project site as Medium Density Residential. As such, no impact would occur.   
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3.12 NOISE 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    
 

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

    
 

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

    
 

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

    
 

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

     

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

     

 

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

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 

Sources: Project Application Materials, Noise Element of the General Plan, Chapter 11.02, Noise Regulations of the Municipal 
Code. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to noise. These measures will 
be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.12-1 In order to ensure compliance with General Plan Policy N-12.3, N-12.4, and 

Municipal Code Chapter 11.02, Noise Regulations, prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit, the developer is required to submit a construction-related noise mitigation 
plan to the City for review and approval. The plan must depict the location of 
construction equipment and how the noise from this equipment will be mitigated 
during construction of this project. In addition, the plan shall require that the 
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following notes are included on grading plans and building plans. Project 
contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with the notes and permit 
periodic inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its 
designee to confirm compliance. These notes also shall be specified in bid 
documents issued to prospective construction contractors. 

 
a) All construction activities shall comply with Chapter 11.02 (Noise Regulations) of 
the Municipal Code, including but not limited to the requirement that haul truck 
deliveries shall be limited to between the hours of 6:00am to 6:00pm during the 
months of June through September and 7:00am to 6:00pm during the months of 
October through May. 

 
b) Construction contractors shall equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, 
with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with manufacturers’ 
standards. 

 
c) All stationary construction equipment shall be placed in such a manner so that 
emitted noise is directed away from any sensitive receptors adjacent to the Project 
site. 

 
d) Construction equipment staging areas shall be located the greatest distance 
between the staging area and the nearest sensitive receptors.  

 
PPP 3.12-2 In order to ensure compliance with General Plan Policy N - 4. prior to issuance of 

any residential building permit, an interior noise analysis shall be completed to the 
satisfaction of the City Building and Safety Department demonstrating that 
proposed building materials will achieve interior noise levels less than 45 dBA 
CNEL. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Development of the Project site as a residential community has the potential to expose persons to 
or result in elevated noise levels during both short‐term construction activities and under long‐
term conditions. Short‐term (i.e., construction) and long‐term (i.e., operational) noise impacts 
associated with the Project are discussed below 
 
Short-term Construction Noise 
 
The most significant source of short-term noise impact is related to noise generated during 
construction activities on the Project site which would result in potential noise impacts to nearby 
sensitive receptors. Construction is performed in discrete steps, each of which has its own mix of 
equipment and consequently its own noise characteristics. Thus noise levels will fluctuate 
depending upon construction phase, equipment type, duration of equipment use, distance between 
the noise source and receptor, and the presence or absence of noise attenuation structures.   
 



Charlie Kien (MA 14112) 
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
March 26, 2015 

 

83 
 

As shown on Table11 below. noise levels generated by heavy construction equipment can range 
from approximately 75 dBA to 99 dBA when measured at 50 feet  
 

Table11. Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels 
 

Type of Equipment 
 

Range of Sound Levels Measured 
(dBA at 50 feet) 

 
Pile Drivers 

 
81 to 96 

 
Rock Drills 83 to 99 

 
Jack Hammers 75 to 85 

 
Pneumatic Tools 78 to 88 

 
Pumps 68 to 80 

 
Dozers 85 to 90 

 
Tractors 

 
77 to 82 

Front-End Loaders 86 to 90 

 
Graders 79 to 89 

 
Air Compressors 76 to 86 

 
Trucks 81 to 87 

 
Source: “Noise Control for Buildings and Manufacturing Plants”, Bolt, Beranek & Newman, 1987, as 
cited in the General Plan  EIR 

 
 
However, these noise levels diminish with distance from the construction site at a rate of 6 dBA per 
doubling of distance.  For example, a noise level of 75 dBA for a jack hammer measured at 50 feet 
from the noise source to the receptor would be reduced to 69 dBA at 100 feet from the source to 
the receptor, and would be further reduced to 63 dBA at 200 feet from the source to the receptor. 
 
Chapter 11.10 of the City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code (Noise Regulations) includes a provision 
that exempts construction activities from any maximum noise level standard, provided that 
construction activities occur between the hours of 6:00am‐6:00pm during the months of June 
through September or 7:00am‐ 6:00pm during the months of October through May. The Project is 
required to comply with the City’s Noise Regulations so implementation of the Project would not 
expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards adopted by the City. 
 
Noise Impacts to the Project  
 
The Project is considered a “sensitive receptor” because it is a residential development. Impacts to 
the Project would be significant if the exterior area of the homes (i.e. yards) would be exposed to 
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noise levels in excess of 65 dBa. For the interior area of the homes impacts would be significant if 
exposed to noise levels in excess of 45 dBa.  
 
The Project site is located in an area largely characterized by urban development. Residential land 
uses surround the site on all sides.  Noise producing land uses that impact residential uses include, 
but are not limited to, agriculture uses, industrial uses, commercial uses, and noise from major 
highways and roads.  
 
The Project site is located adjacent to Golden West Avenue and Opal Street, which are both 
classified as “Local Streets” and are not considered a major highway or roadway that produces 
significant levels of traffic noise.  As such, impacts are considered to be less than significant. 
  
Noise Impacts Generated by the Project  
 
As established by the General Plan performance standards, project‐related noises, as projected to 
any portion of any surrounding property containing a habitable dwelling, hospital, school, library or 
nursing home, shall not exceed 65 equivalent level dBA (dBA Leq) between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. or 45 
dBA Leq between 10 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. for a cumulative period of more than ten (10) minutes per 
hour.  
 
The primary source of noise generated by the Project will be from the vehicle traffic generated by 
the new homes to the nearby residential uses. The Project would generate an estimated additional 
123  total trip-ends per day with 9.75 trips in the AM Peak Hour and 13.0 trips in the PM Peak Hour.  
 
The City of Jurupa Valley considers a project to result in a significant traffic‐related noise impact if 
traffic generated by that project would cause or contribute to exterior noise levels at sensitive 
receptor locations in excess of 65 dBA CNEL and the project’s contribution to the noise 
environment equals 3.0 dBA CNEL or more. (A change of 3.0 dBA is considered “barely perceptible” 
by the human ear and changes of less than 3.0 dBA CNEL generally cannot be perceived except in 
carefully controlled laboratory environments). Due to the low traffic volume and speeds, traffic 
noise from the Project will not make a significant contribution to the noise environment. 
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.12-1 and  PPP 3.12-2  impacts would be 
less than significant.   
 

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

 
 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Project Application Material. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
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Impact Analysis 
 
Construction Vibration 
 
Under existing conditions, there are no known sources of ground‐borne vibration or noise that 
affect the Project site. The Project would not generate ground‐borne vibration or ground‐borne 
noise, except, potentially, during the construction phase from the use of heavy construction 
equipment. The Project will not employ any pile driving, rock blasting, or rock crushing equipment 
during construction activities, which are the primary sources of ground‐borne noise and vibration 
during construction.  
 
Operational Vibration 
 
There are no conditions associated with the long‐term operation of the proposed Project that would 
result in the exposure of on‐ or off‐site residents to excessive ground‐borne vibration or noise. The 
proposed Project would develop the subject property as a residential community and would not 
include nor require equipment, facilities, or activities that would generate ground‐borne vibration 
or ground‐borne noise. In addition, the Project site is not located in the vicinity of a railroad line or 
any other use associated with ground‐borne vibration or ground‐borne noise; therefore, the Project 
would not expose future on‐site residents to substantial ground‐borne vibration or noise.  
 
Based on the above analysis, operation the Project would not expose on‐ or off‐site sensitive 
receptors to substantial ground‐borne vibration or ground‐borne noise. Impacts are less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 
 

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Project Application Materials, Noise Element of the General Plan, Chapter 11.02, Noise Regulations of the Municipal 
Code. 
 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
As discussed above under Issue 3.12(a), the only potential for the Project to create a permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels is the result of future traffic generated by the proposed Project that 
has the potential to cause or contribute to elevated traffic‐related noise volumes at offsite locations. 
The analysis presented under Issue 3.12(a) concluded that the Project’s incremental noise 
contributions to study area roadways would be considered “barely perceptible” (i.e., less than 3.0 



Charlie Kien (MA 14112) 
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
March 26, 2015 

 

86 
 

dBA CNEL). As such, offsite transportation‐related noise impacts would be less than significant and 
no mitigation is required. 
 

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

 
 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: Project Application Materials, Noise Element of the General Plan, Chapter 11.02, Noise Regulations of the Municipal 
Code. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to temporary periodic 
increases in noise. These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.12-1 In order to ensure compliance with General Plan Policy N-12.3, N-12.4, and 

Municipal Code Chapter 11.10, Noise Regulations, prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit, the developer is required to submit a construction-related noise mitigation 
plan to the City for review and approval. The plan must depict the location of 
construction equipment and how the noise from this equipment will be mitigated 
during construction of this project. In addition, the plan shall require that the 
following notes are included on grading plans and building plans. Project 
contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with the notes and permit 
periodic inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its 
designee to confirm compliance. These notes also shall be specified in bid 
documents issued to prospective construction contractors. 

 
a) All construction activities shall comply with Chapter 11..10 (Noise Regulations) of 
the Municipal Code, including but not limited to the requirement that haul truck 
deliveries shall be limited to between the hours of 6:00am to 6:00pm during the 
months of June through September and 7:00am to 6:00pm during the months of 
October through May. 

 
b) Construction contractors shall equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, 
with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with manufacturers’ 
standards. 

 
c) All stationary construction equipment shall be placed in such a manner so that 
emitted noise is directed away from any sensitive receptors adjacent to the Project 
site. 

 
d) Construction equipment staging areas shall be located the greatest distance 
between the staging area and the nearest sensitive receptors.  

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
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Impact Analysis 
 
As discussed above under Issue 3.12(a), the only potential for the Project to create a substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels is during its construction phase. The 
analysis presented under Issue 3.12(a) concluded that the Project would result in elevated noise 
levels during construction but were less than significant. 
 
Based on the analysis above, with implementation of PPP 3.12-1, impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

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

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 

Source: Flabob Airport Policies and Compatibility Ma. 
 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project is located the Compatibility Zone D of the Flabob Airport. Zone D is the Primary Traffic 
Patterns and Runway Buffer Area. According to the Falbob Airport Policies and Compatibility Map, 
Figure 3-1, the Project site is located in an area that is exposed to noise levels of  55 dBA CNEL or 
less. As such, noise impacts from Flabob Airport are less than significant.   
 

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

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Source: Google Earth. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 



Charlie Kien (MA 14112) 
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
March 26, 2015 

 

88 
 

Impact Analysis 
 
There are no private airfields or airstrips in the vicinity of the Project site. Accordingly, the Project 
would have no potential to expose future residents in the Project area to excessive noise levels 
associated with a private airstrip. No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are required. 
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 3.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    
 

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

     
c. Displace substantial numbers of people, 

necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

     

 
 

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

 
Determination: Less than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: Project Application Materials, State of California, Department of Finance, “E‐5 Population and Housing Estimates for 
Cities, Counties and the State — January 1, 2011‐ 2013,” Water & Sewer Letter-Rubidoux Community Services District 
(Appendix F).  

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project would be developed with 13 single‐family detached residential homes. Pursuant to 
population estimates prepared by the State Department of Finance, single‐family detached units 
within the City are occupied by an average of 3.88 persons per dwelling unit (State of California, 
Department of Finance, E‐5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State — 
January 1, 2011‐ 2014). Therefore, using population generation estimates provided by the State, the 
Project could increase the City of Jurupa Valley’s population by up to 50 new residents if all the new 
residents currently reside outside the City limits.  
 
Typically, population growth would be considered a significant impact pursuant to CEQA if it 
directly or indirectly affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public services and requires 
the expansion or new construction of public facilities and utilities.  
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According to the Rubidoux Community Services District, an 8-inch diameter water line exists in 
Opal Street to provide water service and an 8-inch diameter sewer line exists in Opal Street to 
provide sewer service. The Opal Street sewer line will have to be extended to serve the Project, 
however, the extension will occur in an existing developed area.   
 
In addition, the analysis in Section 3.14, Public Services, of this Initial Study Checklist demonstrates 
that the impacts on public services is less than significant so the public service providers ability to 
provide services will not be reduced.   As such, impacts are less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
 

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

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Sources: Project Application Materials, Google Earth. 
 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site is vacant and contains no housing. As such, there are no impacts that would require 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No mitigation measures are required. 
 

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

 
Determination: No Impact. 
 
Sources: Project Application Materials, Google Earth. 
 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, Programs, or Standard Conditions applicable to the Project relating to 
this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
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Impact Analysis 
 
The Project site is vacant and contains no housing. As such, there are no impacts that would require 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  
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3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

1) Fire protection?     
 

2) Police protection?     
 

3) Schools?     
 

4) Parks?     
 

5) Other public facilities?      

 
 

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

 
FIRE PROTECTION 
 
Determination:  Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: Riverside County Fire Department Riverside County Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Master Plan, Riverside 
County Fire Department “Fire Stations,” Google Earth, Ordinance No. 659, Project Application Materials 
 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to fire protection. These 
measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 

 

PPP 3.14-1  The Project applicant shall comply with all applicable Riverside County Fire 
Department codes, ordinances, and standard conditions regarding fire prevention 
and suppression measures relating to water improvement plans, fire hydrants, 
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automatic fire extinguishing systems, fire access, access gates, combustible 
construction, water availability, and fire sprinkler systems. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis  
 
The Riverside County Fire Department provides fire protection services to the Project area. The 
Project would be primarily served by the West Riverside Fire Station (Station No. 18), an existing 
station located approximately 2.2 roadway miles northeast of the Project site at 7545 Mission 
Boulevard. 
 
Development of the Project would impact fire protection services by placing an additional demand 
on existing Riverside County Fire Department resources should its resources not be augmented. To 
offset the increased demand for fire protection services, the Project would  be conditioned by the 
City to provide a minimum of fire safety and support fire suppression activities, including 
compliance with State and local fire codes, fire sprinklers, a fire hydrant system, 
 paved access, and secondary access routes.  
 
Furthermore, the Project would be required to comply with the provisions of the City’s 
Development Impact Fee Ordinance, which requires a fee payment to assist the City in providing for 
fire protection services. Payment of the Development Impact Fee would ensure that the Project 
provides fair share funds for the provision of additional public services, including fire protection 
services, which may be applied to fire facilities and/or equipment, to offset the incremental 
increase in the demand for fire protection services that would be created by the Project. 
 
Based on the above analysis, with implementation of PPP 3.14-1 and PPP 3.14-2, impacts related to 
fire protection would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 
POLICE PROTECTION   
 

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: Riverside County Sheriff’s Department “Stations,” Riverside County General Plan, Project Application Materials. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to police protection. This 
measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.14-2 The Project shall comply with City’s Development Impact Fee which requires 

payment of a development mitigation fee to assist in providing revenue that the City 
can use to improve public facilities and/or, to offset the incremental increase in the 
demand for public services that would be created by the Project. Prior to the 
issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant shall pay fees in accordance with 
the City’s Ordinance 659. 
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Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis  
 
The Riverside County Sheriff’s Department provides community policing to the Project area via the 
Jurupa Valley Station located at 7477 Mission Boulevard.  The Riverside County Sheriff’s 
Department has set a minimum level of service standard of 1.0 deputy per 1,000 people. At full 
buildout, the Project would introduce approximately 50 new residents to the Project area. To 
maintain the desirable level of service, the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department would require 
approximately 0.05 additional deputes. The additional 0.05 deputies would not require the 
construction of new or expanded sheriff facilities.  
 
The Project would be required to comply with the provisions of the City’s Development Impact Fee 
Ordinance, which requires a fee payment to assist the City in providing for public services, 
including police protection services. Payment of the Development Impact Fee would ensure that the 
Project provides its fair share of funds for additional police protection services, which may be 
applied to sheriff facilities and/or equipment, to offset the incremental increase in the demand that 
would be created by the Project.  
 
Based on the above analysis, with implementation of PPP 3.14-2, impacts related to police 
protection would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

SCHOOLS 
   

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: California Senate Bill 50 (Greene), Project Application Materials 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to schools. This measure 
will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.14-3 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant shall pay required 

development impact fees to the Jurupa Unified School District following protocol for 
impact fee collection. 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis  
 
The construction of 13 residential homes as proposed by the Project would increase the population 
in the local area and would consequently place greater demand on the existing public school system 
by generating additional students to be served by the Jurupa Unified School District. The Project 
would be required to contribute fees to the Jurupa Unified School District in accordance with the 
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Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (Senate Bill 50). Pursuant to Senate Bill 50, payment of 
school impact fees constitutes complete mitigation for Project‐related impacts to school services.  
 
Based on the above analysis, with implementation of PPP 3.14-3, impacts related to schools   would 
be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.  
 
PARKS 
 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Project Application Materials. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to parks. This measure will 
be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.14-4 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Project Applicant shall pay required 

park development impact fees to the Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District 
pursuant to District Ordinance No. 01-2007 and 02-2008.   

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis  

The Project proposes the construction of 13 residential units. Based on population estimates 
prepared by the State Department of Finance, the Project is estimated to provide housing for up to 
50 residents (3.88 persons per household x 13 houses = 50.4). Based on the Jurupa Area Recreation 
and Parks District’s goal of providing 5.0 acres of park land for each 1,000 residents, the Project 
would generate a demand for approximately 0.05 acres of park land.  The Project does not propose 
any park land so it will be subject to the park development impact fee. 

 
Based on the above analysis, with implementation of PPP 3.14-4, impacts related to parks would be 
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 
OTHER PUBLIC FACILITIES 
 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Project Application Materials. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to parks. These measures will 
be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.14-2 above is applicable to the Project. 
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Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis  
 
Development of the Project would result in an increase in the population of the Project area and 
would increase the demand for public services, including public health services and library services. 
However, the population increase generated by the Project would not require the construction of 
new or expanded public facilities.  
 
The Project would be required to comply with the provisions of the City’s Development Impact Fee 
Ordinance, which requires a fee payment to assist the City in providing public services. Payment of 
the Development Impact Fee would ensure that the Project provides fair share of funds for 
additional public services. These funds may be applied to the acquisition and/or construction of 
public services and/or equipment.  
 
Based on the above analysis, with implementation of PPP 3.14-2 above, impacts related to parks   
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
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3.15 RECREATION 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    
 

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

    
 

 
Impact Analysis 

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

 Determination: Less than Significant Impact. 

Sources: Project Application Materials, State of California, Department of Finance, “E‐5 Population and Housing Estimates for 
Cities, Counties and the State — January 1, 2011‐ 2013” 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis  
 
The Project’s 50 estimated residents would not substantially increase the use of existing public 
park facilities and would not require the modification existing parks or modification of new park 
facilities.   
 
With implementation of PDF 3.14-1, impacts related to recreational facilities would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

3.15(b) Does the Project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse effect on the 
environment?  

 Determination: Less than Significant Impact. 
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Source: Project Application Materials 
 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 

Impact Analysis 

The Project does not propose any on-site recreational facilities nor does it required the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities given its limited population generation (50 
residents).  

 
Based on the above analysis, impacts related to parks and recreational facilities would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required.  
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3.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    
 

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

    
 

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

    
 

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

    
 

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? 
    

 

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

    
 

 
 

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: Institute of Traffic Engineers, Riverside County Congestion Management Plan. 
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Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to transportation and traffic. 
These measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.16-1 Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Project Proponent shall make 

required per‐unit fee payments associated with Western Riverside County 
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF), and the City of Jurupa Valley 
Development Impact Fee (DIF).  

 
PPP 3.16-2 General Plan Policy C 4.3 requires that pedestrian access from developments to 

existing and future transit routes and terminal facilities through project design. The 
Final Map shall demonstrate compliance with this requirement.  

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Motorized Vehicle Travel 
 
Trips generated by the Project’s proposed land uses have been estimated based on trip generation 
rates collected by the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 
2012 based on the following rates:  
 

Table 12. Trip Generation Rates 
 

Land Use Type Unit AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 

Total In Out Total In Out 

Single-Family Detached Housing 
Land Use Category: 210 

DU 0.75 0.19 0.56 1.00 0.63 0.37 9.52 

Source: Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation  9th Edition (2012) 

 
The Project is estimated to generate the following number of trips: 
 
 

Table 13. Project Trip Generation 
   

Land Use Type Unit AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 

Total In Out Total In Out 

Single-Family Detached Housing 
Land Use Category: 210 

13 9.75 2.47 7.28 13.0 8.19 4.81 123.76 

Source: Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation  9th Edition (2012) 
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The City of Jurupa Valley relies upon the Riverside County Transportation Department’s Traffic 
Impact Analysis Preparation Guide to determine if a Traffic Impact Analysis is required for a 
project. 
 
Single family residential tracts of less than 100 lots are generally exempt from Traffic Impact 
Analysis requirements unless the City’s Transportation Engineer determines otherwise. In the case 
of the proposed Project, the City Transportation Engineer determined that a Traffic Impact Analysis 
was not required because the Project proposes only 13 lots and would generate less than 50 peak 
hour trips on intersections in the vicinity of the Project site. Because vehicle trips generated by the 
Project are relatively low, the Project is not forecast to deteriorate the Level of Service in the 
Project area.  Impacts are less than significant 
 
Mass Transit and Pedestrian Facilities 
 
Transit Service 
 
The Project area is currently served by the Riverside Transit Agency, a public transit agency serving 
the region near the City of Jurupa Valley. Route 49 runs along Mission Boulevard and serves the 
Project area. The Project is not proposing to construct any improvements will interfere with the 
existing bus service. As such, the Project as proposed will not conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance or policy applying to transit services. 
 
Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities 
 
The Project is not proposing to construct any improvements that will interfere with bicycle and 
pedestrian use. Pedestrian and bicycle access will be available to the Project site off Opal Street and 
Ridgewood Drive. As such, the Project will not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
applying to non-motorized travel. Impacts are less than significant. 
 
Based on the above analysis, with implementation of PPP 3.16-1 and PPP 3.16-2, impacts would be 
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Riverside County Congestion Management Plan 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
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Impact Analysis 
 
The Riverside County Transportation Commission was designated as the Congestion Management 
Agency for Riverside County in 1990, and therefore, prepares and administers the Riverside County 
Congestion Management Program in consultation with the Technical Advisory Committee which 
consists of local agencies, the County of Riverside, transit agencies, and subregional agencies. 
 
The intent of the Riverside County Congestion Management Program is to more directly link land 
use, transportation, and air quality, thereby prompting reasonable growth management programs 
that will effectively utilize new transportation funds, alleviate traffic congestion and related 
impacts, and improve air quality.  
 
The Riverside County Transportation Commission does not require Traffic Impact Assessments for 
development proposals. However, local agencies are required to maintain minimum Level of 
Service thresholds included in their respective general plans.  
 
The Project proposes only 13 lots and would generate less than 50 peak hour trips on intersections 
in the vicinity of the Project site. As such, the Project is not forecast to deteriorate the minimum 
Level of Service in the Project area as required by the General Plan. Therefore, the Project will not 
be in conflict with the Riverside County Congestion Management Program. Impacts are less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

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

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: Riverside County ALUCP-West County Airports Background Data). 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project is located the Compatibility Zone D of the Flabob Airport. Zone D is the Primary Traffic 
Patterns and Runway Buffer Area.  
 
According to the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, two options are provided for 
residential densities in Compatibility Zone D. Option (1) has a density limit of 0.2 dwelling units per 
acre (i.e., an average parcel size of at least 5.0 gross acres). Option (2) requires that the density be 
greater than 5.0 dwelling units per acre (i.e., an average parcel size less than 0.2 gross acres). The 
choice between these two options is at the discretion of the local land use jurisdiction.  
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The Project’s density is 3.9 dwelling units per acre (du/ac) which is greater than the 0.2 du/ac and 
less than the 5.0 du/ac parameters. However, the Project is considered an “in-fill” development as 
described in Section 3.3.1 of the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan because it 
meets the following criteria: 
 

 The parcel size is no larger than 20.0 acres. 
 

 At least 65% of the site’s perimeter is bounded (disregarding roads) by existing uses similar 
to, or more intensive than, those proposed. 

 
 The proposed project would not extend the perimeter of the area defined by the 

surrounding, already developed, incompatible uses. 
 

 Further increases in the residential density, nonresidential usage intensity, and/or other 
incompatible design or usage characteristics (e.g., through use permits, density transfers, 
addition of second units on the same parcel, height variances, or other strategy) are 
prohibited. 

 
 The area to be developed cannot previously have been set aside as open land in accordance 

with policies contained in this Plan unless replacement open land is provided within the 
same compatibility zone. 

 
 The average development density (3.9 du/ac) of the site shall not exceed the average 

density represented by all existing lots that lie fully or partially within a distance of 300 feet 
from the boundary of the parcel to be divided. 
 

The Project meets all of the criteria above and is therefore deemed as ‘in-fill” development and is 
thus considered a compatible use with the Flabob Airport.   
 
In addition, the Project does not include any air travel component (e.g., runway, helipad, etc.) 
Accordingly, the Project would not have the potential to affect air traffic patterns, including an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in flight path location that results in a substantial safety risk. 
Therefore,  impacts are less than significant.   

 

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

 
 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Project Application Materials 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
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Impact Analysis 
 
The residential land uses proposed Project would be compatible with existing development in the 
surrounding area; therefore, implementation of the Project would not create a transportation 
hazard as a result of an incompatible use.  
The Project proposes to extend Ridgewood Drive to connect to Opal Street. With the 
implementation of these improvements, the Project would provide adequate vehicular and 
pedestrian safety and ensure that no hazardous transportation design features would be 
introduced by the Project. Accordingly, the Project would not substantially increase hazards due to 
a design feature or incompatible use. Impacts would be less than significant.   
 

3.16(e) Result in inadequate emergency access?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Project Application Materials 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Project would result in a new residential community, which would increase the need for emergency 
access to‐and‐from the site. Adequate emergency access would be provided to the Project site via 
Ridgewood Drive and Opal Street. During the course of the required review of the Project, the 
Project’s transportation design was reviewed by the City’s Engineering Department, County Fire 
Department, and County Sheriff’s Department to ensure that adequate access to and from the site 
would be provided for emergency vehicles. With the City/County requirements for emergency 
vehicle access, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

3.16(f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: General Plan Circulation Element, Project Application Materials. 
 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue 
 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
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Impact Analysis 
 
The Project area is currently served by the Riverside Transit Agency Route 49 which runs along 
Mission Boulevard to the north of the Project site.  The Project is constructing a sidewalk which will 
connect to the existing sidewalk on Opal Street to provide pedestrian access to Route 49. As such, 
the Project as proposed will not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy applying to 
transit services. Impacts are less than significant.   
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3.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

    
 

b. Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    
 

c. Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

    
 

d.    Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the Project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

   
  

e.    Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider, which serves or may serve 
the Project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the Project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing 

commitments? 

   
  

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
Project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

    
 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

    
 

 

3.17(a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board?  

 
 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Source: Rubidoux  Community Services District  

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to wastewater treatment 
requirements. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program: 
 
PPP 3.17-1 As required by City Ordinance No. 460, prior  to recordation of a Final Map, 

improvement plans shall be submitted to the City Engineer that provide for sewage 
disposal by connection to an existing collection system capable of accepting the 
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waste load.  The collection system shall meet the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board standards and requirements.   

 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Wastewater treatment and collection services would be provided to the Project site by the 
Rubidoux Community Services District. The Rubidoux Community Service District is required to 
operate all of its treatment facilities in accordance with the waste treatment and discharge 
standards and requirements set forth by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board.  
 
According to the Rubidoux Community Service District’s 2011 Urban Water Management Plan, 
wastewater generated by the Project will be treated at the Riverside Water Quality Control Plant. 
The Project would not install or utilize septic systems or alternative wastewater treatment systems, 
therefore, the Project would have no potential to exceed the applicable wastewater treatment 
requirements established by the. Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. Accordingly, 
impacts would be less than significant. 
 
3.17(b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 

facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: Project Application Materials, Water & Sewer Letter-Rubidoux Community Services District. 
 

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The Project would construct an on‐site network of water and sewer pipes which would connect to 
the existing 8-inch diameter water line in Opal Street and an 8-inch diameter sewer line in Opal 
Street. The installation of water and sewer lines as proposed by the Project would result in physical 
impacts to the surface and subsurface of the Project site. These impacts are considered to be part of 
the Project’s construction phase and are evaluated throughout this Initial Study Checklist. In 
instances where impacts have been identified for the Project’s construction phase, Plans, Policies, 
Programs, or Standard Conditions (PPP), Project Design Features (PDF), or Mitigation Measures 
(MM) are required to reduce impacts to less‐than‐significant levels. Accordingly, additional 
measures beyond those identified throughout this Initial Study Checklist would not be required. 
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Based on the above analysis, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are 
required. 
 

3.17(c) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 

 
Sources: Project Application Materials. 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project relating to this issue 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Development of Project would increase impervious surface coverage on the site. Generally the 
existing surface from westerly property line at Golden West Avenue drains toward Opal Street to 
the east. Drainage patterns will generally follow the existing frontage Opal Street public street 
gutter and remain as in the existing condition. 
 
Drainage subarea A-1 consists of 1.81 acres drains into proposed catch basin at the west side of 
Ridgewood Drive. Drainage Area A-2 consists of 1.06 acres drains into proposed catch basin at the 
east side of Ridgewood Drive. Drainage Subareas A-1 and A-2 will drain into proposed water quality 
and detention basin area A-3 then outlet through proposed parkway drain into Opal Street gutter. 
Drainage subarea A-4 consists of 0.35 acres will drain toward Ridgewood Drive then Opal Street. 
 
The construction of the on-site drainage facilities would result in physical impacts to the surface 
and subsurface of the Project site. These impacts are part of the Project’s construction phase and 
are evaluated in the appropriate sections of this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
document. In instances where impacts have been identified for the Project’s construction phase, 
Plans, Policies, Programs, or Standard Conditions (PPP), Project Design Features (PDF), or 
Mitigation Measures are required to reduce impacts to less‐than‐significant levels. Accordingly, 
additional measures beyond those identified throughout this Initial Study Checklist would not be 
required. 
 
Based on the above analysis, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are 
required. 
 

3.17(d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. 
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Sources: Project Application Materials, Rubidoux Community Services District Urban Water Management Plan, Water & 

Sewer Letter-Rubidoux Community Services District (Appendix F). 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to water supply 
requirements. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program: 
 
PPP 3.17-2 As required by City Ordinance No. 460, prior  to recordation of a Final Map, required 

improvement plans shall be submitted to the City Engineer that provide for the 
installation of a domestic water supply and distribution system that meets the 
requirements as set forth in the California Administrative Code, Title 22, Chapter 16 
(California Waterworks Standards).  

 

Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
The sole source of potable water supply for the Rubidoux Community Services District is 
groundwater extracted from the southern portion of the Riverside-Arlington of the Upper Santa 
Ana Groundwater Basin. The District currently does not purchase or otherwise obtain water from a 
wholesale water supplier, and recycled water is not currently available to the District. The District 
expects that groundwater extracted from the Basin by six potable and six non-potable (irrigation 
only) groundwater wells will continue to be its primary (and possibly only) source of water 
through the year 2035, and possibly beyond. 
 
The District does not have an immediate concern with water supply reliability. Because the 
District's water supply is groundwater, which is not subject to seasonal or year-to-year climatic 
change, it is not subject to short-term water shortages resulting from temporary dry weather 
conditions. The District and other groundwater users in the Santa Ana Watershed have been 
implementing ongoing groundwater management practices to extend the useful life of the 
groundwater resource to meet current and future demands. In the foreseeable future, the District 
will continue to be reliant on local groundwater supplies. The District will develop additional 
groundwater extraction and groundwater treatment facilities as needed to ensure a continuous and 
adequate water supply for its service area. (Ref. Rubidoux Community Services District, Urban Water 
Management Plan, 2011). 
 
The Rubidoux Community Services District issued a “Water and Sewer Will Serve Letter” dated 
January 14, 2015 for the Project. The Letter indicates that water is available to serve the Project site 
from an existing 8-inch diameter water line in Opal Street.  However, in order to provide water to 
the Project, the Project site must be annexed into the service area of the Rubidoux Community 
Services District. As such, the following mitigation measure is required. 
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Mitigation Measure 
 
Mitigation Measure UTL‐1. Annexation to Water District. Prior to issuance of the first building permit, 
the Project site shall be annexed into the Rubidoux Community Services District for the purpose of 
domestic water and sewer service. The Project Proponent shall submit evidence to the City of Jurupa 
Valley that the property has been annexed. 
 
Based on the above analysis, with implementation of PPP 3.17-2 and UTL-1, impacts would be less 
than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

 
3.17(e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or 

may serve the Project that it has adequate capacity to serve the Project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. 
 
Sources: Project Application Materials, Rubidoux Community Services District Urban Water Management Plan, Water & 

Sewer Letter-Rubidoux Community Services District (Appendix F). 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to water supply 
requirements. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program: 
 
PPP 3.17-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project proponent shall be required to 

provide written verification to the City of Jurupa Valley Engineering Department 
that the Jurupa Community Services District has verified that adequate capacity 
exists at the City of Riverside Water Quality Control Plant to serve the Project 
and/or a Sewer Capacity Fee shall be paid.  

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Sanitary sewer service to the Project site would be provided by the Rubidoux Community Services 
District (“District”). The District purchases treatment capacity at the Riverside Water Quality 
Control Plant to treat flows within its service area. As currently constituted, the Riverside Water 
Quality Control Plant consists of two separate treatment plants and one common tertiary filtration 
plant. These provide preliminary, primary, secondary and tertiary treatment for a rated capacity of 
40 million gallons per day. 
 

The Rubidoux Community Services District issued a “Water and Sewer Will Serve Letter” dated 
January 14, 2015 for the Project. The Letter indicates that sewer service is available to serve the 
Project site from an existing 8-inch diameter sewer line in Opal Street.  However, in order to 
provide sewer service to the Project, the Project site must be annexed into the service area of the 
Rubidoux Community Services District. As such, Mitigation Measure UTL-1 above applies. 
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Mitigation Measure 
 
Mitigation Measure UTL‐1. Annexation to Water District. Prior to issuance of the first building permit, 
the Project site shall be annexed into the Rubidoux Community Services District for the purpose of 
domestic water and sewer service. The Project Proponent shall submit evidence to the City of Jurupa 
Valley that the property has been annexed. 
 
Based on the above analysis, with implementation of PPP 3.17-3 and UTL-1, impacts would be less 
than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 

3.17(f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
Project’s solid waste disposal needs?  

 
 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Sources: Riverside County Waste Management, Cal Recycle Facility/Site Summary Details, General Plan PEIR, Chapter 4.15 – 
Public Services 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

There are no Plans, Policies, Programs, or Standard Conditions applicable to the Project relating to 
this issue 

 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
Construction Related Impacts 
 
Waste generated during the construction phase of the Project would primarily consist of discarded 
materials from the construction of streets, common areas, infrastructure installation, and other 
project‐related construction activities. According to the Riverside County Waste Management 
Department, solid waste generated within the City of Jurupa Valley was deposited at the Badlands 
Sanitary Landfill and the El Sobrante Landfill. 
 
According to the Cal Recycle Facility/Site Summary Details website accessed on January 27, 2015, 
these landfills receive well below their maximum permitted daily disposal volume and demolition 
and construction waste generated by the Project is not anticipated to cause these landfills to exceed 
their maximum permitted daily disposal volume. Furthermore, none of these regional landfill 
facilities are expected to reach their total maximum permitted disposal capacities during the 
Project’s construction period. As such, these regional landfill facilities would have sufficient daily 
capacity to accept construction solid waste generated by the Project.  
 
Operational Related Impacts 
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Based on a waste generation factor of 0.41 tons per home per year as documented in the City of 
Jurupa Valley General Plan EIR, the Project’s proposed 13 homes would generate approximately 5.3 
tons of waste per year, or 0.02 tons of waste per day. 
 
According to the Cal Recycle Facility/Site Summary Details website accessed on January 27, 2015, 
the Badlands Sanitary Landfill has a permitted disposal capacity of 4,000 tons per day with a 
remaining capacity of 14,730,020 cubic yards. The Badlands Sanitary Landfill is estimated to reach 
capacity, at the earliest time, in the year 2024.  
 
The El Sobrante Landfill is has a permitted disposal capacity of 16,034 tons per day with a 
remaining capacity of 145,530,000 tons. The El Sobrante Landfill is estimated to reach capacity, at 
the earliest time, in the year 2045.  
 
Solid waste generated during long‐term operation of the Project would be disposed at the Badlands 
Sanitary Landfill and/or the El Sobrante Landfill. During long‐term operation, the Project’s solid 
waste would represent less than 0.00005% of the daily permitted disposal capacity at the Badlands 
Sanitary Landfill and less than 0.00001% of the daily permitted disposal capacity at the El Sobrante 
Landfill.  
 
These landfills receive well below their maximum permitted daily disposal volume and solid waste 
generated by the Project is not anticipated to cause these landfills to exceed their maximum 
permitted daily disposal volume. Because the proposed Project would generate a relatively small 
amount of solid waste per day, as compared to the permitted daily capacities for Badlands Sanitary 
Landfill and the El Sobrante Landfill, these regional landfill facilities would have sufficient daily 
capacity to accept solid waste generated by the Project. 
 
Based on the above analysis, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are 
required. 
 

3.17(g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste?   

 
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.  
 
Sources: California Assembly Bill 939 (Sher), Riverside County Waste Resources Management District, Riverside County 
Integrated Waste Management Plan, Riverside County Waste Management Department, Solid Waste System Study Report, 
Waste Management “El Sobrante Landfill” 

 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to solid waste. This measure 
will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
PPP 3.17-4 The Project shall participate in established County‐wide programs for residential 

development projects to reduce solid waste generation, in accordance with the 
provisions of the Riverside Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan. 
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Impact Analysis 
 
The California Integrated Waste Management Act established an integrated waste management 
system that focused on source reduction, recycling, composting, and land disposal of waste. In 
addition, the Act established a 50% waste reduction requirement for cities and counties by the year 
2000, along with a process to ensure environmentally safe disposal of waste that could not be 
diverted. Per the requirements of the Integrated Waste Management Act, the Riverside County 
Board of Supervisors adopted the Riverside Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan which 
outlines the goals, policies, and programs the County and its cities will implement to create an 
integrated and cost effective waste management system that complies with the provisions of 
California Integrated Waste Management Act and its diversion mandates. 
 
The Project’s waste hauler would be required to coordinate with the waste hauler to develop 
collection of recyclable materials for the Project on a common schedule as set forth in applicable 
local, regional, and State programs. Recyclable materials that would be recycled by the Project 
include paper products, glass, aluminum, and plastic. 
 
Additionally, the Project’s waste hauler would be required to comply with all applicable local, State, 
and Federal solid waste disposal standards, thereby ensuring that the solid waste stream to the 
landfills that serve the Project are reduced in accordance with existing regulations.  

 
Based on the above analysis, with implementation of PPP 3.17-4, impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
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3.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Does the Project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

   
  

b. Does the Project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental 
effects of a Project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects)? 

   
  

c. Does the Project have environmental 
effects, which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

    
 

 
 
Impact Analysis 
 

3.18(a)  Does the Project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory?  

 
 Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 
 
Source: This Initial Study Checklist. 

 
As noted in the analysis throughout this Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
document, the following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to this issue. These 
measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
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PPP 3.4-1, PPP 3.4-2, and PPP 3.5-1 shall apply.   
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue. 
 
Mitigation Measures (MM) 
 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3, CR-1, CR-2, and CR-3 shall apply. 
 
Impact Analysis 
 
All impacts to the environment, including impacts to habitat for fish and wildlife species, fish and 
wildlife populations, plant and animal communities, rare and endangered plants and animals, and 
historical and pre‐historical resources were evaluated as part of this Initial Study Checklist.. 
 
In instances where impacts have been identified, the Plans, Policies, or Programs, Project Design 
Features, or Mitigation Measures listed above are required to reduce impacts to less than 
significant levels. Therefore, Project would not substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment.   
 

3.18(b)  Does the Project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
Project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?  

 
 Determination: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. 
 
Source: This Initial Study Checklist. 

 
As noted in the analysis throughout this Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
document, the following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to this issue. These 
measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 
All Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) identified in this Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration shall apply.  
   
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
All Project Design Features (PDF) identified in this Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration shall apply.  
 
Mitigation Measures (MM) 
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All Mitigation Measures (MM) identified in this Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration shall apply.  
 
Impact Analysis 
 
As discussed throughout this Initial Study Checklist, implementation of the proposed Project has 
the potential to result in effects to the environment that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable.  In instances where impacts have been identified, the Plans, Policies, or Programs, 
Project Design Features, or Mitigation Measures, listed above are required to reduce impacts to less 
than significant levels. Therefore, the Project would not contribute to environmental effects that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable.  
 

3.18(c)  Does the Project have environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?   

 

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
As noted in the analysis throughout this Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
document, the following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to this issue. These 
measures will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 
 
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
 

The following shall apply: 
 
PPP 3.3-1 through 3.3-5 
PPP 3.6-1  
PPP 3.7-1 through PPP 3.7-4 
PPP 3.8-1 
PPP 3.9-1 through PPP 3.9-5 
PPP 3.12-1 and PPP 3.12-2 
PPP 3.1-14-1 through PPP 3.14-3 
PPP 3.16-1 and PPP 3.16-2 
PPP 3.17-1 through PPP 3.17-4   
 
Project Design Features (PDF) 
 
The following shall apply: 
 
PDF 3.12-1 
PDF 3.14-1 
 
Mitigation Measures (MM) 
The following shall apply: 
 
MM-HAZ-1 
MM-UTL-1 
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Impact Analysis 
 
The Project’s potential to result in environmental effects that could adversely affect human beings, 
either directly or indirectly, has been discussed throughout this Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration. 
 
In instances where impacts have been identified, the Plans, Policies, or Programs, Project Design 
Features are required to reduce impacts to less‐than‐significant levels. Therefore, the Project would 
not result in environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly. 
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http://www.arb.ca.gov/homepage.htm
http://opr.ca.gov/m_ceqa.php
http://opr.ca.gov/m_ceqa.php
http://www.rctlma.org/genplan/default.aspx
http://www.rctlma.org/genplan/default.aspx
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/
http://www.rivcowom.org/
https://msc.fema.gov/
http://www.rctlma.org/genplan/default.aspx
http://www.aqmd.gov/
http://www.aqmd.gov/
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.rctlma.org/mshcp/


Charlie Kien (MA 14112) 
Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
March 26, 2015 

 

119 
 

5.0 REPORT PREPARATION PERSONNEL 
 
LEAD AGENCY: 
 
City of Jurupa Valley 
Planning Department 
8930 Limonite Avenue 
Jurupa Valley, Ca 92509 
 
Ernest Perea, CEQA Administrator 
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STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE: APRIL 22, 2015 

TO: CHAIR RUIZ AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION  

FROM: THOMAS G. MERRELL, AICP, PLANNING DIRECTOR 
BY: ROCIO LOPEZ, ASSOCIATE PLANNER 
 
SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO. 6.1  

 MASTER APPLICATION (MA) NO. 14112 (TTM36827 AND VAR1501) 

 PROPOSAL: REQUEST TO SUBDIVIDE A 3.35 ACRE PARCEL INTO 13 
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS 

 LOCATION: NORTH OF 45TH ST., EAST OF GOLDEN WEST AVENUE AND WEST 
OF OPAL STREET 

 APPLICANT: CHARLIE KIEN (PROPERTY OWNER) 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

By motion, adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 2015-4-22-01 approving Tentative Tract 
Map (TTM) No. 36827 and Variance No. 1501 subject to the Conditions of Approval and adopt 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS 

The Applicant, Charlie Kien, submitted a request to subdivide a 3.35-acre parcel into 13 single-
family residential lots with a public street labeled “Lot A” and a water quality basin labeled “Lot 
B”.  Individual parcels will contain a minimum 7,200 square feet with average lot widths of 60 
feet and average lot depths of 100 feet.  Variance No. 1501 is requested for a 2.90-foot 
deviation from the required average lot depth of 100 feet for Lot 13.  Lot 13 is proposed with an 
average lot depth of 97.10 feet.   

TABLE 1: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION 

Parcel Number 182-361-009-4       

Project Area 3.35 acres  

General Plan Land Use Designation Medium Density Residential (MDR) 

Zoning R-1 (One Family Dwellings) 

Existing Land Use Vacant 

 

As shown on Exhibit 1, the site is located between Golden West Avenue to the west, Opal 
Street to the east, 45th Street to the north and at the end of Ridgewood Drive. The property is 
surrounded by single-family homes to the north, south, east and west.   
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EXHIBIT 1:   SITE LOCATION 

 

Required Entitlements 

Subdivisions are regulated by the Riverside County Subdivision Ordinance No. 460, as adopted 
by the City of Jurupa Valley pursuant to Chapter 1.35 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code.  This 
is a Schedule “A” subdivision per Ordinance 460 (Subdivision Regulations) defined as:  “Any 
division of land into 5 or more parcels, where any parcel is less than 18,000 square feet in net 
area”.  Article VI, Section 6.6A. establishes that the action of the Planning Commission on a 
tentative “Schedule A” map shall be final unless appealed by the Applicant or any interested 
party.   

A variance is requested to create a parcel with less than the minimum average lot depth 
requirement of 100 feet, with a deviation of 2.90 feet.  Lot 13, if approved, would have an 80.10- 
foot lot depth along the southern property line and a 114.11-foot lot depth along the northern 
property line for an average lot depth of 97.10 feet. The project is therefore subject to Section 
18.27 (Variances) of the Riverside County Zoning Ordinance, as adopted by the City of Jurupa 
Valley.  

The applicant requests approval to subdivide a 3.35 acre parcel into 13 single-family residential 
lots.  The subdivision also includes the creation of a public street (shown as Lot “A”) and a water 
quality basin (shown as “Lot B”).   Exhibit 2 provides an illustration of the proposed subdivision. 
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A larger version of the proposed subdivision map has been provided under separate cover and 
is also shown on Attachment 7.  

 

EXHIBIT 2:  TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 36827 

 

The map includes building pad elevations (noted as “P.E.”) on the individual parcels in an effort 
to analyze future construction of single-family homes for hydrological calculations.  Staff 
proposes a condition that will require a Site Development Permit for the subsequent 
construction and location of homes.  Proposed pad elevations will be deemed approximate only 
and future construction will be further evaluated for appropriate design, size and architecture.  

A concrete canal, owned by “North Riverside Jurupa Canal”, borders the site along its western 
boundary.   The canal separates the site from directly abutting Golden West Avenue.  Therefore,  
the proposed parcels along Golden West are not considered “through lots” and are not subject 
to increased setbacks. 

Parcels within the R-1 (One Family Dwellings) zone require a minimum lot size of 7,200 square 
feet, a minimum average lot width of 60 feet and a minimum average lot depth of 100 feet.  Lots 
1 through 13 of the TTM range in size from 7,227 square feet to 10,002 square feet and comply 
with the minimum square-footage requirements for new lots within the R-1 zone. The average 
lot size is 8,405.5 square feet.   See Table 2 for a comparison of the subdivision proposal and 
required development standards. 

Lots 1 through 13, with the exception of Lots 3 and 4, have a lot frontage range from 60 to 80 
feet in width. The minimum lot frontage width is 60 feet, except for lots fronting on “knuckles” 
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which are allowed frontages of 35 feet.  Lot 3 is situated on a knuckle and has a frontage of 
49.97 feet, which is permitted by the development standards.  Lot 4 is situated onto a portion of 
the curvilinear street and as such, the lot frontage may be measured at the building setback 
(also in accordance with development standards).  At building setback, Lot 4 has a lot frontage 
of 60 feet. 

Parcel depths range from 114 to 202 feet, with the exception of Lot 13. Lot 13 is located 
adjacent to a curvilinear street, and therefore has a reduced lot depth on one side.  The lot 
depth of parcel 13 has a lot depth of 80.10 feet along the southern property line and 114.11 feet 
along the northern property line.  The average lot depth is 97.10 feet but the code requires a 
minimum of 100 feet.  Variance No. 1501 is requested to allow the 2.90-foot deviation.   

TABLE 2: APPLICABLE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

STANDARD DOES THE PROJECT 
COMPLY WITH THE 
STANDARDS? 

Supporting 
Information 

Minimum lot size: 7,200 square feet Yes Tentative Map 

Minimum average lot-width: 60' Yes Tentative Map 

Minimum average lot-depth: 100’ Yes, except for irregular Lot 
13.  Lot 13 has an average 
lot depth of 97.10 feet. 

Tentative Map 

Minimum frontage of a lot on fronting 
knuckles may have a minimum 
frontage of 35', and lot frontage along 
curvilinear streets may be measured 
at the building setback 

Yes Tentative Map 

Tentative Tract Map 

The proposed subdivision is consistent with the requirements of Ordinance No. 460 (Subdivision 
Regulations) and the City’s Zoning Ordinance, with the exception of the minimum lot depth 
requirement for Lot 13.  With the granting of Variance No. 1501 however, the project could 
comply with all applicable development standards. The General Plan Land Use Designation of 
“Medium Density Residential (MDR)” permits up to five (5) dwelling units per acre.  The project 
proposes 13 residential dwelling units at a density of 3.9 dwelling units per acre which is below 
the maximum allowable density.   

The surrounding properties are also zoned R-1 and are located within General Plan Land Use 
Districts of MDR.  The proposed subdivision is consistent with the development pattern of the 
neighborhood, including lot sizes and configuration.   

On-Site Street Improvements 

The proposed public street, identified as “Lot A”, is a continuation of Ridgewood Drive from the 
north and connects to Opal Street to the east.  Opal Street is an existing two (2) lane street with 
curb, gutter and sidewalk within a 60 foot right-of-way.  The proposed street will connect with 
Opal Street and street improvements along Opal Street will include the extension of existing 
sidewalk and street improvements.   

The extension of Ridgewood Drive, (designated a local street in the City’s General Plan), will 
contain a 50-foot wide right-of-way consisting of 32 feet of paved roadway, curb and gutter.  The 
remaining 18 feet will be developed with a landscaped parkway and sidewalk along the north 
and south sides (9 feet per side), per Article XIV (Street Trees) of Ordinance No. 460 
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(Subdivision Regulations). Underground utilities will be provided within the dedicated right-of-
way.   

Proposed landscaping will provide a safety buffer between moving vehicles and pedestrians and 
will provide a shaded and continuously level pathway for pedestrians, thereby increasing 
aesthetic value of the neighborhood.  The project will be conditioned to annex into a Landscape 
Lighting Maintenance District (L & LMD) or a Community Facilities District (CFD) in order to 
collect fees for the continual maintenance of the landscaping and lighting services within the 
tract.  See Exhibit 3 for a view of the street section. 

 

EXHIBIT 3 - RIDGEWOOD DRIVE TYPICAL SECTION  

 

Dedication of Public Street/ Right-of-Way/Water Quality Basin 

As depicted on the map, Lot "A", the street extending Ridgewood Drive; the public right-of-way 
and the water quality basin shown as Lot “B” are being dedicated to the City and will be 
maintained by the City through a CFD (Community Facilities District).  In addition, the Jurupa 
Area Recreation and Park District has determined that this project does  not have any identified 
potential trail improvements or connections as identified in its Local Trails Area Master Plan.  

On-Site Utility and Drainage Improvements 

Water and sewer service to the project site will be provided by the Rubidoux Community 
Services District.  These services are available to the project site from an existing eight (8) inch 
diameter water line located along Opal Street and an eight (8) inch diameter sewer line located 
within Ridgewood Drive.  All street, utility and drainage improvements will therefore connect to 
existing systems located adjacent to the project boundaries.  The Rubidoux Community 
Services District has prepared the required “Will Serve” letter for this subdivision, see 
Attachment 4.  

The project’s drainage system is designed to capture on-site and off-site runoff that will be 
conveyed through the proposed street from north to south leading to the proposed water quality 
basin adjacent to the Opal Street entrance.  The water quality basin contains a 300 cubic-foot 
infiltration pit which serves to clarify the water before discharging into the existing storm drain 
system on Opal Street.  As depicted on the map, the water quality basin will be dedicated to the 
City and will be maintained by the City through a CFD (Community Facilities District).  The 
8,530 square-foot basin is intended for water quality purposes and does not provide for dual use 
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such as recreation.  The basin is approximately four (4) feet deep with 2:1 slopes and has a low 
flow gravel pit bottom.  The basin will be surrounded by a six (6) foot high wrought iron fence, 
per Section E-E on the TTM.      

Tree Preservation 

The proposed subdivision results in the removal of two mature coastal live oaks. Due to 
concerns with the tree removal and General Plan policies encouraging tree preservation, staff 
required an Arborist’s Report. The report (Attachment 5) states that the site is highly disturbed 
and occupied by ruderal, floral species and citrus trees.  It identifies the two coastal live oak 
trees as mature and well-developed.  No other indication was found suggesting the potential 
presence of any sensitive species.   

The following General Plan policies apply to the two oak trees: 

Open Space Policy 9.3 - Maintain and conserve superior examples of native trees, 
natural vegetation, stands of established trees, and other features for ecosystem, 
aesthetic, and water conservation purposes; and 

Open Space Policy 9.4 - Conserve the oak tree resources within in the County (City).  

These policies are meant to preserve the continued viability of habitat communities within the 
County (City) as the coast live oaks are a California native tree species endemic to Southern 
California.  Currently, however, neither the City nor County have a specific ordinance  requiring 
the preservation of  native trees or vegetation and as such,  the County recommends mitigating 
the loss of the trees by requiring replacement trees.  

The Arborist’s report presents two possible mitigating alternatives: 

Alternative A:  Preservation of the two oak trees at their current location and installation 
of a wrought iron fence outside of the drip line as shown on Attachment 6.  The arborist 
indicated that even with the wrought iron fencing, the roots are likely to extend beyond 
the fence line and therefore larger lots would be recommended if preservation is 
required.  

Alternative B: If trees are to be removed, require their replacement. Recommended 
replacement includes five (5), 15-gallon trees (5:1 ratio) for the larger tree and three (3), 
15-gallon trees (3:1 ratio) of the same species for the smaller tree. 

Staff considered a condition requiring relocation of the two oak trees, however, the Arborist 
indicated that these types of oaks do not typically survive after relocation. Staff also considered 
requiring the preservation of the two oak trees and asking for a complete redesign of the 
subdivision (including the relocation of Ridgewood Drive). However, given the existing street 
layout and proposed street extension onto the subject site, the options for shifting the street 
location are limited.  

Planning staff, the Arborist and the City’s Environmental Consultant  recommend that the 
Applicant replace the two (2) oak trees at the  ratio  noted in Alternative B.  However, staff 
believes that 24-inch box sized trees are more appropriate given the extent of losing the existing 
large, mature trees.  Fifteen (15) gallon-sized trees are quite small in comparision and will 
require a very long growing period to provide any shade and air quality benefits. 

Grading 

Grading of the subject property proposes 12,200 cubic yards of cut and 1,650 cubic yards of fill.  
As the site slopes easterly at an average rate of 4%, approximately 10,550 cubic yards of soils 
will be exported to grade building pads and slopes to an appropriate 1% slope.  Lots will not 
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contain a slope greater than 2:1 and will be graded, cut and filled to comply with Ordinance No. 
460 (Subdivision Regulations).   

Map Distribution 

The Subdivision Map Act requires a local agency to circulate proposed subdivision maps to the 
service providers (Fire, Sheriff, School District, etc.) and utility companies.  This allows each 
entity the opportunity to review the proposal and determine the impacts of the subdivision 
relative to their services.  Staff circulated the TTM on September 23, 2014 to abovementioned 
agencies and internal agencies such as Jurupa Valley’s Departments of Engineering, Building 
and Safety, Public Works and Code Enforcement.  Staff received comments and recommended 
conditions from several external and internal agencies.  Comments from these agencies have 
been considered and incorporated as modifications and/or conditions to this project as deemed 
necessary by Planning staff.   

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 

No residential development is being proposed with the TTM at this time, however, within the 
next several months the Applicant intends to submit plans to the Building Department for the 
development of the proposed 13 single family homes.  Per the R-1 (One Family Dwellings) 
zone, a Site Development Permit is not required for the development of single-family homes.  
However, to ensure neighborhood compatibility and consistency with the County of Riverside’s  
Design Guidelines, staff recommends a condition requiring  the submittal of a Site Development 
Permit prior to the issuance of a building permit. Such plans shall include, but not be limited to, 
site and floor plans, elevations, fencing and wall plans, and landscape plans for the individual 
homes.  

It should be noted that during the overall construction phase of the project, traffic to‐and‐from 
the subject property would be generated by activities such as construction employee trips, 
delivery of construction materials, and use of heavy equipment. It is estimated that 
approximately 5 to 20 employees will be expected at the site during the various phases of 
construction. Vehicular traffic associated with 5 to 20 employees is considered minimal and is 
not expected to result in any adverse effects to the local roadway system. 

FINDINGS FOR GRANTING A VARIANCE (SECTION 18.27 OF ORDINANCE NO. 348) 

The Planning Commission may approve a Variance based on the following section of Ordinance 
348:  

“Variances from the terms of this ordinance may be granted when, because of special 
circumstances applicable to a parcel of property, including size, shape, topography, 
location or surroundings, the strict application of this ordinance deprives such property of 
privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity that is under the same zoning 
classification.” In addition, “any variance granted shall be subject to such conditions as 
are necessary so that the adjustment does not constitute a grant of special privileges 
that is inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in 
which the property is situated, and which are necessary to protect the health, safety, and 
general welfare of the community.”  

Planning staff has evaluated the lot configuration of Lot 13 and recommends that the Planning 
Commission consider the following findings to grant Variance No. 1501, allowing a reduction 
from the required 100 foot average lot depth to 97.10 feet.  As indicated by the following facts, 
there are unique or special circumstances that exist for Lot 13: 

1. Lot 13 meets the minimum lot size requirement of 7,200 square feet, the minimum 
average lot width of 60 feet, and contains the minimum average lot depth of 100 feet 
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along the northern property line.  However, since Lot 13 is located along a curvilinear 
street, it has an irregular shape which creates a maximum lot depth of 80.10 feet along 
the southern property line.  As a result, the average lot depth is reduced by 2.9 feet.   
The location of Lot 13 creates a special circumstance where strict application of the 100 
foot standard for average lot depth creates a hardship for the Applicant to develop the 
land and maintain consistency with the General Plan due to the configuration of the 
existing shape of the land and configuration of the proposed curvilinear street. 

2. There are existing parcels that are deficient in the required average lot depth within the 
project vicinity. Parcels with substandard lot depth occur along Via Curva Way and Via 
Calorin Way to the immediate west of the subject site. These existing substandard lots 
establish a precedence that also serves to support the granting of a variance in the 
minimum average lot depth requirement for Lot 13.  

3. In order for the tract to comply with the required standards (such as minimum average 
lot size, minimum average lot width together with standards for public streets) and being 
able to create access for services to this tract, it is necessary for Lot 13 to have a lot 
depth (along the southern property line) that is less than the required minimum average 
of 100 feet.  

4. The granting of this variance will allow the property owner privileges enjoyed by other 
property owners in the vicinity that is under the same zoning classification in that other 
property owners have properties with average lot depths that are less than the required 
100-foot average.  

FINDINGS FOR TENTATIVE LAND DIVISION MAPS (SECTION 7.1 OF ORDINANCE NO. 
460) 

Pursuant to Ordinance No. 460 (Subdivision Regulations), the Planning Commission may 
approve a tentative map if the following findings can be made:   

A.  That the proposed land division is consistent with applicable general and specific plans.  

The proposed map is consistent with the requirements of the General Plan Land Use 
designation of Medium Density Residential (MDR) which permits up to five (5) dwelling 
units per acre.  The map will facilitate the future construction of 13 single family homes at 
a density of 3.9 dwelling units per acre which is below the maximum allowable density. 
Furthermore, the map complies with Ordinance No. 460 (Subdivision Regulations) and 
the City’s Zoning Ordinance, with the exception of the minimum average lot depth 
requirement for Lot 13.  With the granting of Variance No. 1501 however, the project will 
comply with all Zoning Ordinance development standards.  

B.  That the design or improvement of the proposed land division is consistent with 
applicable General and Specific Plans. 

The proposed layout of the 13 parcels is consistent with the City’s General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance.  All proposed parcels meet the following development standards: 1) 
minimum 7,200 square foot lot size; 2) minimum average lot width of 60 feet; and, 3) 
minimum average lot depth of 100 feet (with the exception of Lot 13).  Approval of 
Variance No. 1501 however, will establish compliance with all development standards. 

C.  That the site of the proposed land division is physically suitable for the type of
 development. 

The 3.35-acre site is a relatively flat, undeveloped, vacant lot adjacent to other single- 
family residential land uses.  The site is physically suitable to accommodate the 
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subdivision and future development of 13 single family residential homes as there is 
adequate water and sewer connections and public services are available to the site.   

D.  That the site of the proposed land division is physically suitable for the proposed density 
of the development. 

The project proposes 13 residential dwelling units at a density of 3.9 dwelling units per 
acre which is below the maximum allowable density under the General Plan designation. 

E.  That the design of the proposed land division or proposed improvements are not likely to 
cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or 
wildlife or their habitat. 

 The project site was highly disturbed and occupied by ruderal, floral species and citrus 
trees. Because of the existing degraded site condition, the absence of special-status 
plant communities, and overall low potential for most special-status species to utilize or 
reside on-site, the proposed project would not be expected to directly impact federal or 
state-listed threatened or endangered species.      

F.  That the design of the proposed land division or the type of improvements are not likely 
to cause serious public health problems. 

 A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment was conducted on the subject property to 
assess existing conditions.  The Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment did not reveal 
evidence of a recognized environmental condition in connection with this project site.  
The proposed land division and development of 13 single family homes is consistent with 
the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  Furthermore, the findings of the Initial Study 
determined that, with the incorporation of mitigation measures, there is no substantial 
evidence that the project may have a significant effect on the environment.  As such, the 
project will not cause serious public health problems.   

G.  That the design of the proposed land division or the type of improvements will not conflict 
with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through, or use of, property 
within the proposed land division. A land division may be approved if it is found that 
alternate easements for access or for use will be provided and that they will be 
substantially equivalent to ones previously acquired by the public.  

There are no on-site easements within the subject site and therefore the project does not 
conflict with any on-site easements.  The project will connect to existing water and sewer 
lines located on Ridgewood Drive and Opal Street and all proposed utilities will be 
required to be undergrounded.    

Staff has found the subdivision to be in conformance with above findings and in conformance 
with the City’s Zoning Ordinance, General Plan and Ordinance No. 460 (Subdivision 
Regulations). The land division is physically suitable for the type of the development and the 
proposed density.  The design of the project will not cause substantial environmental damage, 
harm any wildlife, nor cause serious public health problems.  

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  

The City’s Environmental Consultant prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for 
adoption which is attached as Exhibit A of the Resolution. The proposed MND is supported by 
an Initial Study that evaluated potential effects with respect to Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forest 
Resources, Traffic, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, 
Recreation, and Utilities and Service Systems. The proposed MND determined that although the 
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proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a 
significant effect in this case because revisions have been made or agreed to by the Applicant.   

The City’s decision to prepare an MND should not be construed as a recommendation of either 
approval or denial of this Project. 

Public Review Period 

The public review period for the environmental document began on March 26, 2015 and ended 
on April 14, 2015. To date, no comments have been received regarding the MND.   

Staff received a letter from an adjoining property owner expressing concern that the future 
construction of homes could have a negative impact on views of local mountains.  The letter has 
been included as Attachment 8.  It should be noted that staff has included a condition of 
approval that will require a “Master” Site Development Permit for the future construction of 
homes.  During the review of the “Master” Site Development Permit, staff will notify all property 
owners within a 300-foot radius of the site that specific development plans for individual homes 
have been received.  Adjoining property owners will have the opportunity to evaluate potential 
view impacts at that time.   

 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Resolution No. 2015-4-22-01 

a. Exhibit A: Environmental Assessment 

b. Exhibit B: Recommended Conditions of Approval 

2. General Plan Land Use Map 

3. Zoning Map 
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4. Rubidoux Community Services District “Will Serve Letter” (dated January 14, 2015)  

5. Arborist Report (dated February 13, 2015)  

6. Oak Tree Drip Line and Tree Location Map (received March 31, 2015) 

7. Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 (11 x 17 size) 

8. Letter dated April 14, 2015 from Mr. Clyde A. Bell 

 

Hard copies submitted Under Separate Cover:  Full Size Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 4 

Previous Environmental Document  
Review Determination (dated October 11, 2021) 



 
 

Previous Environmental Document Review 
Determination 

 
MA 21265  

for 
Extension of Time 

Tentative Tract Map No. 36827 
 

 

 
 

Lead Agency 
 

City of Jurupa Valley 
8390 Limonite Avenue 

Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 
Contact: Rocio Lopez, Senior Planner 

(951) 332-6464 ext.210 
rlopez@jurupavalley.org 

 
 

 
Project Proponent: 

 
SBP Engineering, Inc. 

 
 

 
October 11, 2021 

mailto:rlopez@jurupavalley.org
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1.0   DETERMINATION 
 
Based on the evaluation in Section 4.0 of this document, I find that all potentially significant 
effects have been avoided or mitigated according to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, City of Jurupa Valley Master Application 17245, adopted on April 22, 2015. 
Therefore, the Project is “within the scope” of the previously adopted CEQA document. 
According to PRC §21166 and CEQA Guidelines §15162, CEQA does not require the preparation 
of any further environmental review. 
 
 

 

  City of Jurupa Valley 

Signature  Lead Agency 
   

   
Joe Perez, Community Development Director  October 11, 2021 

Printed Name/Title  Date  
 

2.0 PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW DETERMINATION (PERD) DOCUMENT 
 
Once an environmental impact determination under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
has been approved or certified for a project, no further action is required unless further discretionary 
approval for that project is required. CEQA Guidelines §15162 Subsequent EIRs and Negative 
Declarations, allows a previously adopted MND to be used as the environmental assessment for a 
project requiring further discretionary approval if it is determined that the Project currently under 
review does not propose substantial changes to the previously adopted or certified CEQA 
documentation that would:  
 

1) Create one or more new significant impacts. 
 

2) Create impacts that are more severe.  
 

3) Require major revisions to the CEQA document.  
 
This PERD has been prepared to determine if the Extension of Time request is within the scope of the 
analysis contained in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, Master Application 14112, 
adopted on April 22, 2015, and to ensure that the by extending the time of approval, the Project does 
not create new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously analyzed impacts 
as compared to those identified previously.   

The previously adopted MND is on file with the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department, 
8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509, and is hereby incorporated by reference 
according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15150. 
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The approved Tentative Tract Map (TTM) proposes to subdivide a 3.35-acre parcel into 13 
single-family residential lots. Variance No. 1501 is requested for a 2.90-foot deviation from the 
required average lot depth of 100 feet for Lot 13. This is the 4th request for a one-year 
extension of time through October 22, 2022. The extension of time request does not propose to 
amend boundaries, change the number of lots, or propose any different infrastructure or 
utilities that are different than the previously approved TTM.  
 

The Project site is located north of 45th Street, west of Golden West Avenue and east of Opal 
Street and is also identified by the following Assessor Parcel Number: 182-361-009. 
 

4.0 ANALYSIS  
 
Previously Identified Environmental Impacts 
The adopted MND determined that the previously approved TTM would result in no impacts or 
less than significant environmental impacts under the following issue areas: Aesthetics, Air 
Quality, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
Hazards (including Wildfire), Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Mineral 
Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation/Traffic, 
and Utility and Service Systems.  
 
The adopted MND determined that the development accommodated by the TTM would result 
in potentially significant impacts to Biological Resources (Burrowing owl), Cultural Resources 
(archaeological and paleontological), and Hazardous Materials (previous use of DDT, pesticides, 
or herbicides).  
 
Current Environmental Impacts 
 When the TTM was approved in 2015, the Project site was highly disturbed and occupied by 
ruderal, floral species. Citrus trees in the form of a grove had been recently removed. Two 
mature and well-developed coast live oak trees have been removed. According to the owner, 
they died.  The Project site remains surrounded on all four sides by single-family residential 
development. Because construction has not occurred, the environmental impacts identified in 
2015 remain the same except for the removal of two oak trees. 
 
Applicability of the 2015 Adopted MND 
If the extension of time is approved, the TTM will incorporate the following measures as 
revised: 
 
Plans, Policies, or Programs  These include existing regulatory requirements such as plans, 
policies, or programs applied to the Project-based based on federal, state, or local law currently 
in place, which effectively reduce environmental impacts.  
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Mitigation Measures (MM)  These measures include requirements that are imposed where 
the impact analysis determines that implementation of the proposed Project would result in 
significant impacts; mitigation measures are proposed in accordance with the provisions of 
CEQA.  The MMs are summarized below, except for MM BIO-2 which is deleted because the 
trees have been removed. 

MM-BIO-1: Pre-Construction Burrowing Owl Survey. Within 30 calendar days prior to grading, a 
qualified biologist shall conduct a survey of the Project’s proposed impact footprint and make a 
determination regarding the presence or absence of the burrowing owl. The determination shall be 
documented in a report and shall be submitted, reviewed, and accepted by the City of Jurupa Valley 
Planning Department prior to the issuance of a grading permit 

Deleted because trees have been removed. MM-BIO-2.Dedication of Open Space Lot and Tree 
Maintenance. If the tree(s) are to be preserved, prior to the recordation of the Final Map, a lettered for 
numbered lot shall be provided for each tree to be preserved. This lot shall be dedicated to the City in 
order to allow for continued maintenance of the tree(s) the City or approved maintenance entity as 
follows: 

 Construction of a wrought iron fence is necessary positioned just outside of the dripline around 
Tree #598 to reduce the risk of injury in the event of failure.  

 Landscape design must integrate the existing oak trees on site in a way that diverts excess 
water runoff or irrigation from accumulating and pooling within the tree's dripline. This final 
design must be reviewed by a certified landscape architect and approved by the Planning 
Director.  

 Strategic crown thinning to reduce loading on the stem. Heavier pruning of coast live oaks 
should occur during July-August and not more than 25% of the crown can be removed during 
any single year. All pruning should be performed or directed by an International Society of 
Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist or Tree Worker in accordance with the Best 
Management Practices for Pruning by the International Society of Arboriculture, 2002 and 
adhere to the most recent editions of the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) for 
Tree Care Operations Z133.1 and Pruning A300. Any oak tree maintenance activity onsite 
should be done at the direction of an ISA Certified Arborist or American Society of Consulting 
Arborists (ASCA) Registered Consulting Arborist.  
 

 Oak tree pruning must be kept to a minimum (except initially as described in Item 4 above); it 
typically involves removing dead or diseased wood, hazardous branches, or limb structures 
and providing clearance.  

 
BIO-3. Oak Tree Replacement: Prior to the issuance of any tree removal or the issuance of a grading 
permit, the following trees as identified in the Tree Survey and Arborist Report prepared by Golden 
State Land and Tree, February 13, 2015 shall be replaced as follows: 
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 Coast Live Oak # 598: Replacement by five, 15-gallon trees (5:1 ratio) of the 
same species at the discretion of the City's Planning Director. 

 Coast Live Oak # 599: Replacement by three 15-gallon trees (3:1 ratio) of the 
same species at the discretion of the City's Planning Director. 

MM- CR‐1: Archaeological Monitoring. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project 
Proponent shall implement the following program: 

 
a) A qualified archaeological monitor shall be retained by the Project Proponent to conduct 

monitoring of all grading and trenching activities and has the authority to halt and redirect 
earthmoving activities in the event that suspected archaeological resources are unearthed 
during Project construction. 

 
b) During grading operations, a professional archaeological monitor shall observe the grading 

operation until such time as monitor determines that there is no longer any potential to 
uncover buried cultural deposits. If the monitor suspects that an archaeological resource may 
have been unearthed, the monitor shall immediately halt and redirect grading operations in a 
100‐foot radius around the find to allow identification and evaluation of the suspected 
resource. If the monitor determines that the suspected resource is potentially significant, the 
archaeologist shall notify the appropriate Native American Tribe(s) and invite a tribal 
representative to consult on the resource evaluation. In consultation with the appropriate 
Native American Tribe(s), the archaeological monitor shall evaluate the suspected resource 
and make a determination of significance pursuant to California Public Resources Code 
Section 21083.2. If the resource is significant, Mitigation Measure CR‐2 shall apply. 

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

b) The qualified paleontologist shall be empowered to temporarily halt or redirect grading 
activities paleontological resources are discovered.  

 
c) In the event of a paleontological discovery the monitor shall flag the area and notify the 

construction crew immediately. No further disturbance in the flagged area shall occur until 
the qualified paleontologist has cleared the area. 
 

d) The qualified paleontologist shall quickly assess the nature and significance of the find. If the 
specimen is not significant it shall be quickly removed and the area cleared. 
 

e) If the discovery is significant the qualified paleontologist shall notify the Project proponent 
and the City immediately. 
 

f) In consultation with the Project proponent and the City, the qualified paleontologist shall 
develop a plan of mitigation which shall include salvage excavation and removal of the find, 
removal of sediment from around the specimen (in the laboratory), research to identify and 
categorize the find, curation in the find a local qualified repository, and preparation of a 
report summarizing the find.  

 
MM-HAZ-1: Work Plan.  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Proponent shall submit 
to the City a work plan that includes soil sampling to address potential exposure concerns to 
construction workers to DDT, pesticides, or herbicides, or arsenic. The work plan shall identify soil 
disposal options if necessary.  

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 5 

Approved TTM36827 (Dated 1-20-15) 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 6 

Applicant’s Request for EOT (9-16-21) 
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Attention: Case Planner    Re: Tract Map 36827

HP
Typewritten Text
This Tract Map is to expire on 10.22.2021 and we don't have enough time to get on the city council meetings to make the deadline. The Landscape Plans are still undergoing plan checks with 2nd plan check returned 9.15.21 to us. Other than this one item, I believe we have complied with all other requirements to get the Tract map signed off and recorded. TheFinal Tract Map has been accepted by the city surveyor but cannot be forwarded for city council unless the Landscape Plans get approved.
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On behalf of the project owner, Rixon Kien, I am requesting another extension of time for the Tract Map Process.
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Sat PalPresident
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STAFF REPORT 

DATE: DECEMBER 8, 2021 
TO: CHAIR NEWMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

FROM: JOE PEREZ, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR  
BY: JIM PECHOUS, PRINCIPAL PLANNER 

SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO. 6.3 
TRADITIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARDS FOR SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISIONS THAT 
EXCEED TWO UNITS PER ACRE  

____________________________________________________________________________ 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the Planning Commission adopt Resolution No. 2021-12-08-03 recommending that 
the City Council approve Zoning Code Amendment No. 20009 (ZCA20009) to amend the 
Jurupa Valley Zoning Code, creating Traditional Neighborhood development standards 
for single-family residential subdivisions. 

BACKGROUND 
Since the City's incorporation in 2011, the process of approving new single-family 
residential subdivisions has been a challenge for the City, as many applications have met 
with opposition from neighboring residents. The principal issue with these proposals has 
been the relatively large homes on small lots, which sharply contrasts with Jurupa Valley's 
historical residential subdivision design of one-story homes on large lots and are not 
consistent with the General Plan Objective to preserve small-town character and 
equestrian lifestyle of the City. 

The City, upon incorporation, adopted the County zoning development standards, which 
allow for denser urban style single-family development. The public's main objections to 
new proposals that follow these standards are:  1) Older residential neighborhoods with 
large lots that allow farm animals and horses will conflict with new residents of more 
compact urban style neighborhoods; and 2) Current residents desire Jurupa Valley's 
small town semi-rural character to be preserved.  

The General Plan incorporated an Equestrian Lifestyle Protection Overlay that firmly 
establishes the permanent reality that animal keeping is a core value of the community. 
The process of approving new residential subdivisions has been slowed sufficiently for 
the City Council to determine and articulate design elements that preserve the small town 
character of the community. 

RETURN TO AGENDA
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In response to the problem, on November 5, 2020, the City Council initiated a code 
amendment to add design and development standards into the Municipal Code requiring 
new single-family residential subdivisions, that has a density greater than 2 dwelling units 
per acre, to create traditional neighborhoods that reflect community values.  

On February 10, 2021, a Planning Commission Study Session was held to review key 
components of Traditional Neighborhood Design.  The Planning Commission expressed 
their support with the concept noting it's compatible with Jurupa Valley's semi-rural 
character.  They also requested new Traditional Neighborhood Design projects provide 
houses at an affordable price.  At the conclusion of the study session, the Planning 
Commission provided direction to prepare development standards consistent with 
Traditional Neighborhood Design and present them for review at a future Study Session. 

On September 22, 2021, a second Planning Commission Study Session on Traditional 
Neighborhood Design was held.  The Planning Commission reviewed proposed 
development standards for Traditional Neighborhood Design Ordinance. The 
Commission supported the proposed conceptual design standards and provided the 
following feedback: 

• Favor improving community connectivity by requiring new subdivisions to connect 
to existing neighborhoods, commercial, schools, parks and similar destinations 
and providing stub streets to connect to future development.  

• Not in favor of requiring subdivision monument signage and entry statements 
because they make the community appear to be exclusive; this contrasts with the 
goals of connectivity and maintaining the City's small town character.   

ANALYSIS  
Based on Planning Commission direction, provided at the two Planning Commission 
Study Sessions, a draft Traditional Neighborhood Design Ordinance has been prepared 
and is summarized below.  

Section 9.240.550 A Definitions 

Three definitions for Building Scale, Floor Area Ratio and Traditional Neighborhood 
Design are included in the Ordinance that help clarify the intent of the Traditional 
Neighborhood Design development standards.  It also refers to the definition of single-
family in Section 9.10. 490, the definition section of the Municipal Code. The three new 
definitions included in the draft Ordinance are recommended to read as follows: 

1. Building Scale.  The relationship between the mass of a building and its surroundings, 
including the width of street, open area of the lot, and mass of surrounding buildings. 
Mass is determined by the three-dimensional bulk of a structure: height, width, and 
depth. 

2. Floor Area Ratio (FAR).   Is the ratio of a building's total floor area (gross floor area) 
to the size of the piece of land upon which it is built.  FAR is calculated by the following 
formula: FAR = gross floor area ÷ lot area. 
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3. Traditional Neighborhood. A detached single-family residential neighborhood with 
primarily single-story homes proportionately scaled to the lot, with front yards, 
generous space between homes, usable private outdoor space, wide parkways 
between the street and sidewalk with canopy shade trees, shorter and narrower 
streets, with pedestrian and street connections to other neighborhoods, commercial 
centers, schools, civic buildings and park and recreational spaces.   

Section 9.240.550 B Purpose and Intent 

The purpose and intent for Traditional Neighborhood Design are to provide clear 
guidance to developers to develop detached single-family subdivisions for the City.  
The purpose and intent section will be used to evaluate new detached single-family 
residential subdivisions. Design principals for traditional neighborhoods include small 
affordable homes with a building scale proportional to lot size, including a mixture of 
traditional architectural styles, narrow interconnected streets to existing and future 
developments, and unique design features that create neighborhood identity.    

Section 9.240.550 C Applicability 

Traditional Neighborhood Design standards apply to all single-family detached 
residential subdivisions that exceed a density of two (2) units per acre.  These 
standards would apply to Medium Density Residential, Medium High Density 
Residential, High Density Residential and Very High Density Residential land use (see 
Attachment 2 Traditional Neighborhood Design Applicable Area Map).    
 
This will address nearly all new subdivision proposals as developers usually request 
densities that are higher than two (2) units per acre. Land use that allows two (2) 
dwelling units per acre or lower, are not included because the minimum lot size of one 
half acre results in rural subdivisions which fit in with the semi-rural small town 
character of Jurupa Valley.  

Section 9.240.550 D. Procedural Requirements 

Traditional Neighborhood Design subdivisions require a Site Development Permit to 
be processed concurrently with the Tentative Tract or Parcel Map. For projects 
requesting a deviation from the development standards, City Council approval is 
required.   The code encourages applicants to meet with the City before submittal to 
understand the standards and processing requirements better.  

Section 9.240.550 E. Development Standards 

Traditional Neighborhood Development subdivisions must meet all the standards 
summarized in the table below and be consistent with the purpose and intent under 
section 9.240.550 B. 
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Title Standard Notes 

Subdivision 
design 

Requires the subdivision design be consistent 
with the traditional neighborhood design purpose 
and intent section 

The subdivision design needs 
to be consistent with 
Neighborhood Design 
principles 

Lot Area The minimum lot area required in the applicable 
zone classification 

 

Building 
height 

Not exceed 35 feet and 2 stories.  In addition: 

 The lots with 2 stories not exceed 25% 

 No 2-story dwellings may be on adjacent lots 

 Not 2-story on corner lots 

Limitations on 2-story 
dwellings help maintain a 
predominately 1 story 
traditional neighborhood 
design. 

2-story homes are not 
allowed to be any larger than 
single-family homes. 

Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) 

One-story dwelling: FAR of .40 including 
dwelling & garage, FAR = gross floor area ÷ lot 
area 
2-story dwelling:  Ground floor FAR .25 including 
dwelling and garage, second floor .15 FAR 

This insures that house size 
is proportional to the lot size.  
For example: 
7,000 sf lot = 2,400 sf house 
with a 400 sf garage 
5,000 sf lot = 1,400 sf house 
with a 400 sf garage 
3,500 sf lot = 800 sf house 
with a 400 sf garage 
When the home is 
proportionate to the lot, the 
sale of the property with the 
home will be more affordable.  

Open Space  50% of the lot area is permeable open space.  

 90% of the open space be landscaped 

 Maintains useable open 
space around the dwelling 

Setbacks  Front yard: 20 feet, encourages average of a 25-
foot setback 

 Front yard covered porches:  15 feet, when 
encroaching in the 20-foot front yard setback 
covered porch shall be a minimum of 8 feet 
deep and 100 square feet in area. 

 Side yard, interior: 6 feet or 10% of the lot width 
whichever is greater. 

 Side yard, street facing: 10 feet  

 Adds to useable open space 
around the dwelling 

 Adds to open parkway along 
the residential streets 

 Encourages useable front 
porches and pedestrian use 
of the parkway. 
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Title Standard Notes 
 Rear yard: 5 feet. 

 Garage, attached: 10-foot setback from the front 
building line of the dwelling when street facing. 
Side facing attached garages 20 foot minimum 
front yead setback. 

 Garage, detached:  Allowed in rear one half of 
the lot.  Zero rear and interior side yard 
setbacks.  5-foot rear yard if garage door faces 
an alley. 

 
Allows long driveways to 
allow parking in the driveway 
without overhanging the 
sidewalk and large garages 
setback from the street.  

Garages  Garages shall not be street facing unless 
located in the rear half of the lot  

 Prevents street facing 
garages from overwhelming 
the street scene. 

Off-street 
parking and 
driveways 

2 covered garage spaces per dwelling 

45 feet between driveway curb cuts, one curb 
cut per lot.  

 Provides two onsite parking 
spaces and two on street 
parking spaces between 
driveways. 

Streets 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Street layout:  Required to match existing street 
patterns and restore connections.  Interior 
streets should connect to existing 
neighborhoods, schools, commercial, civic and 
parks when feasible.   

Street stub outs:  Provide for connections with 
future subdivisions 

Block length:  Maximum of 660 feet 

 

Right of way:  56 feet local street, 60 feet 
collector street 

Roadway width:  36 feet local street, 40 feet 
collector street 

 

Alley width:  Maximum of 20 feet 

 

 

Parkway: 10-foot, 5-foot sidewalk, 5-foot 
landscape area between the sidewalk and curb. 

 

 Improves connectivity to 
existing and future 
neighborhoods and other 
uses. 
 
 
 
Short block length 
encourages pedestrian 
connections. 
 
Narrower streets slow traffic 
speeds and are more 
pedestrian, bike and 
equestrian friendly 
 
Allows room for cars to turn 
onto the alley 
 

Width allows for a 10-foot 
parkway with 5-foot sidewalk 
and 5-foot landscape area 
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Title Standard Notes 
 
Streets 
(Continued) 

 

Traffic calming features: traffic circles, bulb outs, 
speed humps etc.  

 

Requires traffic calming 
features to minimize conflicts 
with pedestrian, equestrians, 
and bicyclist.  

Street lighting Requires decorative street lights 

Requires exterior lights be directed downward to 
reduce glare on neighboring properties.  

 Allows for smaller, decorative 
pedestrian scale lights, 
reducing glare impacts. 

Equestrian 
and 
pedestrian 
trails and 
bicycle lane 
connections 

Requires equestrian and pedestrian trails and 
bicycle lane connectivity through or adjacent to 
the single-family residential subdivision. 

 Improves connectivity  

Architecture Requires Architectural styles be consistent with 
the Architectural Styles Sheet of the Community 
Development Department and  

 Include a diversity of architectural styles and floor 
plans; 

 Include a variety of traditional architectural 
features; 

 Include a variety of building materials  

 Continue architectural features on all sides of 
dwelling units visible from a public street. 

 Follows Jurupa Valley historic 
architectural styles and a 
diversity of architectural 
elements, materials and 
designs so homes each have 
their own unique qualities.  

Landscaping 
and 
Walls/Fences   

Street trees: 1 canopy tree per 40 feet of street 
frontage, minimum 2-inch caliper measured 6 
feet above the ground.  Trees must be planted in 
a space appropriate for their mature size.  Locate 
between the sidewalk and the curb. 
Landscape area:  The front setback required to 
be landscapes and include one 36’’ box canopy 
tree, 90% of the required open space area shall 
be landscaped 
Natural features:  Requires protection on natural 
features such as natural terrain, mature trees, 
rock outcroppings, habitat areas and other similar 
features. 
Neighborhood identity features:  Subdivisions are 
required to include design features such as 
enriched pavement, decorative materials, 

 Size of street trees based on 
height and trunk size rather 
than box size. 

 Provides for canopy tree lined 
parkway. 

 Ensures open areas are 
mostly landscaped. 

 
Preserves visual qualities of 
an area. 
 
Creates a unique identity for 
each subdivision. 
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Title Standard Notes 
ornamental streetlight, landscape traffic circles, 
shared community spaces and other features that 
create a unique identity for the subdivision.  
Walls and fences 

• Decorative masonry, wrought iron, wood, 
tubular steel, stone or river, rock or vinyl 
fencings with a natural wood appearance 
are permitted. 

• Maximum 6-foot-high walls or fences.  
When walls or fences are located within a 
required street side setback, the walls or 
fences shall be open to view above 42 
inches in height. 

• Prohibits chain link, barbed wire or similar 
type fences. 

 

Affordability Requires subdivisions provide affordable housing 
requirements consistent with the Housing 
Element. 

 Due to the lot size to building 
size proportionality 
requirements smaller homes 
on smaller lots will provide 
lower cost housing.  

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The proposed Code Amendment is exempt from the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and the City's local CEQA Guidelines pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) because it can be seen with certainty that there is 
no possibility that the proposed Code Amendment, amending certain subdivision 
regulations, development standards pertaining to Traditional Neighborhood Design 
standards to have a significant effect on the environment. The proposed Code 
Amendment is an administrative process of the City that will not result in direct or indirect 
physical changes in the environment.   
NOTICING REQUIREMENTS 

An advertisement for this public hearing was published on November 28, 2021 in the 
Press-Enterprise Newspaper.    
CONCLUSION 
To address concerns with development standards inherited from the County that allow 
subdivisions with large homes on small lots and an urban style development that is 
inconsistent with the City's values, the City Council initiated a code amendment to create 
traditional neighborhood subdivision standards.  The proposed Traditional Neighborhood 
Design Ordinance preserves the City’s semi-rural small town character.  The proposed 
standards provide clear guidance to develop a detached single-family subdivision with 
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dwellings that are scaled with the lot area, have generous amounts of useable open 
space, broad landscaped parkways, and short walkable streets that are well connected 
to other neighborhoods and destination points. 

 
 
Prepared by: 

  
Submitted by: 

 

 

  

___________________________ 
Jim Pechous 
Principal Planner 

 Joe Perez 
Community Development Director 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution No. 2021-12-08-03 
a. Exhibit A. Draft Traditional Neighborhood Design Ordinance 

2. Traditional Neighborhood Design Applicable Area Map 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2021-12-08-03 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF 
THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY RECOMMENDING THAT 
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY 
AMEND THE JURUPA VALLEY MUNICIPAL CODE 
CONCERNING TRADITIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD 
DESIGN STANDARDS, AND MAKE A DETERMINATION 
OF EXEMPTION UNDER CEQA GUIDELINES SECTION 
15061(B)(3) 
 

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY DOES 
RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Zoning Code Amendment.  

a) At the November 5, 2020 regular City Council meeting, the City Council 
initiated an amendment to Chapter 9.240 (“General Provisions”) of Title 9 (“Planning and 
Zoning”) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code, to adopt traditional neighborhood design standards 
for single-family residential neighborhoods (ZCA No. 21009) (the “Zoning Code Amendment”), 
and requested that the Planning Commission study and report on the proposed Zone Code 
Amendment, as set forth in this Ordinance. 

b) Section 9.285.010 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 
amendments to Title 9 may be initiated by either the Planning Commission or the City Council. 

c) Section 9.285.010 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 
amendments to Title 9 shall be made in accordance with the procedure set forth in Government 
Code Section 65800 et seq., as now enacted and hereafter amended, and the requirements of 
Chapter 9.285. 

d) Section 9.285.030 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 
amendments to Title 9 that propose to (1) regulate the use of buildings, structures, and land as 
between industry, business, residents, open space, and other purposes, (2) regulate the location, 
height, bulk, number of stories and size of buildings and structures, the size and use of lots, yards, 
courts, and other open spaces, the percentage of a lot which may be occupied by a building or 
structure, and the intensity of land use, (3) establish requirements for off-street parking and 
loading, and (4) establish and maintain building setbacks, shall be adopted in the manner set forth 
in Section 9.285.040.  Further, Government Code Section 65853 provides that an amendment to a 
zoning ordinance, which amendment proposes to impose any regulations listed in Government 
Code Section 65850 not theretofore imposed, must be adopted in the manner set forth in 
Government Code Sections 65854 to 65857, inclusive. 

e) Section 9.285.040 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that the 
Planning Commission must hold a public hearing on the proposed amendment.  After closing the 
public hearing, the Planning Commission must render its decision within a reasonable time and 
transmit it to the City Council in the form of a written recommendation, which must contain the 
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reasons for the recommendation.  If the Planning Commission does not reach a decision due to a 
tie vote, that fact must be reported to the City Council and the failure to reach a decision shall be 
deemed a recommendation against the proposed amendment. 

f) Government Code Section 65853 provides that when the legislative body 
has requested the planning commission to study and report upon an amendment to the zoning 
ordinance and the planning commission fails to act upon such request within a reasonable time, 
the legislative body may, by written notice, require the planning commission to render its report 
within 40 days.  Upon receipt of the written notice, the planning commission, if it has not done so, 
shall conduct the public hearing as required by Section 65854.  Failure to so report to the legislative 
body within the above time period shall be deemed to be approval of the proposed amendment to 
the zoning ordinance. 

g) Government Code Section 65854 provides that the planning commission 
shall hold a public hearing on the proposed amendment to a zoning ordinance.  Notice of the 
hearing shall be given pursuant to Government Code Section 65090. 

h) Government Code Section 65855 provides that after the hearing, the 
planning commission shall render its decision in the form of a written recommendation to the 
legislative body.  Such recommendation shall include the reasons for the recommendation, the 
relationship of the proposed amendment to the general plan, and shall be transmitted to the 
legislative body in such form and manner as may be specified by the legislative body. 

Section 2. Procedural Findings.  The Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa 
Valley does hereby find, determine and declare that: 

a) ZCA No. 21009 (the “Project”) was processed including, but not limited to, 
a public notice, in the time and manner prescribed by State law and Jurupa Valley Ordinances. 

b) On December 8, 2021, the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa 
Valley held a public hearing on ZCA No. 21009, at which time all persons interested in the Project 
had the opportunity and did address the Planning Commission on these matters.  Following the 
receipt of public testimony, the Planning Commission closed the public hearing. 

c) All legal preconditions to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

Section 3. California Environmental Quality Act Findings.  The Planning 
Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley hereby recommends that the City Council of the City of 
Jurupa Valley make the following environmental findings and determinations in connection with 
the approval of ZCA No. 21009: 

a) The proposed Zoning Code Amendment is exempt from the requirements 
of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the City’s local CEQA Guidelines 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) because it can be seen with certainty that there 
is no possibility that the proposed Zoning Code Amendment, adopting traditional neighborhood 
design developoment standards for the development and redevelopment of land for detached single 
family residential subdivisions, will have a significant effect on the environment.  The proposed 
Zoning Code Amendment is an administrative process of the City that will not result in direct or 
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indirect physical changes in the environment.  The City Council has reviewed the administrative 
record concerning the proposed Zoning Code Amendment and the proposed CEQA 
determinations, and based on its own independent judgment, finds that the Zoning Code 
Amendment set forth in this Ordinance is not subject to, or exempt from, the requirements of the 
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3). 

Section 4. Findings for Recommendation of Approval of Zoning Code 
Amendment.  The Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley does hereby recommend 
that the City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley find and determine that the proposed Zoning 
Code Amendment (ZCA No. 21009) should be adopted because the proposed Zoning Code 
Amendment is consistent with the City of Jurupa Valley 2017 General Plan in that: 

a) Land Use Objectives of 2017 General Plan.  Consistent with the General 
Plan Objective to Preserve small-town character and equestrian lifestyle,  the development 
standards set forth in the Traditional Neighborhood Design Ordinance require dwellings that are 
proportionally sized to lot area with useable open space, short walkable streets, architectural styles 
that are historic to Jurupa Valley, large parkways with sidewalks, connections of roads, sidewalks, 
trails to other neighborhoods, schools, commercial and other attractions, equestrian path 
connections, traffic control measures to protect pedestrians, bicyclist, and equestrians and design 
measures that create unique neighborhoods.   

b) LUE 2.1 Residential Development. The standards set forth in the 
Traditional Neighborhood Design are consistent with the policy by providing clear direction for 
how new detached residential subdivisions are to be designed.   

c) LUE 2.4 Housing Quality and Variety.  The standards set forth in the 
Traditional Neighborhood Design Ordinance allow for the development of a variety of high quality 
housing types, styles and densities that meet the needs of a range of lifestyles, physical abilities, 
and income levels in that architecture and design is required to be consistent with traditional 
neighborhood principles, that require a variety of historic architectural styles, design materials and 
floor plans and allow different density of houses from large to small-lot subdivisions that will 
range in cost and affordability and support a variety of housing needs in the city.  Further, all 
Traditional Neighborhood Design subdivisons are required to meet affordability requirements of 
the Housing Element of the General Plan. 

d) LUE 2.5 Connectivity. The standards set forth in the Traditional 
Neighborhood Design Ordinance require connectivity of the subdivision with existing and future 
neighborhoods, parks, schools and public areas with internal street connections, bicycle lanes and 
trails, equestrian trails and sidewalks and pedestrian trails.    

e) LUE 2.6 Buffering. Require setbacks set forth in the Traditional 
Neighborhood Design Ordinance include large useable open space areas that provide a buffer from 
adjacent uses as well as neighboring houses.   

f) LUE 2.7 Reduced Street Widths.  The standards set forth in the Traditional 
Neighborhood Design Ordinance require a maximum block length of 660 feet and 36 foot street 
improvement width.  These shorter and narrower local streets than conventional subdivisions help 
reduce traffic speeds and conflicts with pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians that improve the 
safety and character of the neighborhood.   
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g) LUE 2.8 Supportive Uses. The standards set forth in the Traditional 
Neighborhood Design require new residential subdivisions to connect to recreation, public 
commercial or other facilities.   The standards encourage shared community spaces, including 
parks, trails, community gardens, and other recreational and community amenities.  

h) LUE 2.9 Design Compatibility. The Traditional Neighborhood Design 
Ordinance standards require single family subdivisions to meet traditional neighborhood design 
principles that include dwellings proportional to lot area, wide open space, historical Jurupa Valley 
quality architecture design and materials, and other measures that are compatible with the city’s 
existing semi-rural residential development patterns.    

i) LUE 5.4 Residential Development. The standards set forth in the 
Traditional Neighborhood Design Ordinance include requirements for connectivity and integration 
with existing equestrian neighborhoods and preserving the city’s semi-rural equestrian lifestyle.  

Section 5. Recommendation of Approval of Zoning Code Amendment.  Based on 
the foregoing, the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley hereby recommends that the 
City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley adopt the proposed Zoning Code Amendment attached 
hereto as Exhibit “A.” 

Section 6. Certification.  The Community Development Director shall certify to the 
adoption of this Resolution. 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the City of 
Jurupa Valley on this 8th day of December, 2021. 

 

______________________________ 
Penny Newman 
Chair of Jurupa Valley Planning Commission 

ATTEST: 

 

_______________________________ 
Joe Perez 
Community Development Director/Secretary to the Planning Commission 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE  )  ss. 

CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY     ) 

I, Joe Perez, Community Development Director of the City of Jurupa Valley, do hereby certify 
that the foregoing Resolution No. 2021-12-08-03 was duly adopted and passed at a meeting of the 
Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley on the 8th day of December, 2021, by the 
following vote, to wit: 
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AYES:  COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

 

NOES:  COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

 

ABSENT: COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

 

ABSTAIN: COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

 

___________________________ 
JOE PEREZ 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
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Ordinance Traditional Neighborhood Design Standards 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2021-__ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY 
AMENDING THE JURUPA VALLEY MUNICIPAL CODE 
CONCERNING TRADITIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD 
DESIGN STANDARDS, AND FINDING AN EXEMPTION 
FROM CEQA UNDER SECTION 15061(B)(3) OF THE CEQA 
GUIDELINES 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY DOES ORDAIN AS 
FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Project Procedural Findings.  The City Council of the City of Jurupa 
Valley does hereby find, determine and declare that: 

(a) At the November 5, 2020 regular City Council meeting, the City Council 
initiated an amendment to Chapter 9.240 (“General Provisions”) of Title 9 (“Planning and 
Zoning”) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code, to adopt traditional neighborhood design standards 
for single-family residential neighborhoods (ZCA No. 21009) (the “Zoning Code Amendment”), 
and requested that the Planning Commission study and report on the proposed Zoning Code 
Amendment, as set forth in this Ordinance. 

(b) On December 8, 2021, the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa 
Valley held a public hearing on the proposed Zoning Code Amendment set forth in this Ordinance, 
at which time all persons interested in the proposed Zoning Code Amendment had the opportunity 
and did address the Planning Commission on these matters.  Following the receipt of public 
testimony, the Planning Commission closed the public hearing.  At the conclusion of the Planning 
Commission hearings and after due consideration of the testimony, the Planning Commission 
adopted Resolution No. 2021-12-08-03 recommending that the City Council approve the proposed 
Zoning Code Amendment. 

(c) On __________ ____, 2021, the City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley 
held a duly noticed public hearing on the proposed Zoning Code Amendment, at which time all 
persons interested in the Project had the opportunity and did address the City Council on these 
matters.  Following the receipt of public testimony, the City Council closed the public hearing and 
duly considered the written and oral testimony received. 

(d) All legal preconditions to the adoption of this Ordinance have occurred. 

Section 2. California Environmental Quality Act Findings.  The proposed Zoning 
Code Amendment is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”) and the city’s local CEQA Guidelines pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15061(b)(3) because it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the proposed 
Zoning Code Amendment, adopting traditional neighborhood design standards for single-family 
residential developments, will have a significant effect on the environment.  The proposed Zoning 
Code Amendment is an administrative process of the city that will not result in direct or indirect 
physical changes in the environment.  The City Council has reviewed the administrative record 
concerning the proposed Zoning Code Amendment and the proposed CEQA determinations, and 



-2- 
12774-0001\2592070v1.doc 

based on its own independent judgment, finds that the Zoning Code Amendment set forth in this 
Ordinance is not subject to, or exempt from, the requirements of the CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines pursuant to CEQA Section 21080.17 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3). 

Section 3. Project Findings.  The City Council hereby finds, as required by the Jurupa 
Valley Ordinances and applicable state law, that the proposed Zoning Code Amendment should 
be adopted because the proposed Zoning Code Amendment is consistent with the City of Jurupa 
Valley 2017 General Plan in that: 

(a) Land Use Objectives of 2017 General Plan.  Consistent with the General 
Plan Objective to Preserve small-town character and equestrian lifestyle,  the development standards 
set forth in the Traditional Neighborhood Design Ordinance require dwellings that are 
proportionally sized to lot area with useable open space, short walkable streets, architectural styles 
that are historic to Jurupa Valley, large parkways with sidewalks, connections of roads, sidewalks, 
trails to other neighborhoods, schools, commercial and other attractions, equestrian path 
connections, traffic control measures to protect pedestrians, bicyclist, and equestrians and design 
measures that create unique neighborhoods.   

b) LUE 2.1 Residential Development. The standards set forth in the Traditional 
Neighborhood Design are consistent with the policy by providing clear direction for how new detached 
residential subdivisions are to be designed.   

c) LUE 2.4 Housing Quality and Variety.  The standards set forth in the Traditional 
Neighborhood Design Ordinance allow for the development of a variety of high quality housing types, 
styles and densities that meet the needs of a range of lifestyles, physical abilities, and income levels in that 
architecture and design is required to be consistent with traditional neighborhood principles, that require a 
variety of historic architectural styles, design materials and floor plans and allow different density of houses 
from large to small-lot subdivisions that will range in cost and affordability and support a variety of housing 
needs in the city.  Further, all Traditional Neighborhood Design subdivisions are required to meet 
affordability requirements of the Housing Element of the General Plan. 

d) LUE 2.5 Connectivity. The standards set forth in the Traditional Neighborhood 
Design Ordinance require connectivity of the subdivision with existing and future neighborhoods, parks, 
schools and public areas with internal street connections, bicycle lanes and trails, equestrian trails and 
sidewalks and pedestrian trails.    

e) LUE 2.6 Buffering. Require setbacks set forth in the Traditional Neighborhood 
Design Ordinance include large useable open space areas that provide a buffer from adjacent uses as well 
as neighboring houses.   

f) LUE 2.7 Reduced Street Widths.  The standards set forth in the Traditional 
Neighborhood Design Ordinance require a maximum block length of 660 feet and 36 foot street 
improvement width.  These shorter and narrower local streets than conventional subdivisions help reduce 
traffic speeds and conflicts with pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians that improve the safety and 
character of the neighborhood.   

g) LUE 2.8 Supportive Uses. The standards set forth in the Traditional 
Neighborhood Design require new residential subdivisions to connect to recreation, public 
commercial or other facilities.   The standards encourage shared community spaces, including 
parks, trails, community gardens, and other recreational and community amenities.  



-3- 
12774-0001\2592070v1.doc 

h) LUE 2.9 Design Compatibility. The Traditional Neighborhood Design Ordinance 
standards require single-family subdivisions to meet traditional neighborhood design principles that include 
dwellings proportional to lot area, wide open space, historical Jurupa Valley quality architecture design and 
materials, and other compatible measures with the city’s existing semi-rural residential development 
patterns.    

i) LUE 5.4 Residential Development. The standards set forth in the Traditional 
Neighborhood Design Ordinance include requirements for connectivity and integration with existing 
equestrian neighborhoods and preserving the city’s semi-rural equestrian lifestyle.  

Section 4. Amendment to Chapter 9.240.  A new Section 9.240.550 is hereby added 
to Chapter 9.240, General Provisions, of Title 9, Planning and Zoning, of the Jurupa Valley 
Municipal Code to read as follows: 

“Sec. 9.240.550. - Traditional Neighborhood Design 

A. Definitions.  The following terms shall have the following meanings for the purposes of 
this section: 

(1) Building scale means the relationship between the mass of a building and its 
surroundings, including the width of street, open area of the lot, and mass of 
surrounding buildings. Mass is determined by the three-dimensional bulk of a 
structure: height, width, and depth. 

(2) Floor area ratio or FAR means the ratio of a building’s total floor area (gross floor 
area) to the area of the piece of land upon which it is built.  FAR is calculated by the 
following formula: FAR = gross floor area ÷ lot area. 

(3) Single-family shall be defined as set forth in Section 9.10.490. 

(4) Traditional neighborhood means a single-family residential neighborhood with 
primarily one (1) story homes proportionately scaled to the lot, with large front yards 
generous space between homes, useable outdoor space, wide parkways with canopy 
street trees and sidewalks, shorter and narrower streets, with pedestrian and street 
connections to other neighborhoods, commercial centers, schools, civic buildings, 
and park and recreational spaces. 

B. Purpose and intent.  The purpose of this section is to establish clear guidance for the 
development and redevelopment of land for detached single-family residential 
subdivisions consistent with the General Plan and design principles of traditional 
neighborhoods, known as traditional neighborhood developments.  In order to facilitate 
approval of traditional neighborhood subdivisions that has a density that exceeds two (2) 
units per acre, the following design principles for the development of new single-family 
residential subdivisions are necessary: 

(1) Encourage single-family subdivision design that is consistent with the city’s historic, 
traditional neighborhood character with mostly one (1) story homes and large yards; 
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(2) Encourage affordable housing through development of subdivisions with smaller 
homes on smaller lots while creating neighborhoods that are consistent with the 
community;s values as stated in the General Plan; 

(3) Design homes that have a building scale to fit lot sizes without loss of functional 
outdoor spaces and yards; 

(4) Provide connectivity with existing neighborhoods, commercial, civic, recreational, 
and open space uses in close proximity; 

(5) Provide a mix of locally indigenous traditional architectural styles such as but not 
limited to Craftsmen, Victorian, California Bungalow, American Farmhouse, and 
California Ranch that are predominately one (1) story; 

(6) Incorporate a system of intimate, narrow, interconnected streets with sidewalks, 
bikeways, and equestrian trails that offer multiple routes for motorists, pedestrians, 
equestrians and bicyclists, and provides for the connections to existing and future 
developments; and 

(7) Incorporate architectural and design features that create a unique neighborhood 
identity and enhance the visual character of the community. 

C. Applicability.  All detached single-family residential subdivisions that exceed a density 
of two (2) units per acre, proposed or entitled after the effective date of this Ordinance, 
shall be designed and developed in accordance with this Section. Furthermore, additions 
or expansions to existing homes and accessory structures are subject to the provisions of 
this section.  Residential subdivisions designed for multifamily units or attached dwelling 
units, such as clusters and condominiums, are not subject to the provisions of this section.   

D. Procedural requirements. 

(1) A traditional neighborhood design requires site development permit approval in 
accordance with Section 9.240.330.  The site development permit shall be processed 
concurrently with the corresponding tentative tract or parcel map and the required 
approval body of the tentative map shall also have approval authority to take action on 
the site development permit. Development standards contained herein, may be waived 
or modified by the City Council as part of the site development permit process if it is 
determined that the standard is inappropriate, and that the waiver or modification of the 
standard will not be contrary to the public health and safety and is consistent with the 
Section (B) Purpose and Intent. When a modification to standards is requested, the 
Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to the City Council to approve, 
modify, or deny the site development permit and the requested modification of the 
standard in accordance with Section 9.05.110. 
(2) Prior to submitting an application for a site development permit for a single-family 

residential subdivision subject to the provisions of this section, the applicant is 
encouraged to meet with the city to review submittal requirements and adherence to 
the traditional neighborhood design standards. 
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E. Development standards.  Single-family residential subdivisions subject to this section 
shall be erected subject to the following development standards: 

(1)  Subdivision.  design.  The single-family subdivision design shall be consistent with 
the purpose and intent of the design principles set forth in subsection (B) of this 
section. 

(2) Lot area.  The minimum lot area is as required under the applicable zone classification 
for the subject property(s). 

(3) Building height.  Single-family residence shall not exceed thirty-five (35) feet in 
height and more than two (2) stories pursuant to the following: 

(a) The number of lots within the subdivision with two (2) story dwellings shall not 
exceed twenty-five (25) percent; 

(b) No two (2) story dwelling may be located on a lot adjacent to another two (2) 
story dwelling; and 

(c) No two (2) story dwellings may be located on a corner lot. 

(4) Floor area ratio.  The maximum FAR for a one (1) story dwelling, including the 
garage, shall not exceed .40.  The maximum FAR for the ground floor of a two (2) 
story dwelling, including the garage, shall not exceed .25.  The maximum FAR for 
the second floor of a two (2) story dwelling shall not exceed .15. 

(5) Open space.  Not less than fifty (50) percent of the lot area shall be permeable open 
space.  Not less than ninety (90) percent of the required open space area shall be 
landscaped. 

(6) Setbacks.  Provide useable open space areas with generous street side setbacks that 
enhance the visual appearance of the street parkway pursuant to the following: 

(a) Front yard.  Minimum twenty (20) foot front year setback.  Front yard setbacks 
are required to vary in length, it is encouraged that there be an average front yard 
setback of twenty-five (25) for the entire subdivision. 

(b) Front yard covered porches.  Minimum fifteen (15) foot setback for front yard 
covered porches that are a depth of eight (8) feet or more and one hundred (100) 
square feet or greater in area. 

(c) Side yard, interior.  Minimum six (6) foot or not less than ten (10) percent of the 
lot width, whichever is the greater setback. 

(d) Side yard, street facing.  Minimum ten (10) foot setback. 

(e) Rear yard.  Minimum of a ten (10) foot setback. 
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(f) Garage attached.  Street facing garages shall be a minimum ten (10) foot setback 
from the front building line of the dwelling. and shall be side facing in the front 
half (½) of the lot. Side entry garages minimum of 20-foot front yard setback.  

(g) Garage, detached.  Zero (0) interior side and rear yard setbacks.  Minimum five 
(5) foot rear yard setback for a garage that faces an alley.  

(7) Garages.  Garages attached or detached shall be a secondary feature of the home. 
Garages facing the street shall be located in the rear one half (½) of the lot.   Corner 
lot garages shall not face the street side yard.    

(8) Off-street parking and driveways.   

(a) A minimum of two (2) covered garage spaces per dwelling unit. 

(b) Minimum forty-five (45) feet between driveway curb cuts to accommodate two 
(2) on-street parking spaces between driveways. One (1) driveway curb cut per 
lot. 

(9) Streets. 

(a) Street layout.  Traditional neighborhood design shall maintain a similar pattern 
where present and restore connections where feasible.  Interior streets shall 
connect to the internal streets of existing, adjacent neighborhoods, schools, 
commercial centers, civic buildings, and parks where feasible. 

(b) Street stub outs.  Street stub outs shall be provided where appropriate to connect 
to future subdivisions. 

(c) Block length.  Maximum six hundred sixty (660) foot blocks. 

(d) Rights-of-way.  Minimum fifty-six (56) foot local street width.  Minimum sixty 
(60) foot collector street width. 

(e) Roadway width.  Maximum thirty-six (36) foot local street width.  Maximum 
forty (40) foot collector street width. 

(f) Alley width.  Maximum twenty (20) foot alley width. 

(g) Parkway.  Minimum ten (10) foot parkway width.  The parkway shall include a 
five (5) foot wide sidewalk and the area between the sidewalk and the curb shall 
be landscaped to the maximum extent feasible.  

(h) Traffic calming features.  Subdivisions shall include traffic calming features such 
as traffic circles, bulb-outs, center islands, chicanes, speed humps, bicycle 
lanes/shared lane markings (sharrows), or other traffic calming devices designed 
to minimize conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians, equestrians, and bicycles. 
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(10) Street lighting. 

(a) Street lighting shall be provided along all streets.  Decorative street lights and 
poles are encouraged. 

(b) Exterior lighting shall be directed downward in order to reduce glare onto 
adjacent properties. 

(11) Equestrian and pedestrian trails and bicycle lane connections.  Equestrian and 
pedestrian trails and bicycle lane connectivity through or adjacent to the single-
family residential subdivision shall be provided. The pedestrian trails and bicycle 
lane connections shall be consistent with the Circulation Master Plan for Bicyclists 
and Pedestrians. 

(12) Architecture.  Architectural styles shall be consistent with the Architectural Styles 
Sheet of the Community Development Department, which includes Craftsmen, 
Victorian, California Bungalow, American Farmhouse, and California Ranch or 
another architectural style that are historic to this region.  The architectural styles 
within the subdivision shall: 

(a) Be applied to new homes and future additions to homes, including detached 
accessory structures; 

(b) Include a diversity of locally indigenous traditional architectural styles  and floor 
plans; 

(c) Include a variety of traditional architectural features that are respectful to each 
architectural style, such as covered front porches, fireplaces, bay windows, 
hooded front doors, or other similar architectural elements; 

(d)  Include a variety of building materials such as stones, bricks, tiles, pavers, metals 
and wood; and  

(e) Continue architectural features and fenestration on all sides of dwelling units. 

(13) Landscaping and Walls/Fences.  The composition and location of landscaping shall 
comply with the provisions of Chapter 9.283 of this code and the following 
standards: 

(a) Street trees.  A minimum of one (1) canopy tree per lot or forty (40) feet of street 
frontage when permissible.  Street trees shall be a minimum of two (2) inch 
caliper measured six (6) feet above the ground.  A tree landscaped area shall be 
provided and be of an appropriate size to accommodate the mature size and height 
of the tree.  Trees should preferably be located between the sidewalk and the curb 
and help create neighborhood identity. 
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(b) Landscaping area. The front yard setback area shall be landscaped and include a 
minimum of one (1) 36-inch box canopy tree.  Ninety (90) percent of the required 
lot open space shall be landscaped.  

(c)  Natural Features.   Single-family residential subdivisions shall protect and 
preserve natural features such as, without limitation, unique natural terrain, rock 
outcropings, streams (perennial, intermittent, ephemeral), mature trees, and 
native habitat wherever possible.  

 
(d) Neighborhood identity features.  Each single-family residential subdivision 

subject to this section shall include unique design features to create a unique 
community identity.  Examples of such design features include, without 
limitation: 

(i) Enriched pavement at entrances, crosswalks, and sidewalks; 

(ii) Use of rocks, stones, wood, bricks, pavers, metals, and other decorative 
materials; 

(iii)   Ornamental streetlights; 

(iv)  Landscape swales and other natural appearing stormwater management 
features; 

(v)    Landscaping of traffic circles, bulb outs, knuckles, and medians; and 

(vi) Shared community spaces, including parks, trails, community garden, and 
other recreational amenities. 

(e) Walls and fences. 

(i) Decorative masonry, wrought iron, wood, tubular steel, stone or river, rock or 
vinyl fencings with a natural wood appearance are permitted. 

(ii) Maximum six (6) foot high walls or fences.  When walls or fences are located 
within a required street side setback, the walls or fences shall be open to view 
above forty-two (42) inches in height. 

(iii) Chain-link, chicken wire, razor, serpentine barbed wire, electrified, and 
similar type fencing are prohibited. 

(14)   Affordability.  Single-family residential subdivisions subject to this section shall 
be consistent with the affordable housing requirements of the Housing Element for 
the Jurupa Valley General Plan.” 

Section 5. Severability.  If any sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance is for any 
reason held to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity 
of the remaining provisions of this Ordinance.  The City Council hereby declares that it would 
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have passed this Ordinance and each sentence, clause or phrase thereof irrespective of the fact that 
any one or more sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional or otherwise invalid. 

Section 6. Effect of Ordinance.  This Ordinance is intended to supersede any 
ordinance or resolution of the County of Riverside adopted by reference by the City of Jurupa 
Valley in conflict with the terms of this Ordinance. 

Section 7. Certification.  The City Clerk of the City of Jurupa Valley shall certify to 
the passage and adoption of this Ordinance and shall cause the same to be published or posted in 
the manner required by law. 

Section 8. Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall take effect on the date provided in 
Government Code Section 36937. 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Jurupa 
Valley on this ___ day of _______, 2021. 

______________________________ 
Lorena Barajas 
Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

______________________________ 
Victoria Wasko, CMC 
City Clerk 
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CERTIFICATION 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE  )  ss. 

CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY ) 

I, Victoria Wasko, CMC, City Clerk of the City of Jurupa Valley, do hereby certify that 
the foregoing Ordinance No. 2021-__ was duly introduced at a meeting of the City Council of the 
City of Jurupa Valley on the ____ day of __________, 2021, and thereafter at a regular meeting 
held on the ____ day of __________, 2021, it was duly passed and adopted by the following vote 
of the City Council: 

 
AYES:   

NOES:   

ABSENT:  

ABSTAIN:  

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the official seal of 
the City of Jurupa Valley, California, this ____ day of __________, 2021. 

________________________________ 
Victoria Wasko, City Clerk 
City of Jurupa Valley 
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Traditional Neighborhood Design Applicable Area Map 
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	 Decorative masonry, wrought iron, wood, tubular steel, stone or river, rock or vinyl fencings with a natural wood appearance are permitted.
	 Maximum 6-foot-high walls or fences.  When walls or fences are located within a required street side setback, the walls or fences shall be open to view above 42 inches in height.
	 Prohibits chain link, barbed wire or similar type fences.
	The proposed Code Amendment is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and the City's local CEQA Guidelines pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) because it can be seen with certainty that there is n...
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	PC Reso No. 2021-12-08-01 (ZCA No. 21009 - Traditional Neighborhood Design) final.pdf
	Section 1. Zoning Code Amendment.
	a) At the November 5, 2020 regular City Council meeting, the City Council initiated an amendment to Chapter 9.240 (“General Provisions”) of Title 9 (“Planning and Zoning”) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code, to adopt traditional neighborhood design s...
	b) Section 9.285.010 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that amendments to Title 9 may be initiated by either the Planning Commission or the City Council.
	c) Section 9.285.010 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that amendments to Title 9 shall be made in accordance with the procedure set forth in Government Code Section 65800 et seq., as now enacted and hereafter amended, and the requirements ...
	d) Section 9.285.030 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that amendments to Title 9 that propose to (1) regulate the use of buildings, structures, and land as between industry, business, residents, open space, and other purposes, (2) regulate...
	e) Section 9.285.040 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that the Planning Commission must hold a public hearing on the proposed amendment.  After closing the public hearing, the Planning Commission must render its decision within a reasonabl...
	f) Government Code Section 65853 provides that when the legislative body has requested the planning commission to study and report upon an amendment to the zoning ordinance and the planning commission fails to act upon such request within a reasonable...
	g) Government Code Section 65854 provides that the planning commission shall hold a public hearing on the proposed amendment to a zoning ordinance.  Notice of the hearing shall be given pursuant to Government Code Section 65090.
	h) Government Code Section 65855 provides that after the hearing, the planning commission shall render its decision in the form of a written recommendation to the legislative body.  Such recommendation shall include the reasons for the recommendation,...

	Section 2. Procedural Findings.  The Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley does hereby find, determine and declare that:
	a) ZCA No. 21009 (the “Project”) was processed including, but not limited to, a public notice, in the time and manner prescribed by State law and Jurupa Valley Ordinances.
	b) On December 8, 2021, the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley held a public hearing on ZCA No. 21009, at which time all persons interested in the Project had the opportunity and did address the Planning Commission on these matters.  Fol...
	c) All legal preconditions to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred.

	Section 3. California Environmental Quality Act Findings.  The Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley hereby recommends that the City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley make the following environmental findings and determinations in connec...
	a) The proposed Zoning Code Amendment is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the City’s local CEQA Guidelines pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) because it can be seen with certainty that ...

	Section 4. Findings for Recommendation of Approval of Zoning Code Amendment.  The Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley does hereby recommend that the City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley find and determine that the proposed Zoning Cod...
	a) Land Use Objectives of 2017 General Plan.  Consistent with the General Plan Objective to Preserve small-town character and equestrian lifestyle,  the development standards set forth in the Traditional Neighborhood Design Ordinance require dwellings...
	i) LUE 5.4 Residential Development. The standards set forth in the Traditional Neighborhood Design Ordinance include requirements for connectivity and integration with existing equestrian neighborhoods and preserving the city’s semi-rural equestrian l...

	Section 5. Recommendation of Approval of Zoning Code Amendment.  Based on the foregoing, the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley hereby recommends that the City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley adopt the proposed Zoning Code Amendment...
	Section 6. Certification.  The Community Development Director shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution.

	Ord. No. 2021-__ (ZCA No. 21009 - Traditional Neighborhood Design) (revised 12-03-2021) final.pdf
	Section 1. Project Procedural Findings.  The City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley does hereby find, determine and declare that:
	(a) At the November 5, 2020 regular City Council meeting, the City Council initiated an amendment to Chapter 9.240 (“General Provisions”) of Title 9 (“Planning and Zoning”) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code, to adopt traditional neighborhood design ...
	(b) On December 8, 2021, the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley held a public hearing on the proposed Zoning Code Amendment set forth in this Ordinance, at which time all persons interested in the proposed Zoning Code Amendment had the o...
	(c) On __________ ____, 2021, the City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley held a duly noticed public hearing on the proposed Zoning Code Amendment, at which time all persons interested in the Project had the opportunity and did address the City Coun...
	(d) All legal preconditions to the adoption of this Ordinance have occurred.

	Section 2. California Environmental Quality Act Findings.  The proposed Zoning Code Amendment is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the city’s local CEQA Guidelines pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section...
	Section 3. Project Findings.  The City Council hereby finds, as required by the Jurupa Valley Ordinances and applicable state law, that the proposed Zoning Code Amendment should be adopted because the proposed Zoning Code Amendment is consistent with ...
	(a) Land Use Objectives of 2017 General Plan.  Consistent with the General Plan Objective to Preserve small-town character and equestrian lifestyle,  the development standards set forth in the Traditional Neighborhood Design Ordinance require dwelling...
	i) LUE 5.4 Residential Development. The standards set forth in the Traditional Neighborhood Design Ordinance include requirements for connectivity and integration with existing equestrian neighborhoods and preserving the city’s semi-rural equestrian l...

	Section 4. Amendment to Chapter 9.240.  A new Section 9.240.550 is hereby added to Chapter 9.240, General Provisions, of Title 9, Planning and Zoning, of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code to read as follows:
	Section 5. Severability.  If any sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance is for any reason held to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining provisions of this Ordinance.  The City Coun...
	Section 6. Effect of Ordinance.  This Ordinance is intended to supersede any ordinance or resolution of the County of Riverside adopted by reference by the City of Jurupa Valley in conflict with the terms of this Ordinance.
	Section 7. Certification.  The City Clerk of the City of Jurupa Valley shall certify to the passage and adoption of this Ordinance and shall cause the same to be published or posted in the manner required by law.
	Section 8. Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall take effect on the date provided in Government Code Section 36937.






