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REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

OF THE JURUPA VALLEY CITY COUNCIL 
Thursday, October 1, 2020 

Closed Session: 6:00 p.m. 

Regular Session: 7:00 p.m. 

City Council Chamber 

8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA  92509 

 

Special Notice 

 

In an effort to prevent the spread of COVID-19 (Coronavirus), and in accordance with the 

Governor’s Executive Order N-29-20, the City of Jurupa Valley is urging those wishing to 

attend the Council meeting, to avoid attending the meeting and watch the live webcast, which 

can be accessed at this link: https://www.jurupavalley.org/422/Meeting-Videos Public 

Comments may either be made in person or by submitting them by email to the City Clerk at 

CityClerk@jurupavalley.org Members of the public are encouraged to submit email comments 

prior to 6:00 p.m. the day of the meeting but email comments must be submitted prior to the 

item being called by the Mayor.  The City Clerk shall announce all email comments, provided 

that the reading shall not exceed three (3) minutes, or such other time as the Council may 

provide, because this is the time limit for speakers at a Council Meeting.  The City cannot 

accept comments on Agenda items during the Council Meeting on Facebook, social media or 

by text. 

 

1. 6:00 PM - CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL FOR CLOSED SESSION 

● Anthony Kelly, Jr., Mayor  

● Lorena Barajas, Mayor Pro Tem  

● Chris Barajas, Council Member   

●  Brian Berkson, Council Member   

  ●     Micheal Goodland, Council Member 

2. CONVENE TO CLOSED SESSION 

A. PUBLIC COMMENTS PERTAINING TO CLOSED SESSION ITEMS 

 

B. CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS. The City Council 

will meet in closed session pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.8 regarding the 

granting of a utility easement to Southern California Edison generally along Pats Ranch 

Road from Cantu-Galliano Road to Limonite as provided and described in the “Decision 

https://www.jurupavalley.org/422/Meeting-Videos
mailto:CityClerk@jurupavalley.org
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Granting a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the Riverside 

Transmission Reliability Project” approved by the California Public Utilities 

Commission on March 12, 2020 (Case No. A.15-04-013; Decision No. 20-03-001). The 

parties to the negotiations for the grant of the easement are: City of Jurupa Valley and 

Southern California Edison. Negotiators for the City of Jurupa are: Rod Butler, George 

Wentz, Steve Loriso, Tilden Kim, Stephen Lee and Paula Gutierrez-Baeza. Under 

negotiation are the terms of the grant of the easement. 

 

C. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - PENDING LITIGATION.   The City 

Council will meet in closed session with the City Attorney pursuant to Government Code 

Section 54956.9(d)(1) with respect to one matter of pending litigation:  (1) Taft v. City of 

Jurupa Valley et. al. (Riverside Superior Court Case No. RIC 1902360). 

 

3. RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION 

A. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ANY REPORTABLE ACTIONS IN CLOSED SESSION 

4. 7:00 P.M. - CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL FOR REGULAR SESSION  

● Anthony Kelly, Jr., Mayor  

● Lorena Barajas, Mayor Pro Tem  

● Chris Barajas, Council Member   

●  Brian Berkson, Council Member   

  ●     Micheal Goodland, Council Member 

5. INVOCATION 

6. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  

7. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

8. PRESENTATIONS 

A. PROCLAIMING NATIONAL MANUFACTURING DAY 

9. PUBLIC APPEARANCE/COMMENTS 

  

Persons wishing to address the City Council 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 City Clerk BEFORE the Mayor calls for Public Comments on 

an agenda item.  When addressing the City Council, 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 City Council from taking action on a specific item 

until it appears on an agenda. 
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10. INTRODUCTIONS, ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, COUNCIL COMMENTS AND 

ANNOUNCEMENTS 

11. CITY COUNCIL MEMBER ORAL/WRITTEN REPORTS REGARDING REGIONAL 

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 

 

A. MAYOR ANTHONY KELLY, JR. 

 

1. UPDATE ON THE INTERAGENCY COORDINATING COUNCIL  

MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 25, 2020 

 

B.  COUNCIL MEMBER BRIAN BERKSON 

 

1. UPDATE ON THE METROLINK / SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

REGIONAL RAIL AUTHORITY MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 25, 2020 

 

2. UPDATE ON THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION 

COMMISSION - WESTERN RIVERSIDE PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS 

COMMITTEE MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 28, 2020 

 

12. CITY MANAGER’S UPDATE 

 

13. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

A. SEPTEMBER 10, 2020 SPECIAL MEETING 

B. SEPTEMBER 17, 2020 REGULAR MEETING  

14. CONSENT CALENDAR (COMMENTS ON CONSENT AGENDA TAKEN HERE) 

(All matters on the Consent Calendar are to be approved in one motion unless a Councilmember requests a separate 

action on a specific item on the Consent Calendar.  If an item is removed from the Consent Calendar, it will be 

discussed individually and acted upon separately.)  

 

A. COUNCIL APPROVAL OF A MOTION TO WAIVE THE READING OF THE 

TEXT OF ALL ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS INCLUDED IN THE 

AGENDA 

 

Requested Action:   That the City Council waive the reading of the text of all 

ordinances and resolutions included in the agenda. 

 

B. CONSIDERATION OF CHECK REGISTER IN THE AMOUNT OF $4,666,967.06 

 

Requested Action:   That the City Council ratify the check registers dated August 27 

and September 3, 10, and 17, 2020 as well as the payroll registers dated August 21, 31 

and September 4, 2020. 
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C. ORDINANCE NO. 2020-12 

 

Requested Action:   That the City Council conduct a second reading and adopt 

Ordinance No. 2020-12, entitled: 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA 

VALLEY, CALIFONRIA AMENDING SECTION 7.50.010 OF THE JURUPA 

VALLEY MUNICIPAL CODE RELATED TO UNDERGROUNDING EXISTING 

AND NEW UTILITY LINES, AND DETERMINING THAT THE PROPOSED 

MUNICIPAL CODE AMENDMENT IS EXEMPT FROM CEQA 

 

D. AWARD PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT TO FALCON 

ENGINEERING SERVICES FOR CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT SERVICES 

FOR THE  PEDLEY ROAD INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS, CIP PROJECT 

NO. 16-B.2 

 

 Requested Action: That the City Council approve an agreement with FALCON 

Engineering Services in the amount of $121,300.66 for the Pedley Road Intersection 

Improvements for the work included in its proposal, and authorize the City Manager to execute 

the Agreement in substantially the form and format attached to the staff report in such final 

form as approved by the City Attorney.  
  

E. APPROVAL OF COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF 

JURUPA VALLEY, LENNAR HOMES OF CALIFORNIA, INC., AND THE 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION 

DISTRICT FOR MAINTENANCE OF DRAINAGE FACILITIES ASSOCIATED 

WITH THE RIVERBEND DEVELOPMENT (TM 36391 – SOUTH OF 68TH 

STREET, BETWEEN PATS RANCH ROAD AND GOOSE CREEK GOLF CLUB) 

 

Requested Action: That the City Council approve the cooperative agreement with the 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District) and Lennar 

Homes of California, Inc. (Developer) and authorize the Mayor to sign the agreement.  

 

F. APPROVAL OF COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF 

JURUPA VALLEY, SEQUANATA PARTNERS, LP, AND THE RIVERSIDE 

COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT FOR 

CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE OF PARAMOUNT ESTATES MDP 

LINE C (TM 37211 – SOUTHEAST OF THE INTERSECTION OF OPAL 

STREET AND CANAL STREET) 

 

Requested Action: That the City Council approve the cooperative agreement with the 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and Sequanata Partners, 

LP and authorize the Mayor to sign the agreement.  
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G. APPROVAL OF TRACT MAP 36572 LOCATED ON NORTH SIDE OF 

BELLEGRAVE AVENUE BETWEEN KENNETH STREET AND AVON 

STREET INCLUDING ACCEPTANCE OF OFFERS OF DEDICATION, (AL-

WAFA FAMILY TRUST) 

 

1. Requested Action:   That the City Council approve Tract Map 36572 and accept 

the dedications as follows: 

 

a. Accept the offers of dedication of easement for street and public utility 

purposes over all of Lot “A” (Bellegrave Avenue) as shown on Final Tract 

Map 36572. 

 

b. Accept the offers of dedication of easement for public utilities and fire 

lane for ingress, egress of emergency vehicles purposes as shown on Final 

Tract Map 36572. 

 

2.  Authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to sign Tract Map 36572. 

 

15. CONSIDERATION OF ANY ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR 

 

16. PUBLIC HEARING 

 

A. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER MASTER APPLICATION 

(MA) NO. 16224:  GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA) NO. 16006, CHANGE 

OF ZONE (CZ) NO. 16011, TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM) NO. 37126 AND 

SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP) NO. 16043 FOR MISSION GATEWAY 

PLAZA & MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS (A MIXED-USE PROJECT 

CONSISTING OF COMMERCIAL AND 68-UNIT MULTI-HOUSING 

DEVELOPMENT) LOCATED AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION 

BOULEVARD AND CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, 003, 004, 005 & 

006); (APPLICANT: NORTHTOWN HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 

CORPORATION) (CONTINUED FROM THE SEPTEMBER 3, 2020 MEETING) 

 

1. Requested Action: That the City Council, by a 2/3’s vote, adopt Resolution 

No. 2020-54, entitled: 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA 

VALLEY, CALIFORNIA, CERTIFYING AN ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT AND ADOPTING A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 

CONSIDERATIONS AND MITIGATION MONITORING AND 

REPORTING PROGRAM FOR A MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT 

PROJECT ON APPROXIMATELY 6.93 GROSS ACRES LOCATED ON 

THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND 

CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, AND -006), 

OVERRULING THE AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION’S 

DETERMINATION OF INCONSISTENCY,  AND APPROVING 



 

Page - 6  - 
 

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 16006, TENTATIVE PARCEL 

MAP NO. 37126, AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 16043 TO 

PERMIT THE SUBDIVISION OF APPROXIMATELY 6.93 GROSS 

ACRES LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION 

BOULEVARD AND CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, 

-005, AND -006) INTO 2 PARCELS TO ALLOW FOR A MIXED-USE 

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

 

2. That the City Council conduct a first reading and introduce Ordinance No. 2020-

10, entitled: 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA 

VALLEY, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE 

CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY OFFICIAL ZONING MAP CHANGING 

THE ZONE OF APPROXIMATELY 1.79 ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY 

LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION 

BOULEVARD AND CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, 

-005, AND -006 ) FROM RUBIDOUX-VILLAGE COMMERCIAL (R-VC), 

MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLINGS (R-2), AND LIGHT AGRICULTURE 

(A-1) ZONES TO RUBIDOUX-VILLAGE COMMERCIAL (R-VC) ZONE, 

APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY 

OFFICIAL ZONING MAP CHANGING THE ZONE OF 

APPROXIMATELY 5.17 ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY LOCATED ON 

THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND 

CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, AND -006 ) 

FROM RUBIDOUX-VILLAGE COMMERCIAL (R-VC), MULTIPLE 

FAMILY DWELLINGS (R-2), AND LIGHT AGRICULTURE (A-1) 

ZONES TO GENERAL RESIDENTIAL (R-3) ZONE, AND MAKING 

FINDINGS PURSUANT TO CEQA 

 

17. COUNCIL BUSINESS 

 

A. DISCUSSION OF A COMPREHENSIVE REVISION TO THE PROVISIONS OF 

THE CITY’S ZONING CODE REGULATING ALCOHOL SALES (AT THE 

REQUEST OF MAYOR PRO TEM LORENA BARAJAS) 

 

Requested Action: That the City Council discuss a comprehensive revision to the 

provisions of the City’s Zoning Code regulating alcohol sales and, if appropriate, direct 

Staff to prepare revisions to the Code concerning alcohol sales. 

 

18. CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT 

 

19. COUNCIL MEMBER REPORTS AND COMMENTS 
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20. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Adjourn to the Regular Meeting of October 15, 2020 at 7:00 p.m. at the City Council Chamber, 8930 

Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509. 

 
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 City Council or other services, please contact Jurupa 

Valley City Hall at (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, Jurupa Valley City Council 

Members in connection with a matter subject to discussion or consideration at an open meeting of the City Council 

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 Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 

92509, at the time the writing is distributed to all, or a majority of, Jurupa Valley City Council Members.  The 

City Council may also post the writing on its Internet website at www.jurupavalley.org.   

Agendas and Minutes are posted on the City’s website at www.jurupavalley.org.    

http://www.jurupavalley.org/
http://www.jurupavalley.org/
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MINUTES 

OF THE SPECIAL MEETING 
OF THE JURUPA VALLEY CITY COUNCIL 

September 10, 2020 

The meeting was held at the Jurupa Valley City Council Chamber, 8930 Limonite Avenue, 

Jurupa Valley, CA  

1. 5:00 PM - CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL FOR SPECIAL MEETING

● Anthony Kelly, Jr., Mayor  

● Lorena Barajas, Mayor Pro Tem  

● Chris Barajas, Council Member   

● Brian Berkson, Council Member   

● Micheal Goodland, Council Member 

Mayor Kelly called the special meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.  Mayor Pro Tem 

Lorena Barajas and Council Member Chris Barajas participated via teleconference.  

Council Member Brian Berkson was absent.   

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE was led by Council Member Micheal Goodland.

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

A motion was made by Council Member Micheal Goodland, seconded by Mayor Pro 

Tem Lorena Barajas, to approve the Agenda.  A roll call vote was taken.   

Roll Call: 

Ayes: C. Barajas, L. Barajas, M. Goodland, A. Kelly 

Noes:  None 

Absent: B. Berkson 

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS

5. COUNCIL BUSINESS

A. CONSENT TO THE ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION OF THE 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR THE AGUA MANSA COMMERCE 

CENTER PROJECT 

George Wentz, Deputy City Manager, presented the staff report. 

Further discussion followed. 

A motion was made by Council Member Micheal Goodland, seconded by 

Mayor Pro Tem Lorena Barajas, to adopt Resolution No. 2020-76, entitled: 

RETURN TO AGENDA
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A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA 

VALLEY, CALIFORNIA, CONSENTING TO THE ASSIGNMENT OF 

THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR THE AGUA MANSA 

PROJECT TO AGUA MANSA COMMERCE PREDEV, LLC AND THE 

FURTHER ASSIGNMENT TO AGUA MANSA COMMERCE 

HOLDINGS, LLC 

 

A roll call vote was taken. 

Roll Call: 

Ayes: C. Barajas, L. Barajas, M. Goodland, A. Kelly 

Noes:   None 

Absent: B. Berkson 

 

6. ADJOURNMENT 

 

There being no further business before the City Council, Mayor Kelly adjourned the 

meeting at 5:15 p.m. 

 

The next meeting of the Jurupa Valley City Council will be held September 17, 2020 at 

7:00 p.m. at the City Council Chamber, 8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

______________________________ 

Victoria Wasko, CMC 

City Clerk 

 
 

 



AGENDA ITEM NO. 13.B 

-1- 

MINUTES 

OF THE REGULAR MEETING 
OF THE JURUPA VALLEY CITY COUNCIL 

September 17, 2020 

The meeting was held at the Jurupa Valley City Council Chamber, 8930 Limonite Avenue, 

Jurupa Valley, CA  

1. 7:00 P.M. - CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL FOR REGULAR SESSION

● Anthony Kelly, Jr., Mayor  

● Lorena Barajas, Mayor Pro Tem  

● Chris Barajas, Council Member   

● Brian Berkson, Council Member   

● Micheal Goodland, Council Member 

Mayor Anthony Kelly called the regular meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.  Council 

Member Brian Berkson was absent. 

2. INVOCATION was given by Pastor Jeremy Williams, Grace Fellowship Church.

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE was led by City Manager Rod Butler.

4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

A motion was made by Mayor Pro Tem Lorena Barajas, seconded by Council 

Member Micheal Goodland, to approve the Agenda.   

Ayes: C. Barajas, L. Barajas, M. Goodland, A. Kelly 

Noes:  None 

Absent: B. Berkson 

5. PRESENTATIONS

6. PUBLIC APPEARANCE/COMMENTS

Melinda Fuzesy voiced a concern that Proposition 16 permits the government to

discriminate based on race or gender. She asked the Council to take a stand against it.

Gene Harris voiced a concern that on Wineville and Pats Ranch, between Limonite and

Bellegrave, vehicles travel at high rates of speed and exhibit donut maneuvers that

endanger the community.  He offered suggestions to alleviate the speeding such as divided

roadway safety barriers, intersectional traffic circles, additional traffic control devices and

signs, varied elevation roadways, and radar speed indicators.

RETURN TO AGENDA
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Betty Anderson voiced a concern regarding the proliferation of truck parking on City 

streets.  She noted specific locations where this is occurring which is on Landon Street, at 

Cantu-Galleano, next to the ball fields at Jurupa Valley High School, and at the west end 

of Harrel Street.  She noted that there are also numerous RV’s that are parking in this area. 

7. INTRODUCTIONS, ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, COUNCIL COMMENTS AND 

ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Mayor Anthony Kelly, Jr., stated that tonight’s meeting signals the first time since the 

COVID-19 pandemic, that members of the public may participate in person. He 

encouraged citizens to continue to practice social distancing, to wear a facemask and to 

work together during this difficult time.  He announced that this year’s State of the City 

will be a virtual event due to the COVID-19 health crisis.  It will be held on October 13, 

2020 from 7:00 pm to 8:00 pm.  The theme for this year’s event is “Perfecting our Vision.”  

Mayor Pro Tem Lorena Barajas encouraged those who have not yet filled out their Census 

forms to do so before the deadline.  She noted that it is very important for residents to fill 

out the Census form as this data guides how much federal funding is distributed to states 

and communities each year. Further information can be found by visiting the following 

website:  www.my2020census.gov or calling (844) 330-2020.   

Council Member Micheal Goodland announced that the City Council Chamber is now open 

to the public with limited seating.  He discussed the importance of participating in the 

Democratic process and voting on November 3, 2020.  He announced the locations of the 

five voting centers in the City of Jurupa Valley for those who prefer to vote in person:  1) 

Avalon Park Community Center; 2) Eddie Dee Smith Senior Center; 3) Glen Avon Library; 

4) Jurupa Valley Community Center; 5) Riverside County Department of Animal Services.  

Further information is also available on the City’s website. 

8. CITY COUNCIL MEMBER ORAL/WRITTEN REPORTS REGARDING 

REGIONAL BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 

 

A. MAYOR ANTHONY KELLY, JR. 

 

1. Mayor Kelly gave an update on the Northwest Mosquito and Vector 

Control District meeting of September 17, 2020. 

 

B. MAYOR PRO TEM LORENA BARAJAS 

 

1. Mayor Pro Tem Barajas gave an update on the Western Riverside 

County Regional Conservation Authority - Board of Directors meeting 

of September 16, 2020. 

 

 

 

 

http://www.my2020census.gov/
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C. COUNCIL MEMBER CHRIS BARAJAS 

 

1. Council Member Barajas gave an update on the Western Community 

Energy Joint meeting of the Board of Directors and Technical Advisory 

Committee meeting of September 9, 2020. 

 

D. COUNCIL MEMBER MICHEAL GOODLAND 

 

1. Council Member Goodland gave an update on the Western Riverside 

Council of Governments - Executive Committee meeting of September 

16, 2020. 

 

9. CITY MANAGER’S UPDATE 

 

City Manager Rod Butler reported that there will be an official ballot drop-off location at  

Jurupa Valley City Hall beginning October 5, 2020.  All of the voting centers and related 

information regarding the November 3, 2020 election is also available on the City’s 

website. 

 

10. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

 A. SEPTEMBER 3, 2020 REGULAR MEETING 

A motion was made by Council Member Micheal Goodland, seconded by 

Mayor Pro Tem Lorena Barajas, to approve the Minutes of the September 18, 

2020 special meeting and the September 20, 2020 regular meeting.   

Ayes: C. Barajas, L. Barajas, M. Goodland, A. Kelly 

Noes:   None 

Absent: B. Berkson 

  

11. CONSENT CALENDAR 

A. COUNCIL APPROVAL OF A MOTION TO WAIVE THE READING OF 

THE TEXT OF ALL ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS INCLUDED IN 

THE AGENDA 

 

Requested Action:   That the City Council waive the reading of the text of all 

ordinances and resolutions included in the agenda. 

 

B.        RESOLUTION OF INTENTION TO ESTABLISH CITY OF JURUPA 

VALLEY COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 2020-001 (SHADOW 

ROCK) GENERALLY LOCATED EAST OF THE INTERSECTION OF 

30TH STREET AND SIERRA AVENUE, TRACTS 31894 AND 37470 
 



 

 

-4- 
 

Requested Action:       That the City Council adopt Resolution No. 2020-77, 

entitled: 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA 

VALLEY, CALIFORNIA, TO ESTABLISH CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 2020-001 (SHADOW ROCK) 

AND TO AUTHORIZE THE LEVY OF A SPECIAL TAX WITHIN CITY 

OF JURUPA VALLEY COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 2020-

001 (SHADOW ROCK) 

 

A motion was made by Council Member Chris Barajas, seconded by Council 

Member Micheal Goodland, to approve the Consent Calendar.   

 

Ayes: C. Barajas, L. Barajas, M. Goodland, A. Kelly 

Noes:   None 

Absent: B. Berkson 

 

12. CONSIDERATION OF ANY ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT 

CALENDAR 

 

13. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

A. PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AN ORDINANCE AMENDING 

SECTION 7.50.010 OF THE JURUPA VALLEY MUNICIPAL CODE 

RELATED TO UNDERGROUNDING EXISTING AND NEW UTILITY 

LINES AND DETERMINING THAT THE PROPOSED MUNICIPAL 

CODE AMENDMENT IS EXEMPT FROM CEQA (CONTINUED FROM 

THE SEPTEMBER 3, 2020 MEETING) 

 

Steve Loriso, City Engineer, presented the staff report.   

 

 Mayor Kelly opened the public hearing. 

 

 There being no further comments, the public hearing was closed. 

 

 A motion was made by Mayor Pro Tem Lorena Barajas, seconded by Council 

Member Micheal Goodland, to introduce Ordinance No. 2020-12, entitled: 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA 

VALLEY, CALIFONRIA AMENDING SECTION 7.50.010 OF THE 

JURUPA VALLEY MUNICIPAL CODE RELATED TO 

UNDERGROUNDING EXISTING AND NEW UTILITY LINES, AND 

DETERMINING THAT THE PROPOSED MUNICIPAL CODE 

AMENDMENT IS EXEMPT FROM CEQA 
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Ayes: C. Barajas, L. Barajas, M. Goodland, A. Kelly 

Noes:   None 

Absent: B. Berkson 

B. PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER MASTER APPLICATION (MA) NO. 

20131: EXTENSION OF TIME (EOT) FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

(CUP) NO. 17004 FOR A PROPOSED CHEVRON GAS STATION AND 

CONVENIENCE STORE WITH BEER AND WINE SALE FOR OFF-SITE 

CONSUMPTION AND FUTURE DRIVE-THRU RESTAURANT 

LOCATED AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF PEDLEY ROAD AND 

BEN NEVIS BOULEVARD (APNS:  169-031-003; 169-031-004; 169-031-005; 

169-031-006; 169-031-008 & 169-031-009) (APPLICANT: SHIELD TECH, 

LLC) 

Rocio Lopez, Senior Planner, presented the staff report.  She provided information 

on the Planning Commission’s previous actions and the approved entitlements.  

She reported that the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) was set to expire on September 

12, 2020.  If approved, the extension of time will be valid through September 12, 

2021 for a maximum period of three years from the 2018 approval date.  There are 

no other changes proposed to the original CUP or the other entitlements. The EOT 

is being requested by the applicant to secure financing for the overall project. 

Mayor Kelly opened the public hearing. 

Further discussion followed. 

Rofia Godazandeh, (applicant) discussed the complexities of the project site which 

involved five staff reviews.  She noted that the site includes seven different parcels 

which were required to be merged then divided which involved multi-phases and 

all required utilities.  Ms. Godazandeh explained the length of time required for the 

various approvals and applications.   

Council Member Micheal Goodland discussed the importance of moving City 

projects along, stating that if there are issues it should be revealed to the developer 

right away so as not to prolong a project.  He questioned how this process could be 

improved to support development within the city. 

Further discussion followed. 

Rofia Godazandeh, (applicant) offered to send a “lessons learned” document on 

how the City can improve the development review process. 

Further discussion followed regarding how the financing for the project will be 

secured. 

Mayor Pro Tem Lorena Barajas asked for confirmation as to whether the applicant 

has secured a tenant for the proposed drive-through restaurant.  
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Rofia Godazandeh, (applicant) stated that she did have an interested party, 

however, due to the COVID-19 pandemic that party has backed out. 

There being no further comments, the public hearing was closed. 

Council Member Chris Barajas stated that the constituents in the City are wary of 

the number of gas stations in the City which currently number over 40.  He stated 

that residents would be more open to this project if the gas station included a multi-

tenant component.  He gave examples of similar gas station projects which have 

not developed as promised.  He stated that he would not be supportive of the over-

saturation of the alcohol sales.  

Further discussion followed.   

City Attorney Peter Thorson provided the options for the Council to consider which 

includes a continuance to the October 15, 2020 meeting.  

A motion was made by Council Member Micheal Goodland, seconded by 

Mayor Pro Tem Lorena Barajas, to continue the public hearing to the October 

15, 2020 Council meeting.  

 

Ayes: C. Barajas, L. Barajas, M. Goodland, A. Kelly 

Noes:   None 

Absent: B. Berkson 

14. COUNCIL BUSINESS 

A. CONSIDERATION OF MASTER APPLICATION (MA) NO. 20090:  A 

REQUEST FOR A WAIVER OF THE MINIMUM AREA REQUIREMENT 

OF THE PROPOSED R-4 (PLANNED RESIDENTIAL) ZONE FOR A 25-

LOT SINGLE-FAMILY SUB-DIVISION LOCATED AT THE SOUTHEAST 

CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND AGATE STREET (APN’S: 

171-101-072 & 171-101-073) (APPLICANT: RC HOBBS COMPANIES) 

Chris Mallec, Associate Planner, presented the staff report. Mr. Mallec outlined the 

applicant’s request for a waiver of the minimum area requirement for a change of 

zone to allow a 25-lot single-family subdivision project.  Mr. Mallec stated that if 

approved, the applicant would then move forward with future public hearings 

before the Planning Commission and the City Council.  

Further discussion followed regarding adding a traffic signal, design standards for 

the subdivision, and the number of two story homes. 

Council Member Micheal Goodland voiced a concern that the proposed residential 

development will take up property that should be used for commercial 

development.  He noted that Etiwanda is a main commercial thoroughfare and once 

residential developments go in it is very difficult to go back to commercial. He also 
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does not support adding two-story homes next to established single-story 

residences. 

Thomas Merrell, Planning Director clarified the guidelines for establishing the 

number of two-story homes for residential projects.     

A motion was made by Council Member Chris Barajas, seconded by Mayor 

Pro Tem Lorena Barajas, to approve a waiver of the minimum project site 

area requirement in order to allow the applications for a proposed 25 single-

family lot subdivision, including a Change of Zone to R-4 Zone (Planned 

Residential), to be processed at further public hearings and City Council 

action. 

Ayes: C. Barajas, L. Barajas, A. Kelly 

Noes:   M. Goodland 

Absent: B. Berkson 

15. CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT 

 City Attorney Peter Thorson had no report. 

16. COUNCIL MEMBER REPORTS AND COMMENTS 

Mayor Anthony Kelly provided closing comments.  He reminded residents to continue to 

practice social distancing and to wear a facemask.  He encouraged those who have not yet 

completed the 2020 Census, to do so prior to next week’s deadline. 

17. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business before the City Council, Mayor Kelly adjourned the 

meeting at 9:00 p.m. 

The next meeting of the Jurupa Valley City Council will be held October 1, 2020 at 7:00 

p.m. at the City Council Chamber, 8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

______________________________ 

Victoria Wasko, CMC 

City Clerk 
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STAFF REPORT 

DATE: OCTOBER 1, 2020 

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: ROD BUTLER, CITY MANAGER 
BY: CONNIE CARDENAS, ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO. 14.B 

CHECK REGISTERS 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the City Council ratify the check registers dated August 27 and September 3, 10, 
and 17, 2020 as well as the payroll registers dated August 21, 31 and September 4, 2020. 

The City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley authorizes expenditures through the annual 
budget process.  The FY 2020-21 Budget was adopted on June 18, 2020. Expenditures 
not included in the annual budget process are approved by resolution throughout the 
fiscal year.  

ANALYSIS 

All expenditures on the attached check registers have been approved by the City Council 
and are in conformance with the authority provided by Section 37208 of the Government 
Code. The check register dated September 03, 2020 included a $1,575.32 payment to 
Chase Card Services. The Statement, with purchase details, is attached herewith. 

OTHER INFORMATION 

None. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

Check registers: 

08/27/20 $    269,627.99 
09/03/20 $ 2,145,099.14 
09/10/20 $    257,313.26 
09/17/20 $ 1,797,091.81 

RETURN TO AGENDA
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ORDINANCE NO. 2020-12 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY 

AMENDING SECTION 7.50.010 OF THE JURUPA VALLEY 

MUNICIPAL CODE RELATED TO UNDERGROUNDING 

EXISTING AND NEW UTILITY LINES, AND 

DETERMINING THAT THE PROPOSED MUNICIPAL 

CODE AMENDMENT IS EXEMPT FROM CEQA 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY DOES ORDAIN AS 

FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Amendment of Section 7.50.010 – Underground Utility Lines by 

Developer. Section 7.50.010 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code is hereby amended to read as 

follows: 

“SECTION 7.50.010 

INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS 

Section 7.50.010 Installation Requirements. 

Section 7.50.010.  Installation Requirements. 

A. All existing and new electrical power, telephone or other communication, street lighting, and 

cable television lines shall be placed underground.  Through the process of undergrounding 

existing and new electrical power, telephone or other communication, street lighting, and 

cable television lines, the addition of poles is not allowed. 

B. The owner or land divider is responsible for complying with the requirements of this section 

and shall make necessary arrangements with the serving agencies for the installation of such 

facilities. Arrangements, including payment of all costs, for undergrounding utility lines as 

required by this section shall be made by the land divider or owner of the property to be 

developed. 

C. For the purposes of this section, appurtenances and associated equipment such as, but not 

limited to, surface mounted transformers, concealed ducts, and pedestal mount terminal boxes 

and meter cabinets may be placed above ground, subject to city guidelines for screening of 

such facilities. The undergrounding of existing utility lines shall include only those which are 

located:  

(1) Within the boundaries of the property being developed; or 

(2) Within the public right-of-way adjacent to the property and extending to the first existing 

utility pole beyond the property's boundaries. 

D. Undergrounding shall be completed: 

(1) Prior to the inspection approval of related street improvements; or 

(2) Prior to certificate of occupancy if no related street improvements are required. 

RETURN TO AGENDA
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Notwithstanding the foregoing, temporary power poles are permitted for the purpose of, and 

only during the duration of, construction. Temporary power poles and all appurtenances must 

be removed as a condition of receipt of a certificate of occupancy.  

E. The City Council may establish by resolution a fee that may be paid in lieu of undergrounding 

existing overhead utility lines. The in-lieu fee shall be paid to the city prior to the approval of 

the final subdivision map, or building permit, whichever occurs first. A developer may pay 

the fee in lieu of undergrounding existing utility lines in the following situations:  

(1) The length of utilities lines to be placed underground will be less than 300 feet and the 

utility lines have not been placed underground on any property abutting the subject 

property.  

(2) Existing on-site utility lines also serve property under separate ownership.  

(3) The City Engineer determines that undergrounding would not result in a net reduction of 

utility poles.  

(4) The expansion of an existing building or buildings on a site if the proposed expansion 

does not increase the total gross floor area of the building or buildings by more than 100 

percent. In such cases, the amount of the in-lieu fee to be paid shall be prorated based on 

the percentage increase in total gross floor area on the site.  

(5) The demolition and reconstruction of all or part of an existing building or buildings on a 

site if the total gross floor area of the buildings on site will be increased by no more than 

100 percent. In such cases, the amount of the in-lieu fee to be paid shall be prorated based 

on the percentage increase in total gross floor area on the site.  

(6) The City Engineer determines that existing utility lines cannot be placed underground 

without severely disrupting existing improvements.  

(7) The physical or legal character of existing utility easements will not allow utility lines to 

be placed underground.  

F. Underground lines shall not be required:  

(1) For any part of a land division as to which an existing overhead line is in a street or 

easement adjacent to the lot or lots to be served from the line or from one (1) or more 

additional lines on the same poles;  

(2) In any land division or portion thereof where it is determined that, due to severe soil or 

topographical problems in the greater portion of the land, underground installation would 

be unreasonably costly and the use of overhead lines would not result in a negative impact 

to the public health, safety or welfare to other property in the vicinity;  

(3)  The construction of an accessory structure or accessory dwelling unit on a lot with an 

existing single-family residence, however, shall be installed underground to the new 

structure. 
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(4) The expansion of an existing building or buildings on a site where the total gross floor 

area of the building or buildings will be increased by no more than 30 percent.  

(5) The demolition and reconstruction of all or part of an existing building or buildings on a 

site where the total gross floor area of the buildings on site will be increased by no more 

than 30 percent.  

(6) The reconstruction of an existing building damaged by fire, flood, earthquake or other 

cause over which the owner had no control.  

(7) In any case in which there are electrical distribution lines over 34,500 volts or that are 

otherwise considered by the electric utility to be high voltage or a part of the electrical 

utility backbone. 

G. Any developer may request a waiver of all or a portion of the requirements of this section or 

appeal any determination made by city staff under this section.  If a planning application is 

pending for the property, then the request for waiver or appeal shall be heard in conjunction 

with the planning application, provided all property owners within one thousand (1,000) feet 

of the property are mailed notice of the proposed action at least ten (10) days prior to the 

consideration. If a planning application is not pending for the property, then the waiver or 

appeal shall be made pursuant to the procedures in Section 2.05.050 and 2.05.060 of this Code, 

provided all property owners within one thousand (1,000) feet of the property are mailed 

notice of the proposed action at least ten (10) days prior to the consideration.  A waiver may 

be granted if the reviewing body determines that: (1) the costs of undergrounding existing 

utility lines and/or paying the in lieu fee would present a financial burden upon the developer 

that is unfairly out of proportion to the customary and reasonable costs of constructing the 

development, as verified by the City Engineer; (2) the use of overhead facilities is not 

inconsistent with the goals and purposes of this Section; (3) granting the waiver would not 

otherwise result in a negative impact to the public health, safety or welfare; and (4) the 

developer is not receiving a special privilege not otherwise enjoyed by other property in the 

vicinity. An appeal may be granted if the reviewing body finds that any provision of this 

section was improperly applied to the developer. 

H. When arrangements are made with the serving agency, a letter stating that arrangements have 

been made for underground facilities and such other comments the agency may have regarding 

easements, utility locations, and other pertinent matters must be submitted by the agency to 

the City Engineer.  

I. Distribution lines must be underground when alignments parallel or cross scenic highways, 

natural scenic and historic sites, recreation areas, wildlife refuges, national and state 

monuments or other unique natural resources when it is deemed feasible.” 

J. Street lighting shall conform to the provisions and processing procedures as outlined in 

Section 22 of County Ordinance No. 461.”  

 

Section 3. California Environmental Quality Act Findings for Determination of 

Exemption.  The City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley hereby finds and determines that the 

proposed Ordinance is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
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(“CEQA”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) because it can be seen with certainty 

that there is no possibility that the Ordinance may have a significant effect on the environment. 

The ordinance provides for the undergrounding of existing or potential utility lines service new or 

remodeled buildings.  It does not increase densities or expand the areas for construction of 

structures.  The Ordinance does not approve the construction nor cause the construction of any 

specific improvements at any particular location.  The Ordinance establishes the manner in which 

utilities will be provided to the structures. 

Section 4. 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 

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 5. 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 6. 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 7. 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 1st day of October 2020. 

 

____________________________________ 

Anthony Kelly, Jr. 

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. 2020-12 was regularly introduced at a regular meeting of the City 

Council held on the 17th day of September 2020, and thereafter at a regular meeting held on the 1st  

day of October 2020, 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 1st day of October 2020. 

 

 

___________________________________ 

Victoria Wasko, CMC 

City Clerk 
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STAFF REPORT

DATE: OCTOBER 1, 2020 

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: ROD BUTLER, CITY MANAGER 
BY: STEVE R. LORISO, P.E., CITY ENGINEER/DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC 

WORKS 

SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO. 14.D 

AWARD PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT TO FALCON 
ENGINEERING SERVICES FOR CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES FOR THE  PEDLEY ROAD INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS, 
CIP PROJECT NO. 16-B.1 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That the City Council approve an agreement with FALCON Engineering Services
in the amount of $121,300.66 for the Pedley Road Intersection Improvements
(Agreement) for the work included in its proposal, and authorize the City Manager
to execute the Agreement in substantially the form and format attached and in such
final form as approved by the City Attorney.

BACKGROUND 

On April 26, 2015, the City filed an application for Cycle 7 of the Highway Safety 
Improvement Program (HSIP), requesting federal funding for the Pedley Road 
Intersection Improvements Project.  The City was subsequently awarded $1,170,810 of 
federal HSIP funding.  The improvements along Pedley Road from 60th Street to Jurupa 
Road involved the addition of shoulders and left turn lanes at seven (7) un-signalized 
intersections, storm drain modifications, addition of guardrail to the headwall abutments 
and signing and striping modifications. $135,000 of federal funding was previously 
authorized for the design of the improvements.  

In June of 2019 the project scope was modified and approved to remove the intersection 

of Jurupa Road which is being constructed by a separate City project. 

At its meeting of June 18, 2020, the City Council approved the FY2020-2021 to FY 2024-
2025 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The CIP included the Pedley Road Intersection 
Improvements Project. The City’s design consultant subsequently completed final design 

RETURN TO AGENDA
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of the improvements.  On July 24, 2020, the City released a Request for Proposals, in 
conformance with the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, for construction 
management and inspection services. 

ANALYSIS 

On August 5, 2020, the City released Q&A set 1, which answered all questions received 
during the RFP process. On August 13, 2020, the City received four proposals: 

 FALCON Engineering Services, Inc. 

 PPM Group, Inc. 

 TKE Engineering, Inc.  

 Southstar Engineering 

All proposals were reviewed by members of the Public Works staff in accordance with the 
selection process identified in the RFP. Upon staff review of the proposals, FALCON 
Engineering was ranked the most qualified firm for the project.  The FALCON Engineering 
proposal also met the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) goal set for the project 
of 19%. FALCON Engineering is itself a DBE resulting in 80% DBE participation. 

OTHER INFORMATION 

Previous Actions: 

 March 1, 2018 – Awarded Professional Services Agreement to KOA for Design 
Services 
 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

The FY 2020-2021 CIP Project Budget for the Pedley Road Intersection Improvements Project 

is $1,234,603 and is funded by HSIP, Measure “A”, and DIF. This budget is sufficient to cover 

the contract as well as the staff time to administer the contract. 

 

No General Fund monies are required for approval of this agreement.  

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Do not approve Agreement as recommended. 

2. Provide alternate direction to staff.  
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PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT BETWEEN CITY OF JURUPA 

VALLEY AND FALCON ENGINEERING SERVICES, INC. FOR LOCAL 

ASSISTANCE FEDERAL-AID PROJECT, PEDLEY ROAD INTERSECTION 

IMPROVEMENTS (FEDERAL PROJECT NO. 5487(002) 

 

 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and effective as of October 1, 2020, between the City of Jurupa Valley 

(“LOCAL AGENCY”) and FALCON Engineering Services, Inc., a California Corporation 

(“CONSULTANT”).  In consideration of the mutual covenants and conditions set forth herein, the 

parties agree as follows: 

 

ARTICLE I  INTRODUCTION 

A. This contract is between the following named, hereinafter referred to as, CONSULTANT and the 

following named, hereinafter referred to as, LOCAL AGENCY:  

The name of the “CONSULTANT” is FALCON Engineering Services, incorporated in the State of 

California 

 

The Project Manager for the “CONSULTANT” will be Wael Faqih 

 

The name of the “LOCAL AGENCY” is as follows:  City of Jurupa Valley, California. 

 

The Contract Administrator for LOCAL AGENCY will be Rod Butler. 

B. The work to be performed under this contract is described in Article II entitled Statement of Work 

and the approved CONSULTANT’s Cost Proposal dated August 13, 2020.  The approved 

CONSULTANT’s Cost Proposal is attached hereto as Attachment B and incorporated by reference 

(“Cost Proposal”).  If there is any conflict between the Cost Proposal and this contract, this contract 

shall take precedence. 

C. CONSULTANT agrees to indemnify and hold harmless LOCAL AGENCY, its officers, agents, and 

employees from any and all claims, demands, costs, or liability arising from or connected with the 

services provided hereunder due to negligent acts, errors, or omissions or wrongful acts of 

CONSULTANT.  CONSULTANT will reimburse LOCAL AGENCY for any expenditure, including 

reasonable attorney fees, incurred by LOCAL AGENCY in defending against claims ultimately 

determined to be due to negligent acts, errors, or omissions of CONSULTANT. 

D. CONSULTANT and the agents and employees of CONSULTANT, in the performance of this 

contract, shall act in an independent capacity and not as officers or employees or agents of LOCAL 

AGENCY. 

E. Without the prior written consent of LOCAL AGENCY, this contract is not assignable by 

CONSULTANT either in whole or in part. 

F. No alteration or variation of the terms of this contract shall be valid, unless made in writing and 

signed by the parties hereto; and no oral understanding or agreement not incorporated herein, shall 

be binding on any of the parties hereto. 

G. The consideration to be paid to CONSULTANT as provided herein, shall be in compensation for all 

of CONSULTANT’s expenses incurred in the performance hereof, including travel and per diem, 

unless otherwise expressly so provided. 
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ARTICLE II  STATEMENT OF WORK 

A. Consultant Services. CONSULTANT shall perform the services and tasks described and 

set forth in Attachment A, Scope of Work, attached hereto and incorporated herein as though 

set forth in full (“Scope of Work”).  CONSULTANT shall complete the tasks according to the 

schedule of performance, which is also set forth in the Scope of Work. 

 

ARTICLE III  CONSULTANT’S REPORTS OR MEETINGS 

A. CONSULTANT shall submit progress reports at least once a month.  The report should be 

sufficiently detailed for the Contract Administrator to determine, if CONSULTANT is performing to 

expectations, or is on schedule; to provide communication of interim findings, and to sufficiently 

address any difficulties or special problems encountered, so remedies can be developed. 

B. CONSULTANT’s Project Manager shall meet with LOCAL AGENCY’s Contract Administrator, as 

needed, to discuss progress on the contract. 

 

ARTICLE IV  PERFORMANCE PERIOD 

A. This contract shall go into effect on October 1, 2020, contingent upon approval by LOCAL 

AGENCY, and CONSULTANT shall commence work after notification to proceed by LOCAL 

AGENCY’S Contract Administrator.  The contract shall end on June 30, 2021, unless extended by 

contract amendment. 

B. CONSULTANT is advised that any recommendation for contract award is not binding on LOCAL 

AGENCY until the contract is fully executed and approved by LOCAL AGENCY. 

 

ARTICLE V  ALLOWABLE COSTS AND PAYMENTS 

A. The method of payment for this contract will be based on lump sum.  The total lump sum price paid 

to CONSULTANT will include compensation for all work and deliverables, including travel and 

equipment described in Article II Statement of Work of this contract.  No additional compensation 

will be paid to CONSULTANT, unless there is a change in the scope of the work or the scope of the 

project.  In the instance of a change in the scope of work or scope of the project, adjustment to the 

total lump sum compensation will be negotiated between CONSULTANT and LOCAL AGENCY.  

Adjustment in the total lump sum compensation will not be effective until authorized by contract 

amendment and approved by LOCAL AGENCY. 

B. Progress payments may be made monthly in arrears based on the percentage of work completed by 

CONSULTANT.  If CONSULTANT fails to submit the required deliverable items according to the 

schedule set forth in the Statement of Work, LOCAL AGENCY shall have the right to delay 

payment or terminate this Contract in accordance with the provisions of Article VI Termination. 

C. CONSULTANT shall not commence performance of work or services until this contract has been 

approved by LOCAL AGENCY and notification to proceed has been issued by LOCAL 

AGENCY’S Contract Administrator.  No payment will be made prior to approval of any work, or for 

any work performed prior to approval of this contract.  

D.   CONSULTANT will be reimbursed, as promptly as fiscal procedures will permit, upon receipt by 

LOCAL AGENCY’S Contract Administrator of itemized invoices in triplicate.  Invoices shall be 

submitted no later than forty five (45) calendar days after the performance of work for which 

CONSULTANT is billing.  Invoices shall detail the work performed on each milestone, on each 

project as applicable.  Invoices shall follow the format stipulated for in the Cost Proposal and shall 
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reference this contract number and project title.  Final invoice must contain the final cost and all 

credits due LOCAL AGENCY that include any equipment purchased under the provisions of Article 

XI Equipment Purchase of this contract.  The final invoice should be submitted within sixty (60) 

calendar days after completion of CONSULTANT’s work.  Invoices shall be mailed to LOCAL 

AGENCY’s Contract Administrator at the following address:  

City of Jurupa Valley 

8930 Limonite Avenue 

Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 

Attention:  Rod Butler, Contract Administrator 

E. The total amount payable by LOCAL AGENCY shall not exceed one hundred twenty one thousand 

three hundred dollars and sixty six cents ($121,300.66). 

 

ARTICLE VI TERMINATION 

A. LOCAL AGENCY reserves the right to terminate this contract upon thirty (30) calendar days written 

notice to CONSULTANT with the reasons for termination stated in the notice. 

B. LOCAL AGENCY may terminate this contract with CONSULTANT should CONSULTANT fail to 

perform the covenants herein contained at the time and in the manner herein provided.  In the event 

of such termination, LOCAL AGENCY may proceed with the work in any manner deemed proper 

by LOCAL AGENCY.  If LOCAL AGENCY terminates this contract with CONSULTANT, 

LOCAL AGENCY shall pay CONSULTANT the sum due to CONSULTANT under this contract 

prior to termination, unless the cost of completion to LOCAL AGENCY exceeds the funds 

remaining in the contract.  In which case the overage shall be deducted from any sum due 

CONSULTANT under this contract and the balance, if any, shall be paid to CONSULTANT upon 

demand. 

C. The maximum amount for which the LOCAL AGENCY shall be liable if this contract is terminated 

is the actual value of the work not billed up to a maximum of five thousand dollars  ($5,000). 

 

ARTICLE VII  COST PRINCIPLES AND ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

A. CONSULTANT agrees that the Contract Cost Principles and Procedures, 48 CFR, Federal 

Acquisition Regulations System, Chapter 1, Part 31.000 et seq., shall be used to determine the cost 

allowability of individual items. 

B. CONSULTANT also agrees to comply with federal procedures in accordance with 49 CFR, Part 18, 

Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to State and Local 

Governments. 

C. Any costs for which payment has been made to CONSULTANT that are determined by subsequent 

audit to be unallowable under 49 CFR, Part 18 and 48 CFR, Federal Acquisition Regulations 

System, Chapter 1, Part 31.000 et seq., are subject to repayment by CONSULTANT to LOCAL 

AGENCY. 

 

ARTICLE VIII  RETENTION OF RECORDS/AUDIT 

For the purpose of determining compliance with Public Contract Code 10115, et seq. and Title 21, 

California Code of Regulations, Chapter 21, Section 2500 et seq., when applicable and other matters 

connected with the performance of the contract pursuant to Government Code 8546.7; CONSULTANT, 

subconsultants, and LOCAL AGENCY shall maintain and make available for inspection all books, 
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documents, papers, accounting records, and other evidence pertaining to the performance of the contract, 

including but not limited to, the costs of administering the contract.  All parties shall make such 

materials available at their respective offices at all reasonable times during the contract period and for 

three years from the date of final payment under the contract.  The state, State Auditor, LOCAL 

AGENCY, FHWA, or any duly authorized representative of the Federal Government shall have access 

to any books, records, and documents of CONSULTANT and it’s certified public accountants (CPA) 

work papers that are pertinent to the contract and indirect cost rates (ICR) for audit, examinations, 

excerpts, and transactions, and copies thereof shall be furnished if requested.   

 

ARTICLE IX  AUDIT REVIEW PROCEDURES 

A. Any dispute concerning a question of fact arising under an interim or post audit of this contract that 

is not disposed of by agreement, shall be reviewed by LOCAL AGENCY’S Chief Financial Officer. 

B. Not later than 30 days after issuance of the final audit report, CONSULTANT may request a review 

by LOCAL AGENCY’S Chief Financial Officer of unresolved audit issues.  The request for review 

will be submitted in writing. 

C. Neither the pendency of a dispute nor its consideration by LOCAL AGENCY will excuse 

CONSULTANT from full and timely performance, in accordance with the terms of this contract. 

 

ARTICLE X  SUBCONTRACTING 

A. Nothing contained in this contract or otherwise, shall create any contractual relation between 

LOCAL AGENCY and any subconsultant(s), and no subcontract shall relieve CONSULTANT of its 

responsibilities and obligations hereunder.  CONSULTANT agrees to be as fully responsible to 

LOCAL AGENCY for the acts and omissions of its subconsultant(s) and of persons either directly or 

indirectly employed by any of them as it is for the acts and omissions of persons directly employed 

by CONSULTANT.  CONSULTANT’s obligation to pay its subconsultant(s) is an independent 

obligation from LOCAL AGENCY’S obligation to make payments to the CONSULTANT. 

B. CONSULTANT shall perform the work contemplated with resources available within its own 

organization and no portion of the work pertinent to this contract shall be subcontracted without 

written authorization by LOCAL AGENCY’s Contract Administrator, except that, which is 

expressly identified in the Cost Proposal. 

C. CONSULTANT shall pay its subconsultants within ten (10) calendar days from receipt of each 

payment made to CONSULTANT by LOCAL AGENCY. 

D. All subcontracts entered into as a result of this contract shall contain all the provisions stipulated in 

this contract to be applicable to subconsultants. 

E.   Any substitution of subconsultant(s) must be approved in writing by LOCAL AGENCY’s Contract 

Administrator prior to the start of work by the subconsultant(s). 

 

ARTICLE XI  EQUIPMENT PURCHASE 

A. Prior authorization in writing, by LOCAL AGENCY’s Contract Administrator shall be required 

before CONSULTANT enters into any unbudgeted purchase order, or subcontract exceeding $5,000 

for supplies, equipment, or CONSULTANT services.  CONSULTANT shall provide an evaluation 

of the necessity or desirability of incurring such costs.  

B. For purchase of any item, service or consulting work not covered in CONSULTANT’s Cost 

Proposal and exceeding $5,000 prior authorization by LOCAL AGENCY’s Contract Administrator; 
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three competitive quotations must be submitted with the request, or the absence of bidding must be 

adequately justified. 

C. Any equipment purchased as a result of this contract is subject to the following: “CONSULTANT 

shall maintain an inventory of all nonexpendable property.  Nonexpendable property is defined as 

having a useful life of at least two years and an acquisition cost of $5,000 or more.  If the purchased 

equipment needs replacement and is sold or traded in, LOCAL AGENCY shall receive a proper 

refund or credit at the conclusion of the contract, or if the contract is terminated, CONSULTANT 

may either keep the equipment and credit LOCAL AGENCY in an amount equal to its fair market 

value, or sell such equipment at the best price obtainable at a public or private sale, in accordance 

with established LOCAL AGENCY procedures; and credit LOCAL AGENCY in an amount equal 

to the sales price.  If CONSULTANT elects to keep the equipment, fair market value shall be 

determined at CONSULTANT’s expense, on the basis of a competent independent appraisal of such 

equipment.  Appraisals shall be obtained from an appraiser mutually agreeable to by LOCAL 

AGENCY and CONSULTANT, if it is determined to sell the equipment, the terms and conditions of 

such sale must be approved in advance by LOCAL AGENCY.”  49 CFR, Part 18 requires a credit to 

Federal funds when participating equipment with a fair market value greater than $5,000 is credited 

to the project. 

 

ARTICLE XII  STATE PREVAILING WAGE RATES  

A. CONSULTANT shall comply with the State of California’s General Prevailing Wage Rate 

requirements in accordance with California Labor Code, Section 1770 et seq., and all Federal, State, 

and local laws and ordinances applicable to the work.    

B. Any subcontract entered into as a result of this contract, if for more than $25,000 for public works 

construction or more than $15,000 for the alteration, demolition, repair, or maintenance of public 

works, shall contain all of the provisions of this Article, unless the awarding agency has an approved 

labor compliance program by the Director of Industrial Relations.  

C. When prevailing wages apply to the services described in the scope of work, transportation and 

subsistence costs shall be reimbursed at the minimum rates set by the Department of Industrial 

Relations (DIR) as outlined in the applicable Prevailing Wage Determination.  See 

http://www.dir.ca.gov. 

 

ARTICLE XIII CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

A. CONSULTANT shall disclose any financial, business, or other relationship with LOCAL AGENCY 

that may have an impact upon the outcome of this contract, or any ensuing LOCAL AGENCY 

construction project. CONSULTANT shall also list current clients who may have a financial interest 

in the outcome of this contract, or any ensuing LOCAL AGENCY construction project, which will 

follow. 

B. CONSULTANT hereby certifies that it does not now have, nor shall it acquire any financial or 

business interest that would conflict with the performance of services under this contract. 

C. CONSULTANT hereby certifies that neither CONSULTANT, its employees, nor any firm affiliated 

with CONSULTANT providing services on this project prepared the Plans, Specifications, and 

Estimate for any construction project included within this contract.  An affiliated firm is one, which 

is subject to the control of the same persons through joint- ownership, or otherwise. 

D. CONSULTANT further certifies that neither CONSULTANT, nor any firm affiliated with 

CONSULTANT, will bid on any construction subcontracts included within the construction 

http://www.dir.ca.gov/
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contract.  Additionally, CONSULTANT certifies that no person working under this contract is also 

employed by the construction contractor for any project included within this contract. 

E. Except for subconsultants whose services are limited to materials testing, no subconsultant who is 

providing service on this contract shall have provided services on the design of any project included 

within this contract. 

 

ARTICLE XIV  REBATES, KICKBACKS OR OTHER UNLAWFUL CONSIDERATION 

CONSULTANT warrants that this contract was not obtained or secured through rebates kickbacks or 

other unlawful consideration, either promised or paid to any LOCAL AGENCY employee.  For breach 

or violation of this warranty, LOCAL AGENCY shall have the right in its discretion; to terminate the 

contract without liability; to pay only for the value of the work actually performed; or to deduct from the 

contract price; or otherwise recover the full amount of such rebate, kickback or other unlawful 

consideration. 

 

ARTICLE XV STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE 

A. CONSULTANT’s signature affixed herein, and dated, shall constitute a certification under penalty 

of perjury under the laws of the State of California that CONSULTANT has, unless exempt, 

complied with, the nondiscrimination program requirements of Government Code Section 12990 

and Title 2, California Administrative Code, Section 8103. 

B. During the performance of this Contract, Consultant and its subconsultants shall not unlawfully 

discriminate, harass, or allow harassment against any employee or applicant for employment 

because of sex, race, color, ancestry, religious creed, national origin, physical disability (including 

HIV and AIDS), mental disability, medical condition (e.g., cancer), age (over 40), marital status, and 

denial of family care leave.  Consultant and subconsultants shall insure that the evaluation and 

treatment of their employees and applicants for employment are free from such discrimination and 

harassment.  Consultant and subconsultants shall comply with the provisions of the Fair 

Employment and Housing Act (Gov. Code §12990 (a-f) et seq.) and the applicable regulations 

promulgated there under (California Code of Regulations, Title 2, Section 7285 et seq.).  The 

applicable regulations of the Fair Employment and Housing Commission implementing Government 

Code Section 12990 (a-f), set forth in Chapter 5 of Division 4 of Title 2 of the California Code of 

Regulations, are incorporated into this Contract by reference and made a part hereof as if set forth in 

full.  Consultant and its subconsultants shall give written notice of their obligations under this clause 

to labor organizations with which they have a collective bargaining or other Agreement. 

C. The Consultant shall comply with regulations relative to Title VI (nondiscrimination in federally-

assisted programs of the Department of Transportation – Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 

21 - Effectuation of Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act).  Title VI provides that the recipients of 

federal assistance will implement and maintain a policy of nondiscrimination in which no person in 

the state of California shall, on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, age, disability, 

be excluded from participation in, denied the benefits of or subject to discrimination under any 

program or activity by the recipients of federal assistance or their assignees and successors in 

interest. 

D. The Consultant, with regard to the work performed by it during the Agreement shall act in 

accordance with Title VI.  Specifically, the Consultant shall not discriminate on the basis of race, 

color, national origin, religion, sex, age, or disability in the selection and retention of 

Subconsultants, including procurement of materials and leases of equipment.  The Consultant shall 

not participate either directly or indirectly in the discrimination prohibited by Section 21.5 of the 
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U.S. DOT’s Regulations, including employment practices when the Agreement covers a program 

whose goal is employment. 

 

ARTICLE XVI  DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION CERTIFICATION 

A. CONSULTANT’s signature affixed herein, shall constitute a certification under penalty of perjury 

under the laws of the State of California, that CONSULTANT has complied with Title 2 CFR, Part 

180, “OMB Guidelines to Agencies on Government wide Debarment and Suspension 

(nonprocurement)”, which certifies that he/she or any person associated therewith in the capacity of 

owner, partner, director, officer, or manager, is not currently under suspension, debarment, voluntary 

exclusion, or determination of ineligibility by any federal agency; has not been suspended, debarred, 

voluntarily excluded, or determined ineligible by any federal agency within the past three (3) years; 

does not have a proposed debarment pending; and has not been indicted, convicted, or had a civil 

judgment rendered against it by a court of competent jurisdiction in any matter involving fraud or 

official misconduct within the past three (3) years.  Any exceptions to this certification must be 

disclosed to LOCAL AGENCY. 

B. Exceptions will not necessarily result in denial of recommendation for award, but will be considered 

in determining CONSULTANT responsibility.  Disclosures must indicate to whom exceptions 

apply, initiating agency, and dates of action. 

C. Exceptions to the Federal Government Excluded Parties List System maintained by the General 

Services Administration are to be determined by the Federal highway Administration. 

 

ARTICLE XVII  FUNDING REQUIREMENTS  

A. It is mutually understood between the parties that this contract may have been written before 

ascertaining the availability of funds or appropriation of funds, for the mutual benefit of both parties, 

in order to avoid program and fiscal delays that would occur if the contract were executed after that 

determination was made. 

B. This contract is valid and enforceable only, if sufficient funds are made available to LOCAL 

AGENCY for the purpose of this contract.  In addition, this contract is subject to any additional 

restrictions, limitations, conditions, or any statute enacted by the Congress, State Legislature, or 

LOCAL AGENCY governing board that may affect the provisions, terms, or funding of this contract 

in any manner. 

C. It is mutually agreed that if sufficient funds are not appropriated, this contract may be amended to 

reflect any reduction in funds. 

D. LOCAL AGENCY has the option to void the contract under the 30-day termination clause pursuant 

to Article VI, or by mutual agreement to amend the contract to reflect any reduction of funds. 

 

ARTICLE XVIII  CHANGE IN TERMS 

A. This contract may be amended or modified only by mutual written agreement of the parties. 

B. CONSULTANT shall only commence work covered by an amendment after the amendment is 

executed and notification to proceed has been provided by LOCAL AGENCY’s Contract 

Administrator. 

C. There shall be no change in CONSULTANT’s Project Manager or members of the project team, as 

listed in the Cost Proposal, which is a part of this contract without prior written approval by LOCAL 

AGENCY’s Contract Administrator. 
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ARTICLE XIX  DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISES (DBE) PARTICIPATION 

A. This contract is subject to 49 CFR, Part 26 entitled “Participation by Disadvantaged Business 

Enterprises in Department of Transportation Financial Assistance Programs”.  Consultants who 

obtain DBE participation on this contract will assist Caltrans in meeting its federally mandated 

statewide overall DBE goal.   

B. The goal for DBE participation for this contract is nineteen percent (19%). Participation by DBE 

consultant or subconsultants shall be in accordance with information contained in the Consultant 

Proposal DBE Commitment (Exhibit 10-O1), or in the Consultant Contract DBE Information 

(Exhibit 10-O2) attached hereto and incorporated as part of the Contract.  If a DBE subconsultant is 

unable to perform, CONSULTANT must make a good faith effort to replace him/her with another 

DBE subconsultant, if the goal is not otherwise met. 

C. DBEs and other small businesses, as defined in 49 CFR, Part 26 are encouraged to participate in the 

performance of contracts financed in whole or in part with federal funds.  CONSULTANT or 

subconsultant shall not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, or sex in the 

performance of this contract. CONSULTANT shall carry out applicable requirements of 49 CFR, 

Part 26 in the award and administration of US DOT-assisted agreements.  Failure by 

CONSULTANT to carry out these requirements is a material breach of this contract, which may 

result in the termination of this contract or such other remedy as LOCAL AGENCY deems 

appropriate. 

D. Any subcontract entered into as a result of this contract shall contain all of the provisions of this 

section. 

E. A DBE firm may be terminated only with prior written approval from LOCAL AGENCY and only 

for the reasons specified in 49 CFR 26.53(f).  Prior to requesting LOCAL AGENCY consent for the 

termination, CONSULTANT must meet the procedural requirements specified in 49 CFR 26.53(f). 

F. A DBE performs a Commercially Useful Function (CUF) when it is responsible for execution of the 

work of the contract and is carrying out its responsibilities by actually performing, managing, and 

supervising the work involved.  To perform a CUF, the DBE must also be responsible with respect 

to materials and supplies used on the contract, for negotiating price, determining quality and 

quantity, ordering the material, and installing (where applicable) and paying for the material itself.  

To determine whether a DBE is performing a CUF, evaluate the amount of work subcontracted, 

industry practices, whether the amount the firm is to be paid under the, contract is commensurate 

with the work it is actually performing, and other relevant factors.   

G. A DBE does not perform a CUF if its role is limited to that of an extra participant in a transaction, 

contract, or project through which funds are passed in order to obtain the appearance of DBE 

participation.  In determining whether a DBE is such an extra participant, examine similar 

transactions, particularly those in which DBEs do not participate.  

H. If a DBE does not perform or exercise responsibility for at least thirty percent (30%) of the total cost 

of its contract with its own work force, or the DBE subcontracts a greater portion of the work of the 

contract than would be expected on the basis of normal industry practice for the type of work 

involved, it will be presumed that it is not performing a CUF. 

I. CONSULTANT shall maintain records of materials purchased or supplied from all subcontracts 

entered into with certified DBEs.  The records shall show the name and business address of each 

DBE or vendor and the total dollar amount actually paid each DBE or vendor, regardless of tier.  The 

records shall show the date of payment and the total dollar figure paid to all firms.  DBE prime 
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consultants shall also show the date of work performed by their own forces along with the 

corresponding dollar value of the work.  

J. Upon completion of the Contract, a summary of these records shall be prepared and submitted on the 

form entitled, “Final Report-Utilization of Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE), First-Tier 

Subconsultants” CEM-2402F [Exhibit 17-F, of the LAPM], certified correct by CONSULTANT or 

CONSULTANT’s authorized representative and shall be furnished to the Contract Administrator 

with the final invoice.  Failure to provide the summary of DBE payments with the final invoice will 

result in twenty-five percent (25%) of the dollar value of the invoice being withheld from payment 

until the form is submitted.  The amount will be returned to CONSULTANT when a satisfactory 

“Final Report-Utilization of Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (DBE), First-Tier Subconsultants” 

is submitted to the Contract Administrator. 

K. If a DBE subconsultant is decertified during the life of the contract, the decertified subconsultant 

shall notify CONSULTANT in writing with the date of decertification.  If a subconsultant becomes a 

certified DBE during the life of the Contract, the subconsultant shall notify CONSULTANT in 

writing with the date of certification.  Any changes should be reported to LOCAL AGENCY’s 

Contract Administrator within 30 days. 

 

ARTICLE XX  CONTINGENT FEE 

CONSULTANT warrants, by execution of this contract that no person or selling agency has been 

employed, or retained, to solicit or secure this contract upon an agreement or understanding, for a 

commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee, excepting bona fide employees, or bona fide 

established commercial or selling agencies maintained by CONSULTANT for the purpose of securing 

business.  For breach or violation of this warranty, LOCAL AGENCY has the right to annul this 

contract without liability; pay only for the value of the work actually performed, or in its discretion to 

deduct from the contract price or consideration, or otherwise recover the full amount of such 

commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee. 

 

ARTICLE XXI  DISPUTES 

A. Any dispute, other than audit, concerning a question of fact arising under this contract that is not 

disposed of by agreement shall be decided by a committee consisting of LOCAL AGENCY’s 

Contract Administrator and Assistant City Manager, who may consider written or verbal information 

submitted by CONSULTANT. 

B. Not later than 30 days after completion of all work under the contract, CONSULTANT may request 

review by LOCAL AGENCY Governing Board of unresolved claims or disputes, other than audit.  

The request for review will be submitted in writing. 

C. Neither the pendency of a dispute, nor its consideration by the committee will excuse 

CONSULTANT from full and timely performance in accordance with the terms of this contract. 

 

ARTICLE XXII INSPECTION OF WORK 

CONSULTANT and any subconsultant shall permit LOCAL AGENCY, the state, and the FHWA if 

federal participating funds are used in this contract; to review and inspect the project activities and files 

at all reasonable times during the performance period of this contract including review and inspection on 

a daily basis.  
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ARTICLE XXI  SAFETY 

A. CONSULTANT shall comply with OSHA regulations applicable to CONSULTANT regarding 

necessary safety equipment or procedures.  CONSULTANT shall comply with safety instructions 

issued by LOCAL AGENCY Safety Officer and other LOCAL AGENCY representatives.  

CONSULTANT personnel shall wear hard hats and safety vests at all times while working on the 

construction project site.  

B. Pursuant to the authority contained in Section 591 of the Vehicle Code, LOCAL AGENCY has 

determined that such areas are within the limits of the project and are open to public traffic.  

CONSULTANT shall comply with all of the requirements set forth in Divisions 11, 12, 13, 14, and 

15 of the Vehicle Code.  CONSULTANT shall take all reasonably necessary precautions for safe 

operation of its vehicles and the protection of the traveling public from injury and damage from such 

vehicles. 

C. Any subcontract entered into as a result of this contract, shall contain all of the provisions of this 

Article. 

D. CONSULTANT must have a Division of Occupational Safety and Health (CAL-OSHA) permit(s), 

as outlined in California Labor Code Sections 6500 and 6705, prior to the initiation of any practices, 

work, method, operation, or process related to the construction or excavation of trenches which are 

five feet or deeper. 

 

ARTICLE XXIV  INSURANCE 

A. Prior to commencement of the work described herein, CONSULTANT shall furnish LOCAL 

AGENCY a Certificate of Insurance stating that there is general comprehensive liability insurance 

presently in effect for CONSULTANT with a combined single limit (CSL) of not less than one 

million dollars ($1,000,000) per occurrence.  

B. The Certificate of Insurance will provide:  

1. That the insurer will not cancel the insured’s coverage without 30 days prior written notice to 

LOCAL AGENCY.  

2. That LOCAL AGENCY, its officers, agents, employees, and servants are included as 

additional insureds, but only insofar as the operations under this contract are concerned.  

3. That LOCAL AGENCY will not be responsible for any premiums or assessments on the 

policy.  

C. CONSULTANT agrees that the bodily injury liability insurance herein provided for, shall be in 

effect at all times during the term of this contract.  In the event said insurance coverage expires at 

any time or times during the term of this contract, CONSULTANT agrees to provide at least thirty 

(30) days prior notice to said expiration date; and a new Certificate of Insurance evidencing 

insurance coverage as provided for herein, for not less than either the remainder of the term of the 

contract, or for a period of not less than one (1) year.  New Certificates of Insurance are subject to 

the approval of LOCAL AGENCY.  In the event CONSULTANT fails to keep in effect at all times 

insurance coverage as herein provided, LOCAL AGENCY may, in addition to any other remedies it 

may have, terminate this contract upon occurrence of such event. 

 

ARTICLE XXV  OWNERSHIP OF DATA 

A. Upon completion of all work under this contract, ownership and title to all reports, documents, plans, 

specifications, and estimates produce as part of this contract will automatically be vested in LOCAL 
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AGENCY; and no further agreement will be necessary to transfer ownership to LOCAL AGENCY.  

CONSULTANT shall furnish LOCAL AGENCY all necessary copies of data needed to complete 

the review and approval process. 

B. It is understood and agreed that all calculations, drawings and specifications, whether in hard copy 

or machine-readable form, are intended for one-time use in the construction of the project for which 

this contract has been entered into. 

C. CONSULTANT is not liable for claims, liabilities, or losses arising out of, or connected with the 

modification, or misuse by LOCAL AGENCY of the machine-readable information and data 

provided by CONSULTANT under this contract; further, CONSULTANT is not liable for claims, 

liabilities, or losses arising out of, or connected with any use by LOCAL AGENCY of the project 

documentation on other projects for additions to this project, or for the completion of this project by 

others, except only such use as many be authorized in writing by CONSULTANT. 

D. Applicable patent rights provisions regarding rights to inventions shall be included in the contracts 

as appropriate (48 CFR 27, Subpart 27.3 - Patent Rights under Government Contracts for federal-aid 

contracts). 

E. LOCAL AGENCY may permit copyrighting reports or other agreement products.  If copyrights are 

permitted; the agreement shall provide that the FHWA shall have the royalty-free nonexclusive and 

irrevocable right to reproduce, publish, or otherwise use; and to authorize others to use, the work for 

government purposes. 

 

ARTICLE XXVI  CLAIMS FILED BY LOCAL AGENCY’s CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTOR 

A. If claims are filed by LOCAL AGENCY’s construction contractor relating to work performed by 

CONSULTANT’s personnel, and additional information or assistance from CONSULTANT’s 

personnel is required in order to evaluate or defend against such claims; CONSULTANT agrees to 

make its personnel available for consultation with LOCAL AGENCY’S construction contract 

administration and legal staff and for testimony, if necessary, at depositions and at trial or arbitration 

proceedings. 

B. CONSULTANT’s personnel that LOCAL AGENCY considers essential to assist in defending 

against construction contractor claims will be made available on reasonable notice from LOCAL 

AGENCY.  Consultation or testimony will be reimbursed at the same rates, including travel costs 

that are being paid for CONSULTANT’s personnel services under this contract. 

C. Services of CONSULTANT’s personnel in connection with LOCAL AGENCY’s construction 

contractor claims will be performed pursuant to a written contract amendment, if necessary, 

extending the termination date of this contract in order to resolve the construction claims. 

 

ARTICLE XXVII CONFIDENTIALITY OF DATA 

A. All financial, statistical, personal, technical, or other data and information relative to LOCAL 

AGENCY’s operations, which are designated confidential by LOCAL AGENCY and made available 

to CONSULTANT in order to carry out this contract, shall be protected by CONSULTANT from 

unauthorized use and disclosure.   

B. Permission to disclose information on one occasion, or public hearing held by LOCAL AGENCY 

relating to the contract, shall not authorize CONSULTANT to further disclose such information, or 

disseminate the same on any other occasion.  

C. CONSULTANT shall not comment publicly to the press or any other media regarding the contract 

or LOCAL AGENCY’s actions on the same, except to LOCAL AGENCY’s staff, CONSULTANT’s 
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own personnel involved in the performance of this contract, at public hearings or in response to 

questions from a Legislative committee.  

D. CONSULTANT shall not issue any news release or public relations item of any nature, whatsoever, 

regarding work performed or to be performed under this contract without prior review of the 

contents thereof by LOCAL AGENCY, and receipt of LOCAL AGENCY’S written permission. 

E. Any subcontract entered into as a result of this contract shall contain all of the provisions of this 

Article. 

F. All information related to the construction estimate is confidential, and shall not be disclosed by 

CONSULTANT to any entity other than LOCAL AGENCY. 

 

ARTICLE XXVII  NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD CERTIFICATION 

In accordance with Public Contract Code Section 10296, CONSULTANT hereby states under penalty of 

perjury that no more than one final unappealable finding of contempt of court by a federal court has 

been issued against CONSULTANT within the immediately preceding two-year period, because of 

CONSULTANT’s failure to comply with an order of a federal court that orders CONSULTANT to 

comply with an order of the National Labor Relations Board. 

 

ARTICLE XXIX  EVALUATION OF CONSULTANT 

CONSULTANT’s performance will be evaluated by LOCAL AGENCY. A copy of the evaluation will 

be sent to CONSULTANT for comments.  The evaluation together with the comments shall be retained 

as part of the contract record. 

 

ARTICLE XXX  RETENTION OF FUNDS 

A. Any subcontract entered into as a result of this Contract shall contain all of the provisions of this 

section. 

B. No retainage will be withheld by the Agency from progress payments due the prime consultant.  

Retainage by the prime consultant or subconsultants is prohibited, and no retainage will be held by 

the prime consultant from progress due subconsultants.  Any violation of this provision shall 

subject the violating prime consultant or subconsultants to the penalties, sanctions, and other 

remedies specified in Section 7108.5 of the California Business and Professions Code.  This 

requirement shall not be construed to limit or impair any contractual, administrative, or judicial 

remedies, otherwise available to the prime consultant or subconsultant in the event of a dispute 

involving late payment or nonpayment by the prime consultant or deficient subconsultant 

performance, or noncompliance by a subconsultant.  This provision applies to both DBE and non-

DBE prime consultants and subconsultants. 

 

ARTICLE XXXI NOTIFICATION 

All notices hereunder and communications regarding this contract or the interpretation of the terms of 

this contract or changes thereto, shall be effected by the mailing thereof by registered or certified mail, 

return receipt requested, postage prepaid, and addressed as follows, and such notice shall be effective 

three (3) business days following such deposit in the US Mail, whether or not signed for by the 

recipient: 
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 CONSULTANT: 

 

FALCON Engineering Services 

341 Corporate Terrace Circle, Corona, CA 92879 

Attention:  Wael Faqih, Project Manager  

 

LOCAL AGENCY:  

 

City of Jurupa Valley 

8930 Limonite Avenue 

Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 

Attention:  Rod Butler, Contract Administrator 

 

ARTICLE XXXII  CONTRACT 

The two parties to this contract, who are the before named CONSULTANT and the before named 

LOCAL AGENCY, hereby agree that this contract constitutes the entire agreement which is made and 

concluded in duplicate between the two parties.  Both of these parties for and in consideration of the 

payments to be made, conditions mentioned, and work to be performed; each agree to diligently perform 

in accordance with the terms and conditions of this contract as evidenced by the signatures below.  
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed the 

day and year first above written. 

 

 CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY 

  

Anthony Kelly, Jr., Mayor 

 

 ATTEST: 

  

Victoria Wasko, CMC 

City Clerk 

 

 APPROVED AS TO FORM 

  

Peter M. Thorson 

City Attorney 

 

 CONSULTANT 

 

By:   

Name:   

Title:   

 

By:   

Name:   

Title:   

 

[SIGNATURES OF TWO CORPORATE OFFICERS OR CORPORATE AUTHORITY 

RESOLUTION REQUIRED] 

 



 

 

 

ATTACHMENT A 

 

SCOPE OF WORK 
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Pedley Road Intersection Improvements, 60th Street to North of Kim Lane 
Federal Project No. 5487(002), Project No. 16-B.1 

Project Approach / Work Plan

FALCON understands this project is to improve 
roadway safety by adding left-turn lanes to six 
unsignalized intersections along Pedley Road, with all 
work taking place within the existing right-of-way. The 
scope of work entails modifying storm drain 
undercrossing by relocating headwalls away from 
travel lanes and adding guardrails at the headwall 
abutments, pavement widening, shoulder 
improvements, and signing and striping. 

FALCON team has successfully completed numerous similar 
projects for various local, state, and federal agencies.  FALCON 
has gained tremendous experience while working on projects 
with single or multiple funding sources (local-measures, state, 
and federal).  

Project Understanding: 
FALCON team reviewed the plans and conducted a thorough 
field review and gained a tremendous understanding of the 
existing conditions, need for safety improvements by enhancing 
safety conditions at all these six intersections along Pedley 
Road. Following are the major elements of the safety improvements: 
- Pedley- 60th Street Improvement between Sta. 17+50 to Sta. 23+38.
- Pedley - 58th Street Improvement between Sta. 29+74 to Sta. 38+09.
- Pedley - 56th Street Improvement between Sta. 42+90 to Sta. 64+38. This

includes intersections at Chifney Lane and 54th Street.
- Pedley - Kim Lane Improvement between Sta. 69+08 to Sta 77+65.
- Drainage improvement includes extending the existing drainage system to

the east & west to accommodate Pedley Road widening and reconstruct
headwalls at the new location with the placement of light riprap at both
locations @ Sta. 74+93 (North of Kim Lane Intersection) Location-1  to
extend the existing drainage system on both sides drainage pipe
extension on the west side.

- Extend the existing drainage system -
on both sides and relocate headwalls and place riprap on both sides of Pedley
Road at that location.

Existing Site Conditions: 
Existing Pedley Road consists of pavement -24 asphalt concrete (AC)
pavement throughout the entire length of the limits with signs of significant
pavement fatigue & deterioration at various locations. Strongly recommend

and extend its lifetime another ~5-

No visible sidewalks or pedestrian room on either side. We spotted multiple
pedestrians walking on both sides of the road during our site investigation.
Presence of large trees, branches, shrubs & vegetation in the way of proposed
widening areas on both sides of Pedley Road. Tree removal, trimming, and
shrubs/vegetation removal may be needed.

A recent list of projects includes: 
¯ I-15/Limonite Interchange 
¯ I-15/SR-79 South Interchange 
¯ I-10/Citrus and Cherry Interchanges 
¯ Magnolia Avenue Grade Separation 
¯ I-215/Van Buren Interchange 
¯ I-215/Central Widening 
¯ SR-60/Nason & Moreno Beach Interchanges 
¯ On-Call City of Moreno Valley 
¯ On-Call Riverside County Transportation Dept. 

Approach and Work Plan 
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Pedley Road Intersection Improvements, 60th Street to North of Kim Lane 
Federal Project No. 5487(002), Project No. 16-B.1 

Proposed Widening/Improvements:
Areas designated above six intersection locations; widen Pedley Road

-II Aggregate Base
on top of 95% compacted native soil. New widened, -

-
In addition, widen Pedley Road at the above- -

-
75+72 and between Sta. 81+74 to Sta 83+24 by constr

-II Aggregate Base and 95% compacted
native soil.
Construct drainage improvement at 2 major locations (Location-1 & 2)

constructing new headwalls and placing light riprap.
Grind & Overlay AC at various designated locations and widening tie
ins along Pedley Road alignment grind & overlay.
Construct  various locations, as shown on the plans.
Construct striping along the Pedley Road alignment between above
limits and all six intersections
Install signage along the full Pedley Road alignment, as shown on the
plans.

applicable

improvements by Contractor/utility owner as applicable & as shown on
the plans.
Improvement work will require extensive partial lane closure while the majority of widening will be outside travel
areas, except when restriping and performing grind & overlay the tie in areas.
Tree removal/trimming and clear & grubbing operation may require some traffic control & temporary/partial lane
closure during the removal operation.
Potholing and identifying the location of existing utilities and ensuring that the Contractor protects in-place/perform
relocation as appropriate or coordinate with the utility owner to perform relocation in a timely manner.
Ensure that all notifications are provided in a timely manner and per the contract documents requirements.
Working closely with all City services, emergency services, schools, residents, and the traveling public to ensure

ensure all advance notifications are timely, clear,
and concise.

Challenges & Opportunities: 
Pedley Road widening takes place on the outside (both sides) of
the street right in front of numerous homes/ driveways. Residents
need their access/driveways 24/7
Mail delivery (Monday through Saturday). Access required at all
times.
Deliveries
City Emergency Services requires full access 24/7

Our work plan has special consideration to alleviate the potential impact to these residents as follows: 
Very proactive Public Relations/Outreach campaign with all affected residents, providing mailers, pamphlets,
website, 800 hotlines explaining all work, schedule, and all needed details.
Provide uninterrupted access to all residents by staging work in portions whereby access is provided at all times.
Or perform some of the work in a quick night shift with the consent of these residents

We strongly believe that this project can be 
completed in ~48 Working Days if 
prosecuted expeditiously by the contractor. 
Our proposed CM Team are excellent at 
ensuring the quick turning around all 
submittal reviews in few days instead of 
weeks. 

Approach and Work Plan 
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Proposed schedule shortening to 48-Working days instead of 60-Working Days (refer to schedule for details)
Improvement work must remain continuous, expeditious, and timely with minimal impact on the residents. This is
doable since the various work activities are linear and can be controlled easily.
Our RE & Inspector will be in contact with affected residents every morning and ensure that all residents know and
on board with any closures to expedite work in a timely manner.

FALCON team has recently completed several projects with similar scope/features (Local street 
improvements, drainage improvement, enhance safety, utility relocations, upgrade intersections, striping & 
signage, trenching & shoring, street partial closures & traffic control, detours, installing manholes, vaults, pull 
boxes, relocating overhead power and communication lines to underground services, provide house 
connections services, and reinstating AC/PCC pavement, concrete sidewalks, curb & gutter, stamped concrete 
sidewalks, ADA sidewalks & pedestrian ramps, driveways, etc.). All projects were completed within budget, ahead 
of schedule, minimal interruptions, and inconvenience to traveling public, residents, businesses, and other City & 
emergency services. 

FALCON recommends the implementation of a weekly/monthly Quality Assurance and Technical Update (QA/TU) 
meeting with the City Project Manager. This QA/TU meeting has been successfully implemented on many projects, 
and not only verifies the quality of consultant engineering services being provided but serves to keep all consultant 
staff up to date with the latest required City policies and procedures. FALCON's Construction Manager/Resident 
Engineer and Inspectors are a dedicated group of professionals who will carry their duties as directed by City of Jurupa 
Valley's Project Manager, and in accordance with the contract plans/specifications/and CT-LAPM, City's QAP, Federal 
and other standards, all applicable rules, regulations, standards, and requirements.   

Methodology and Work Plan 
Demonstrated Competence & Efficiency - FALCON will provide the following standard services for the City of Jurupa Valley 
during various stages of the project. 

PRE-CONSTRUCTION 

Activity Description Deliverables Team Past 
Experience 

Constructability 
Review of Plans & 
Specifications 

Review for constructability, bidability, and perform 
value engineering. Perform independent quantity 
takeoff & cost for construction cost. 

Constructability 
Construction Cost 

Wael, Juan, 
Salvador, Nick, 
Zaid 

Traffic Management 
Plan Analyze Project Traffic Management Plan Review and Analyze 

plan 
Wael, Juan, 
Salvador 

Project Staging Plans Review Project Staging Plans and propose revisions as 
necessary for construction 

Conformance to City, 
Caltrans & Permit 

Wael, Juan, 
Salvador 

Pre-construction 
Meetings 

Arrange a pre-construction meeting with agencies, 
Contractor, and City, RCTD & Fire Dept., Jurupa USD, 
RTA, SCE, Charter, Verizon, utility companies, 
Riverside County Flood Control & Water Conservation 
District, and design engineer. Review contract admin 
items.  

Meeting agenda and 
minutes  

Wael, Juan, 
Salvador 
Zaid 

Construction 
Management 
Oversight 
Caltrans (LAPM) 

Review staging plans for conformance with Caltrans 
Manuals, Guidelines, MUTCD, ADA Guidelines, Cal 
OSHA Safety Orders, and SWPPPP & PMP Manuals. 

Review, comply and 
implement with LAPM 

Wael, Juan, 
Salvador, Nick, 
Zaid 

DURING CONSTRUCTION 

Activity Description Deliverables Team 
Experience 

Pre-construction 
Conferences 

Conduct weekly meetings to discuss baseline 
schedule, change orders, new issues, submittal status, 
RFI's, safety, deficiencies, (QAP) Quality Assurance 
Program, and DBE requirements 

Meeting agenda and 
minutes 

Wael, Juan, 
Salvador, Nick 

Communication and 
Correspondence 

Communication flow chart. Maintain a log of non-
compliant work items. Written Log Wael, Juan, 

Sal, Nick 

Approach and Work Plan 
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DURING CONSTRUCTION 

Activity Description Deliverables Team 
Experience 

Process Submittals Review and track all submittals for completeness & 
constructability.

Submittal Approval 
Log

Juan, Nick 

Contract 
Change Orders 

Review CCO's proposed by the Contractor. 
Recommend needed CCO's. Track cash flow for 
CCO's. 

Log Potential and 
Issued CCO's 

Wael, Juan, 
Nick 

Monthly Progress 
Reports Monthly progress report. Monthly review 

schedule updates 
Wael, Juan, 
Nick 

Project 
Schedule 

Review contractor's baseline, monthly, & "look-ahead" 
submittals. Notify all parties of deviations from the 
schedule.  

Project schedules, 
correspondence 

Wael, Juan, 
Mohammad 

Utility Coordination 
and Relocation 

Meet with all utility companies responsible for 
relocating their lines and equipment. 

Meeting agenda and 
minutes 

Wael, Juan, 
Salvador 

Weekly Progress & 
Schedule Meetings 

Conduct weekly meetings to discuss schedule, change 
orders, new issues, submittal status, RFI's, safety, 
deficiencies, etc. 

Meeting agenda and 
minutes 

Wael, Juan, 
Mohammad, 
Nick 

Project 
Documentation 

Maintain filing system in accordance with Caltrans 
LAPM for project documentation. 

Electronic files, 
Project files/logs 

Wael, Juan, 
Salvador, Nick 

Progress Payments Review contractor's payment requests, verify 
completed quantities. Certified Pay Request Wael, Juan, 

Nick 

Safety 
Review, monitor, document, and enforce contractor 
safety procedures for compliance with laws and 
regulations. 

Conduct regular 
safety/tailgate 
meetings 

Juan, 
Salvador, Nick 

Community Outreach 
Respond to citizens and business owner's concerns. 
Provide updates using communication task force, 
website, sound media, flyers, and Town Hall Meetings. 

Minimize complaints Juan, 
Salvador 

Traffic Control/Signal Monitor, review, and provide recommendations for 
modifications to traffic. 

Prepare signal timing 
chart 

Juan, 
Salvador 

SWPPP Assist with review, approval, and monitoring of the 
Contractor's SWPPP. 

SWPPP Monitor 
Reports 

Juan, 
Salvador, Dion

Material Testing & 
Source Inspection 

Perform material testing, review Geotechnical reports & 
Source Inspection. Testing results Converse 

QAP/Inspection 

Inspect work to ensure compliance with contract 
documents. Reject unacceptable work using Deficiency 
Log. Observe the work of special inspectors when 
required.

Daily Inspection 
Reports/Deficiency 
Logs 

Juan, 
Salvador, 
Inspection Staff 

Permits 
Easement 
Utility relocations 

Continuation of pre-construction activities. Assist in 
coordination and scheduling of utility work. 

Permits/ 
Easements  
Relocated Utilities 

Juan, 
Salvador, Nick 

Progress 
Photos 

Continue taking pictures to document the Contractor's 
progress and any problems. 

Pictures, labeled 
with a log 

Juan, 
Salvador, Naim 

Landscape/ 
Hardscape 

Registered Landscape Architect provides onsite 
inspection and provides decisions for planting and 
irrigation. 

Accurate 
documentation 

Juan, 
Salvador, Naim 

Survey Support Monitor survey requirements (As Needed). Provide Quality 
Assurance Juan, Bill 

Daily Inspection 
Reports 

Document contractor's daily operations and provide 
daily diaries. 

Daily Reports, field 
measurements 

Juan, 
Salvador, Nick 

CHP-COZEEP & 
Caltrans Closure 
Coordination 

Review, Contractor's lane closure request, obtains CT 
closure approval, COZEEP & CHP coordination. 
Agreement/Contract with CHPs. 

Coordinate with CT & 
CHP  

Juan, 
Salvador, 
Nick 

POST CONSTRUCTION

Activity Description Deliverables Team 
Experience 

Final Inspection 
Punch List 

Conduct a final inspection/walk-through, including 
maintenance & service personnel issue preliminary 
and final punch list. Coordinate with the City of Jurupa 
Valley and Caltrans. 

Final Inspection 
Punch List 

Wael, Juan, 
Salvador, Nick 

"As-Built" Drawings Review Contractor's red line drawings, submit to the 
designer. "As-Built" Drawings Juan, Salvador, 

Nick 

Approach and Work Plan 
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PROJECT MANAGEMENT (Quality Control/Schedule Control)  
Knowledgeable planning of anticipated activities and experienced handling of unanticipated events are essential for a 
successful project. We consider effective project management to be the difference between a successful project and 
an unsuccessful one.  Well managed projects ensure there are no 
surprises near the end of those projects. Six essential elements of effective 
project management include: 

1. Cost Control
2. Schedule Control
3. Quality Control
4. Document Control
5. Change Management
6. Risk Management

As such, we begin all new projects with the preparation of the Project Work Plan. This living document defines the 
conditions and criteria under which the project will be developed, and products delivered. This document is then used 
as the Agenda for a Set Expectations or Kick-off Meeting organized by our Construction Manager/Resident Engineer 
and attended by the City. The areas of project 
administration, design criteria, schedule, and budget are 
addressed in detail to establish clear expectations and lines 
of communication throughout the project. This document is 
updated continuously and is reviewed by the City at the 
beginning of each major phase of the project. 

Communication of criteria, decisions, expectations, and 
responsibilities is essential on two levels  between the 
City and FALCON team's Construction Manager(s), and 
between the FALCON Construction Manager/Resident 
Engineer acting on behalf of the City and the rest of the 
project development team (PDT). We will utilize PDT and 
trend meetings to track the overall progress of the project 
and facilitate the flow of information between the City and 

POST CONSTRUCTION 

Activity Description Deliverables Team 
Experience 

Contract Closeout 
Final Pay Request 
Cert. of Completion 

Process the Contractor's final payment request, issue a 
Certificate of Completion, obtain applicable permits, 
and a Project Final Report. 

Final Pay Request 
Cert. of Completion

Wael, Juan, 
Salvador, Nick

Audit Support 
Dispute Resolution 

Aid in any future audits and resolve any outstanding 
disputes. 

Audit Support 
Dispute Resolution 

Wael, Juan, 
Salvador 

Project Files Deliver all project files, including photographs. Project files / 
e-files

Wael, Juan, 
Salvador, Nick 

Magnolia Avenue Grade Separation original baseline 
schedule was reduced by ~6 months because of 

months). Closing Magnolia Avenue helped the contractor 
revise his construction/ staging strategy significantly. The 
baseline schedule was re-evaluated and revised, 
reducing the construction duration by another three 
months. This allowed the contractor more access and 
higher production rates than anticipated. Local 
businesses were provided with uninterrupted 
vehicular/pedestrian access. Additionally, the County 
assisted all businesses in advertising their businesses 
along with the detours/approaches and local press. 
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the project team. PDT meetings are intended for the entire project team, including external entities, while the trend 
meetings are internal to the City staff, Consultant Construction Manager/Resident Engineer(s), and the design 
consultants. Agendas, minutes showing action items, submittal logs, and data request logs  all part of the Project 
Work Plan  will be utilized in the meetings to maximize their effectiveness. 

Project Management Approach 
Construction Manager/Resident Engineer Role and 
Responsibilities: 
The FALCON team's Construction Manager (CM)/Resident 
Engineer (RE) will serve as our single point of contact for the 
City. In this capacity, the CM/RE will be responsible for: 

Serving as primary contact with the City and other
agencies, as required, to meet project needs.
Managing the FALCON team and to commit resources to
meet project requirements.
Ensuring that the contractual requirements are fulfilled.
Establishing clear lines of communication both within the
project team and externally with other agencies and stakeholders within the authority/role assigned by the City.
Managing an effective project work plan and schedule.

Effective Communication 
The effectiveness of our communication with the City and all project participants is crucial to the success of City's 
projects. We are dedicated to fostering a productive communication process and to providing proactive issue resolution, 
working with the City as an extension of City staff. 

Coordination Meetings  
For successful delivery of projects, our team anticipates various meetings, including: 

"Set Expectations" or Kick-off Meeting
Regular Project Delivery Team (PDT) Meetings 
usually monthly
Trend Meetings with City Staff

External Agency Meetings including resource and
permitting agencies
As-needed Technical Focus Meetings
Utility Coordination Meetings

Meeting Agenda and Minutes 
Our CM/RE will prepare meeting agendas that will cover items relevant to the meeting, review assignments and 
progress, and identify issues for resolution. Minutes will be prepared for each meeting and submitted a draft within one 
week following the meeting. The minutes will reflect the meeting's discussions and specify action items along with 
responsible parties. The minutes will be finalized and filed upon receipt of comments on the draft minutes by meeting 
attendees, but no later than one week. 

Issue Resolution 
Being proactive is necessary for addressing issues and comments as they arise 

or the ability to anticipate them before they occur.  Some useful techniques
include:

Develop a uniquely numbered action items list from each meeting and track
the items through resolution.
Conduct workshop meetings before submittal milestones to review the
product and receive feedback from the stakeholders, as well as allow the
stakeholders to familiarize themselves with the submittal package.
Develop a comment response matrix to track comments through to closeout.
Meet as necessary to ensure agreement on comment resolution before submittal.

On the I-15/SR-79 Interchange, due to the vicinity of 
Temecula Downtown, Hospitals, Casino, other business, 
and residential areas, the project team developed a 
project website in which the public notification of every 
aspect of the project was notified. Every Friday, public 
notification was delivered informing closures of I-15 and 
city streets. This notification included a closures map and 
detours to use. The Project was completed on schedule. 
CCOs are 5% of the project cost. No major accident or 
injuries happened during the construction of the project. 
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Cost Estimates and Project Schedules 
Similar to QA/QC, there are two distinct elements of cost estimates 
and schedules expected for FALCON Construction Manager(s): 

1. Overall project cost estimates by phases such as engineering, 
right-of-way, and construction and milestone schedules 
developed by FALCON acting on behalf of the City. These 
estimates and schedules will have sufficient detail but will be of 
a higher level. 

2. Detailed project cost estimates and schedules developed and 
submitted by City's design consultants.  FALCON will review, 
comment, and assist in maintaining an accurate representation of this detailed status of various projects. 

Project schedules will be updated periodically to track progress and to take proactive corrective measures if needed. 
Critical path items will be monitored routinely for schedule impact.  The cost to complete will also be tracked to 
accurately evaluate the financial health of the project and take corrective measures if needed. 

Project Accounting 
Work consists of monitoring the project progress, investigating variances, approving expenses, and ensuring that 
project billings are issued for client approval and processing. This again is expected to be on two different levels: 
1. Invoicing and progress reports submitted by FALCON for our team's scope of work. 
2. Review and recommendation for approval of design consultants' invoices and progress report if included by the City 

in our scope of work. 
Our invoicing and progress reports will comply with the City requirements.  The 
Construction Manager will review all timesheets and expense reports. This allows 
us to monitor internal hours and expenses charged to the projects. Sub-consultant 
invoices will be reviewed and approved by the Construction Manager.  FALCON 
accounting is expected to be simple as the individual(s) will be working at the City 
with time charged to assigned projects. Design Consultants' invoices are expected 
to include Earned Value Analysis to enable the City Engineer/Project Manager to 
monitor the status of both schedule and budget actively and also include status 
summaries showing the estimated percentage of completion, a summary of accomplishments during the reporting 
period and a list of planned activities for the next reporting period.  
 

Presentations to City Staff, the Public, and other Stakeholders 
As requested by the City, the FALCON team will assist in the preparation of presentations, provide relevant project 
content, and if the City so desires, to make the actual presentations in front of City Council, the public, or various 
stakeholders.

Change and Risk Management 
Effective Construction Managers can control risk.  And while some level of change is inevitable in any project, too much 
and unnecessary changes, which often result in scope creep can be managed. Scope creep itself is a risk to be included 
in a risk management plan. FALCON will identify potential risks and possible solutions, tabulate them, and monitor 
them regularly. 

Capital improvement projects tend to be complicated with various elements feeding into the project and each other, 
and more importantly, improving and getting revised by each other. However, the trend needs to follow a sequential 
path from start to finish and not just remain in a loop.  These elements of the project fall into one single category of 
critical issues  the process.  The FALCON team Construction Managers are skillful in controlling this circular pattern 
and incrementally narrowing it down to a solution. Some general considerations include: 

On the RCTD: Clinton Keith Extension project, 
FALCON Structures Representatives immediately 
communicated this issue with the County, designer, 
and the geotechnical engineer was able to have the 
designer re-evaluate the CIDH pile depth at both 
abutments and bents this eliminating significant 
potential delay and a considerable cost for idle 
equipment saving the County potential ~$10,000 
/day claims.   
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Balancing the Key Factors
The inability to balance cost, schedule, and technical considerations is also a risk that must be managed. FALCON 
team will work cohesively among themselves and with the City and its design consultants to achieve the needed 
balance to deliver successful projects done right. A clear understanding of how the process works is the key to manage 
change and risk toward successful project delivery.  Our Construction Managers have that clear understanding and 
will be an asset to the City of Jurupa Valley in delivering its much-needed projects to the community. 

DOCUMENTING DAILY OPERATIONS AND 
DIARIES 
FALCON Construction Management team is 
comprised of Inspectors that are highly 
experienced with compiling daily diaries of all 
field activities, which are concise, factual, and 
detailed. The diaries are supported with 
pictures of existing field conditions, specific 
reference to various activities and bid items 
and detailed descriptions and field 
measurements of completed work, detailed 
description of an Extra Work "Contract 
Change Orders" where a special Force 
Account Report is signed by the Contractor's 
Representative and our Inspectors. Our 
Inspectors are very thorough and deliberate in detailing actual activities, discussions, and facts "without expressing 
opinions" their diaries have withstood lots of challenges during final negotiations and always came out on top in favor 
of the Owner. 

Our internal QA/QC process is simple and does not require additional time demands 
from the City. Juan Rojas (Construction Manager/Resident Engineer) will review all 
daily diaries, correspondences daily and ensure all documents are accurate and dealt 
with promptly (letters, RFI's, submittals, e-mails, communications with all 
stakeholders), No issues will be left unaddressed. The City will be copied on all 
correspondences and kept up to date with all matters without overloading the City 
Project Manager with unnecessary paperwork. Wael will transmit his daily diary to the 
City Project Manager daily and copy him on all relevant & important e-
mails/correspondences, the weekly newsletter, Weekly Statement of Working Days, 
and monthly reports. FALCON Team members are familiar with the City and 
Caltrans Construction Manual and LAPM chapters 15, 16, and 17 that details specific filing systems' Caltrans 
Construction Manual documentations" during the pre-construction, construction, and closeout phases.  

TRAFFIC CONTROL  
Our team has considerable experience with all types of traffic control 
processes, including City streets, and Caltrans right-of-way, night closures, 
and traffic control, full and partial freeway & local streets closures. The 
Inspectors will work closely with the City, in performing street closures and 
provide uninterrupted access to residents and businesses. No closure shall 
be allowed without an approved Closure and Traffic Control Plan per the 
contract.  

Our team members are also familiar with the traffic control standards in the 
Work Area Traffic Control Handbook (WATCH) manual and the Manual of 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).  

-
Riverside with a 2-stage bridge replacement, grade differential, new ramp 
alignment, loop on-ramps and numerous retaining walls, including heavy 
traffic on SR-91 and Van Buren Blvd. The original schedule was 22Months, 
and the FALCON team was able to reduce construction duration to 
14Months completing the project and opened to traffic on-time. Early 
completion was done through minor adjustments to staging plans (no design 
changes) and ability to expedite construction of loop on-ramp with a special 
dedicated falsework opening. FALCON team promoted the project to many 
reputable contractors/capable contractors with excellent local knowledge, 
cooperation with CT-  
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CHANGE ORDERS AND CLAIMS  
Our Construction Manager/Resident Engineer Juan Rojas and the Inspection staff bring a detailed understanding of 
the City and Caltrans-LAPM processes for administering Contract Change Orders. He will work closely under the 
direction of City's Project Manager with the Contractor to verify that change orders are evaluated, negotiated, accepted 
by the City's Project Manager, and processed and executed promptly per the contract documents and procedures. He 
will verify that City's Project Manager has all the information needed to make the right determination including accurate 
and detailed information and cost analysis, extra work reports with 
matching daily diaries, field measurements, photos, certificate of 
compliance, certified payrolls, supporting RFI's, correspondences, 
letters, design changes, and any other relevant information. If any 
claims do arise, it will be documented appropriately and act to resolve 
or mitigate the damage as needed. 

NEGOTIATION, RESOLUTION, ARBITRATION OR LITIGATION 
If disputed project-related issues cannot be resolved in a manner acceptable 
to City and the Contractor, FALCON's Team can assist City's Project Manager with claims resolution. 

AS-BUILT PLANS 
FALCON's team will update the as-built plans during the construction phase of 
the project to ensure that plans are up to date. Certified final record revision 
drawings will be transferred to the City immediately after construction activities 
and final acceptance.  

SWPPP  
FALCON Inspectors understand the importance of managing the Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). FALCON Inspection staff has completed 
their QSP/QSD training, and the majority is QSP/QSD certified for the new 
permitting guidelines. Our SWPPP specialist, Dion Castro, is QSD-ToR and is a leader in this field and has intimate 
knowledge of this process, ensuring that the site has all protection measures throughout all construction stages. 

SAFETY  
FALCON recognizes that job site safety is the highest priority on any worksite and requires 
vigilance by everyone. The contractors with the goal of an accident-free worksite will execute job 
site safety duties. The Caltrans Safety manual and Contractor's Safety Plan will guide the 
inspectors. FALCON Inspection staff is knowledgeable with the Caltrans Safety Manual and the 
OSHA Construction Safety Orders. FALCON requires 10/30-hour OSHA training for all 
employees, focusing on such areas as confined spaces, fall protection, and personal safety equipment. Also, FALCON 
works under a drug-free environment, requires pre-employment drug testing, and randomly tests its existing 
employees. The Inspectors will attend the Contractors and City Safety Meetings and promote safety throughout the life 
of our contract.  

FAMILIARITY WITH PROCEDURES & REQUIREMENTS/TEAM 
COMPETENCE 
FALCON Resident Engineers and Inspections Staff will coordinate with 
local agencies and Caltrans. All work will be performed in compliance 
with the City's practices, regulations, policies, procedures, manuals, and 
standards. In addition (when applicable), this work includes full 
compliance with Caltrans-LAPM requirements, standard specifications, 
standard plans, construction manuals, safety manuals, traffic control 
requirements, WATCH Manual, and others to assure safe completion for 
the requested projects.  

FALCON team has an excellent 
record of accomplishment, completing 
projects with no claims. Outstanding 

issues are usually resolved during the 
project through a mutual 

understanding and a spirit of 
partnering. 
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LABOR COMPLIANCE MONITORING
FALCON will review the Certified Payroll Records (CPR) that are submitted 
by the Contractor and its subcontractors, verify the Fringe Benefit Statement, 
compare Employee Interview Report and Daily Reports against Certified 
Payroll Record for accuracy. FALCON team will verify and confirm contractor 
DIR registration annually. 

UTILITY AND OUTSIDE AGENCY COORDINATION 
Our field staff will coordinate with the Contractor and pothole/identify all existing utilities and verify if any conflicts with 
the various construction activities & main structure or roadway improvements. We will implement the following 
procedures before the start of work: 
 Send notification of pre-construction meetings to all affected utility 

companies, business administrators, and other agencies.  
 Review the scope of work, review possible conflicts and work with the 

utility to ensure project needs are recognized. 
Coordinate with utility companies to identify unknown utilities found. 
Pothole and identify existing utilities and protect them in place during 
construction.  

QUALITY ASSURANCE AND QUALITY CONTROL (QA/QC)  
The Construction Manager/Resident Engineer and Inspectors will conduct independent reviews of the project records 
for their adherence to the City and Caltrans policies and procedures.  FALCON Team will audit project files and submit 
documents, providing input when needed. 

MATERIALS SAMPLING AND TESTING 
Under the direction of the FALCON Resident Engineer, Converse Consulting will coordinate all materials testing in 
accordance with the County's approved Quality Assurance Program (QAP), Quality Control Plan (QCP), Encroachment 
Permit and, California Department of Transportation, Construction Manual.  

SURVEYING 
FALCON's Inspectors will coordinate with the Contractor, and the County all requests for initial control staking in 
accordance with the City of Jurupa Valley and Caltrans 
Guidelines and procedures.  

PUBLIC OUTREACH  
FALCON will be working closely with the City of Jurupa Valley 
and various stakeholders to ensure the public understanding 
and support of the various stakeholders.  

SUMMARY 
FALCON team has the project and construction management 
expertise, which will allow us to complete complex assignments 
within tight schedules, tight construction area, and budgets 
successfully. We attached our detailed schedule for your 
review, and our staffing schedule reflects the potential savings. 
FALCON has demonstrated this efficiency on multiple projects. 
FALCON team understands the scope of work and the City of 
Jurupa Valley's expectation and demand for deliverables. Our team was assembled to provide a depth of resources to 
meet or exceed the City's personnel and performance requirements. Most importantly, our team is comprised of 
individuals who are passionate about their work. The FALCON team is committed to the success of this contract. 

Firm Name
DIR 
Registration 
No.

FALCON Engineering 1000011720 
Converse Consultants 1000001465 
Z&K Consultants 1000029878 

Public Outreach Expected Services: 
 Road closures will require a lot of notice to the 

public. 
 Well planned closures and detailed detours.  
 Organize a Neighborhood Town Meeting. 
 Create Project Fact Sheet in English & Spanish. 
 Create Traffic Advisories. 
 Meetings with the Stakeholders. 
 Meetings with the First Responders (CHP, Fire, 

Police, and Ambulance services). 
 Public meetings with property owners and 

residents. 
 Operate a Project information website. 
 Time Lapse Cameras at strategic locations 

throughout the project. 
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Local Assistance Procedures Manual EXHIBIT 10-H1 

Cost Proposal

Note: Mark-ups are Not Allowed             ☒  Prime Consultant   ☐Subconsultant     ☐ 2nd Tier Subconsultant

                                                                                   

d)   Fringe Benefits (Rate:                             

f)   Overhead (Rate: 140.39%)                                                     

h)   General and Administrative (Rate: __0____ %)  

FIXED FEE          

                                                                   

NOTES:

DIRECT LABOR

Classification/Title Name Hours Actual Hourly Rate Total

EXHIBIT 10-H1 COST PROPOSAL Page 1 of 3

ACTUAL COST-PLUS-FIXED FEE OR LUMP SUM (FIRM FIXED PRICE) CONTRACTS

(DESIGN, ENGINEERING AND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES)

Consultant     __FALCON Engineering Services, Inc__________________________________

Project No.    5487(002)___Contract No. __________________ Date:    _08/13/2020____________

Resident Engineer Wael Faqih, PE * 0 $0.00

Resident Engineer Juan Rojas, PE* 60 $105.00 $6,300.00

Lead Construction Inspector Salvador Orozco * ** 300 $75.00 $22,500.00

Construction Inspector Naim Abu-Laban, EIT ** 0 $75.00 $0.00

Scheduler/Labor Compl. Mohammad Khalaileh, PE 24 $90.00 $2,160.00

Construction Surveyor William (Bill) Henry, PLS ** 0 $75.00 $0.00

SWPPP/Safety Dion Castro ** 12 $75.00 $900.00

LABOR COSTS

Office Engineer / Inspector Zaid Afanan, PE 0 $80.00 $0.00

Office Engineer Nick Smith 80 $25.00 $2,000.00

INDIRECT COSTS

00%) e)  Total Fringe Benefits [(c) x (d)]     $0.00

g) Overhead [(c) x (f)] $47,536.05

a)    Subtotal Direct Labor Costs                                                                                                  $33,860.00

b)   Anticipated Salary Increases (see page 2 for calculation)                                                      $0.00

c) TOTAL DIRECT LABOR COSTS           [(a) + (b)]  $33,860.00

l) TCONSULTANT'S OTHER DIRECT COSTS (ODC) - ITEMIZE (Add Additional pages if necessary)

Description of Item Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total

 i) Gen & Admin [(c) x (h)] $0.00

j) TOTAL INDIRECT COSTS [(e) + (g) + (i)] $47,536.05

k) TOTAL FIXED FEE [(c) + (j)] x fixed fee  10%]  $8,139.61

Mileage Costs $ $
Equipment Rental and Supplies $ $
Permit Fees $ $
Plan Sheets $ $

m) SUBCONSULTANTS’ COSTS (Add additional pages if necessary)

Subconsultant 1:      Z&K Consultants, Inc.                         $         16,765.00 

Subconsultant 2:     Converse Consultants                                    $         15,000.00 

Subconsultant 3:                        

Test $ $

 l) TOTAL OTHER DIRECT COSTS  0

1.  Key personnel must be marked with an asterisk (*) and employees that are subject to prevailing wage requirements must be marked 

with two asterisks (**). All costs must comply with the Federal cost principles. Subconsultants will provide their own cost proposals.

2.  The cost proposal format shall not be amended. Indirect cost rates shall be updated on an annual basis in accordance with the 

consultant’s annual accounting period and established by a cognizant agency or accepted by Caltrans.

3.  Anticipated salary increases calculation (page 2) must accompany.

                                                                 m) TOTAL SUBCONSULTANTS’ COSTS  $         31,765.00 

n) TOTAL OTHER DIRECT COSTS INCLUDING SUBCONSULTANTS [(l)+(m)] $31,765.00

                                                                        TOTAL COST [(c) + (j) + (k) + (n)] $121,300.66

Page 1 of 3 

January 2018



Local Assistance Procedures Manual EXHIBIT 10-H1 

Cost Proposal

Year 1 *

Year 2 *

Year 3 *

Year 4 *

Year 5 *

Total

*

*

*

*

*

Total Direct Labor Cost with Escalation                    =

Direct Labor Subtotal before Escalation                   =

Estimated total of Direct Labor Salary =

NOTES:

EXHIBIT 10-H1 COST PROPOSAL Page 2 of 3

ACTUAL COST-PLUS-FIXED FEE OR LUMP SUM (FIRM FIXED PRICE) CONTRACTS

(CALCULATIONS FOR ANTICIPATED SALARY INCREASES)

$33,860.00 476 = $71.13 Year 1 Avg 

Hourly Rate2. Calculate hourly rate for all years (Increase the Average Hourly Rate for a year by proposed escalation %)

1. Calculate Average Hourly Rate for 1st year of the contract (Direct Labor Subtotal divided by total hours)

Direct Labor Subtotal per 

Cost Proposal

Total Hours per Cost 

Proposal

Avg Hourly Rate 5 Year 

Contract 

Duration

Avg Hourly Rate Proposed Escalation

Year 1 $71.13 + 0% = $71.13 Year 1Avg Hourly Rate

Year 2 $0.00 + 0% = $0.00 Year 2 Avg Hourly Rate

Year 3Avg Hourly Rate

Year 4 $0.00 + 0% = $0.00 Year 4 Avg Hourly Rate

Year 3 $0.00 + 0% = $0.00

Year 5 Avg Hourly Rate

3. Calculate estimated hours per year (Multiply estimate % each year by total hours)

Estimated % Completed 

Each Year

Total Hours per Cost Proposal Total Hours per 

Year

Year 5 $0.00 + 0% = $0.00

100.00% 476 = 476 Estimated Hours Year 1

0.00% 476 = 0 Estimated Hours Year 2

0.00% 476 = 0 Estimated Hours Year 3

0.00% 476 = 0 Estimated Hours Year 4

4. Calculate Total Costs including Escalation (Multiply Average Hourly Rate by the number of hours)

Avg Hourly Rate Estimated hours Cost per

0.00% 476 = 0 Estimated Hours Year 5

100% Total = 476

Year 1 $71.13 476 = $33,860.00 Estimated Hours Year 1

(calculated above) (calculated above) Year

Year 3 $0.00 0 = $0.00 Estimated Hours Year 3

Year 2 $0.00 0 = $0.00 Estimated Hours Year 2

Year 5 $0.00 0 = $0.00 Estimated Hours Year 5

Year 4 $0.00 0 = $0.00 Estimated Hours Year 4

3.     This assumes that one year will be worked at the rate on the cost proposal before salary increases are granted.

4.     Calculations for anticipated salary escalation must be provided.

$33,860.00

$33,860.00

Increase $0.00

1.    This is not the only way to estimate salary increases. Other methods will be accepted if they clearly indicate the % increase, the # 

of years of the contract, and a breakdown of the labor to be performed each year.

2.    An estimation that is based on direct labor multiplied by salary increase % multiplied by the # of years is not acceptable. (i.e. 

$250,000 x 2% x 5 yrs = $25,000 is not an acceptable methodology)

Page 2 of 3 

January 2018
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Cost Proposal

Certification of Direct Costs:

1.   Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP)

2.   Terms and conditions of the contract

3.   Title 23 United States Code Section 112 - Letting of Contracts

4.   48 Code of Federal Regulations Part 31 - Contract Cost Principles and Procedures

6.   48 Code of Federal Regulations Part 9904 - Cost Accounting Standards Board (when applicable)

Prime Consultant or Subconsultant Certifying:

Name:             Wael Faqih, PE                                       Vice President

Signature :                                                                         

Phone Number:   _______________     

Address:   341 Corporate Terrace Circle, #101, Corona, CA 92879

List services the consultant is providing under the proposed contract:

EXHIBIT 10-H1 COST PROPOSAL Page 3 of 3

I, the undersigned, certify to the best of my knowledge and belief that all direct costs identified on the cost proposal(s) in this contract  

are actual, reasonable, allowable, and allocable to the contract in accordance with the contract terms and the following requirements:

5.   23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 172 - Procurement, Management, and Administration of Engineering and Design 

Related Service

All costs must be applied consistently and fairly to all contracts. All documentation of compliance must be retained in the project files 

and be in compliance with applicable federal and state requirements. Costs that are noncompliant with the federal and state requirements 

are not eligible for reimbursement.

*An individual executive or financial officer of the consultant’s or subconsultant’s organization at a level no lower than a Vice President 

or a Chief Financial Officer, or equivalent, who has authority to represent the financial information utilized to establish the cost proposal 

for the contract.

Construction Management/Construction Inspection, Labor Compliance, Sheduling, Office Engineering, SWPPP

Local governments are responsible for applying only cognizant agency approved or Caltrans accepted Indirect Cost Rate(s).

Title *

 Date of Certification (mm/dd/yy)  _August 13, 2020________

Email: Wfaqih@falcon-ca.com (951) 264-2350

Page 3 of 3 

January 2018
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STAFF REPORT 

DATE: OCTOBER 1, 2020 

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: ROD BUTLER, CITY MANAGER 
BY: STEVE R. LORISO, P.E., CITY ENGINEER/DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC 

WORKS 

SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO. 14.E 

APPROVAL OF COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF 
JURUPA VALLEY, LENNAR HOMES OF CALIFORNIA, INC., AND THE 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT FOR MAINTENANCE OF DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE RIVERBEND DEVELOPMENT 
(TM 36391 – SOUTH OF 68TH STREET, BETWEEN PATS RANCH ROAD 
AND GOOSE CREEK GOLF CLUB) 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the City Council: 

1) Approve the cooperative agreement with the Riverside County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District (District) and Lennar Homes of California, Inc.
(Developer) and authorize the Mayor to sign the agreement.

BACKGROUND 

TM 36391 includes 464 single family residential units south of 68th Street, generally 

between Pats Ranch Road and Goose Creek Golf Club.  As a condition of approval, the 

Developer of TM 36391 constructed certain flood control facilities in order to provide flood 

protection and drainage for their project and surrounding development.   

ANALYSIS 

The flood control facilities include “Santa Ana River – Riverbend Slope Revetment, Stage 

1”, which is a soil embankment along the north bank of the Santa Ana River; and “Jurupa 

Valley – Riverbend Storm Drain and Laterals, Stage 1”, which is a combination of storm 

drain systems and transition structures located throughout the development.  These 

RETURN TO AGENDA
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facilities will be owned and maintained by the District and will outlet to the Santa Ana 

River.   

Additionally, the Developer constructed a water quality basin, certain underground storm 

drain laterals, inlets, catch basins, connector pipes, v-ditch and sub-drain system located 

within City-held rights of way (identified as “APPURTENANCES” in the cooperative 

agreement).   

The District will calendar the agreement for consideration at the Board of Supervisor’s 

regularly scheduled meeting upon City approval of this agreement.  Prior to final 

acceptance of the facilities, the City will perform a final inspection of the site.     

FISCAL IMPACT 
 
Development fees have been paid to the City associated with TM 36391.  The City will be 

responsible for the maintenance of the Appurtenances within the public right of way.  The 

water quality basin is maintained through the Community Facilities District established for 

TM 36391.  There is no financial impact anticipated other than routine cleaning of catch 

basins and pipes accepted into the City system as part of subdivision improvements.  As 

the project velocities in the pipes are excessive, the catch basin inlet and pipe 

maintenance annual costs are minimal.   

ALTERNATIVES 
 

1. Do not approve the cooperative agreement.  

2. Provide alternative direction to staff. 

 

 

***************************SIGNATURES ON FOLLOWING PAGE*************************** 
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COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 

Santa Ana River – Riverbend Slope Revetment, Stage 1 

Jurupa Valley – Riverbend Storm Drain and Laterals, Stage 1 

Project No. 1-0-00014 

Tract Map No. 36391 

 

 This Cooperative Agreement ("Agreement"), dated as of ______________, 2020, 

is entered into by and between the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 

District, a body politic ("DISTRICT"), the City of Jurupa Valley, a municipal corporation 

("CITY"), and Lennar Homes of California, Inc., a California corporation ("DEVELOPER"), 

(together, the "Parties").  The Parties hereto agree as follows: 

RECITALS 

 A. DEVELOPER is the owner of Tract Map No. 36391, located in the city of 

Jurupa Valley; and 

 B. The legal description of Tract No. 36391 is provided in Exhibit "A" 

attached hereto and made a part hereof; and  

 C. Pursuant to a Right of Entry and Inspection Agreement executed by and 

between DISTRICT and DEVELOPER on July 20, 2016, DEVELOPER constructed or caused to 

be constructed the required flood control facility as shown on DISTRICTꞌs Drawing Nos. 1-0722 

and 1-0723, and as shown in concept on Exhibit "B", attached hereto and made a part hereof: 

i. Santa Ana River – Riverbend Slope Revetment, Stage 1 

("EMBANKMENT"), which is comprised of approximately 5,030 

lineal feet of soil cement embankment running along the north bank 

of the Santa Ana River;  

ii. Jurupa Valley – Riverbend Storm Drain and Laterals, Stage 1, 

which is comprised of (i) approximately 2,550 lineal feet of 

underground storm drain system, its associated transition structures 
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and outlet riprap structure ("LINE A"); (ii) approximately 1,670 

lineal feet of underground storm drain system, including its 

associated transition structures ("LINE B"); and (iii) approximately 

140 lineal feet of underground storm drain system and outlet 

structure ("LINE T").  At its downstream terminus, LINE A drains 

to the Santa Ana River.  At its downstream terminus, LINE T 

outlets to Santa Ana River.  Together, LINE A, LINE B and LINE 

T are called "STORM DRAINS"; and 

 D. Altogether, EMBANKMENT and STORM DRAINS are hereinafter called 

"DISTRICT FACILITIES"; and  

 E. DISTRICT FACILITIES have not been accepted by DISTRICT for 

ownership, operation and maintenance; and 

 F. Associated with the construction of DISTRICT FACILITIES, 

DEVELOPER constructed or caused to be constructed a water quality basin, certain underground 

storm drain laterals, inlets, catch basins, connector pipes, v-ditch and subdrain system located 

within CITY-held easements or rights of way, hereinafter called "APPURTENANCES";  

 G. Also associated with the construction of DISTRICT FACILITIES, 

DEVELOPER constructed or caused to be constructed a fill slope over EMBANKMENT and a 

fill slope by v-ditch ("DEVELOPER FACILITIES"), to be initially owned and maintained by 

DEVELOPER and subsequently owned and maintained by the Homeowners Association for Tract 

Map No. 36391; and  

 H. Together, DISTRICT FACILITIES, APPURTENANCES and 

DEVELOPER FACILITIES are hereinafter called "PROJECT"; and  

 I. CITY and DEVELOPER desire DISTRICT to accept ownership and 
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responsibility for the operation and maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES.  Therefore, 

DISTRICT must inspect the condition of DISTRICT FACILITIES to ensure that they are in an 

acceptable condition; and  

 J. DISTRICT and DEVELOPER desire CITY to accept ownership and 

responsibility for the operation and maintenance of APPURTENANCES.  Therefore, CITY must 

inspect APPURTENANCES to ensure that they are in an acceptable condition; and 

 K. DISTRICT is willing to (i) conduct a final inspection of DISTRICT 

FACILITIES, (ii) accept ownership and responsibility for the operation and maintenance of 

DISTRICT FACILITIES, provided that DEVELOPER (i) complies with this Agreement, (ii) pays 

DISTRICT the amounts specified herein to cover DISTRICT's construction inspection costs for 

DISTRICT FACILITIES, (iii) provides compaction reports documenting that all soil compaction 

for DISTRICT FACILITIES were accomplished in compliance with DISTRICT standards, (iv) 

concrete testing report(s) – stamped and wet signed by the civil engineer of record, (v) the 

resolution of outstanding "punch list" items applicable to PROJECT, (vi) obtains and conveys to 

DISTRICT and CITY the necessary rights of way for the inspection, operation and maintenance 

of DISTRICT FACILITIES and APPURTENANCES as set forth herein, (vii) accepts ownership 

and responsibility for the operation and maintenance of PROJECT until such time as DISTRICT 

accepts ownership and responsibility for the operation and maintenance of DISTRICT 

FACILITIES and CITY accepts ownership and responsibility for the operation and maintenance 

of APPURTENANCES, and (viii) PROJECT is constructed in accordance with plans and 

specifications approved by DISTRICT and CITY; and 

 L. CITY is willing to (i) conduct a final inspection of APPURTENANCES, 

(ii) grant DISTRICT the right to inspect, operate and maintain DISTRICT FACILITIES located 

within CITY rights of way, and (iii) assume ownership and responsibility for the operation and 
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maintenance of APPURTENANCES, provided PROJECT is constructed in accordance with plans 

and specifications approved by DISTRICT and CITY.       

 NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto mutually agree as follows: 

SECTION I 

 DEVELOPER shall: 

 1. Continue to pay DISTRICT, within thirty (30) days after receipt of periodic 

billings from DISTRICT, any and all such amounts as are deemed reasonably necessary by 

DISTRICT to cover DISTRICT's costs associated with the inspection, review and approval of 

right of way and conveyance documents, and with the processing and administration of this 

Agreement. 

 2. To the best of DEVELOPER's knowledge, without due diligence or inquiry, 

all necessary licenses, agreements, permits and rights of entry as may be needed for the inspection, 

operation and maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES have been secured.   

 3. Furnish DISTRICT (Attention: Plan Check Section) with final mylar 

PROJECT plans and assign their ownership to DISTRICT prior to DISTRICT's acceptance of 

DISTRICT FACILITIES. 

 4. Grant DISTRICT and CITY, by execution of this Agreement, the right to 

enter upon DEVELOPER's property where necessary and convenient for the purpose of gaining 

access to, and performing inspection service for the construction of PROJECT as set forth herein. 

 5. Within two (2) weeks of execution of this Agreement, provide DISTRICT 

with a confined space entry procedure specific to PROJECT.  The procedure shall comply with 

requirements contained in California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Section 5158, Other Confined 

Space Operations, Section 5157, Permit Required Confined Space and District Confined Space 
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Procedures, SOM-18.  The procedure shall be reviewed and approved by DISTRICT prior to 

DISTRICT's final inspection of PROJECT. 

 6. Within two (2) weeks of execution of this Agreement, certificates of 

insurance evidencing the required insurance coverage and endorsements shall be provided to 

DISTRICT and CITY.  At minimum, the procured insurance coverages should adhere to the 

DISTRICTꞌs required insurance provided in Exhibit "C", attached hereto and made a part hereof.  

Failure to maintain the insurance required by this paragraph shall be deemed a material breach of 

this Agreement and shall authorize and constitute authority for DISTRICT, at its sole discretion, 

to provide written notice to DEVELOPER that DISTRICT is unable to perform its obligations 

hereunder, nor to accept responsibility for ownership, operation and maintenance of DISTRICT 

FACILITIES due, either in whole or in part, to said breach of this Agreement. 

 7. Comply with all Cal/OSHA safety regulations including regulations 

concerning confined space and maintain a safe working environment for DEVELOPER, CITY 

and DISTRICT employees on the site. 

 8. Notify DISTRICT (Attention: Construction Management Section) and 

CITY, after receiving DISTRICT's clearance of PROJECT, with written notice that PROJECT 

construction is substantially complete and request that DISTRICT conduct a final inspection of 

DISTRICT FACILITIES and CITY conduct a final inspection of APPURTENANCES. 

 9. Prior to DISTRICT acceptance of DISTRICT FACILITIES for ownership, 

operation and maintenance, provide or cause its civil engineer of record or construction civil 

engineer of record, duly registered in the State of California, to provide DISTRICT (Attention: 

Construction Management Section), with (i) soil compaction report(s) – stamped and wet signed 

by the geotechnical engineer, (ii) concrete testing report(s) – stamped and wet signed by the civil 

engineer of record, (iii) the resolution of outstanding "punch list" items applicable to PROJECT, 
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and (iv) a redlined "record drawings" copy of PROJECT plans.  After DISTRICT approval of the 

redlined "record drawings", DEVELOPER's engineer shall schedule with DISTRICT a time to 

transfer the redlined changes onto DISTRICT's original mylars at DISTRICT's office, after which 

the engineer shall review, stamp and sign the original PROJECT engineering plans "record 

drawings". 

 10.  Grant access easement(s) to the Riverside Conservation Authority ("RCA"), 

including ingress and egress, for the rights of way across EMBANKMENT for RCA's operation 

and maintenance of the conservation area south of the levee, prior to conveying the rights of way 

deemed necessary by DISTRICT for the operation and maintenance of EMBANKMENT. 

 11. Upon acceptance by CITY of all street rights of way deemed necessary by 

DISTRICT and CITY for the operation and maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES and 

APPURTENANCES, but prior to DISTRICT acceptance of DISTRICT FACILITIES for 

ownership, operation and maintenance, convey, or cause to be conveyed to DISTRICT the flood 

control easement(s), including ingress and egress, for the rights of way deemed necessary by 

DISTRICT for the operation and maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES, in a form approved 

by DISTRICT, for the rights of way as shown in concept in orange on Exhibit "D" attached hereto 

and made a part hereof. 

 12. Prior to the date of this Agreement, DISTRICT has obtained, reviewed and 

approved a preliminary commitment for title insurance covering each easement parcel to be 

conveyed to DISTRICT.  DEVELOPER shall, at the time of recordation of the conveyance 

document(s), as set forth in Section I.11., furnish DISTRICT (Attention: Real Estate Services) 

with policies of title insurance, each in the amount of not less than fifty percent (50%) of the 

estimated fee value, as determined by DISTRICT, for each easement parcel to be conveyed to 

DISTRICT, guaranteeing DISTRICT's interest in said property subject to all matters of record. 
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 13. Accept ownership and sole responsibility for the operation and maintenance 

of PROJECT until such time as DISTRICT accepts ownership and responsibility for operation 

and maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES, CITY accepts ownership and responsibility for 

operation and maintenance of APPURTENANCES, and the Homeowners Association for Tract 

Map No. 36391 accepts ownership and responsibility for the operation and maintenance of 

DEVELOPER FACILITIES. 

 14. Accept all liability whatsoever associated with the ownership, operation and 

maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES until such time as DISTRICT FACILITIES are formally 

accepted by DISTRICT for ownership, operation and maintenance. 

 15. Prior to acceptance of DISTRICT FACILITIES, obtain the necessary 

permits, approvals or agreements as may be required by any Federal, State or local resource and/or 

regulatory agency for the continuing operation and maintenance of the DISTRICT FACILITIES 

("ONGOING REGULATORY PERMITS").  Upon completion of construction, DISTRICT 

FACILITIES may be considered jurisdictional or may otherwise require regulatory approvals and 

therefore may require ONGOING REGULATORY PERMITS in order to be maintained.  

ONGOING REGULATORY PERMITS include but are not limited to those issued by the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers, California Regional Water Quality Control Board, California State 

Department of Fish and Wildlife, State Water Resources Control Board, and Western Riverside 

County Regional Conservation Authority.  DISTRICT will not accept DISTRICT FACILITIES 

until all required regulatory permits have been issued and transferred to DISTRICT. 

 16. Ensure that all work performed pursuant to this Agreement by 

DEVELOPER, its agents or contractors is done in accordance with all applicable laws and 

regulations, including but not limited to all applicable provisions of the Labor Code, Business and 
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Professions Code, and Water Code.  DEVELOPER shall be solely responsible for all costs 

associated with compliance with applicable laws and regulations. 

 17. Pay, if suit is brought upon this Agreement or any bond guaranteeing the 

completion of PROJECT, all costs and reasonable expenses and fees, including reasonable 

attorneys' fees, and acknowledge that, upon entry of judgment, all such costs, expenses and fees 

shall be computed as costs and included in any judgment rendered. 

SECTION II 

 DISTRICT shall: 

 1. Upon execution of this Agreement, record or cause to be recorded, a copy of 

this Agreement in the Official Records of the Riverside County Recorder. 

 2. Conduct final inspection of DISTRICT FACILITIES. 

 3. Keep an accurate accounting of all DISTRICT costs associated with the 

review and approval of right of way and conveyance documents, and the processing and 

administration of this Agreement. 

 4. Keep an accurate accounting of all DISTRICT construction inspection costs, 

and within forty-five (45) days after DISTRICT acceptance of DISTRICT FACILITIES as being 

complete, submit a final cost statement to DEVELOPER.  If the deposit, as set forth in Section 

I.1., exceeds such costs, DISTRICT shall reimburse DEVELOPER the excess amount within sixty 

(60) days after DISTRICT acceptance of DISTRICT FACILITIES as being complete.  If at any 

time the costs exceed the deposit or are anticipated by DISTRICT to exceed the deposit, 

DEVELOPER shall pay such additional amount(s), as deemed reasonably necessary by 

DISTRICT to complete inspection of DISTRICT FACILITIES, within thirty (30) days after 

receipt of billing from DISTRICT. 
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 5. Prior to DISTRICT acceptance of ownership and responsibility for the 

operation and maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES, DISTRICT FACILITIES shall be in a 

satisfactorily maintained condition as solely determined by DISTRICT.  If, subsequent to the 

inspection and, in the sole discretion of DISTRICT, DISTRICT FACILITIES are not in an 

acceptable condition, corrections shall be made at sole expense of DEVELOPER.     

 6. Accept ownership and sole responsibility for the operation and maintenance 

of DISTRICT FACILITIES upon (i) DISTRICT final inspection of DISTRICT FACILITIES, (ii) 

DISTRICT receipt of compaction reports documenting that all soil compaction for DISTRICT 

FACILITIES were accomplished in compliance with DISTRICT standards, (iii) concrete testing 

report(s) – stamped and wet signed by the civil engineer of record, (iv) the resolution of 

outstanding "punch list" items applicable to PROJECT, (v) DISTRICT acceptance of PROJECT 

construction as being complete, (vi) DISTRICT receipt of stamped and signed "record drawings" 

of PROJECT plans, as set forth in Section I.9., (vii) recordation of all conveyance documents 

described in Section I.11., (viii) DISTRICT receipt of all necessary rights of way as described in 

Section I.11, (ix) CITY acceptance of APPURTENANCES for ownership, operation, and 

maintenance, (x) DISTRICT FACILITIES are fully functioning as a flood control drainage 

system as solely determined by the DISTRICT, and (xi) DISTRICT's sole determination that 

DISTRICT FACILITIES are in a satisfactorily maintained condition. 

 7. Provide CITY with a reproducible duplicate copy of "record drawings" 

PROJECT plans upon DISTRICT acceptance of DISTRICT FACILITIES as being complete. 

SECTION III 

 CITY shall: 

1. As requested by DISTRICT, accept any outstanding offers of dedication 

necessary for the inspection, operation and maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES, and convey 
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sufficient rights of way to DISTRICT to allow DISTRICT to inspect, operate and maintain 

DISTRICT FACILITIES. 

2. Inspect APPURTENANCES construction. 

 3. Grant DISTRICT, by execution of this Agreement, the right to inspect, 

operate and maintain DISTRICT FACILITIES within CITY rights of way. 

 4. Accept ownership and sole responsibility for the operation and maintenance 

of APPURTENANCES upon DISTRICT acceptance of DISTRICT FACILITIES for ownership, 

operation and maintenance. 

 5. Upon DISTRICT acceptance of PROJECT construction as being complete, 

accept sole responsibility for the adjustment of all PROJECT manhole rings and covers located 

within CITY rights of way which must be performed at such time(s) that the finished grade along 

and above the underground portions of DISTRICT FACILITIES are improved, repaired, replaced 

or changed.  It being further understood and agreed that any such adjustments shall be performed 

at no cost to DISTRICT. 

SECTION IV 

 It is further mutually agreed: 

 1. All work involved with PROJECT shall be inspected by DISTRICT and 

CITY but shall not be deemed complete until DISTRICT and CITY mutually agree in writing that 

construction is completed in accordance with DISTRICT and CITY approved IMPROVEMENT 

PLANS.   

 2. DEVELOPER for itself, its successors and assigns hereby release DISTRICT 

and County of Riverside (including their agencies, districts, special districts and departments, 

their respective directors, officer, Board of Supervisors, elected and appointed officials, 

employees, agents and representatives) from any and all claims, demands, actions, or suits of any 
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kind arising out of any liability, known or unknown, present or future, including but not limited 

to any claim or liability, based or asserted, pursuant to Article I, Section 19 of the California 

Constitution, the Fifth Amendment of the United States Constitution, or any other law or 

ordinance which seeks to impose any other liability or damage, whatsoever, for damage caused 

by the discharge of drainage within or from PROJECT.  Nothing contained herein shall constitute 

a release by DEVELOPER of DISTRICT, its officers, agents and employees from any and all 

claims, demands, actions or suits of any kind arising out of any liability, known or unknown, 

present or future, for the negligent maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES, after the acceptance 

of ownership, operation and maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES by DISTRICT. 

 3. DEVELOPER shall indemnify and hold harmless DISTRICT, the County of 

Riverside, CITY, its Agencies, Districts, Special Districts and Departments, their respective 

directors, officers, Board of Supervisors, elected and appointed officials, employees, agents and 

representatives (individually and collectively hereinafter referred to as "Indemnitees") from any 

liability whatsoever, claim, damage, proceeding or action, present or future, based upon, arising 

out of or in any way relating to DEVELOPER's (including its officers, employees, contractors, 

subcontractors and agents) actual or alleged acts or omissions related to this Agreement, 

performance under this Agreement, or failure to comply with the requirements of this Agreement, 

including but not limited to: (a) property damage; (b) bodily injury or death; (c) liability or damage 

pursuant to Article I, Section 19 of the California Constitution, the Fifth Amendment of the United 

States Constitution or any other law, ordinance or regulation caused by the diversion of waters 

from the natural drainage patterns or the discharge of drainage within or from PROJECT; or (d) 

any other element of any kind or nature whatsoever arising from the performance of 

DEVELOPER, its officers, employees, contractors, subcontractors, agents or representatives 

("Indemnitors") from this Agreement. 
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  DEVELOPER shall defend, at its sole expense, including all costs and fees 

(including but not limited to attorney fees, cost of investigation, defense and settlements or 

awards), the Indemnitees in any claim, proceeding or action for which indemnification is required.

  With respect to any action or claim subject to indemnification herein by  

DEVELOPER, DEVELOPER shall, at its sole cost, have the right to use counsel of their own 

choice and shall have the right to adjust, settle, compromise any such claim, proceeding or action 

without the prior consent of DISTRICT, the County of Riverside and CITY; provided, however, 

that any such adjustment, settlement or compromise in no manner whatsoever limits or 

circumscribes DEVELOPER's indemnification obligations to Indemnitees as set forth herein. 

  DEVELOPER's indemnification obligations hereunder shall be satisfied 

when DEVELOPER has provided to DISTRICT, the County of Riverside and CITY the 

appropriate form of dismissal (or similar document) relieving DISTRICT, the County of Riverside 

or CITY from any liability for the claim, proceeding or action involved. 

  The specified insurance limits required in this Agreement shall in no way 

limit or circumscribe DEVELOPER's obligations to indemnify and hold harmless the Indemnitees 

herein from third party claims. 

  In the event there is conflict between this section and California Civil Code 

Section 2782, this section shall be interpreted to comply with California Civil Code Section 2782. 

Such interpretation shall not relieve DEVELOPER from indemnifying the Indemnitees to the 

fullest extent allowed by law. 

 4. Any waiver by DISTRICT or by CITY of any breach of any one or more of 

the terms of this Agreement shall not be construed to be a waiver of any subsequent or other 

breach of the same or of any other term hereof.  Failure on the part of DISTRICT or CITY to 

require exact, full and complete compliance with any terms of this Agreement shall not be 
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construed as in any manner changing the terms hereof, or estopping DISTRICT or CITY from 

enforcement hereof. 

 5. Any and all notices sent or required to be sent to the parties of this Agreement 

will be mailed by first class mail, postage prepaid, to the following addresses: 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY 

AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 8930 Limonite Avenue 

1995 Market Street    Jurupa Valley, CA  92509 

Riverside, CA  92501   Attn:  Steve R. Loriso 

Attn:  Contract Services Section            City Engineer/Director of  

                 Public Works 

 

LENNAR HOMES OF CALIFORNIA, INC. 

908 Montecito Drive, Suite 302 

Corona, CA  92879 

Attn:  Brian King 

 

 6. This Agreement is to be construed in accordance with the laws of the State 

of California.  If any provision of this Agreement is held by a court of competent jurisdiction to 

be invalid, void or unenforceable, the remaining provisions will nevertheless continue in full force 

without being impaired or invalidated in any way. 

 7. Any action at law or in equity brought by any of the parties hereto for the 

purpose of enforcing a right or rights provided for by the Agreement, shall be tried in a court of 

competent jurisdiction in the County of Riverside, State of California, and the parties hereto waive 

all provisions of law providing for a change of venue in such proceedings to any other county. 

 8. This Agreement is the result of negotiations between the parties hereto, and 

the advice and assistance of their respective counsel.  The fact that this Agreement was prepared 

as a matter of convenience by DISTRICT shall have no import or significance.  Any uncertainty 

or ambiguity in this Agreement shall not be construed against DISTRICT because DISTRICT 

prepared this Agreement in its final form. 

 9. The rights and obligations of DEVELOPER shall inure to and be binding 
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upon all heirs, successors and assignees. 

 10. DEVELOPER shall not assign or otherwise transfer any of its rights, duties 

or obligations hereunder to any person or entity without the written consent of the other parties 

hereto being first obtained.  In the event of any such transfer or assignment, DEVELOPER 

expressly understands and agrees that it shall remain liable with respect to any and all of the 

obligations and duties contained in this Agreement. 

 11. The individual(s) executing this Agreement on behalf of DEVELOPER 

hereby certify that they have the authority within their company to enter into and execute this 

Agreement, and have been authorized to do so by any and all boards of directors, legal counsel, 

and/or any other board, committee or other entity within their company which have the authority 

to authorize or deny entering this Agreement. 

 12. This Agreement is intended by the parties hereto as a final expression of their 

understanding with respect to the subject matters hereof and as a complete and exclusive statement 

of the terms and conditions thereof and supersedes any and all prior and contemporaneous 

agreements and understandings, oral or written, in connection therewith.  This Agreement may be 

changed or modified only upon the written consent of the parties hereto. 

 13. This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each of which 

shall be deemed an original, but all of which taken together shall constitute one and the same 

instrument. 

// 

// 
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       IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement on  

 . 

(to be filled in by Clerk of the Board) 
 
  
    RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL 
RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL:     AND WATER CONSERVATION ISTRICT 
 
 
 
By   By   

 JASON E. UHLEY   MARION ASHLEY, Chairman 

 General Manager-Chief Engineer   Riverside County Flood Control and Water 

    Conservation District Board of Supervisors 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:  ATTEST: 
 
GREGORY P. PRIAMOS  KECIA HARPER-IHEM 
County Counsel  Clerk of the Board 

 
 
 
By   By   

 LEILA MOSHREF-DANESH   Deputy 

 Deputy County Counsel 

   (SEAL) 
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    LENNAR HOMES OF CALIFORNIA, INC. 

    a California corporation 

 

 

      By          

                                  JEFFREY T. CLEMENS                        

                                   Vice President   

 

 

                    (ATTACH NOTARY WITH CAPACITY STATEMENT) 
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COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 

Santa Ana River – Riverbend Slope Revetment, Stage 1 

Jurupa Valley – Riverbend Storm Drain and Laterals, Stage 1 

Project No. 1-0-00014 

Tract Map No. 36391 

Page 1 of 1 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 
 
In the City of Jurupa Valley, County of Riverside, State of California: 
 
LOTS 469, 471, 484 AND 497 OF TRACT NO. 36391, IN THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY, COUNTY 
OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP FILED IN BOOK 449 OF TRACT MAPS, AT 
PAGES 90 THROUGH 115, INCLUSIVE OF MAPS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER 
OF SAID COUNTY. 
 
EXCEPTING THEREFROM FOR THE USE AND BENEFIT OF THE RIVERBEND COMMUNITY 
ASSOCIATION, A CALIFORNIA NONPROFIT MUTUAL BENEFIT CORPORATION, NONEXCLUSIVE 
EASEMENTS ON, OVER, UNDER AND ACROSS SAID LOTS FOR THE OPERATION, 
MANAGEMENT, MAINTENANCE, REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT OF LANDSCAPING, IRRIGATION 
AND DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS, IN ACCORDANCE WITH AND AS SET FORTH WITH RESPECT 
TO COMMON AREA LOTS IN THAT CERTAIN DECLARATION OF COVENANTS, CONDITIONS 
AND RESTRICTIONS AND RESERVATION OF EASEMENTS FOR RIVERBEND, RECORDED ON 
JULY 18, 2016, AS INSTRUMENT NO. 2016-0299048, OF OFFICIAL RECORDS, AND ANY 
AMENDMENTS THERETO (“DECLARATION”), OF OFFICIAL RECORDS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND ALL AMENDMENTS THERETO. 
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DISTRICT's Insurance Requirements is as follows:  

 Without limiting or diminishing DEVELOPER's obligation to indemnify or hold 

DISTRICT harmless, DEVELOPER shall procure and maintain or cause to be maintained, at 

its sole cost and expense, the following insurance coverage’s during the term of this 

Agreement. As respects to the insurance section only, the DISTRICT herein refers to the 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, the County of Riverside, its 

Agencies, Districts, Special Districts, and Departments, their respective directors, officers, 

Board of Supervisors, employees, elected or appointed officials, agents or representatives as 

Additional Insureds. 

  A. Workers' Compensation: 

If DEVELOPER has employees as defined by the State of California, 

DEVELOPER shall maintain statutory Workers' Compensation Insurance 

(Coverage A) as prescribed by the laws of the State of California.  Policy shall 

include Employers’ Liability (Coverage B) including Occupational Disease 

with limits not less than $1,000,000 per person per accident.  Policy shall be 

endorsed to waive subrogation in favor of DISTRICT. 

  B. Commercial General Liability: 

Commercial General Liability insurance coverage, including but not limited 

to, premises liability, unmodified contractual liability, products and 

completed operations liability, personal and advertising injury, and cross 

liability coverage, covering claims which may arise from or out of 
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DEVELOPER's performance of its obligations hereunder.  Policy shall name 

the DISTRICT as Additional Insured.  Policy's limit of liability shall not be 

less than $2,000,000 per occurrence combined single limit.  If such insurance 

contains a general aggregate limit, it shall apply separately to this Agreement 

or be no less than two (2) times the occurrence limit. 

  C. Vehicle Liability: 

If vehicles or mobile equipment are used in the performance of the obligations 

under this Agreement, then DEVELOPER shall maintain liability insurance 

for all owned, non-owned or hired vehicles so used in an amount not less than 

$1,000,000 per occurrence combined single limit.  If such insurance contains 

a general aggregate limit, it shall apply separately to this Agreement or be no 

less than two (2) times the occurrence limit.  Policy shall name the DISTRICT 

as Additional Insureds. 

  D. Professional Liability: 

DEVELOPER shall cause any architect or engineer retained by 

DEVELOPER in connection with the performance of DEVELOPER's 

obligations under this Agreement to maintain Professional Liability Insurance 

providing coverage for the performance of their work included within this 

Agreement, with a limit of liability of not less than $2,000,000 per occurrence 

and $4,000,000 annual aggregate. DEVELOPER shall require that, if such 

Professional Liability Insurance is written on a claims made basis rather than 
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an occurrence basis, such insurance shall continue through the term of this 

Agreement and that such architect or engineer shall purchase at such architect 

or engineer's sole expense either 1) an Extended Reporting Endorsement (also 

known as Tail Coverage); or 2) Prior Dates Coverage from a new insurer with 

a retroactive date back to the date of, or prior to, the inception of this 

Agreement; or 3) demonstrate through Certificates of Insurance that such 

architect or engineer has maintained continuous coverage with the same or 

original insurer.  Coverage provided under items: 1), 2) or 3) shall continue 

for the term specified in the insurance policy as long as the law allows. 

  E. General Insurance Provisions – All Lines: 

a. Any insurance carrier providing insurance coverage hereunder shall be 

admitted to the State of California and have an A.M. BEST rating of not 

less than an A: VIII (A: 8) unless such requirements are waived, in 

writing, by the DISTRICT Risk Manager.  If the DISTRICTꞌs Risk 

Manager waives a requirement for a particular insurer such waiver is 

only valid for that specific insurer and only for one policy term.   

b. The DEVELOPER must declare its insurance self-insured retention for 

each coverage required herein.  If any such self-insured retention 

exceeds $500,000 per occurrence each such retention shall have the 

prior written consent of the DISTRICT Risk Manager before the 

commencement of operations under this Agreement.  Upon notification 



EXHIBIT C 
 

 
COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 

Santa Ana River – Riverbend Slope Revetment, Stage 1 

Jurupa Valley – Riverbend Storm Drain and Laterals, Stage 1 

Project No. 1-0-00014 

Tract Map No. 36391 

Page 4 of 6 

 

of self-insured retention deemed unacceptable to the DISTRICT, and at 

the election of the DISTRICTꞌs Risk Manager, DEVELOPER's carriers 

shall either: 1) reduce or eliminate such self-insured retention with 

respect to this Agreement with DISTRICT, or 2) procure a bond which 

guarantees payment of losses and related investigations, claims 

administration, and defense costs and expenses.   

c. DEVELOPER shall cause their insurance carrier(s) or its contractor's 

insurance carrier(s), to furnish DISTRICT with 1) a properly executed 

original certificate(s) of insurance and certified original copies of 

endorsements effecting coverage as required herein; and 2) if requested 

to do so orally or in writing by the DISTRICT Risk Manager, provide 

original certified copies of policies including all endorsements and all 

attachments thereto, showing such insurance is in full force and effect. 

Further, said certificate(s) and policies of insurance shall contain the 

covenant of the insurance carrier(s) that a minimum of thirty (30) days 

written notice shall be given to the DISTRICT prior to any material 

modification, cancellation, expiration or reduction in coverage of such 

insurance. If DEVELOPER insurance carrier(s) policies does not meet 

the minimum notice requirement found herein, DEVELOPER shall 

cause DEVELOPER's insurance carrier(s) to furnish a 30 day Notice of 

Cancellation Endorsement.  
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d. In the event of a material modification, cancellation, expiration or 

reduction in coverage, this Agreement shall terminate forthwith, unless 

DISTRICT receives, prior to such effective date, another properly 

executed original certificate of insurance and original copies of 

endorsements or certified original policies, including all endorsements 

and attachments thereto, evidencing coverages set forth herein and the 

insurance required herein is in full force and effect.  An individual 

authorized by the insurance carrier to do so on its behalf shall sign the 

original endorsements for each policy and the certificate of insurance. 

e. It is understood and agreed by the parties hereto that DEVELOPER's 

insurance shall be construed as primary insurance, and DISTRICT's 

insurance and/or deductibles and/or self-insured retentions or self-

insured programs shall not be construed as contributory.   

f. If, during the term of this Agreement or any extension thereof, there is 

a material change in the scope of services or there is a material change 

in the equipment to be used in the performance of the scope of work 

which will add additional exposures (such as the use of aircraft, 

watercraft, cranes, etc.); or the term of this Agreement, including any 

extensions thereof, exceeds five (5) years, DISTRICT reserves the right 

to adjust the types of insurance required under this Agreement and the 

monetary limits of liability for the insurance coverages currently 
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required herein, if, in the DISTRICT Risk Manager's reasonable 

judgment, the amount or type of insurance carried by DEVELOPER has 

become inadequate.   

g. DEVELOPER shall pass down the insurance obligations contained 

herein to all tiers of subcontractors working under this Agreement.   

h. The insurance requirements contained in this Agreement may be met 

with a program(s) of self-insurance acceptable to DISTRICT.   

i. DEVELOPER agrees to notify DISTRICT of any claim by a third party 

or any incident or event that may give rise to a claim arising from the 

performance of this Agreement. 
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STAFF REPORT 

DATE: OCTOBER 1, 2020 

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: ROD BUTLER, CITY MANAGER 
BY: STEVE R. LORISO, P.E., CITY ENGINEER/DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC 

WORKS 

SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO. 14.F 

APPROVAL OF COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF 
JURUPA VALLEY, SEQUANATA PARTNERS, LP, AND THE 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT FOR CONSTRUCTION AND 
MAINTENANCE OF PARAMOUNT ESTATES MDP LINE C (TM 37211 – 
SOUTHEAST OF THE INTERSECTION OF OPAL STREET AND CANAL 
STREET) 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the City Council: 

1) Approve the cooperative agreement with the Riverside County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District (District) and Sequanata Partners, LP (Developer) and
authorize the Mayor to sign the agreement.

BACKGROUND 

As a condition of approval, the Developer of Tract Map 37211 must construct certain flood 

control facilities in order to provide flood protection and drainage for their project and 

surrounding development.  The flood control facilities are identified in the District’s 

Paramount Estates Master Drainage Plan (MDP). 

ANALYSIS 

The Developer and the District are proposing an agreement for the construction of flood 

control facilities in order to provide the required flood protection for the development. The 

proposed construction includes large diameter pipes (District Facilities) which will be 

owned and maintained by the District and which will outlet to existing District facilities 

(Sunnyslope Channel). The Developer and the District will construct all of the necessary 

RETURN TO AGENDA
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facilities.  The City will own and maintain the catch basins, connector pipes, and inlets 

located within the City right of way (identified as “APPURTENANCES” in the cooperative 

agreement).  The City is also party to this agreement as plan review and construction 

inspection will be conducted by City staff. 

The District will calendar the agreement for consideration at the Board of Supervisor’s 

regularly scheduled meeting upon City approval of this agreement.  Prior to the start of 

construction, a surety will be posted with the City for the Developer Facilities and District 

Facilities for work described in the agreement.   

FISCAL IMPACT 
 
Plan review and inspection fees will be deposited with the City prior to construction of the 

facilities. The City will be responsible for the maintenance of the catch basins, connector 

pipes and inlets within the public right of way.  There is no financial impact anticipated 

other than routine cleaning of catch basins and pipes accepted into the City system as 

part of subdivision improvements.  As the project velocities in the pipes are excessive, 

the catch basin inlet and pipe maintenance annual costs are minimal.   

ALTERNATIVES 
 

1. Do not approve the cooperative agreement.  

2. Provide alternative direction to staff. 

 

 

***************************SIGNATURES ON FOLLOWING PAGE*************************** 
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COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 

Paramount Estates MDP Line C, Stage 1 

Paramount Estates MDP Line C-1, Stage 1 

Project No. 1-0-00266 

Tract Map No. 37211 

 

 This Cooperative Agreement ("Agreement"), dated as of ______________, 2020, 

is entered into by and between the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 

District, a body politic ("DISTRICT"), the City of Jurupa Valley, a municipal corporation 

("CITY"), and Sequanota Partners, LP, a California limited partnership ("DEVELOPER"), 

(together, the "Parties").  The Parties hereto agree as follows: 

RECITALS 

 A. DISTRICT operates and maintains Sunnyslope Channel, Stage 5 and 

Sunnyslope Freeway Lateral (Project No. 1-0-00100), hereinafter called "CHANNELS", located 

in the city of Jurupa Valley.  CHANNELS were constructed by DISTRICT for the purpose of 

providing flood protection and drainage improvements to the area; and 

 B. The Paramount Estates Master Drainage Plan (MDP), when implemented, 

will provide adequate flood protection to the local community and serves as guide for the location 

and sizing of local drainage facilities to be constructed within the area.  The Paramount Estates 

MDP Line C will address local flooding hazards by collecting and conveying the 100-year event 

storm runoff tributary to and from the project area, ultimately discharging into DISTRICT's 

existing Sunnyslope Channel.  Therefore, DISTRICT has budgeted for and plans to construct 

project in order to protect the residents along Opal Street and to provide flood protection and 

drainage for certain areas within the City of Jurupa Valley and certain areas for DEVELOPERꞌs 

planned development; and 

 C. DEVELOPER is the legal owner of record of certain real property, including 

Tract Map No. 37211, located within the County of Riverside ("DEVELOPER PARCEL").  As a 
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condition of approval for Tract Map No. 37211, certain flood control facilities must be constructed 

in order to provide flood protection and drainage for DEVELOPER's planned development. 

Construction of project would benefit the existing residents in the area and provide some of the 

required flood protection for DEVELOPER PARCEL; and  

 D. The required flood control facilities and drainage improvements, are 

identified in DISTRICT's MDP, as shown on District Drawing No. 1-0732, and as shown in 

concept on Exhibit "A", attached hereto and made a part hereof, includes the construction of an 

underground storm drain system consisting of approximately 510 lineal feet of underground 

reinforced concrete pipe from the upstream intersections of Opal Street and Canal Street, then 

southerly within Opal Street and easterly within the proposed street right of way, hereinafter 

collectively called ("LINE C").  At its downstream terminus, LINE C will connect to the proposed 

modified CHANNELSꞌ design within DISTRICTꞌs right of way, consisting of multiple cells of 

underground reinforced concrete boxes; and 

 E. Associated with the construction of LINE C is the construction of certain 

catch basins, connector pipes, and inlets that will be located within CITY held easements or rights 

of way ("APPURTENANCES"); and   

 F. Also associated with the construction of LINE C is the removal of a portion 

of DISTRICTꞌs CHANNELS and replacement with an underground reinforced concrete box 

("CROSSING") and two (2) transition structures ("STRUCTURES"); and  

  G. Together, LINE C and STRUCTURES are hereinafter called ("DISTRICT 

FACILITIES").  Altogether, DISTRICT FACILITIES, APPURTENANCES and CROSSING are 

hereinafter called "PROJECT"; and 
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 H. DISTRICT, DEVELOPER and CITY desire to work collaboratively to 

construct PROJECT in order to provide drainage improvements associated with DISTRICT's 

Master Drainage Plan located in the City of Jurupa Valley; and 

 I. To facilitate DISTRICT's construction of PROJECT, DEVELOPER is 

willing to prepare or caused to be prepared, at no cost to DISTRICT, the necessary environmental 

studies, regulatory permits, and plans for PROJECT; and 

 J. DEVELOPER and CITY desire DISTRICT to construct PROJECT, and 

accept ownership and responsibility for the operation and maintenance of DISTRICT 

FACILITIES.  Therefore, DISTRICT must review and approve DEVELOPER's plans, 

environmental studies for CITYꞌs use in adopting an appropriate California Environmental 

Quality Act ("CEQA") document, and regulatory permits for PROJECT; and  

 K. DEVELOPER and DISTRICT desire CITY to accept ownership and 

responsibility for the operation and maintenance of APPURTENANCES.  Therefore, CITY must 

review and approve DEVELOPER's plans, environmental studies, and regulatory permits for 

PROJECT; and 

 L. DISTRICT is willing to (i) review and approve DEVELOPER's plans for 

PROJECT, (ii) pay all costs related to plan checking, preparation of specifications and bid 

documents, bid administration, construction survey and staking, actual construction, construction 

management, contract administration, material testing, construction inspection, and the Multiple 

Species Habitat Conservation Plan ("MSHCP") fee for PROJECT, (iii) review and approve 

environmental studies and regulatory permits, (iv) advertise, award and administer a public works 

construction contract for PROJECT, (v) construct or caused the construction of PROJECT, (vi) 

inspect the construction of DISTRICT FACILITIES and CROSSING, (vii) accept ownership and 

responsibility for the operation and maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES, and (viii) accept 
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responsibility for the removal of sediment and debris from CROSSING, provided DEVELOPER 

(a) complies with this Agreement, (b) prepares PROJECT plans in accordance with DISTRICT 

and CITY approved standards, (c) complete all necessary environmental studies and secure all 

necessary environmental regulatory permits necessary for both construction and operation and 

maintenance of PROJECT, (d) implement all mitigation required as part of the environmental and 

regulatory permitting processes, except for the MSHCP fee,  and (e) conveys to DISTRICT, prior 

to DISTRICT advertising PROJECT for construction bids, the necessary rights of way, as shown 

in concept cross-hatched in red on Exhibit "B", attached hereto and made part hereof, for the 

construction, inspection, operation and maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES, as set forth 

herein; and 

 M. CITY is willing to (i) act as the Lead Agency for the purposes of CEQA, (ii) 

review and approve DEVELOPER's plans, environmental studies, and regulatory permits for 

PROJECT, (iii) inspect the construction of PROJECT, (iv) grant DISTRICT the right to construct, 

inspect, operate and maintain DISTRICT FACILITIES within CITY rights of way, (v) grant 

DISTRICT the rights to maintain the removal of sediment and debris from CROSSING within 

CITY rights of way, (vi) accept ownership and responsibility for the operation and maintenance 

of APPURTENANCES, and (vii) accept ownership and responsibility for the operation and 

maintenance of the structural integrity for CROSSING upon completion of Street "C"; and 

 N. All Parties recognize and acknowledge that the construction of Street "C" by 

DEVELOPER, from Opal Street to Sunnyslope Channel ("STREET C"), will be located within 

future rights of way created in favor of CITY in connection with the recordation of 

DEVELOPERꞌs final subdivision map for Tract 37211; and 

 O. It is anticipated that upon completion of STREET C construction, 

DEVELOPER will construct certain landscape features ("DEVELOPER LANDSCAPE"); and 
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 P. The Parties hereby acknowledge and recognize that a certain portion of 

property located within DISTRICT's Sunnyslope Channel (Parcel No. 1100-22, Assessor's Parcel 

No. 177-14-2020) will need to be dedicated to the public for street and utility purposes ("OFFER 

OF DEDICATION").  OFFER OF DEDICATION is shown in concept cross-hatched in green on 

Exhibit "C" attached hereto and made a part hereof; and  

  Q. CITY is willing to incorporate the OFFER OF DEDICATION into the public 

right of way; and  

  R. The legal descriptions of STREET C and OFFER OF DEDICATION  are 

provided on Exhibit "D", attached hereto and made a part hereof; and 

  S. Upon completion of PROJECT construction, DEVELOPER proposes to 

construct two (2) water quality basin facilities including its associated inlets and outlets 

("DEVELOPER BASINS").  DEVELOPER BASINS are to be located within privately held 

easements or rights of way, and are to be initially owned and maintained by DEVELOPER and, 

subsequently, owned by the Home Owners' Association for Tract No. 37211 and maintained by 

the Home Owners' Association for Tract No. 37211 or via the anticipated formation of a 

maintenance Community Facilities District ("CFD"); and 

  NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto mutually agree as follows: 

SECTION I 

 DEVELOPER shall: 

 1. Prepare, or cause to be prepared, at its sole cost and expense, PROJECT 

plans, hereinafter called "IMPROVEMENT PLANS", prior to DISTRICT's advertising 

PROJECT for construction bids, in accordance with applicable DISTRICT and CITY standards 

and submit to DISTRICT and CITY for their respective review and approval.  IMPROVEMENT 

PLANS shall adhere to the submittals checklist as shown in "Exhibit E", attached hereto and made 
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part hereof, and the latest drafting manual available for download on DISTRICT's website at 

https://rcflood.org/Business/Engineering-Tools. 

 2. Prepare, or cause to be prepared, at its sole cost and expense, the necessary 

environmental studies for CITYꞌs use in adopting an appropriate CEQA document for PROJECT 

and furnish to DISTRICT and CITY for its review and approval. 

 3. Prepare or cause to be prepared, at its sole cost and expense, all permits, 

approvals or agreements required by any federal, state or local resource and/or regulatory agency 

for the construction, inspection, operation and maintenance of PROJECT and furnish to 

DISTRICT and CITY for their review and approval.  Such documents include but are not limited 

to those issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Regional Water Quality Control 

Board, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, State Water Resources Control Board and 

Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority ("REGULATORY PERMITS"). 

 4.  Implement or cause to be paid and implemented, in association with the 

construction, operation and maintenance of PROJECT, and pay all costs associated herewith as it 

relates to all environmental mitigation, except for the fees associated with MSHCP. 

 5. Secure, at its sole cost and expense, all necessary licenses, agreements, 

permits and rights of way as may be needed for the construction, inspection, operation and 

maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES.  DEVELOPER shall furnish DISTRICT and CITY, 

prior to DISTRICT's advertising PROJECT for construction bids, or not less than twenty (20) 

days prior to recordation of the final map for Tract Map No. 37211 or any phase thereof, 

whichever occurs first, with sufficient evidence of DEVELOPER having secured such necessary 

licenses, agreements, permits and rights of way as determined and approved by DISTRICT and 

CITY, as appropriate. 

https://rcflood.org/Business/Engineering-Tools
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 6. Obtain and provide DISTRICT at no cost (Attention: Right of Way 

Acquisition Section), at the time of providing sixty percent (60%) IMPROVEMENT PLANS as 

set forth in Section I.1., and prior to DISTRICT's soliciting of bids for the construction of 

PROJECT, with a duly executed easement ("EASEMENT DEDICATION") in favor of the 

DISTRICT for (i) the flood control and drainage purposes, including ingress and egress, and (ii) 

the construction, inspection, operation and maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES for the rights 

of way over DEVELOPER PARCEL and within the future STREET C right of way alignment as 

deemed necessary by DISTRICT.  EASEMENT DEDICATION shall be in a form prepared and 

approved by DISTRICT and shall be executed by all legal and equitable owners of the property 

described in the offer(s). 

 7. Furnish DISTRICT, when submitting EASEMENT DEDICATION as set 

forth in Section I.6., with Preliminary Reports on Title dated not more than thirty (30) days prior 

to date of submission of all the property described in the Easement Dedication. 

 8. At the time of recordation of the conveyance document(s) as set forth in 

Section II.7., furnish DISTRICT with policies of title insurance, each in the amount of not less 

than fifty percent (50%) of the estimated fee value, as determined by DISTRICT, for each 

easement parcel to be conveyed to DISTRICT, guaranteeing DISTRICT's interest in said property 

as being free and clear of  all liens, encumbrances, assessments, easements, taxes and leases 

(recorded or unrecorded), and except those which, in the sole  discretion of DISTRICT, are 

acceptable. 

 9. Grant DISTRICT and CITY, by execution of this Agreement the right to 

enter upon DEVELOPER's property where necessary and convenient for the purpose of gaining 

access to, constructing, performing inspection service, and operation and maintenance of the 
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PROJECT as set forth herein.  This will expire upon the recordation of the DISTRICT's notice of 

completion. 

 10. Prior to DISTRICT's advertising PROJECT for construction bids, furnish 

DISTRICT and CITY each with (i) a set of final mylar plans for PROJECT, (ii) assign the 

ownership of said final mylar to DISTRICT and CITY respectively, (iii) provide DISTRICT with 

a digital copy of the final IMPROVEMENT PLANS drafted in a Computer Aided Design 

software such as AutoCAD or MicroStation. 

 11. Not permit any change to or modification of DISTRICT and CITY approved 

IMPROVEMENT PLANS without the prior written permission and consent of DISTRICT and 

CITY. 

 12. DEVELOPER shall not commence operations until DISTRICT (Attention: 

Contract Services Section) and CITY have been furnished with original certificate(s) of insurance 

and original certified copies of endorsements and if requested, certified original policies of 

insurance including all endorsements and any and all other attachments.  Prior to construction of 

STREET C, an original certificate of insurance evidencing the required insurance coverage shall 

be provided to DISTRICT.  At minimum, the procured insurance coverages should adhere to 

DISTRICTꞌs required insurance provided in Exhibit "F", attached hereto and made a part hereof.  

Failure to maintain the insurance required by this paragraph shall be deemed a material breach of 

this Agreement and shall authorize and constitute authority for DISTRICT, at its sole discretion, 

to provide written notice to DEVELOPER that DISTRICT is unable to perform its obligations 

hereunder, nor to accept responsibility for ownership, operation and maintenance of DISTRICT 

FACILITIES due, either in whole or in part, to said breach of this Agreement. 
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 13. Obtain an encroachment permit from DISTRICT and CITY to construct 

STREET C within public rights of way, pursuant to their rules and regulations and comply with 

all provisions set forth therein. 

 14. Not allow any vehicular traffic, bicycling, and pedestrian usage by the public 

on STREET C through its respective rights-of-way property until STREET C is constructed per 

the approved plans and until such time that rights-of-way is accepted by the CITY. 

 15. DEVELOPER LANDSCAPE will be designed, constructed and maintained 

in such a manner so as to not to interfere with DISTRICT's ability to operate and maintain 

DISTRICT FACILITIES or restrict DISTRICT's ingress, egress, or access to DISTRICT 

FACILITIES. 

 16. Accept ownership and sole responsibility for the operation and maintenance 

of the DEVELOPER BASINS, until the Homeowners' Association for Tract No. 37211 or the 

CFD accepts ownership and responsibility of DEVELOPER BASINS, whichever occurs first. 

 17. Ensure that all work performed pursuant to this Agreement by 

DEVELOPER, its agents or contractors is done in accordance with all applicable laws and 

regulations including but not limited to all applicable provisions of the Labor Code, Business and 

Professions Code and Water Code.  DEVELOPER shall be solely responsible for all costs 

associated with compliance with all laws and regulations applicable to DEVELOPER's 

obligations. 

SECTION II 

 DISTRICT shall: 

 1. Act as a Responsible Agency under CEQA, taking all necessary and 

appropriate action to comply with CEQA. 

 2. Review and approve IMPROVEMENT PLANS prepared by DEVELOPER.  
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 3. Provide CITY an opportunity to review and approve IMPROVEMENT 

PLANS prior to DISTRICT's final approval. 

 4. Review and approve all right of way documents necessary for the 

construction, operation and maintenance of PROJECT, as provided by DEVELOPER. 

 5. Review and approve REGULATORY PERMITS, as provided by 

DEVELOPER. 

 6. Upon execution of this Agreement, record or cause to be recorded a copy of 

this Agreement in the Official Records of the Riverside County Recorder. 

 7. Record or cause to be recorded, the Easement Dedication provided by 

DEVELOPER pursuant to Section I.6. 

 8. Subject to final budgetary approval by the DISTRICTꞌs Board of 

Supervisors, and upon completion of all items described in Sections II.1., II.2, II.3, II.4, II.5 and 

II.7, endeavor to prepare specifications and bid documents, advertise for bids and award a 

construction contract for PROJECT within six (6) months following such completion.   

 9. Pay all costs associated with plan checking, preparation of specifications and 

bid documents, bid administration, construction survey and staking, actual construction, 

construction management, contract administration, material testing, construction inspection 

required in association with the construction of PROJECT. 

 10. Upon award date of the public works construction contract for PROJECT by 

the Board of Supervisors, provide CITY and DEVELOPER with written notice that DISTRICT 

has awarded a construction contract for PROJECT. 

 11. Within thirty (30) days of awarding PROJECT construction contract, pay the 

Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Agency the costs associated with MSHCP, 

which is either the lesser of three percent (3%) of the lowest responsible bid price or three percent 
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(3%) of the lowest responsible bid price, less the value of the applicable project specific 

mitigation.  

 12. Prior to commencing PROJECT construction, schedule and conduct a pre-

construction meeting between DISTRICT, CITY, DEVELOPER and other affected entities.  

DISTRICT shall notify CITY and DEVELOPER at least five (5) business days prior to conducting 

the pre-construction meeting.   

 13. Furnish CITY and DEVELOPER, at the time of providing written notice for 

the pre-construction meeting as set forth in Section II.12., with a construction schedule which 

shall show the order and dates in which DISTRICT or DISTRICTꞌs contractor proposes to carry 

on the various parts of work, including estimated start and completion dates. 

 14. Grant CITY, by execution of this Agreement, the right to enter upon 

DISTRICT's property where necessary and convenient for the purpose of gaining access to, and 

performing inspection service for the construction of PROJECT as set forth herein. 

 15. Construct or cause to be constructed, PROJECT pursuant to a DISTRICT 

administered construction contract, in accordance with IMPROVEMENT PLANS approved by 

DISTRICT and CITY, and pay all costs associated therewith. 

 16. Inspect or cause to be inspected, construction of PROJECT. 

 17. Require its construction contractor(s) to comply with all Cal/OSHA safety 

regulations including regulations concerning confined space and maintain a safe working 

environment for all DISTRICT and CITY employees on the site. 

 18. Require its construction contractor(s) to include CITY as an additional 

insured under the liability insurance coverage for PROJECT, and also require its construction 

contractor(s) to include CITY as a third party beneficiary of any and all warranties of the 

contractor's work with regard to APPURTENANCES and CROSSING. 
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 19. Within two (2) weeks of completing PROJECT construction, provide CITY 

with written notice that PROJECT construction is substantially complete and requesting that 

CITY conduct a final inspection of APPURTENANCES and CROSSING and subsequently 

assume ownership and responsibility for operation and maintenance of APPURTENANCES.  

 20. Upon DISTRICT's acceptance of PROJECT construction as complete, 

provide CITY and DEVELOPER with a copy of DISTRICT's Notice of Completion. 

 21. Upon CITY's acceptance of APPURTENANCES and CROSSING 

construction as complete, provide CITY with a reproducible duplicate set of "record drawings" 

of PROJECT plans. 

 22. Accept ownership and sole responsibility for the operation and maintenance 

of DISTRICT FACILITIES. 

 23. Upon completion of STREET C, transfer ownership of OFFER OF 

DEDICATION to CITY and thereupon accept ownership and maintenance responsibility for the 

removal of sediment and debris from CROSSING.  

 24. Ensure that all work performed pursuant to this Agreement by DISTRICT, 

its agents or contractors is done in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations, including 

but not limited to prevailing wage laws, all applicable provisions of the Labor Code, Business and 

Professions Code, and Water Code.  DISTRICT shall be solely responsible for all costs associated 

with compliance with applicable laws and regulations. 

SECTION III 

 CITY shall: 

 1. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), act as Lead 

Agency and assume responsibility for preparation, circulation and adoption of all necessary and 
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appropriate CEQA documents pertaining to the construction, operation and maintenance of 

PROJECT. 

 2. Process the appropriate CEQA documents to cover the construction of 

PROJECT as part of its review process for Tract Map No. 37211. 

 3. Review and approve IMPROVEMENT PLANS prior to DISTRICT's 

advertising PROJECT for construction bids.  Approval of IMPROVEMENT PLANS shall be 

indicated in writing to DISTRICT (Attention: Chief of Design and Construction Division). 

 4. Grant DISTRICT, by execution of this Agreement, the right to construct and 

inspect PROJECT and operate and maintain DISTRICT FACILITIES within CITY rights of way 

as set forth herein. 

 5. Issue, at no cost to DISTRICT or DISTRICT's contractor, the necessary 

encroachment permit(s) required to construct PROJECT within CITY rights of way. 

 6. Order the relocation of all utilities installed by permit or franchise within 

CITY rights of way which conflict with the construction of PROJECT and which must be 

relocated at the utility owner's expense. 

 7. Relocate all CITY owned utilities within CITY rights of way which conflict 

with the construction of PROJECT at the CITY's expense. 

 8. Inspect the construction of PROJECT for quality control purposes at its sole 

cost, and provide any comments to DISTRICT personnel who shall be solely responsible for all 

quality control communications with DISTRICT's contractor(s) during the construction of 

PROJECT. 

 9. Upon receipt of DISTRICT's written notice that PROJECT construction is 

substantially complete as set forth in Section II.20, conduct a final inspection of 

APPURTENANCES and CROSSING. 
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 10. Accept ownership and sole responsibility for the operation and maintenance 

of APPURTENANCES upon (i) receipt of DISTRICT's Notice of Completion as set forth in 

Section II.20; and (ii) receipt of a reproducible duplicate set of "record drawings" of PROJECT 

plans as set forth in Section II.21. 

 11. Upon completion of STREET C construction, accept ownership and 

maintenance responsibility for the structural integrity of CROSSING. 

 12. Upon DISTRICT acceptance of PROJECT construction as being complete, 

accept sole responsibility for the adjustment of all PROJECT manhole rings and covers located 

within CITY rights of way which must be performed at such time(s) that the finished grade along 

and above the underground portions of DISTRICT FACILITIES are improved, repaired, replaced 

or changed.  It being further understood and agreed that any such adjustments shall be performed 

at no cost to DISTRICT. 

SECTION IV 

 It is further mutually agreed: 

 1. In the event that CEQA document and environmental studies are deemed 

insufficient or DEVELOPER is unable to complete the environmental documents, or the CITY 

does not approve the development of Tract 37211, this Cooperative Agreement is hereby 

terminated.   

 2. CITY LANDSCAPE shall, at all times, remain in the sole ownership of and 

be the exclusive responsibility of CITY. Nothing herein shall be construed as creating any 

obligation or responsibility on the part of DISTRICT to operate or maintain CITY LANDSCAPE.    

 3. Except as otherwise provided herein, all construction work involved with 

PROJECT shall be inspected by DISTRICT, and shall not be deemed complete until approved 

and accepted as complete by DISTRICT. 



  232920 

 

 

 

- 15 - 

 4. DISTRICT shall indemnify, defend, save and hold harmless CITY (including 

its officers, elected and appointed officials, employees, agents, representatives, independent 

contractors and subcontractors) from any liabilities, claim, damage, proceeding or action, present 

or future, based upon, arising out of or in any way relating to DISTRICT's (including its officers, 

Board of Supervisors, elected and appointed officials, employees, agents, representatives, 

independent contractors and subcontractors) actual or alleged acts or omissions related to this 

Agreement, performance under this Agreement, or failure to comply with the requirements of this 

Agreement, including but not limited to: (a) property damage; (b) bodily injury or death; (c) 

payment of reasonable attorney's fees; or (d) any other element of any kind or nature whatsoever. 

 5. CITY shall indemnify, defend, save and hold harmless DEVELOPER, 

DISTRICT and the County of Riverside (including their agencies, districts, special districts and 

departments, their respective directors, officers, Board of Supervisors, elected and appointed 

officials, employees, agents, representatives, independent contractors, and subcontractors, 

affiliates, members successors and assigns) from any liabilities, claim, damage, proceeding or 

action, present or future, based upon, arising out of or in any way relating to CITY's (including 

its officers, elected and appointed officials, employees, agents, representatives, independent 

contractors, and subcontractors) actual or alleged acts or omissions related to this Agreement, 

performance under this Agreement, or failure to comply with the requirements of this Agreement, 

including but not limited to: (a) property damage; (b) bodily injury or death; (c) payment of 

reasonable attorney's fees; or (d) any other element of any kind or nature whatsoever. 

 6. DEVELOPER for itself, its successors and assigns hereby releases 

DISTRICT, County of Riverside and CITY (including their agencies, districts, special districts 

and departments, their respective directors, officers, Board of Supervisors, elected and appointed 

officials, employees, agents and representatives) from any and all claims, demands, actions, or 
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suits of any kind arising out of any liability, known or unknown, present or future, including but 

not limited to any claim or liability, based or asserted, pursuant to Article I, Section 19 of the 

California Constitution, the Fifth Amendment of the United States Constitution, or any other law 

or ordinance which seeks to impose any other liability or damage, whatsoever, for damage caused 

by the discharge of drainage within or from PROJECT.  Nothing contained herein shall constitute 

a release by DEVELOPER of DISTRICT, its officers, agents and employees from any and all 

claims, demands, actions or suits of any kind arising out of any liability, known or unknown, 

present or future, for the negligent maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES, after the acceptance 

of ownership, operation and maintenance of DISTRICT FACILITIES by DISTRICT. 

 7. DEVELOPER shall indemnify and hold harmless DISTRICT, County of 

Riverside and CITY (including their agencies, districts, special districts and departments, their 

respective directors, officers, Board of Supervisors, elected and appointed officials, employees, 

agents and representatives) from any liability, claim, damage, proceeding or action, present or 

future, based upon, arising out of or in any way relating to DEVELOPER's (including its officers, 

employees, subcontractors and agents) actual or alleged acts or omissions related to this 

Agreement performance under this Agreement or failure to comply with the requirements of this 

Agreement, including but not limited to (a) property damage, (b) bodily injury or death, (c) 

liability or damage pursuant to Article I, Section 19 of the California Constitution, the Fifth 

Amendment of the United States Constitution or any other law, ordinance or regulation caused by 

the diversion of waters from the natural drainage patterns or the discharge of drainage within or 

from PROJECT, or (d) any other element of any kind or nature whatsoever. 

  DEVELOPER shall defend, at its sole expense, including all costs and fees 

(including but not limited to attorney fees, cost of investigation, defense and settlements or 

awards), DISTRICT, County of Riverside and CITY (including their agencies, districts, special 
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districts and departments, their respective directors, officers, Board of Supervisors, elected and 

appointed officials, employees, agents and representatives) in any claim, proceeding or action for 

which indemnification is required.   

  With respect to any of DEVELOPER's indemnification requirements, 

DEVELOPER shall, at its sole cost, have the right to use counsel of their own choice and shall 

have the limited right to adjust, settle, or compromise any such claim, proceeding or action 

without the prior consent of DISTRICT, County of Riverside and CITY; provided, however, that 

any such adjustment, settlement or compromise in no manner whatsoever limits or circumscribes 

DEVELOPER's indemnification obligations to DISTRICT, County of Riverside or CITY. 

  Developer shall have the right to adjust, settle or compromise any claim for 

personal injuries or property damages where the plaintiff only receives monetary damages and 

there is no statement or recognition of DISTRICT, County of Riverside or CITY liability for said 

damages.  DISTRICT, County of Riverside or CITY, as respects the claims against them, shall be 

entitled to consent (such consent not to be unreasonably withheld) to any adjustment, settlement 

or compromise of any claim relating to liability or damage pursuant to Article I, Section 19 of the 

California Constitution, the Fifth Amendment of the United States Constitution or any other law, 

ordinance or regulation caused by the diversion of waters from natural drainage patterns or the 

discharge of drainage within or from PROJECT or any adjustment, settlement or compromise 

involving obligations by DISTRICT, County of Riverside or CITY for future maintenance, 

reconstruction or actions by DISTRICT or CITY. 

  DEVELOPER's indemnification obligations shall be satisfied when 

DEVELOPER has provided to DISTRICT and CITY the appropriate form of dismissal relieving 

DISTRICT, County of Riverside or CITY from any liability for the claim, proceeding or action 

involved as provided above. 
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  The specified insurance limits required in this Agreement shall in no way 

limit or circumscribe DEVELOPER's obligations to indemnify and hold harmless DISTRICT, 

County of Riverside and CITY from third party claims as provided above. 

  In the event there is conflict between this section and California Civil Code 

Section 2782, this section shall be interpreted to comply with Civil Code Section 2782.  Such 

interpretation shall not relieve DEVELOPER from indemnifying DISTRICT, County of Riverside 

or CITY pursuant to the terms of this Agreement to the fullest extent allowed by law.   

 8. Any waiver by any Party of any breach of any one or more of the terms of 

this Agreement shall not be construed to be a waiver of any subsequent or other breach of the 

same or of any other term hereof.  Failure on the part of a Party to require exact, full and complete 

compliance with any terms of this Agreement shall not be construed as in any manner changing 

the terms hereof or estopping such Party from enforcement hereof. 

 9. This Agreement is to be construed in accordance with the laws of the State 

of California.  

 10. Any and all notices sent or required to be sent to the Parties to this Agreement 

will be mailed by first class mail, postage prepaid, to the following addresses: 

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY  
AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 8930 Limonite Avenue 
1995 Market Street    Jurupa Valley, CA  92509 
Riverside, CA  92501   Attn:  Steve R. Loriso 
Attn:  Contract Services Section  City Engineer/Director of 
   Public Works 
 
SEQUANOTA PARTNERS, LP 
556 South Fair Oaks Avenue, #337 
Pasadena, CA  91105 
Attention:  Paul Onufer 
 
 11. Any action at law or in equity brought by any of the Parties hereto for the 

purpose of enforcing a right or rights provided for by the Agreement shall be tried in a court of 
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competent jurisdiction in the County of Riverside, State of California, and the parties hereto waive 

all provisions of law providing for a change of venue in such proceedings to any other county. 

 12. This Agreement is the result of negotiations between the Parties hereto and 

the advice and assistance of their respective counsel.  The fact that this Agreement was prepared 

as a matter of convenience by DISTRICT shall have no import or significance.  Any uncertainty 

or ambiguity in this Agreement shall not be construed against DISTRICT because DISTRICT 

prepared this Agreement in its final form. 

 13. The rights and obligations of DEVELOPER shall inure to and be binding 

upon all heirs, successors and assignees. 

 14. DEVELOPER shall not assign or otherwise transfer any of its rights, duties 

or obligations hereunder to any person or entity without the written consent of the other Parties 

hereto being first obtained.  In the event of any such transfer or assignment, DEVELOPER 

expressly understands and agrees that it shall remain liable with respect to any and all of the 

obligations and duties contained in this Agreement. Provided, that, upon a transfer by 

DEVELOPER of all of its right, title and interest in the DEVELOPER PARCEL to a successor 

DEVELOPER, and the assumption in writing and agreed to by all parties hereto by such 

successor, of all obligations accruing from and after the date this Agreement, DEVELOPER shall 

be released from all obligations under this Agreement. 

 15. The individual(s) executing this Agreement on behalf of DEVELOPER, 

certify that they have the authority within their respective company(ies) to enter into and execute 

this Agreement and have been authorized to do so by all boards of directors, legal counsel and/or 

any other board, committee or other entity within their respective company(ies) which have the 

authority to authorize or deny entering into this Agreement. 
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 16. This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each of which 

shall be deemed an original, but all of which taken together shall constitute one and the same 

instrument.   

 17. This Agreement is intended by the parties hereto as a final expression of their 

understanding with respect to the subject matter hereof and as a complete and exclusive statement 

of the terms and conditions thereof and supersedes any and all prior and contemporaneous 

agreements and understandings, oral or written, in connection therewith.  This Agreement may be 

changed or modified only upon the written consent of the parties hereto. 

 18. Upon the request of a Party to this Agreement, the other Parties shall take 

such actions and execute and deliver such documents and instruments as may be reasonably 

necessary to carry out this Agreement and implement the intent hereof. 

 19. Except as otherwise expressly provided in this Agreement, all consents, 

approvals and authorizations provided for herein to be given or provided by any Party shall not 

be unreasonably withheld conditioned or delayed. 

// 

// 
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 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement on 

 . 

(to be filled in by Clerk of the Board) 
 
  
    RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL 
RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL:   AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
 
 
 
By   By   

 JASON E. UHLEY   MARION ASHLEY, Chairman 

 General Manager-Chief Engineer   Riverside County Flood Control and Water 

    Conservation District Board of Supervisors 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:  ATTEST: 
 
GREGORY P. PRIAMOS  KECIA HARPER-IHEM 
County Counsel  Clerk of the Board 

 
 
 
By   By   

 LEILA MOSHREF-DANESH   Deputy 

 Deputy County Counsel 

   (SEAL) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Cooperative Agreement:  

Paramount Estates MDP Line C, Stage 1 

Paramount Estates MDP Line C-1, Stage 1 

Project No. 1-0-00266 

Tract Map No. 37211 

AMR:blm 

08/10/2020  
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    SEQUANOTA PARTNERS, LP, 
    a California limited partnership 
   
      By: JPMB Investments, LLC,  

             a Delaware limited liability company 

               its General Partner 

         

 

                                   By ____________________________ 

                                      PAUL ONUFER 

                                      Managing Member 

 

 

(ATTACH NOTARY WITH CAPACITY 

STATEMENT) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cooperative Agreement:  
Paramount Estates MDP Line C, Stage 1 
Paramount Estates MDP Line C-1, Stage 1 
Project No. 1-0-00266 
Tract Map No. 37211 
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08/10/2020 
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ADDITION TO WEST RIVERSIDE BLOCK A,

MB 9/34 S.B. C
O.

PORTION LOT 5

CE  IN .
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
FOR 

STORM DRAIN EASEMENT 
 

BEING A PORTION OF LOT 5 IN BLOCK "A" OF ADDITION TO WEST RIVERSIDE, IN 
THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA AS SHOWN BY MAP ON FILE 
IN BOOK 9 PAGE 34 OF MAPS, RECORDS OF SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, STATE OF 
CALIFRONIA, AND MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
  
BEGINNING AT A POINT, SOUTH 67°25’23” WEST, A DISTANCE OF 26.13 FEET, FROM THE 
NORTHWESTERLY CORNER OF THAT PARCEL OF LAND DESCRIBED AS PARCEL 1-A OF 
FINAL ORDER OF CONDEMNATION, RECORDED JULY 27, 1960 IN BOOK 2739 PAGE 192 OF 
OFFICIAL RECORDS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA. SAID POINT ALSO LYING ON 
THE EASTERLY LINE OF THAT PARCEL OF LAND DESCRIBED AS PARCEL 1-B IN SAID 
FINAL ORDER OF CONDEMNATION; 
 
THENCE NORTH ALONG THE SAID EASTERLY LINE OF PARCEL 1-B, NORTH 16°52’05” 
EAST, A DISTANCE OF 46.41 FEET, TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE, CONCAVE 
EASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 42.00 FEET; 
 
THENCE CONTINUING NORTH ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE AND OF PARCEL 1-B AND 
CURVE, THROUGH A CENTAL ANGLE OF 02°30'06" A DISTANCE OF 1.83 FEET, TO A 
POINT ON A NON-TANGENT LINE BEING PARRALLEL WITH AND 48.00 FEET NORTH OF 
THE NORTH LINE OF SAID PARCEL 1-A, A RADIAL LINE TO SAID POINT BEARS NORTH 
75°38'01" WEST;   
 
THENCE EAST ALONG SAID NON-TANGENT LINE, SOUTH 67°25'32" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 
224.25 FEET, TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE, CONVAVE NORTHERLLY 
HAVING A RADIUS OF 273.00 FEET; 
 
THENCE CONTINUING EAST ALONG SAID CURVE, THROUGH A CENTAL ANGLE OF 
02°07'20" A DISTANCE OF 10.11 FEET, TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT LINE BEING 
PARRALLEL WITH AND 48.00 FEET NORTH OF THE NORTH LINE OF SAID PARCEL 1-A; 
 
THENCE EAST ALONG SAID TANGENT LINE, SOUTH 69°32'42" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 249.13 
FEET, TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE, CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING 
A RADIUS OF 273.00 FEET; 
 
THENCE CONTINUING EAST ALONG SAID CURVE, THROUGH A CENTAL ANGLE OF 
16°10'04" A DISTANCE OF 77.04 FEET, TO A POINT ON A NON-TANGENT LINE BEING THE 
WEST LINE OF PARCEL 1100-1B, AS SHOWN BY MAP ON FILE IN BOOK 66, PAGES 70 
THROUGH 71, OF RECORDS OF SURVEYS, RECORS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, A RADIAL 
LINE TO SAID POINT BEARS NORTH 04°17'13" WEST;   
 
THENCE SOUTHWEST ALONG SAID NON-TANGENT LINE, SOUTH 48°18'03" WEST, A 
DISTANCE OF 9.95 FEET, TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF PARCEL 1-D OF SAID FINAL 
ORDER OF CONDEMNATION; 
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THENCE WEST ALONG SAID NORTH LINE OF PARCEL 1-D, SOUTH 69°32'42" EAST, A 
DISTANCE OF 26.41 FEET, TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID PARCEL 1-D: 
 
THENCE SOUTH ALONG THE EAST LINE OF SAID PARCEL 1-D, SOUTH 20°27'18" WEST, A 
DISTANCE OF 50.00 FEET, TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF SAID PARCEL 1-A, 
 
THENCE WEST ALONG SAID NORTH LINE OF PARCEL 1-A, NORTH 69°32'42" WEST, A 
DISTANCE OF 300.03 FEET, TO AN ANGLE POINT IN SAID LINE, 
 
THENCE CONTINUING WEST ALONG SAID NORTH LINE OF PARCEL 1-A, NORTH 67°25'32" 
WEST, A DISTANCE OF 225.36 FEET, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
CONTAINING 25,480 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 
 
SEE PLAT ATTACHED HERETO AS EXHIBIT “D” AND MADE A PART HEREOF. 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
FOR 

STREET “C” RIGHT OF WAY 
 

BEING PORTIONS OF PARCELS 1100-1A, 1100-1B, 1100-1C, 1100-22A AND 1100-22A1, AS 
SHOWN BY A MAP ON FILE IN BOOK 66, PAGES 70 THROUGH 71, OF RECORDS OF 
SURVEYS, RECORDS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND MORE 
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
  
BEGINNING AT A POINT, AT THE MOST NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID PARCEL 1100-
22A1, SAID POINT ALSO BEING THE MOST NORTHWEST CORNER OF PARCEL 1-D OF FINAL 
ORDER OF CONDEMNATION, RECORDED JULY 27, 1960 IN BOOK 2739 PAGE 192 OF 
OFFICIAL RECORDS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA.; 
 
THENCE EAST ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID PARCEL 1100-22A1 AND 1-D, SOUTH  
69°32’42” EAST, A DISTANCE OF 26.41 FEET, TO A POINT AT THE MOST SOUTHWEST 
CORNER OF SAID PARCEL 1100-1A; 
 
THENCE NORTHEAST ALONG THE NORTHWEST LINE OF SAID PARCEL 1100-22A1, NORTH 
48°18'03" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 5.80 FEET, TO THE BEGINNING OF A NON-TANGENT 
CURVE, CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 276.00 FEET, A RADIAL LINE 
TO SAID POINT BEARS NORTH 04°53'08" EAST; 
 
THENCE EAST ALONG SAID CURVE, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 3°40'22", AN ARC 
DISTANCE OF 17.69 FEET, TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT LINE; 
 
THENCE EAST ALONG SAID TANGENT LINE, SOUTH 88°47'14" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 50.01 
FEET, TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE, CONVANCE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING 
A RADIUS OF 324.00 FEET;   
 
THENCE EAST ALONG SAID CURVE, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 00°49'47", AN ARC 
DISTANCE OF 4.69 FEET, TO A POINT ON A NON-TANGENT LINE BEING THE EAST LINE OF 
SAID PARCEL 1100-1A, A RADIAL LINE TO SAID POINT BEARS NORTH 02°02'33" EAST; 
 
THENCE SOUTH 03°59'44" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 11.26 FEET, TO THE MOST NORTHERLY 
CORNER OF SAID PARCEL 1100-1C; 
 
THENCE SOUTHWEST ALONG THE NORTHEAST LINE OF SAID PARCEL 1100-1C, SOUTH 
37°04'25" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 33.83 FEET, TO THE MOST EASTERLY CORNER OF SAID 
PARCEL 1100-1C, SAID POINT ALSO LYING ON THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID PARCELS 
1100-22A AND 1-D; 
 
THENCE EAST ALONG SAID NORTHERLY LINE, SOUTH 69°32'42" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 
28.11 FEET, TO THE BEGINNING OF A NON-TANGENT CURVE, CONCAVE SOUTHERLY AND 
HAVING A RADIUS OF 282.00 FEET, A RADIAL LINE TO SAID POINT BEARS NORTH 
12°05'24" EAST; 
 
THENCE WEST ALONG SAID CURVE, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 10°52'38", AN ARC 
DISTANCE OF 53.54 FEET, TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT LINE; 
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THENCE WEST ALONG SAID TANGENT LINE, NORTH 88°47'14" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 50.01 
FEET, TO THE BEGINNING OF A TANGENT CURVE, CONVANCE SOUTHERLY AND HAVING 
A RADIUS OF 318.00 FEET;   
 
THENCE WEST ALONG SAID CURVE, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 11°06'53", AN ARC 
DISTANCE OF 61.69 FEET, TO A POINT ON A NON-TANGENT LINE BEING THE EAST LINE 
OF SAID PARCEL 1100-22A1, A RADIAL LINE TO SAID POINT BEARS NORTH 12°19'36" WEST; 
 
THENCE NORTH ALONG SAID EAST LINE OF PARCEL 1100-22A1, NORTH 20°27'18" EAST, A 
DISTANCE OF 43.81 FEET, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
CONTAINING 5,032 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS. 
 
SEE PLAT ATTACHED HERETO AS EXHIBIT “D-1” AND MADE A PART HEREOF. 
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Submittal Requirements 
for developer-designed projects that will be constructed by the District  

updated: 7/25/2018 

Deliverable Submittal Required Timeframe 

Project 
Schedule 

Project Schedule for when District can expect key submittals ASAP, update regularly (bi-weekly) 

CEQA Copy of final City-approved CEQA documents Once adopted by the City 

Regulatory 
Permits 

Draft Permit Application before submittal to the agencies 

Regulatory 
Permits 

Draft Permits Once drafts are received from the 
agencies, before any response to 
those agencies 

Regulatory 
Permits 

Final Permits Upon final approval by the 
agencies. 

Right of Way 
Basemap 

Submit CAD files and other data supporting your Right of Way / 
Property Line basemap, together with the basis of survey, 
benchmarks, datum’s, street centerlines, etc. 

ASAP and exact time to be 
determined by Developer. Allow 
additional 2-3 weeks for District 
review and approval before 
finalizing 30% plans 

30% Plans Submit 30% Plans ('full size' PDF) drafted in accordance with 
the District's Drafting Manual (obtain latest edition from Design 
and Construction Staff) 

To be determined by Developer. 
Allow additional 3-4 weeks for 
District review and comments for 
each submittal. 

30% Plans Catch Basin Hydrology study report, supporting your placement 
and sizing of catch basins for the project. Catch Basin length 
shall be sized according to HEC-22 methods as described in the 
Document "Accepted Methodology for Determining Catch 
Basin Length" to be provided by the District. Source files and 
output files are required for any software used, as well as an 
engineer memo overviewing the analysis, key assumptions, and 
results 

To be determined by the developer, 
can be reviewed concurrently with 
30% plans.  

30% Plans Mainline Hydraulics prepared using District Approved Software 
http://rcflood.org/Downloads/Information%20Technology/Dist
rict%20Accepted%20Software.pdf 
Source (input) files and output files are required, as well as an 
engineer memo overviewing the analysis, key assumptions, and 
results. 

To be determined by the developer, 
can be reviewed concurrently with 
30% plans. 

30% Plans Utilities: Prepare a list of all known or potential utility conflicts, 
present a plan for proposed potholing locations, and develop a 
list of all known utility providers in the project vicinity. 

To be determined by the developer, 
can be reviewed concurrently with 
30% plans. 

30% Plans Develop a scope of work for geotechnical investigation, 
including as applicable: borings, trenching, seismic refraction, 
and/or other investigative methods. Provide the scope of work 
to the District for review. 

To be determined by the developer, 
can be reviewed concurrently with 
30% plans. Should be reviewed by 
the District prior to commencing 
geotechnical investigation. 

30% Plans Second submittals of the above documents as needed / 
requested by the District (based on extent of initial comments) 

To be determined by Developer and 
allow additional 3-4 weeks for 
District Review (more depending on 
extent of initial comments) 

http://rcflood.org/Downloads/Information%20Technology/District%20Accepted%20Software.pdf
http://rcflood.org/Downloads/Information%20Technology/District%20Accepted%20Software.pdf
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Deliverable Submittal Required Timeframe 

Utilities Submit 30% plans highlighting utilities that are in conflict and 
cannot be avoided. In addition a draft conflict and no conflict 
letters will accompany the 30% plans for District review.  
District will send out letters with 30% plans and potential 
conflicts to utility companies and public agencies to request 
their review of the accuracy of mapped utility locations. District 
will forward responses to the design engineer for their use. 

To be determined by Developer. 
Allow additional 1-2 weeks after 
30% plans approved 

Potholing  Pothole to verify the location of utilities that may be in conflict 
with the project. Provide survey control for the potholed 
locations. Submit a report summarizing the results. The report 
should identify the depth and material of conduit for the utility. 

To be determined by Developer. 
Potholing results must be 
compared to the plans to confirm 
the need for relocations. Any 
necessary relocations need to be 
coordinated with the District, and 
reflected on the 60% plans. In some 
cases the City / County may be able 
to order the relocation of 
conflicting utilities in public street 
right of way.  

Geotechnical 
Report 

Prepare a geotechnical report based on the scope of work from 
the 30% plans. 

Allow 1-2 weeks for District review 
and comment on the report. Note 
that the soil boring logs will be 
included in the District’s contract 
documents.   

60% Plans Submit 60% Plans ('full size' PDF) drafted in accordance with 
the District's Drafting Manual (obtain latest edition from Design 
and Construction Staff) 

To be determined by Developer, 
allow additional 3-4 weeks for 
District Comments for each 
submittal. 

60% Plans Based upon potholing results, preliminary utility relocation 
designs will be incorporated into the storm drain plans where 
necessary. 
 
If the utility company prepares the relocation design, the plans 
must be reviewed to ensure the utility relocation is clear of the 
flood control project. 

To be determined by Developer, 
can be reviewed concurrently with 
60% plans. 

60% Plans Finalize catch basin design: Review catch basin/inlet locations 
in the field, and finalize the hydrology and complete hydraulics 
for catch basins. 

To be determined by Developer, 
can be reviewed concurrently with 
60% plans. 

60% Plans Prepare a hydrology and hydraulics report, which includes a 
narrative, maps, exhibits, calculations, assumptions used, and 
reference drawings and materials. This report should be a 
single document that organizes and compiles the final mainline 
hydraulics, lateral / connector pipe hydraulics, mainline 
hydrology (may be provided by District), and Catch Basin 
Hydrology. 

To be determined by Developer, 
can be reviewed concurrently with 
60% plans. 



Deliverable Submittal Required Timeframe 

60% Plans Preliminary Cost Estimate: Prepare a bid sheet in the District's 
standard format ensuring that each item to be constructed has 
a bid item in the schedule and is identified in the construction 
notes and details on the plans. Coordinate the bid items used in 
your estimate with the District. 

To be determined by Developer, 
can be reviewed concurrently with 
60% plans. 

60% Plans Second submittals of the above documents as needed / 
requested by the District (based on extent of initial comments) 

To be determined by Developer, 
allow additional 2-3 weeks for 
District Review for each submittal 

90% Plans Submit 60% Plans ('full size' PDF) drafted in accordance with 
the District's Drafting Manual (obtain latest edition from Design 
and Construction Staff) 

To be determined by Developer, 
allow additional 3-4 weeks for 
District Comment. 

90% Plans Prepare a Structural Design Report which is a complete record 
of structural analysis for all custom design elements in this 
project as well as D-load calculations. Report will contain 
narrative explaining assumptions, methods, load cases, and 
reference other source input data. 

To be determined by Developer, 
can be reviewed concurrently with 
90% plans. 

90% Plans Provide Water Pollution Control Plans and Risk Level 
Determination Calculations to include in the District 
preparation of "90% Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan” 
(SWPPP) or a pollution protection plan (PPP) (as applies) 
following the template given by the District. 

To be determined by Developer, 
can be reviewed concurrently with 
90% plans. 

90% Plans Second submittals of the above documents as needed or 
requested by the District (based on extent of initial comments) 

To be determined by Developer, 
allow additional 2-3 weeks for 
District Review for each submittal 

100% Plans Finalize plans in accordance with all District comments, and 
prepare a final cost estimate.  

To be determined by Developer, 
allow additional 2-3 weeks for 
District Review. 

Construction 
Support 

After 100% Approval, the District will prepare contract 
specifications and perform the required administration work to 
advertise and award the project. Once the project is awarded, 
developer and developer's engineer will be invited to pre-
construction meeting and will be required to provide 
construction support as needed. 

Throughout construction 
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STAFF REPORT 

DATE: OCTOBER 1, 2020 

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: ROD BUTLER, CITY MANAGER 
BY: STEVE LORISO, P.E., CITY ENGINEER, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC 

WORKS 

SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO. 14.G 

APPROVAL OF TRACT MAP 36572 LOCATED ON NORTH SIDE OF 
BELLEGRAVE AVENUE BETWEEN KENNETH STREET AND AVON 
STREET INCLUDING ACCEPTANCE OF OFFERS OF DEDICATION, 
(AL-WAFA FAMILY TRUST) 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the City Council: 

1. Approve Tract Map 36572 and accept the dedications as follows:

a.) Accept the offers of dedication of easement for street and public utility purposes
over all of Lot “A” (Bellegrave Avenue) as shown on Final Tract Map 36572. 

b.) Accept the offers of dedication of easement for public utilities and fire lane for 
ingress, egress of emergency vehicles purposes as shown on Final Tract Map 
36572. 

2. Authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to sign Tract Map 36572.

BACKGROUND 

Tentative Tract Map 36572 was conditionally approved by the Planning Commission at 

the regular meeting on July 12, 2017. Staff has reviewed Tract Map 36572 and finds that 

it is in substantial conformance with the approved Tentative Map. This action approves 

the Final Tract Map and accepts offers of dedication related to the subdivision. 

ANALYSIS 

Tract Map 36572 provides for the development of six (6) single-family residential 

condominium units and all associated road and utility improvements on a 0.84 acre site 

RETURN TO AGENDA



Page | 2  
 

located on the north side of Bellegrave Avenue about 835 feet east of Kenneth Street and 

785 feet west of Avon Street. The next step in the process is consideration of the final 

map and the agreement for the map monumentation.  

 

The development proposes single family condominium dwelling units. There is one main 

entrance to the development from Bellegrave Avenue. The City Engineer has reviewed 

the Tract map (attached) and finds that it is in substantial conformance with the tentative 

map. CC&Rs are required per the conditions of approval for this subdivision and will be 

recorded concurrently with this map. The Engineering Department and Planning 

Department staff have reviewed the conditions of approval and have determined all 

conditions required for map recordation have been met. No bonds or agreements are 

required for Tract Map 36572 as no public improvements are proposed and the required 

monuments have been set, inspected, and approved. Staff recommends that the City 

Council approve Tract Map 36572 and accept the offers of dedication, the subdivision 

agreements, and the public improvement bonds. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
The City will receive development fees and payments as part of the obligations defined 

in the Municipal Code.   

 
ALTERNATIVES 
 

1. Take no action.  

 

2. Provide alternative direction to staff. 
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120 

STAFF REPORT 

DATE: OCTOBER 1, 2020 

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: ROD BUTLER, CITY MANAGER 
BY: THOMAS G. MERRELL, AICP, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO. 16.A 

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER MASTER 
APPLICATION (MA) NO. 16224:  GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA) 
NO. 16006, CHANGE OF ZONE (CZ) NO. 16011, TENTATIVE PARCEL 
MAP (TPM) NO. 37126 AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP) NO. 
16043 FOR MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA & MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS 
(A MIXED-USE PROJECT CONSISTING OF COMMERCIAL AND 57-
UNIT MULTI-HOUSING DEVELOPMENT) LOCATED AT THE 
NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND CRESTMORE 
ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, 003, 004, 005 & 006) (APPLICANT: 
NORTHTOWN HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION) 
(CONTINUED FROM THE SEPTEMBER 3, 2020 MEETING) 

RECOMMENDATION 

1) That the City Council adopt Resolution No. 2020-54 entitled:

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY, 
CALIFORNIA, CERTIFYING AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND 
ADOPTING A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR A MIXED-USE 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT ON APPROXIMATELY 7.13 GROSS ACRES LOCATED 
ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND CRESTMORE 
ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, AND -006), OVERRULING THE 
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION’S DETERMINATION OF INCONSISTENCY, 
AND APPROVING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 16006, TENTATIVE 
PARCEL MAP NO. 37126, AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 16043 TO 
PERMIT THE SUBDIVISION OF APPROXIMATELY 7.13 GROSS ACRES 
LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND 
CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, AND -006) INTO 2 
PARCELS TO ALLOW FOR A MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

RETURN TO AGENDA
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2) That the City Council conduct a first reading and introduce Ordinance No. 2020-10, 
entitled: 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY, 
CALIFORNIA, APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY 
OFFICIAL ZONING MAP CHANGING THE ZONE OF APPROXIMATELY 1.81 
ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF 
MISSION BOULEVARD AND CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -
004, -005, AND -006 ) FROM RUBIDOUX-VILLAGE COMMERCIAL (R-VC), 
MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLINGS (R-2), AND LIGHT AGRICULTURE (A-1) ZONES 
TO RUBIDOUX-VILLAGE COMMERCIAL (R-VC) ZONE, APPROVING AN 
AMENDMENT TO THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY OFFICIAL ZONING MAP 
CHANGING THE ZONE OF APPROXIMATELY 5.20 ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY 
LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND 
CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, AND -006 ) FROM 
RUBIDOUX-VILLAGE COMMERCIAL (R-VC), MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLINGS (R-
2), AND LIGHT AGRICULTURE (A-1) ZONES TO GENERAL RESIDENTIAL (R-3) 
ZONE, AND MAKING FINDINGS PURSUANT TO CEQA 

BACKGROUND 

On August 6, 2020, the City Council held a public hearing to consider a request by the 
Applicant (“Applicant” or “Northtown Housing Development Corporation”) for General 
Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006, Change Of Zone (CZ) No. 16011, Tentative Parcel 
Map (TPM) No. 37126 and Site Development Permit (SDP) No. 16043 for “Mission 
Gateway Plaza & Mission Gateway Villas” (hereafter, the “Project”), a mixed-use project 
consisting of a commercial building and 68-unit, affordable multi-family housing 
development project.   

After careful consideration and discussion, the City Council voted to continue the item to 
September 3, 2020 and requested that the Applicant address the following items:  

1. Protect views to Mount Rubidoux 
2. Reduce street parking and consider permit parking 
3. Consideration on reducing the number of residential units to meet code required 

parking spaces 
4. Eliminate parking spaces south of Mission Boulevard 
5. Add gateway sign to the project identifying City of Jurupa Valley 
6. Increase fence height between the residential and commercial parcels from six (6) 

to eight (8) feet. 
 

The August 6, 2020 City Council staff report is provided as an Attachment to this report.  

On September 3, 2020, the City Council held a public hearing to consider this continued 
item and on a 4-0 vote recommended that this item be continued to the October 1, 2020 
City Council public hearing in order to allow the Applicant additional time to address the 
Council’s comments and revise the plans accordingly.   
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ANALYSIS 

In revising the plans to address the City Council’s comments, the Applicant’s Engineer 
corrected the property boundary of Parcels 1 and 2 which resulted in a slight increase in 
Parcel 1 from 1.79 to 1.81 acres and Parcel 2 from 5.14 to 5.20 acres.  The increase in 
area also allowed the Applicant to add five (5) on-site parking spaces for commercial 
Parcel 1 and add an additional tot-lot area to residential Parcel 2.  

The Applicant has revised the development plans to address the City Council’s comments 
at the August 6, 2020 public hearing.  A summary of the Applicant’s responses are as 
follows: 

1. Protect Views to Mount Rubidoux 

The plans were revised by eliminating the second story from Residential Bldgs. 1, 
2 and 3 and Commercial Bldg. 15. Thereby, making these buildings one-story.  The 
change from two to one-story on these four (4) structures now allow the residential 
land uses on the west side of Crestmore Road to have views of Mount Rubidoux. 
See the Building “A.1” Plans and Exterior Elevations sheet within the development 
plans provided as an attachment to this report. 

a. The reduction in the heights of four (4) proposed buildings along Crestmore 
Road (3 Residential and 1 Commercial) to one-story structures makes the 
project more in scale and compatible to the existing single-family homes 
located across the street along Crestmore Road. The residential 
development was reduced from 95,862 to 83,032 square feet and the 
commercial development was reduced from 30,715 to 28,015 square feet.  

b.  The revised plans eliminated 11 residential dwelling units, from 68 to 57 
units, and reduced the parking requirements of the residential use from 177 
spaces to 151 (includes 2 employee parking spaces). The reduction of two-
story units to one-story reduced the required parking without changing the 
Site Plan layout. The residential development contains 155 on-site parking 
spaces, which complies with the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code (JVMC) 
parking requirements, plus accommodates three (3) additional spaces 
above the required 151 spaces.  

b. With the elimination of a portion of the second floor for Commercial Bldg. 
15, the building was reduced by 2,700 square feet.  Additionally, due to the 
engineer’s correction in the TPM boundary line, the Applicant was able to 
add five (5) additional parking spaces to the on-site commercial parking 
spaces.  As a result, per the JVMC, the commercial development now 
requires 125 parking spaces, 78 spaces are provided on-site and 47 are 
proposed as street parking.  Street parking is permitted within the RV-C 
(Rubidoux Village Commercial) zone so long as the parking is proposed 
within 600 feet of the subject site and not more than 50% of the required 
parking is proposed as street parking.  The project proposes 37% of the 
required parking as street parking and the revised plans have reduced 
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street parking by 16 spaces.  Street parking is also encouraged within the 
framework of the Rubidoux Village Design Workbook to encourage 
pedestrian activity and commercial village centers located close to 
residential land uses.   

2. Reduce Street Parking and Consider Permit Parking 
 
a. As described in Section No. 1 abovementioned, the Commercial property 

will now have 78 on-site parking spaces and 16 street parking spaces have 
been eliminated to now provide 47 street parking spaces.  The Applicant 
indicates that since the office use is expected to close by 6 p.m. and retail 
is expected to close by 9 p.m., no parking will be utilized on the Commercial 
Parcel between 10:00 pm and 8:00 am.   

b. The anticipated hours of operation, therefore, between office and 
commercial use should minimize the impact of parking on the surrounding 
area and will eliminate any overnight street parking.  An agreement with the 
commercial development will allow any overflow parking from the Apartment 
project to utilize the available parking on the Commercial property in the 
evening and early morning, eliminating the need for any guests to park on 
the street in the surrounding neighborhood. However, since the residential 
project is now designed to meet JVMC requirements, this should not be an 
issue. 

c. The Applicant is in support of having permit parking in the residential 
neighborhood to the west and north of the project site to prohibit residents 
or commercial customers from parking in those areas.  However, with the 
reduction in the number of residential units and on-site overnight parking 
available within the adjacent commercial center, overnight street parking 
should no longer be an issue.  As for the 47 proposed street parking spaces, 
these spaces would primarily be utilized between the hours of 8 a.m. to 6 
p.m., when most residents are not home. Additionally, the Applicant has 
worked with staff and the Engineering Department to strategically place the 
street parking spaces away from the front of any homes, see Section 4 
below and refer to the Public Parking 600’ Radius Map exhibit within the 
development plans provided as an attachment to this report.  

3. Consideration on Reducing the Number of Residential Units to Meet Code 
Required Parking Spaces 

Please refer to Sections Nos. 1 and 2 abovementioned. 

4. Eliminate Parking Spaces South of Mission Boulevard 

a. By reducing the square footage of a portion of Commercial Bldg. 15 from 
two to one-story, the Applicant has omitted 20 proposed parking spaces on 
Crestmore Road south of Mission Boulevard and has added four (4) street 
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parking spaces on Crestmore Road, north of Mission Blvd in front of the 
project site.  

b. The reduction in commercial square footage also reduced the parking 
required for the commercial use by 11 spaces. In addition, five (5) additional 
parking spaces were added to the commercial property due to an increase 
in the site area which was discovered during the civil engineer’s survey 
analysis.   

c. Street parking for the commercial use has been reduced by 16 spaces, from 
63 to 47.  Street parking is now proposed as follows:  

 15 spaces on Mission Boulevard 

 15 spaces along the south side of 37th Street adjacent to the former 
County’s fleet services facility 

 Three (3) spaces on the west side of Crestmore Road between Mission 
Blvd. and 37th Street 

 14 spaces along the east side of Crestmore Road adjacent to the project 
site. 

Please reference the revised Public Parking 600’ Radius Map exhibit within 
the development plans provided as an attachment to this report. 

5. Add Gateway Sign to Project Identifying City of Jurupa Valley 

The site plan was revised to incorporate a pylon/monument sign which will 
incorporate City identification at southeast corner of the property for vehicles 
traveling west bound along Mission Boulevard.  Please refer to the revised Site 
Plan attached to this report for location. The sign could feature the City Logo and 
“Welcome to Rubidoux” or other identification suggested by the City Council.  

Per the project’s Conditions of Approval, a Master Sign Program shall be approved 
by the Planning Director prior to the issuance of the first Building permit of the 
project. The applicant shall submit a Site Development Permit (SDP) to the 
Planning Department for review and approval of the Master Sign Program by the 
Planning Director. The Master Sign Program shall meet the following requirements: 
(1) Demonstrate consistency with Title 9 (Planning and Zoning) including the 
maximum surface area for wall signs; (2) All signage, including freestanding signs, 
shall incorporate the overall development’s architectural theme. 

6. Increase Fence Height between the Residential and Commercial Parcels from Six 
(6) to Eight (8) Feet. 

In response to Council’s concerns to raise the proposed fencing between both the 
commercial and residential parcels, the Applicant has revised their plans 
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increasing the 6-foot high fence to 8-feet high fence from the main driveway entry 
into the project (after the monument signage) along the commercial driveway 
including raising the residential gates to 8-feet in height.  The fence/wall was also 
increased in height from 6 to 8 feet along the rear of the commercial parcel where 
it connects to the residential parcel adjacent to Building 14. Both fences connect 
to the Community Center Building. This will provide increased security to the 
residents within the Residential parcel. 

REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Project is a proposed mixed-use development consisting of a 1.81-acre parcel for a 
28,015 square foot commercial building (ranging from two to one-story) and a 5.20-acre 
parcel for a 57-unit multi-family affordable housing development totaling 83,032 square 
feet. The Project includes ground level parking; landscaping; internal paving and 
walkways; community center and pool facility space.  

The Applicant has submitted the following applications:  

1. General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006: Change existing land use designation 
from Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR: 5 to 8 
dwelling units per acre) to Commercial Retail (CR) for the 1.81-acre commercial parcel 
and High Density Residential (HDR: 8 to 14 dwelling units per acre) for the 5.20-acre 
residential parcel. 

2. Change of Zone (CZ) No. 16011: Change the zone classification from R-VC 
(Rubidoux-Village Commercial), R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) and A-1 (Light 
Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux-Village Commercial) for the 1.81-acre commercial 
parcel and R-3 (Multiple Family Dwellings) for the 5.20 acre residential parcel. 

3. Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) No. 37126: Parcel map to merge five (5) parcels and 
create two (2) parcels:  Parcel 1 would be a 1.81-acre parcel for commercial 
development and Parcel 2 would be a 5.20-acre parcel for residential development.   

4. Site Development Permit (SDP) No. 16043:  For the construction of the (a) 
commercial development on a 1.81-acre parcel and (b) 57-unit multi-family 
affordable housing development with community center, pool and maintenance 
building, and covered and uncovered ground level parking, on a 5.20-acre parcel.  
The Project includes landscaping, internal paving and walkways.  

The project site (comprised of five (5) parcels) is located at the northeast corner of Mission 
Boulevard and Crestmore Road within the Rubidoux Overlay. The site is bounded by 
Crestmore Road on the west followed by the County of Riverside Fleet Services facility 
further to the west, single-family residential development and vacant land to the north, the 
Santa Ana River to the east, Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District maintenance access road to the immediate south and Mission Boulevard to the 
south with a mobile home park and vacant land further to the south.  Exhibit 1 provides 
an aerial view of the project site.  
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EXHIBIT 1:  AERIAL VIEW 

 

PROJECT’S CONSISTENCY WITH JVMC AND GENERAL PLAN 

The Project adheres to the applicable goals and policies within the General Plan and is 
consistent with the requirements in the City’s zoning code (with approval of the GPA, CZ, 
and overruling of ALUC’s inconsistency decision). The Project will revitalize a currently 
blighted and underutilized vacant parcel and will promote the vision within the Rubidoux 
Village Design Workbook, the Rubidoux Overlay and the R-VC Zone.  The Project 
encompasses village town center design elements and land uses which are consistent 
with the General Plan goals and policies. 

The Project’s attractive Craftsman architectural theme, multiple residential amenities, 
decorative perimeter walls/fencing, landscape screening, and overall site improvements 
makes this development a showcase project. Additionally, the Project will become a 
landmark development at the eastern gateway into the City as well as serve to revitalize 
the downtown Rubidoux village. Potential impacts have been analyzed within the EIR, 
Facts and Findings and also within the proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program to reduce any impacts to a “less than significant level.”  

CONCLUSION 

The Rubidoux Overlay area has been the focus of special assistance in terms of 
redevelopment funding and public improvements. To continue the improvements begun 
under the County of Riverside’s Jurupa Valley Redevelopment Plan (JVRP), the General 
Plan provides several land use policies. To implement the policies further, the Rubidoux 
Village Commercial (RV-C) zone, a Rubidoux Village Sign Program, and shared parking 

Subject Site 
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provisions have been established for this area. In addition, the Rubidoux Village Design 
Workbook provides a set of guidelines intended to improve the architectural aesthetics of 
the downtown Rubidoux area in support of the economic development strategy as 
outlined in the JVRP. 

Over the past several years, the Applicant has worked closely with Planning and 
Engineering staff to meet the JVMC requirements and the goals and policies of the 
General Plan, including the vision of the Rubidoux Town Center Overlay, the Rubidoux 
Village Design Workbook and the R-VC zone which include the following elements: 

 Revitalization efforts on the commercial strip on each side of Mission Boulevard in 
the Rubidoux area from Crestmore (at the Santa Ana River bridge) to Riverview. 

 Revitalization and economic stimulus of vacant, underutilized and dilapidated 
buildings and parcels. 

 Emphasis on an economic development strategy to promote economic 
development which in turn will lead to job growth and economic sustainability. 

 The Mission Boulevard district must function as a classic neighborhood, both 
because of and in spite of its commercial orientation. This means having a center 
of focus; definable edges; safe and walkable streets; civic facilities and public open 
space; and an appropriate mix of uses. 

 Increase in affordable housing units to comply with the State’s mandated Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) numbers.  

The Applicant has revised their development plans to meet the City Council’s discussion 
items, including reducing four (4) of their structures from two to one-stories. With the 
overall changes and concessions made to the project, staff believes that the City 
Council’s concerns have now been addressed.  

FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
Staff time to process this application will be covered by a developer application deposit.  
No additional costs to the City are anticipated. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 

1. Recommended Action: That the City Council adopt Resolution No. 2020-54 and 
introduce and conduct the first reading of Ordinance No. 2020-10 to do the 
following: 

a. Certify the Environmental Impact Report and adopt a Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program; 

b. Approve GPA16006, CZ16011, TPM37126 and SDP16043; and  
c. Overrule the Airport Land Use Commission’s (ALUC) Inconsistency 

decision in order to allow the construction of Mission Gateway Plaza and 
Mission Gateway Villas development project on the approximately 7.13 
gross acre site. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2020-54 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF JURUPA VALLEY, CALIFORNIA, CERTIFYING AN 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND ADOPTING A 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 

PROGRAM FOR A MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT 

PROJECT ON APPROXIMATELY 6.93 GROSS ACRES 

LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION 

BOULEVARD AND CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-

002, -003, -004, -005, AND -006), OVERRULING THE 

AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION’S DETERMINATION 

OF INCONSISTENCY, AND APPROVING GENERAL PLAN 

AMENDMENT NO. 16006, TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 

37126, AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 16043 TO 

PERMIT THE SUBDIVISION OF APPROXIMATELY 6.93 

GROSS ACRES LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST 

CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND CRESTMORE 

ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, AND -006) INTO 

2 PARCELS TO ALLOW FOR A MIXED-USE 

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY DOES RESOLVE AS 

FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Project.  Northtown Housing Development (the “Applicant”) has applied 

for General Plan Amendment No. 16006, Change of Zone No. 16011, Tentative Parcel Map No. 

37126, Site Development Permit No. 16043, and an overruling of an Airport Land Use 

Commission determination (collectively, Master Application No. 16224 or MA No. 16224) to 

permit the subdivision of approximately 6.93 gross acres into 2 parcels on real property located on 

the northeast corner of Mission Boulevard and Crestmore Road (APNs: 179-330-002, -003, -004, 

-005, and -006) in the Rubidoux-Village Commercial (R-VC), Multiple Family Dwellings (R-2), 

and Light Agricultural (A-1) Zones and designated Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High 

Density Residential (MHDR) with Rubidoux Town Center (RTCO), Flabob Municipal Airport 

(FLO), and Santa Ana River Corridor (SRO) Overlays to allow for a mixed-use development 

project consisting of a 30,715 square foot commercial building on a 1.79 acre parcel and sixty-

eight (68) multi-family affordable housing dwelling units on a 5.14 acre parcel (the “Project”).  

General Plan Amendment No. 16006, Tentative Parcel Map No. 37126, Site Development Permit 

No. 16043, and the overruling of an Airport Land Use Commission determination are the subject 

of this Resolution. 

Section 2. General Plan Amendment. 

(a) The Applicant is seeking approval of General Plan Amendment No. 16006 

to change the General Plan land use designations of the parcels from Commercial Retail (CR) and 

Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) to Commercial Retail (CR) for the proposed 1.79 acre 
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commercial parcel (APN: 179-330-005) and High Density Residential (HDR) for the proposed 

5.14-acre residential parcel (APNs: 179-330-002, -003, -004, and -006). 

(b) Section 9.30.010.A. of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that any 

amendment to any part of the Jurupa Valley General Plan, shall be adopted in accordance with the 

provisions of Section 65300 et seq. of the Government Code, as now written or hereafter amended, 

and Chapter 9.30 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code. 

(c) Section 9.30.010.B. of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that the 

initiation of proceedings for the amendment of any part of the Jurupa Valley General Plan shall be 

conducted in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 9.30 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code. 

(d) Section 9.30.040.D. of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that the 

owner of real property, or a person authorized by the owner, seeking to change the land use 

designation on that real property, shall have the right to apply for a General Plan amendment 

without having to request that the City Council adopt an order initiating proceedings for an 

amendment as detailed in Section 9.30.040.  Instead, the owner of real property, or a person 

authorized by the owner, seeking to change the land use designation on that real property may 

apply for a General Plan amendment through the Planning Department and pay the required fee. 

Upon submittal of an application, the amendment shall be processed, heard and decided in 

accordance with Sections 9.30.010 and 9.30.100 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code. 

(e) Section 9.30.100.(1) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 

proposals to amend any part of the Jurupa Valley General Plan shall be heard by the Planning 

Commission during a public hearing on the matter.  Further, Government Code Section 65353 

provides that when a city has a planning commission authorized by local ordinance or resolution 

to review and recommend action on a proposed general plan, the commission shall hold at least 

one public hearing before approving a recommendation on the adoption of a general plan. 

(f) Section 9.30.100.(2) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 

after closing the public hearing, the Planning Commission shall make a recommendation for 

approval or disapproval within a reasonable time, by resolution, including therein its findings, and 

transmit it to the City Council with a copy mailed to the applicant.  A recommendation for approval 

shall be made by the affirmative vote of not less than a majority of the total membership of the 

Planning Commission.  If the Planning Commission cannot reach a decision within a reasonable 

time after closing the hearing, that fact shall be reported to the City Council and shall be deemed 

a recommendation to deny the proposal.  Further, Government Code Section 65354 provides that 

the planning commission shall make a written recommendation on the adoption of a general plan, 

that a recommendation for approval shall be made by the affirmative vote of not less than a 

majority of the total membership of the commission, and that the planning commission shall send 

its recommendation to the legislative body. 

(g) Section 9.30.100.(3) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 

upon receipt of a recommendation of the Planning Commission on an amendment of the General 

Plan, the City Clerk must set the matter for public hearing before the City Council at the earliest 

convenient day and give notice of public hearing in the same manner as notice was given of the 

hearing before the Planning Commission. 
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(h) Section 9.30.100.(4) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 

after closing the public hearing, the City Council must render its decision within a reasonable time.  

A decision to amend the General Plan, or any part or element thereof, must be made by resolution, 

which resolution must be adopted by the affirmative vote of not less than the majority of the total 

membership of the City Council. The City Council may approve, modify or disapprove the 

recommendation of the Planning Commission; provided, however, that any substantial 

modification of the Planning Commission’s recommendation not previously considered by the 

Commission shall first be referred to the Commission for its recommendation. 

(i) Section 9.30.100.(5) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that a 

proposal to amend any part or element of the General Plan may not be approved by the City 

Council until all procedures required by the Jurupa Valley EQA implementing procedures to 

approve a matter have been completed. 

Section 3. Tentative Parcel Map. 

(a) The Applicant is seeking approval of Tentative Parcel Map No. 37126, a 

Schedule “E” subdivision of approximately 6.93 gross acres into two parcels totaling 1.79 and 5.14 

acres each on real property located on the northeast corner of Mission Boulevard and Crestmore 

Road (APNs: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, and -006). 

(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 

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 9.05.110 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 

notwithstanding any other provisions of this title, in the event that a project requires a general plan 

amendment, zone change, specific plan amendment, development agreement or other legislative 

action in addition to the tentative subdivision map, site development permit, conditional use 

permit, variance or other quasi-judicial land use applications for the project, the Planning 

Commission shall make a recommendation to the City Council to approve, modify or deny the 

applications for the legislative action for the project and a recommendation to the City Council to 
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approve, conditionally approve or deny the quasi-judicial land use applications.  The Council shall 

hear the applications for the legislative actions along with the applicable procedures of Section 

9.05.100.  The decision of the City Council shall be made by ordinance or resolution as required 

by law and shall require three (3) affirmative votes of the City Council.  The purpose of this section 

is to enable the City Council to hear and decide all of the land use entitlements for a project in a 

comprehensive and coordinated manner. 

(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. 

Section 4. Site Development Permit. 

(a) The Applicant is seeking approval of Site Development Permit No. 16043 

to develop approximately 6.93 acres of real property located on the northeast corner of Mission 

Boulevard and Crestmore Road (APNs: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, and -006) with a mixed-
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use development consisting of a 30,715 square foot commercial building on a 1.79 acre parcel and 

sixty-eight (68) multi-family affordable housing dwelling units on a 5.14 acre parcel. 

(b) Section 9.80.020.A.(12) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 

two-family dwellings, multiple-family dwellings, bungalow courts and apartment houses are 

allowed in the R-3 Zone, providing a Site Development Permit shall first have been obtained 

pursuant to the provisions of Section 9.240.330 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code. 

(c) Sections 9.140.020.A. and 9.140.020.B. of the Jurupa Valley Municipal 

Code provide that certain commercial and office uses are permitted on any site within the East 

Village planning sub-area of the R-VC Zone subject to a Site Development Permit approved 

pursuant to the provisions of Section 9.240.330 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code.  

(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. 

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 

Riverside County Ordinance No. 460, as adopted by the City of Jurupa Valley pursuant to Chapter 

1.35 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)(i) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides 

that a site development permit application that requires 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 Section 9.285.040, and all of the procedural requirements and rights of appeal as set forth therein 

shall govern the hearing. 

(f) Section 9.05.110 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 

notwithstanding any other provisions of this title, in the event that a project requires a general plan 

amendment, zone change, specific plan amendment, development agreement or other legislative 

action in addition to the tentative subdivision map, site development permit, conditional use 

permit, variance or other quasi-judicial land use applications for the project, the Planning 

Commission shall make a recommendation to the City Council to approve, modify or deny the 
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applications for the legislative action for the project and a recommendation to the City Council to 

approve, conditionally approve or deny the quasi-judicial land use applications.  The Council shall 

hear the applications for the legislative actions along with the applicable procedures of Section 

9.05.100.  The decision of the City Council shall be made by ordinance or resolution as required 

by law and shall require three (3) affirmative votes of the City Council.  The purpose of this section 

is to enable the City Council to hear and decide all of the land use entitlements for a project in a 

comprehensive and coordinated manner 

Section 5. Overruling of Airport Land Use Commission Inconsistency 

Determination. 

(a) The Applicant is seeking the City Council’s overruling of a determination 

made by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (“ALUC”) that the Project is 

inconsistent with the 2004 Flabob Airport Land Use Plan (“ALUP”). 

(b) Public Utilities Code Section 21676(b) provides that prior to the amendment 

of a general plan within the planning boundary established by an Airport Land Use Commission 

pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 21675, a local agency must first refer the proposed action 

to the Airport Land Use Commission. 

(c) Public Utilities Code Section 21676(b) provides that if the Airport Land Use 

Commission determines that the proposed action is inconsistent with the Commission’s plan, the 

referring agency must be notified.  

(d) On July 13, 2017, the Riverside County ALUC found the Project 

inconsistent with the 2004 Flabob ALUP due to the subject site’s location within Compatibility 

Zone C, which limits residential density to one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) acres and limits 

nonresidential intensity to a maximum occupancy of 150 persons per one (1) acre (“Inconsistency 

Determination”). 

(e) Public Utilities Code Section 21676(b) provides that a local agency may, 

after a public hearing, propose to overrule an Airport Land Use Commission by a two-thirds vote 

of its governing body if it makes specific findings that the proposed action is consistent with the 

purposes of Article 3.5 of Chapter 4 of Part 1 of Division 9 of the Public Utilities Code as stated 

in Section 21670(a)(2). 

(f) Public Utilities Code Section 21670(a)(2) provides that it is the purpose of 

Article 3.5 to protect public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the orderly expansion of 

airports and the adoption of land use measures that minimize the public’s exposure to excessive 

noise and safety hazards within areas around public airports to the extent that these areas are not 

already devoted to incompatible uses. 

(g) Public Utilities Code Section 21676(b) provides that at least forty-five (45) 

days prior to a decision to overrule an Airport Land Use Commission, the local agency governing 

body must provide the Commission and the Division of Aeronautics a copy of the proposed 

decision and findings. 
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(h) On June 2, 2020, the City provided the Riverside County ALUC and the 

State Division of Aeronautics with a copy of the City’s proposed decision and findings to overrule 

the Inconsistency Determination as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 2020-05-27-

03. 

(i) Public Utilities Code Section 21676(b) provides that the Airport Land Use 

Commission and the Division of Aeronautics may provide comments to the local agency governing 

body within thirty (30) days of receiving the proposed decision and findings.  If the Commission’s 

or the Division of Aeronautics’ comments are not available within this time limit, the local agency 

governing body may act without them.  The comments by the Division of Aeronautics or the 

Commission are advisory to the local agency governing body.  The local agency governing body 

must include comments from the Commission and the Division of Aeronautics in the public record 

of any final decision to overrule a Commission, which may only be adopted by a two-thirds vote 

of the governing body. 

(j) On June 8, 2020, the Riverside County ALUC provided comments to the 

City Council regarding the City’s proposed decision and findings to overrule the Inconsistency 

Determination.  The City has not received comments from the State Division of Aeronautics. 

Section 6. Procedural Findings.  The City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley does 

hereby find, determine and declare that: 

(a) The application for MA No. 16224 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 May 27, 2020, the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley 

held a public hearing on MA No. 16224, 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.  Following a discussion of 

the Project the Planning Commission voted to recommend approval of MA No. 16224 by adopting 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 2020-05-27-03, a Resolution of the Planning Commission 

of the City of Jurupa Valley Recommending that the City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley 

Certify an Environmental Impact Report and Adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations and 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for a Mixed-Use Development Project on 

Approximately 6.93 Gross Acres Located on the Northeast Corner of Mission Boulevard and 

Crestmore Road (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, And -006), Overrule the Airport Land 

Use Commission’s Determination of Inconsistency, and Approve General Plan Amendment No. 

16006, Change of Zone No. 16011, Tentative Parcel Map No. 37126, and Site Development Permit 

No. 16043 to Permit the Subdivision of Approximately 6.93 Gross Acres Located on the Northeast 

Corner of Mission Boulevard and Crestmore Road (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, And -

006) Into 2 Parcels to Allow for a Mixed-Use Development Project. 

(c) On July 16, 2020, the City Council held a public hearing on MA No. 16224, 

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 continued 

the public hearing.  
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(d) On August 6, 2020, the City Council held a public hearing on MA No. 

16224, 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 

continued the public hearing.  

(e) On September 3, 2020, the City Council held a public hearing on MA No. 

16224, 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 

continued the public hearing.  

(f) On October 1, 2020, the City Council held a public hearing on MA No. 

16224, 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.  

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

Section 7. California Environmental Quality Act Findings for Certification of 

Environmental Impact Report and Adoption of Statement of Overriding Considerations and 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

(a) Procedural Findings.  The City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley does 

hereby find, determine, and declare that: 

1) Northtown Housing Development Corporation (the Applicant) has 

applied for General Plan Amendment No. 16006, Change of Zone No. 16011, Tentative Parcel 

Map No. 37126, Site Development Permit No. 16043, and an overruling of an Airport Land Use 

Commission determination (collectively, Master Application No. 16224 or MA No. 16224) to 

permit the subdivision of approximately 6.93 gross acres into 2 parcels on real property located on 

the northeast corner of Mission Boulevard and Crestmore Road (APNs: 179-330-002, -003, -004, 

-005, and -006) in the Rubidoux-Village Commercial (R-VC), Multiple Family Dwellings (R-2), 

and Light Agricultural (A-1) Zones and designated Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High 

Density Residential (MHDR) with Town Center (TCO), Flabob Municipal Airport (FLO), and 

Santa Ana River (SRO ) Overlays to allow for a mixed-use development project consisting of a 

30,715 square foot commercial building on a 1.79 acre parcel and sixty-eight (68) multi-family 

affordable housing dwelling units on a 5.14 acre parcel (the “Project”). 

2) 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 (Cal. Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) (CEQA) and 

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

3) 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. 

4) The City determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

would be required for the proposed Project and issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on June 20, 
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2018.  The NOP was sent to the State Clearinghouse (SCH #2018061047), responsible agencies, 

trustee agencies, and interested parties and posted on the City’s website on June 20, 2018.  The 

thirty (30)-day public review period ran from June 20, 2018, to July 19, 2018, 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.  

5) The scope of the Draft EIR was determined based on an Initial Study 

and NOP, comments received in response to the NOP, and technical input from environmental 

consultants.  

6) Thereafter, the City staff commenced the 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.  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. 

7) Upon completion of the Draft EIR on January 7, 2019, 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 thirty (30)-day public review 

period beginning January 11, 2019, and ending on February 25, 2019. 

8) 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: http://www.jurupavalley.org. 

9) In response to the Draft EIR, six (6) written comments were received 

from various agencies, individuals, and organizations.  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.   

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

Section 21092.5(a). 

11) On October 1, 2020, the City Council, 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. 
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12) 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: 

a) 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, 

b) 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, 

c) 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. 

13) These required written findings are set forth in Exhibit “B” to this 

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

a) Environmental impacts determined during the scoping 

process to be less than significant and not potentially impacted by the proposed Project are 

described in the Notice of Preparation and “Exhibit “B.” 

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

significant and not requiring mitigation are described in Section 3.0 of Exhibit “B.” 

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

significant with mitigation are described in Section 4.0 of Exhibit “B.” 

d) Environmental impacts that remain significant and 

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

“B.”    

e) Alternatives to the proposed Project that might eliminate or 

reduce significant environmental impacts are described in Section 8.0 of Exhibit “B.” 

14) 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 “B,” is incorporated herein by reference as if set forth in full, and is 

hereby adopted. 

15) CEQA Section 21081.6 requires the City to prepare and adopt a 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for any project for which mitigation measures have 

been imposed to ensure compliance with the adopted mitigation measures.  The Mitigation 
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Monitoring and Reporting Program is attached to this Resolution as Exhibit “B,” is herein 

incorporated by reference as if set forth in full, and is hereby adopted. 

16) Prior to taking action, the City Council 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.   

17) 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. 

(b) Substantive Findings.  The City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley, 

California does hereby: 

1) Declare that the above Procedural Findings 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 City Council has independently considered 

the administrative record before it, which is hereby incorporated by reference and 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 City Council.  The City Council 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 City 

Council further adopts the Findings pursuant to CEQA and the Statement of Overriding 

Considerations as set forth in Exhibits “A” and “B,” respectively, and adopts the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program attached as Exhibit “C.”  The City Council further determines 
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that all of the findings made in this Resolution (including Exhibits “A” and “B”) 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 City Council, and in the record of the proceedings.  

The City Council further finds that each of the overriding benefits stated in Exhibit “B,” 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 City Council hereby imposes as a condition on the Project each 

mitigation measure specified in Exhibit “C,” and directs City staff to implement and to monitor 

the mitigation measures as described in Exhibit “C.” 

8) The City Council hereby directs staff to file a Notice of 

Determination as set forth in Public Resources Code Section 21152. 

Section 8. Findings for Approval of General Plan Amendment.  The City Council 

of the City of Jurupa Valley hereby finds and determines that General Plan Amendment No. 16006 

should be adopted because: 

(a) The proposed amendment would either contribute to the purposes of the 

General Plan or, at a minimum, would not be detrimental to them.  The proposed Commercial 

Retail (CR) land use designation for the 1.79 acre parcel (APN: 179-330-005) and the proposed 

High Density Residential (HDR) land use designation for the 5.14 acre parcel (APNs: 179-330-

002, -003, -004 and -006) will contribute to the purpose of the General Plan by broadening 

commercial and higher density residential zones in the City, which would allow the development 

of general commercial land uses, add to the City’s affordable housing stock and promote 

revitalization within the Rubidoux Town Center Overlay (RTCO). 

(b) The proposed amendment will expand basic employment job opportunities 

(jobs that contribute directly to the City’s economic base) and improve the ratio of jobs-to-workers 

in the City by providing jobs ranging from construction workers necessary for the development, 

to the jobs necessary to operate the general commercial and office uses.  The proposed Project 

would help promote jobs for people of all income levels, including low-income residents. 

Section 9. Findings for Approval of Tentative Parcel Map.  The City Council of the 

City of Jurupa Valley hereby finds and determines that the proposed Tentative Parcel Map No. 

37126 should be granted because: 

(a) The proposed Tentative Parcel Map No. 37126 meets all requirements of 

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

(b) The proposed land division will be consistent with the City’s General Plan 

upon approval of the proposed General Plan Amendment.  The proposed land division is consistent 

with the requirements of the proposed Commercial Retail (CR) General Plan land use designation 

and the proposed High Density Residential (HDR) General Plan land use designation. 

(c) The design or improvement of the proposed land division is consistent with 

the City’s General Plan, upon approval of the proposed General Plan Amendment, in that the land 

division meets the intent and policies of the Commercial Retail (CR) land use designation for 
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recommended Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and the High Density Residential (HDR) land use 

designation for recommended density of 8 to 14 dwelling units per acre. 

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

development in that the combined 6.93 acre site is physically is a relatively flat, undeveloped, 

vacant lot that is adjacent to other residential and commercial land uses.  The subject site is 

physically suitable to accommodate the subdivision and future development of the commercial 

building and the 68-unit multi-family residential development as there is adequate water and sewer 

connections and public services are available to the subject site. 

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

density of the development.  The proposed subdivision will facilitate the future construction of a 

30,715 square foot commercial building on a 1.79 acre parcel and a 68-unit multi-family affordable 

housing development on a 5.14-acre parcel (total 95,862 square feet).  The proposed residential 

density is 13.2 dwelling units per acre, which is below the recommended maximum allowable 

density in the General Plan for the High Density Residential (HDR) land use designation. 

(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 in that the subject site is highly disturbed and occupied by ruderal flora 

and bare ground.  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. 

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

likely to cause serious public health problems.  An EIR was prepared for the Project that evaluated 

potential effects with respect to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, 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, transportation/traffic, and utilities and service systems. 

The land division meets the intent and policies of the Commercial Retail (CR) land use designation 

for recommended Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and High Density Residential (HDR) land use 

designation for recommended density of  8 to 14 dwelling units per acre. The land division will 

not cause any serious public health problems in that it meets all the requirements of the Zoning 

Code, Title 7 of the Municipal Code (Subdivisions) and the General Plan.  Furthermore, a Phase 1 

Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) report prepared for the Project did not reveal evidence of a 

recognized environmental condition in connection with the Project site.   The EIR determined that, 

although there are significant and unavoidable impacts to Hazards and Land Use and Planning 

related to the Project with the Flabob Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP) and to Transportation and 

Traffic, those impacts are balanced by economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits as 

set forth in the proposed Statement of Overriding Considerations.  

(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.  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 
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existing water and sewer lines located on Crestmore Road and all proposed utilities will be required 

to be undergrounded. 

(i) Notwithstanding paragraph (f) above, the proposed Tentative Parcel Map 

No. 37126 should be approved because a Final EIR was prepared for the Project and findings were 

made, pursuant to CEQA, that specific economic, social, or other considerations make infeasible 

the mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the Final EIR. 

Section 10. Findings for Approval of Site Development Permit.  The City Council of 

the City of Jurupa Valley hereby finds and determines that Site Development Permit No. 16043 

should be approved because: 

(a) The proposed use will conform to all the requirements of the City of Jurupa 

General Plan, as amended by General Plan Amendment No. 16006.  The proposed commercial 

and office uses, two-family dwellings, multiple-family dwellings, bungalow courts and apartment 

houses conform to all of the applicable goals and policies within the General Plan, including, but 

not limited to, promoting infill and improvement of established town centers, creating a more 

urbanized, pedestrian-oriented mix of residential, commercial, office, entertainment, civic, transit, 

educational, and/or recreational uses. 

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

pertaining to the commercial and residential development, including applicable Planning and 

Zoning Laws.  

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

ordinances of the City of Jurupa Valley, including Title 9 (Planning and Zoning) of the Jurupa 

Valley Municipal Code. 

(d) The proposed overall development of the land is designed for the protection 

of the public health, safety and general welfare.  The proposed Project has been designed to 

minimize any potential impacts to adjacent residential land uses including orienting the parking 

within the interior of the Project site, and incorporating dense landscape screening and decorative 

masonry walls and fencing around the perimeter of the site. 

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

logical development of the land in that it complies with Title 9 (Planning and Zoning) of the Jurupa 

Valley Municipal Code, including, but not limited to, the development standards applicable to the 

Rubidoux Village Commercial (R-VC) and R-3 (General Residential) Zones, and also conforms 

to the Commercial Retail (CR) and High Density Residential (HDR) General Plan land use 

designations.  

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

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

residential land uses within the Rubidoux Town Center Overlay (RTCO).  Furthermore, the 

proposed overall development of the land will enhance the community with its attractive 

architecture, dense landscaping, new trees, and decorative perimeter walls. 
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(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.  The proposed Site Development Plan will require public improvements in the form 

of new landscaped parkway, new street lighting, curb and gutter, new sidewalk, and pedestrian 

walkways connecting to the center.  The creation of a new sidewalk along the subject property’s 

entire frontage (Crestmore Road) will enable pedestrians to safely access the shopping center and 

the residential development. 

(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.  The subject site will be graded and will drain per recommended Engineering 

Conditions of Approval. 

(i) Together with the proposed Tentative Parcel Map, the proposed site 

development plans do not permit the construction of more than one structure on a single legally 

divided parcel.  A Condition of Approval will be imposed to prohibit the sale of any existing or 

subsequently constructed structures on the existing 6.93 acre parcel until the parcel is divided per 

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

Section 11. Findings for Overruling of Airport Land Use Commission 

Inconsistency Determination.  The City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley hereby finds and 

determines that the determination made by the Riverside County ALUC, dated July 13, 2017, that 

the proposed Project is inconsistent with the 2004 Flabob ALUP, should be overruled because: 

(a) The proposed Project minimizes the public’s exposure to excessive noise 

and safety hazards within areas around the Flabob Airport in that: 

1) None of the proposed on-site structures penetrate Flabob Airport’s 

obstruction criteria.  As identified in the Aviation Report prepared by Williams Aviation 

Consultants and dated January 23, 2018 (“Aviation Report”), at the study location, a proposed 

building will not penetrate the Flabob Airport (RIR) Obstruction Criteria if it does not exceed 

approximately 887’ Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL) on the south west corner and increases in 

height to the east.  The RIR Obstruction Surfaces over the subject property are approximately 780’ 

Above Ground Level (AGL).  A proposed 39’6" building will not penetrate this surface. 

2) None of the proposed on-site structures penetrate Flabob Airport’s 

area of navigation.  As identified in the Aviation Report, the proposed Project is located outside 

of the Flabob Airport (RIR) Area of Navigation (RNAV) (GPS) Obstacle Clearance Surfaces 

(OCS). 

3) The highest building elevation for any of the proposed on-site 

structures is 39’-6” versus the required 780’ maximum height.  As identified in the Aviation 

Report, at the study location, the proposed Project building will not penetrate Circle-to-Land 

Obstacle Clearance Surfaces (OCS) at Flabob Airport (RIR) if it does not exceed 1,560' AMSL 

(approximately 780' AGL (Above Ground Level)). 

4) With an approximate ground elevation of 780’ Above Ground Level 

(AGL) the proposed 39’-6" Project building will not exceed Runway 06 Departure ICA and Flabob 



-16- 
 

Airport will not have to modify its departure procedures.  As identified in the Aviation Report, at 

the study location, proposed buildings will not penetrate Departure Initial Climb Area (ICA) 

Standard Climb Gradient of 200 ft. per Nautical Mile (NM) at RIR if it does not exceed 832’ 

AMSL (approximately 52’ AGL).  Additionally, at the study location, proposed buildings will not 

penetrate Departure ICA Climb Gradient of 480 ft. per NM at RIR if it does not exceed 922’ AMSL 

(approximately 142’ AGL). 

5) With an approximate ground elevation of 780' Above Ground Level 

(AGL), the proposed 39'-6" Project building will not penetrate the RIR VFR Traffic Pattern.  As 

identified in the Aviation Report, at the study location, the proposed Project building will not 

penetrate RIR VFR (Visual Flight Rule) Traffic Pattern if it does not exceed approximately 887' 

AMSL on the south west corner and increases in height to the east.  With an approximate ground 

elevation of 780' Above Ground Level (AGL) a proposed 39'6" building will not penetrate the RIR 

VFR Traffic Pattern. 

6) The Project area is located outside of the Flabob Airport’s 65 DNL 

noise contour mapped area and, as such, the Project would not be exposed to noise levels that 

exceed the daily noise limits set by the ALUP.  As identified in the Aviation Report, most land 

uses are considered to be compatible with airport noise that does not exceed 65 dB, although Part 

150 declares that "acceptable" sound levels should be subject to local conditions and community 

decisions.  Nevertheless, a 65 dB is generally identified as the threshold level of aviation noise, 

and other sounds of community noise, which are "significant."  Based on the 2004 noise contour 

map for RIR (Figure 1), it is clearly shown that the proposed Project is located outside the 65 DNL 

noise contour. 

7) The area adjacent to the subject property is primarily residential with 

some commercial/industrial use.  The area in between Flabob Airport and the Project site is open 

space near Flabob Airport and predominately residential thereafter.  The area to the east of the 

Project site is open space (the Santa Ana River).  The open space near Flabob Airport, combined 

with the large undeveloped space along the Santa Ana River provides an unusually large area in 

case an aircraft suffering a catastrophic failure requires an emergency landing location.  The 

proposed Project does not, in any way, diminish this opportunity.  While the ALUP Safety Zone 

C limits new residential development to a density of only one (1) dwelling per five (5) acres and 

limits the maximum commercial occupancy to one hundred fifty (150) persons per one (1) acre, 

the ALUP is clearly inconsistent with the goals and policies within the Rubidoux Overlay, the R-

VC Zone and the Rubidoux Village Design Workbook (RVDW), which encourages neighborhood 

town centers with FARs up .70 and high density housing developments.  Furthermore, the ALUP 

is inconsistent with the Housing Element of the 2017 Jurupa Valley General Plan, which promotes 

high density, affordable housing units.  Furthermore, the proposed Project is consistent with the 

criteria contained in the ALUP as related to Flabob Airport and does not propose to contain any of 

the “Prohibited Uses” established by the ALUP. 

8) The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has issued a 

Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation for all Project buildings.  The FAA has conducted 

an aeronautical study of the proposed Project buildings under the provisions of 49 U.S.C. Section 

44718 and, if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77.  The study revealed 
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that the Project buildings do not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a hazard to air 

navigation provided certain conditions are met. 

Section 12. Approval of General Plan Amendment No. 16006, Tentative Parcel 

Map No. 37126, Site Development Permit No. 16043, and Overruling of ALUC 

Determination, with Conditions.  Based on the foregoing, the City Council hereby approves 

General Plan Amendment No. 16006, Tentative Parcel Map No. 37126, Site Development Permit 

No. 16043, and the overruling of the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 

determination dated July 13, 2017, to permit the subdivision of approximately 6.93 gross acres 

into 2 parcels on real property located on the northeast corner of Mission Boulevard and Crestmore 

Road (APNs: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, and -006) to allow for a mixed-use development 

project consisting of a 30,715 square foot commercial building on a 1.79 acre parcel and sixty-

eight (68) multi-family affordable housing dwelling units on a 5.14 acre parcel, subject to the 

recommended conditions of approval attached hereto as Exhibit “C.” 

(a) The City Council’s approval of General Plan Amendment No. 16006, 

Tentative Parcel Map No. 37126, Site Development Permit No. 16043, and the overruling of the 

Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission determination shall not be effective until the 

effective date of the ordinance adopting Change of Zone No. 16011. 

Section 13. Certification.  The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this 

Resolution. 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Jurupa 

Valley on this 1st day of October 2020. 

 

______________________________ 

Anthony Kelly, Jr.  

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, City Clerk of the City of Jurupa Valley, do hereby certify that the foregoing 

Resolution No. 2020-54, was duly passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City 

of Jurupa Valley on the 1st day of October 2020 by the following vote, to wit: 

 

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 1st day of October 2020. 

 

 

________________________________ 

Victoria Wasko, City Clerk 

City of Jurupa Valley



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT A OF ATTACHMENT 1 

Draft EIR 



Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas  

Mixed Use Project 
 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
SCH No. 2018061047 

City of Jurupa Valley Master Application (MA) 16224 
  
 

 

 
 

Lead Agency 
City of Jurupa Valley 

8930 Limonite Avenue  
Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 

 
 

Applicant: 
 

Northtown Housing Development Corporation 
10071 Feron Boulevard 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
 

January 7, 2019 
 



MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA 
MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS 
DRAFT EIR  TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Draft EIR  Page i 
 

 

Section Name and Number 
 

1.0 Executive Summary ............................................................................................................................ 1-1 

1.1 Introduction ........................................................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.2 Scope of the EIR .................................................................................................................................... 1-1 

1.2.1 Topics Not Addressed in Detail in this EIR ....................................................................... 1-2 
1.3 Proposed Project .................................................................................................................................. 1-3 

1.3.1 Location and Regional Setting .............................................................................................. 1-3 
1.3.2 Project Objectives  ....................................................................................................................... 1-3 
1.3.3 Project Description Summary  ............................................................................................... 1-4 

1.4 Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved .................................................................... 1-4 
1.5 Alternatives to the Proposed Project ........................................................................................... 1-5 

1.5.1 No Project/No Development Alternative .......................................................................... 1-6 
1.5.2 No Project/General Plan Development Alternative ..................................................... 1-6 
1.5.3 Commercial Retail Alternative .............................................................................................. 1-6 
1.5.4 Commercial Office Alternative ............................................................................................... 1-7 

1.6 Summary of Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Impacts ....................................................... 1-7 
 
2.0 Introduction and Purpose ................................................................................................................ 2-1 

2.1 Introduction ........................................................................................................................................... 2-1 
2.2 Intended Uses of this Draft EIR ...................................................................................................... 2-2 
2.3 Scope of the Draft EIR ........................................................................................................................ 2-2  

 2.3.1      Topics Not Addressed in Detail in this Draft EIR ........................................................ 2-2 
2.3.2 Potential Impacts of the Project Discussed in the Draft EIR .....................................2-3 

2.4 Document Format ................................................................................................................................ 2-3 
2.5 Incorporated Documents .................................................................................................................. 2-7 
2.6 Public Review of the Draft EIR ....................................................................................................... 2-8 
2.7 Notice of Preparation ......................................................................................................................... 2-9 
2.8 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ...................................................................... 2-9 

 
3.0 Project Description ............................................................................................................................. 3-1 

3.1 Overview of the Proposed Project ................................................................................................ 3-1 
3.2 Project Location .................................................................................................................................... 3-1 

3.2.1 Regional Location .........................................................................................................................3-1 
3.2.2 Project Site Location ...................................................................................................................3-1 

3.3 Environmental Setting/Existing Conditions ............................................................................. 3-4  
3.3.1 On-Site Land Uses .........................................................................................................................3-4 
3.3.2 Surrounding Land Uses ..............................................................................................................3-5 
3.3.3 Existing General Plan Land Use Designations and Zoning 

Classifications .................................................................................................................................3-6 
3.4 Land Use Entitlements and Permits ............................................................................................. 3-6 

3.4.1 General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006 .....................................................................3-6 
3.4.2 Change of Zone (CZ) No. 16011 ..............................................................................................3-6 
3.4.3 Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) No. 37126 ............................................................................3-6 



MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA 
MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS 
DRAFT EIR  TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Draft EIR  Page ii 
 

3.4.4 Site Development Permit (SDP) No. 16043 .......................................................................3-7 
 

3.5 Proposed Improvements ................................................................................................................ 3-11 
3.5.1 Street Improvements and Access ........................................................................................ 3-11 
3.5.2 Sewer and Water Improvements ........................................................................................ 3-11 
3.5.3 Drainage Improvements ......................................................................................................... 3-12 
3.5.4 Infrastructure Extensions................................................................................................. 3-12 

3.6 Construction and Operational Characteristics ....................................................................... 3-12 
3.6.1 Construction Equipment ................................................................................................... 3-12 
3.6.2 Construction Duration ............................................................................................................. 3-13 
3.6.3 Operational Characteristics .................................................................................................. 3-13 

3.7 Project Objectives .............................................................................................................................. 3-13 
 
4.0 Environmental Impact Evaluation ................................................................................................ 4-1 

4.1 Summary of the Draft EIR Scope ................................................................................................... 4-1 
4.2 Identification of Impacts ................................................................................................................... 4-2 
4.3 Scope of the Cumulative Impact Analysis .................................................................................. 4-4 

 
4.1 Hazards and Hazardous Materials ............................................................................................................. 4.1-1 

4.1.1 Introduction ........................................................................................................................ 4.1-1 
4.1.2 Environmental Setting .................................................................................................... 4.1-1 
4.1.3 NOP/Scoping Comments ................................................................................................ 4.1-1 
4.1.4 Regulatory Framework ................................................................................................... 4.1-4 
4.1.5 Methodology........................................................................................................................ 4.1-5 
4.1.6 Thresholds of Significance ............................................................................................. 4.1-6 
4.1.7 Impact Analysis .................................................................................................................. 4.1-6 
4.1.8 Cumulative Impacts ....................................................................................................... 4.1-11 

 
4.2 Land Use and Planning ................................................................................................................................... 4.2-1 

4.2.1 Introduction ........................................................................................................................ 4.2-1 
4.2.2 Environmental Setting .................................................................................................... 4.2-1 
4.2.3 NOP/Scoping Comments ................................................................................................ 4.2-9 
4.2.4 Regulatory Framework ................................................................................................... 4.2-9 
4.2.5 Methodology..................................................................................................................... 4.2-11 
4.2.6 Thresholds of Significance .......................................................................................... 4.2-11 
4.2.7 Impact Analysis ............................................................................................................... 4.2-12 
4.2.8 Cumulative Impacts ....................................................................................................... 4.2-28 

 
4.3 Transportation/Traffic ................................................................................................................................... 4.3-1 

4.3.1 Introduction ........................................................................................................................ 4.3-1 
4.3.2 Environmental Setting .................................................................................................... 4.3-1 
4.3.3 NOP/Scoping Comments ................................................................................................ 4.3-2 
4.3.4 Regulatory Framework ................................................................................................... 4.3-6 
4.3.5 Methodology........................................................................................................................ 4.3-6 
4.3.6 Thresholds of Significance ............................................................................................. 4.3-8 
4.3.7 Impact Analysis ............................................................................................................... 4.3-12 
4.3.8 Cumulative Impacts ....................................................................................................... 4.3-32 



MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA 
MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS 
DRAFT EIR  TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Draft EIR  Page iii 
 

 
5.0 Additional Topics Required by CEQA ........................................................................................... 5-1 

5.1 Significant Environmental Effects Which Cannot be Avoided if the Proposed 
Project is Implemented ..................................................................................................................... 5-1 

5.2 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes .................................................................... 5-3 
5.3 Growth Inducing Impacts ................................................................................................................. 5-4 
5.4 Energy Conservation .......................................................................................................................... 5-6 
5.5 Effects Found Not to be Significant as Part of the Initial Study ...................................... 5-12 

 
6.0 Alternatives ........................................................................................................................................... 6-1 

 6.1      Introduction .............................................................................................................................................. 6-1 
6.2 Summary of the Proposed Project ........................................................................................................ 6-1 
6.3 Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed Further .............................................................. 6-4 
6.4 Alternatives Under Consideration ................................................................................................ 6-6 

6.4.1 No Project/No Development Alternative ...........................................................................6-6 
6.4.2 No Project/General Plan Development Alternative ......................................................6-6 
6.4.3 Commercial Retail Alternative ...............................................................................................6-7 
6.4.4 Commercial Office Alternative ................................................................................................6-7 

6.5 Analysis of Alternatives ..................................................................................................................... 6-7 
6.5.1 No Project/No Development Alternative ...........................................................................6-8 
6.5.2 No Project/General Plan Development Alternative ................................................... 6-10 
6.5.3 Commercial Retail Alternative ............................................................................................ 6-11 
6.5.4 Commercial Office Alternative ............................................................................................. 6-13 

6.6 Environmentally Superior Alternative ...................................................................................... 6-18 
 
7.0 References ............................................................................................................................................. 7-1 

 
8.0 List of Preparers .................................................................................................................................. 8-1 

 

 

Exhibit 3-1 City of Jurupa Valley Regional Location Map ............................................................. 3-2 
Exhibit 3-2 Project Site Location Map/Aerial Photo ...................................................................... 3-3 
Exhibit 3-3  Proposed General Plan Land Use Designation Amendment ................................ 3-8 
Exhibit 3-4  Proposed Change of Zone .................................................................................................. 3-9 
Exhibit 3-5 Site Plan ................................................................................................................................. 3-10 
Exhibit 4-1  Cumulative Development Locations ............................................................................. 4-8 
Exhibit 4-1-1  Flabob Airport Land Use Compatibility Zones (and Project Site) ................. 4.1-2 
Exhibit 4-1-2 Flabob Airport and Project Site ................................................................................... 4.1-3 
Exhibit 4.2-1 Aerial Photo ......................................................................................................................... 4.2-2 
Exhibit 4.2-2  Looking East Across Northern Portion of the Site from Western 

Boundary .............................................................................................................................. 4.2-3 
Exhibit 4.2-3 Looking Northeast Across Center of the Site from Western 

Boundary .............................................................................................................................. 4.2-4 
Exhibit 4.2-4 Looking Northeast Across the Site from Southwest Corner ............................ 4.2-5 



MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA 
MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS 
DRAFT EIR  TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Draft EIR  Page iv 
 

Exhibit 4.2-5  Looking Southeast Across Center of the Site (Mt. Rubidoux in 
Background) ....................................................................................................................... 4.2-6 

Exhibit 4.2-6 Existing and Proposed General Plan Land Use Designations .......................... 4.2-7 
Exhibit 4.2-7 Existing and Proposed Zoning Classifications ....................................................... 4.2-8 
Exhibit 4.3-1 Study Area Intersections and Roadway Segments .............................................. 4.3-4 
Exhibit 4.2-7 Existing and Proposed Zoning Classifications ....................................................... 4.2-8 
Exhibit 4.3-1 Study Area Intersections and Roadway Segments .............................................. 4.3-5 
 

 

Figure Number and Title 
 
Table 1-1 Summary of Notice of Preparation ................................................................................ 1-5 
Table 1-2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Summary .................................................. 1-8 
Table 2-1 Location of CEQA Required Topics in this Draft EIR .............................................. 2-4 
Table 2-2 Summary of Notice of Preparation ................................................................................ 2-9 
Table 3-1 Existing and Surrounding Land Uses ............................................................................ 3-5 
Table 3-2 Existing and Surrounding General Plan Land Use Designations and 

Zoning Classifications .......................................................................................................... 3-5 
Table 3-3 Type of Construction Equipment ................................................................................ 3-12 
Table 3-4 Duration of Construction Activity ............................................................................... 3-13 
Table 4-1 List of Cumulative Development Projects ................................................................... 4-6 
Table 4.1-1 Basic Compatibility Criteria for Zone C .................................................................... 4.1-7 
Table 4.1-2 General Plan Consistency Analysis (Hazards) ....................................................... 4.1-9 
Table 4.2-1 Analysis of Consistency with SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS Goals ................. 4.2-13 
Table 4.2-2 General Plan Consistency Analysis (Land Use) .................................................. 4.2-16 
Table 4.3-1 Study Area Intersections ................................................................................................ 4.3-2 
Table 4.3-2 Study Area Roadway Segments ................................................................................... 4.3-3 
Table 4.3-3 Existing Intersection Conditions ................................................................................ 4.3-3 
Table 4.3-4 Level of Service .................................................................................................................. 4.3-9 
Table 4.3-5 Project Trip Generation ............................................................................................... 4.3-10 
Table 4.3-6 Project Trip Distribution ............................................................................................. 4.3-11 
Table 4.3-7 Existing Plus Project (EP) 2019 Intersection Conditions .............................. 4.3-17 
Table 4.3-8 Existing Plus Project (EP) 2019 Roadway Segment Conditions ................. 4.3-18 
Table 4.3-9 Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project (EAP) 2019 Intersection 

Conditions ......................................................................................................................... 4.3-19 
Table 4.3-10 Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project (EAP) 2019 Roadway 

Segment Conditions ...................................................................................................... 4.3-20 
Table 4.3-11 Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Cumulative (EAPC) 2019 

Intersection Conditions ............................................................................................... 4.3-21 
Table 4.3-12 Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Cumulative (EAPC) 2019 

Roadway Segment Conditions .................................................................................. 4.3-23 
Table 4.3-13 Horizon Year 2035 Intersection Conditions ....................................................... 4.3-24 
Table 4.3-14 Horizon Year 2035 Roadway Segment Conditions .......................................... 4.3-27 
Table 4.3-15 Summary of Potentially Significant Traffic Impacts ........................................ 4.3-29 



MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA 
MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS 
DRAFT EIR  TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Draft EIR  Page v 
 

Table 5-1 Significant Environmental Effects Which Cannot be Avoided ............................ 5-1  
Table 5-2 Energy Consumption Estimate for Project Construction ................................... 5-10 
Table 5-3 Project-Generated Vehicular Annual Fuel Consumption ................................... 5-11 
Table 6-1 Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts ..................................................... 6-2 
Table 6-2 Comparison of Environmental Impacts and Objectives by 

Alternative ............................................................................................................................ 6-16  
 

APPENDICES (UNDER SEPARATE COVER OR ON COMPACT DISK) 

Appendix A. Notice of Preparation/Initial Study. 
 
Appendix B. Obstruction Evaluation and Airspace Analysis, Williams Aviation Consultants, Inc., 

January 23, 2018. 
 
Appendix C. Traffic Impact Analysis, Urban Crossroads, April 16, 2018. 
 
 

  



 
 
 
 

SECTION 1- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Draft EIR  
  

Page 1-1 

 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code § 21000, et seq. requires 
that before a public agency makes a decision to approve a project that could have one or more 
adverse effects on the physical environment, the agency must inform itself about the project’s 
potential environmental impacts, give the public an opportunity to comment on the environmental 
issues, and take feasible measures to avoid or reduce potential harm to the physical environment.   
 
This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), having California State Clearinghouse (SCH) No. 
201806047, was prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Article 9, § 15120 to § 15132, to 
evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with planning, constructing, and operating 
the proposed Mission Gateway Plaza and Mission Gateway Villas project (hereafter, the “Project” or 
“proposed Project”).  This Draft EIR does not recommend approval, approval with modification, or 
denial of the proposed Project; rather, this Draft EIR is a source of factual information regarding 
potential impacts that the Project may cause damage to the physical environment.  The Draft EIR 
will be available for public review for a minimum period of 45 days.  After consideration of public 
comment, the City of Jurupa Valley will consider certifying the Final EIR and adopting required 
findings in conjunction with Project approval.   
 
This Executive Summary complies with CEQA Guidelines § 15123, “Summary.”  This Draft EIR 
document includes a description of the proposed Project and evaluates the physical environmental 
effects that could result from Project implementation.   
 

1.2 SCOPE OF THE EIR 
 
Pursuant to Section 15143 of the State CEQA Guidelines, “The EIR shall focus on the significant 
effects on the environment. The significant effects should be discussed with emphasis in proportion to 
their severity and probability of occurrence. Effects dismissed in an Initial Study as clearly 
insignificant and unlikely to occur need not be discussed further in the EIR unless the Lead Agency 
subsequently receives information inconsistent with the finding in the Initial Study. A copy of the 
Initial Study may be attached to the EIR to provide the basis for limiting the impacts discussed.” The 
Initial Study for this Project is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. 
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1.2.1  Topics Not Addressed in Detail in this Draft EIR  
 

The information and analysis presented in the Initial Study (Appendix A) of this Draft EIR provides 
substantial evidence for the conclusion, for all the issues listed below (i.e., those not addressed in 
detail in this EIR), that:  
 

1) CEQA standards triggering preparation of further environmental review do not exist for those 
issues; and  
 
2) Impacts under these topics would be less than significant with incorporation of appropriate 
mitigation measures.  
 
The three environmental subject areas that could be reasonably and significantly affected by 
planning, constructing, and/or operating the proposed Project are analyzed herein, including: 
 
4.1 Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 
4.2 Land Use and Planning. 
4.3 Transportation and Traffic. 

 

 
Refer to Draft EIR Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Evaluation, for a full account and analysis of 
the subject matters listed above.   For each of the three environmental subject areas analyzed in 
detail in Section 4.0, this Draft EIR describes: 1) the physical conditions that existed at the 
approximate time this Draft EIR’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) was filed with the California State 
Clearinghouse (June 20, 2018); 2) discloses the type and magnitude of potential environmental 
impacts resulting from Project planning, construction, and operation; and 3) if warranted, Plans 
Policies, or Programs (PPP); Project Design Features (PDFs), or feasible mitigation measures;  that 
would reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental impacts that the proposed Project may 
cause. Topics not addressed in this Draft EIR in detail are listed below by impact category: 
 

 Aesthetics. 
 Agriculture and Forestry Resources. 
 Air Quality. 
 Biological Resources. 
 Cultural Resources. 
 Geology/Soils. 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
 Hydrology/Water Quality. 
 Mineral Resources. 
 Noise. 
 Population/Housing. 
 Public Services. 

 Recreation. 
 Tribal Cultural Resources. 
 Utilities/Service Systems. 
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Mitigation measures that have been recommended in the Initial Study to reduce the environmental 
impacts of the proposed Project in relation to the above topics will be included in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) that the City will prepare (pursuant to the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15097) if the City determines that the proposed Project should be adopted. The 
Initial Study/NOP is attached to this Draft EIR as Technical Appendix A.   
 
The City of Jurupa Valley applies mitigation measures which it determines 1) are feasible and 
practical for project applicants to implement, 2) are feasible and practical for the City of Jurupa 
Valley to monitor and enforce, 3) are legal for the City to impose, 4) have an essential nexus to the 
Project’s impacts, and 4) would result in a benefit to the physical environment.  CEQA does not 
require the Lead Agency to analyze an exhaustive list of every imaginable mitigation measure, or 
measures that are duplicative of mandatory regulatory requirements.   
 
This Draft EIR also discusses alternatives to the proposed Project.  Alternatives are described that 
would attain most of the Project’s objectives while avoiding or substantially lessening the proposed 
Project’s significant adverse environmental effects.  A full discussion of Project alternatives is found 
in Section 6.0, Alternatives. 
 

1.3 PROPOSED PROJECT 

1.3.1 Location and Regional Setting 
 
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, the City of 
Riverside and the City of Norco to the south, the City of Eastvale to the west, and the City of 
Riverside and County of San Bernardino to the east.  
 
The Project consists of approximately 7.27 gross acres (6.95 net acres) and is located on the 
northeast corner of Mission Boulevard and Crestmore Road. (Refer to Exhibit 3-2, Project Site 
Location Map/Aerial Photo).  The Project site includes the following Assessor Parcel Numbers 
(APN):  
 

179-330-002.  

179-330-003.  

179-330-004.  
179-330-005.  

179-330-006. 
 
(Refer to Exhibit 3-1, City of Jurupa Valley, Regional Vicinity Map). 
 
1.3.2 Project Objectives 
 
The proposed Project includes the following objectives to achieve the vision of the City of Jurupa 
Valley General Plan for the Project site: 
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1. Help revitalize the commercial area by giving high priority to infill development of vacant 
and deteriorated properties that provide for high-quality development of vacant infill 
properties that will stimulate economic development or the area served by Mission 
Boulevard.  

 
2.  Require development within the Village Center Overlay, to be compact, pedestrian-oriented, 

and designed to accommodate a broad range of uses, including commercial and residential 
uses, consistent with the Community’s historic character. 

 
3. Accommodate higher density residential development in walkable, pedestrian-oriented 

areas near major transportation corridors, concentrated employment areas, and community 
and village centers, and promote the development of high quality apartments.  

 
4. Accommodate the development of structures and sites with a mix of housing and retail in 

areas designated as “Village Centers” on the General Plan. 
 

5. Facilitate the Housing Authority of the County of Riverside in its capacity as housing 
successor to the former Redevelopment Agency for the County of Riverside, to develop a 
mixed use project that will include affordable rental housing, with a preference for veteran 
households with related infrastructure improvements, and commercial facilities with 
commercial uses. 

 
1.3.3 Project Description Summary 
 
The applicant is proposing to: amend Figure 2-5: 2017 General Plan Land Use Plan from Commercial 
Retail (CR) and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) to Commercial Retail (CR) for the 
proposed 1.79- acre commercial parcel and to High Density Residential (HDR) for the 5.16-acre 
residential parcel; amend the Jurupa Valley Zoning Map from R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial), 
R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings), and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux Village 
Commercial) for the proposed 1.79-acre commercial parcel and to R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) 
for the 5.16-acre residential parcel; and merge 5 parcels and create 2 parcels for the purpose of 
developing a mixed-use development consisting of a 1.79-acre parcel for a 31,375 sq.ft. commercial 
building; and a 5.16-acre parcel for a 68-unit multi-family housing development. The Project 
includes ground level parking; landscaping; internal paving and walkways; community center and 
pool facility space. 
 
Refer to Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, for a detailed description of the proposed Project. 
 

1.4 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 
 
CEQA Guidelines § 15123(b) (2) requires that areas of controversy known to the Lead Agency (City 
of Jurupa Valley) be identified in the Executive Summary.  The City has identified that there are no 
issues of controversy associated with the proposed Project after considering all comments received 
in response to the NOP.   
 



Mission Gateway Plaza  
Mission Gateway Villas 
Draft EIR                                                                                                                              SECTION 1- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  section 1 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Draft EIR  
  

Page 1-5 

 

Regarding issues to be resolved, this Draft EIR addresses the environmental issues associated with 
the proposed Project, including those identified in the comment letters that the City of Jurupa Valley 
received on this Draft EIR’s NOP (refer to Technical Appendix A).  The environmental topic raised in 
written comments to the NOP is summarized in Table 1-1, Summary of Notice of Preparation 
Comments, and only involve tribal cultural resources. 

Table 1-1 Summary of Notice of Preparation Comments 

Agency/Organization/Individual 
Date Comments 

Location in This 
Draft EIR Where 

Comment is 
Addressed 

Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) 

June 28, 
2018 

Draft EIR should address AB 52 and 
SB 18.  Recommended conducting a 
cultural resources assessment that 
includes consultation with the 
regional California Historical 
Research Information System 
(CHRIS) Center, an archaeological 
inventory survey (if necessary), 
consultation with the NAHC 
regarding a Sacred Lands File search, 
and mitigation measures that 
address how to deal with unknown 
archaeological resources that may be 
encountered during grading 
activities. 

Initial Study 
Section 3.17, 
Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

 

 

1.5 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
In compliance with CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6, an EIR must describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the Project or to the location of the Project.  Each alternative must be able to feasibly 
attain most of the Project’s objectives and avoid or substantially lessen the Project’s significant 
effects on the environment.  A detailed description of each alternative evaluated in this Draft EIR, as 
well as an analysis of the potential environmental impacts associated with each alternative, is 
provided in Draft EIR Section 6.0, Alternatives.  Also described in Section 6.0 is a list of alternatives 
that were considered but rejected from further analysis. 
 
The alternatives considered by this Draft EIR include those listed below. 
 
1.5.1 No Project/No Development Alternative 
 
CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e) requires that an alternative be included that describes what would 
reasonably be expected to occur on the property in the foreseeable future if the Project were not 
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community 
services (i.e., the “no project” alternative).  For development projects that would occur on an 
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identifiable property (such as the proposed Project site), the “no project” alternative is considered 
to be a circumstance under which the proposed project does not proceed (CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.6(e) (3) (A-B)).  This alternative was selected by the Lead Agency to compare the 
environmental effects of the proposed Project with an alternative that would leave the property in 
its existing condition.  The No Project/No Development Alternative would fail to meet all of the 
Project’s objectives.  Refer to Table 6-1, Comparison of Environmental Impacts by Alternative, in 
Draft EIR Section 6.0, Alternatives, for a summary of impacts that would result under the No 
Project/No Development Alternative compared to the level of impact that would occur under the 
proposed Project.   
 
1.5.2 No Project/General Plan Development Alternative 
 
The No Project/General Plan Development Alternative proposes land uses consistent with the City’s 
General Plan Land Use Map - the northern 1.3 acres of the site are designated for High Density 
Residential uses (HDR - 14 units/acre max.) while the southern 5.65 acres are designated for 
Commercial Retail uses [CR – Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.35] under the Rubidoux Village Center. 
These designations mean the site could be developed with up to 18 residential units and 86,000 
square feet of commercial uses. This alternative would not require a General Plan Amendment or 
Zone Change. At this development density, the commercial use would meet the Flabob Airport Land 
Use Plan (ALUP) limitation (80 vs. 150 persons per acre) but the residential use would not meet the 
Flabob ALUP limit (18 units vs. 1 unit). This alternative would not require a General Plan 
Amendment or Zone Change.  
 
1.5.3 Commercial Retail Alternative 
 
The Commercial Retail Alternative would develop the Project site into all commercial uses. The 
Flabob Airport ALUP recommends only one residential unit on the site which essentially precludes 
any viable residential development on the site. If the entire site were to support commercial retail 
uses, a maximum of 106,000 square feet of commercial space could be built on the 6.95-acre site 
based on an FAR of 0.35. This alternative would require a General Plan Amendment and Zone 
Change to eliminate the High Density Residential (HDR) land use designation from the northern 
portion of the site. Due to the number of vehicular trips generated by retail uses, this alternative 
may result in increased traffic and air quality impacts. General Plan Table 2.3 Non-Residential Land 
Use Statistics and Buildout Projections, indicates retail uses generate 1 employee per 600 square feet 
which would result in 177 employees for the site. Extrapolating data from Table 4.3-4, Project Trip 
Generation, indicates the site would generate 10,805 vehicular trips per day if it was built out with 
all commercial uses.    
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1.5.4 Commercial Office Alternative 
 
The Commercial Office Alternative proposes to build all offices on the Project site to reduce the high 
number of persons per acre generated by commercial retail uses (i.e., employees and customers). 
According to General Plan Table 2.3, Non-Residential Land Use Statistics and Buildout Projections, 
office uses have a recommended FAR of 1.0 so a maximum of 302,742 square feet of offices could be 
built on the site (6.95 acres x 43,560 square feet/acre = 302,742 @ 1.0 FAR = 302,742 square feet). 
General Plan Table 2.3 also indicates office uses generate 1 employee per 800 square feet (no 
customers assumed) which would result in 379 employees which is 55 persons per acre which is 
well below the Flabob ALUP limit of 150 persons per acre. This alternative would require a General 
Plan Amendment and Zone Change to eliminate the HDR residential land use designation from the 
northern portion of the site and change the entire site to Commercial Office (CO). It is also 
estimated these office uses would generate 2,949 daily vehicle trips based on the appropriate ITE1 
data (9.74 trips per thousand square feet).  
 
This Alternative would eliminate significant impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
(i.e., consistency with the Flabob ALUP) and would have reduced impacts relative to Land Use and 
Planning since it would be consistent with the General Plan policies regarding the Flabob ALUP. 
However, this Alternative would still have significant direct and cumulative traffic impacts even 
though it would generate almost 20 percent less traffic compared to the proposed Project, it 
warrants consideration as the “environmentally superior alternative.”   

 

1.6 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, MITIGATION, AND LEVEL OF IMPACTS 

 
The following provides a summary of the proposed Project’s environmental impacts, as required by 
CEQA Guidelines § 15123(a).  After the application of all feasible mitigation measures (MMs), Plans, 
Policies, and Programs (PPPs), and Project Design Features (PDFs), the Project would result in the 
following unavoidable environmental effects: 
 
Hazards: No feasible mitigation is available to eliminate the identified inconsistency of the Project 
with the Flabob ALUP, so potential impacts related to airport safety are significant and 
unavoidable on both a direct and cumulative basis, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
for this impact will be required if the Project is approved. 
 
Land Use and Planning: There is no feasible mitigation available related to the Project’s 
inconsistencies with various General Plan policies regarding land use (inconsistent with Flabob 
ALUP) and traffic (cannot install necessary road or intersection improvements to achieve City Level 
of Service (LOS) standards. Therefore, potential impacts of the Project related to consistency with 
City General Plan policies for the Flabob ALUP and the several policies contained in the General 
Plan Mobility Element are significant and unavoidable on both a direct and cumulative basis, and 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations for this impact will be required if the Project is approved. 
 

                                                             
1    Institute of Traffic Engineering (ITE) Code 710, General Office, ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition. ITE 2018.  
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Transportation and Traffic: Even with implementation of the recommended Mitigation Measures 
4.3-1 through 4.3-5, there will still be significant Project-specific traffic impacts at the intersections 
and roadway segments as shown in Table 1.2 below under the Transportation/Traffic heading. 
Therefore 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. 

Table 1.2.  Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Summary 
Issue/Impact Document 

Section 
Significant Before 

Mitigation? 
Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.1 (a) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.1(b) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.1 (c) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.1 (d) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES  

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.2 (a) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
b. Conflict with existing 
zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson 
Act contract? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.2 (b) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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))? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.2 (c) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.2 (d) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.2 (e) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

AIR QUALITY 
a. Conflict with or 
obstruct 
implementation of the 
applicable air quality 
plan? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.3 (a) 

Yes MM-AQ-1: 
Construction 
Equipment. 
Comply with 
EPA/CARB Tier 3 
emissions and 
construction 
equipment be 
tuned and 
maintained in 
accordance with 
the 
manufacturer’s 

No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
specifications. 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.3 (b) 

Yes MM-AQ-1:  
 
(see above) 
 

No 

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)? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.3 (c) 

Yes MM-AQ-1:  
 
(see above)  
 

No 

d. Expose sensitive 
receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.3 (d) 

Yes MM-AQ-1:  
 
(see above) 
 

No 

e. Create objectionable 
odors affecting a 
substantial number of 
people? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.3 (e) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.4 (a) 

Yes. Even though 
burrowing owls were not 
located on the site, a pre-
construction survey for 
burrowing owl is required 
because burrowing owls 
may encroach or migrate 
to the property at any 
time, and therefore steps 
should be taken to ensure 
avoidance, including 
reevaluating the 
locations/presence of 
burrowing owl or 
burrows. 

MM-BIO-1: Pre-
Construction 
Burrowing Owl 
Survey. 

No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.4 (b) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.4 (c) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.4 (d) 

Yes. There are two (2) 
cottonwood trees are 
located on the Project site 
which could provide 
habitat for nesting birds 
protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

MM BIO-2: 
Nesting Bird 
Survey. 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.4 (e) 

Yes. Per General Plan 
policy COS 1.3, two (2) 
cottonwood trees are 
considered to have 
“aesthetic value.” 

MM BIO-3: Tree 
Preservation and 
Replacement. 

No 

f. Conflict with the Initial Study Yes. Even though MM BIO-3: Tree No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
provisions of an 
adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, 
regional, or state 
habitat conservation 
plan? 

Section 3.4 (f) burrowing owls were not 
located on the site, a pre-
construction survey for 
burrowing owl is required 
because burrowing owls 
may encroach or migrate 
to the property at any 
time, and therefore steps 
should be taken to ensure 
avoidance, including 
reevaluating the 
locations/presence of 
burrowing owl or 
burrows. 

Preservation and 
Replacement. 
 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.5 (a) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

b. Cause a substantial 
adverse change in the 
significance of an 
archaeological 
resource pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines 
§15064.5 or a tribal 
cultural resource 
pursuant to Public 
Resources Code 
21074? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.5 (b) 

Yes. If intact buried 
cultural materials are 
encountered during 
construction, work in that 
area must halt until a 
qualified archaeologist 
can evaluate the nature 
and significance of the 
find. 

MM- CR-1: 
Archaeological 
Monitoring. 
 
MM- CR-2: 
Archeological 
Treatment Plan 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.5 (c) 

Yes. The Project site is 
located in a “low 
potential” for 
paleontological resources. 
However, there is always 
the possibility that 
paleontological resources 
can be discovered if 
excavation in previously 
undisturbed sub-surface 
soils occurs. 

MM-CR-3: 
Paleontological 
Monitoring.   
 
MM-CR-4: 
Paleontological 
Treatment Plan. 

No 

d. Disturb any human 
remains, including 
those interred outside 

Initial Study 
Section 3.5 (d) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
of formal cemeteries? 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
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. 

Initial Study 
Section 3.6 (a) 

(1) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

2) Strong seismic 
ground shaking? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.6 (a) 

(2) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

3) Seismic-related 
ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.6 (a) 

(3) 

Yes. The Project site has a 
“very high” potential for 
liquefaction. 

MM-GEO-1: 
Compliance with 
Preliminary Soils 
Investigation.   

No 

4) Landslides? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.6 (a) 

(4) 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.6 (b) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.6 (c) 

Yes. The Project site has a 
“very high” potential for 
liquefaction. 

MM-GEO-1: 
Compliance with 
Preliminary Soils 
Investigation.   

No 

d. Be located on 
expansive soil, as 
defined in the Uniform 

Initial Study 
Section 3.6 (d) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.6 (e) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.7 (a) 

 

No 
 

No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.7 (b) 

 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.8 (a) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.8 (b) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

c. Emit hazardous 
emissions or handle 

Initial Study 
Section 3.8 (c) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.8 (d) 

 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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? 

EIR Section 4.1 Yes. The proposed Project 
is not consistent with the 
land use intensity limits of 
the Flabob ALUP. 
However, the Williams 
Aviation Consultants 
Report demonstrated the 
Project would not result 
in significant risks to 
airport operations or 
safety, or a significant risk 
to public health or safety. 
It is important to note the 
City policy inconsistencies 
all result from the Project 
exceeding the land use 
intensity limits of the 
Flabob ALUP for both 
residential and 
commercial uses. Based 
on the available 
information and erring on 
the side of caution, it is 
concluded the Project 
may result in a significant 
environmental impact in 
terms of airport hazards 
(i.e., Flabob ALUP 
inconsistency. 

No feasible 
mitigation. 

Yes 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.8 (f) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.8 (g) 

 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.8 (h) 

 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.9 (a) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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 

Initial Study 
Section 3.9 (b) 

 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.9 (c) 

 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.9 (d) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.9 (e) 

 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

f. Otherwise 
substantially degrade 
water quality? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.9 (f) 

 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 

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 

Initial Study 
Section 3.9 (g) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.9 (h) 

 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

 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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.9 (i) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 

j. Inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.9 (j) 

 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 
a. Physically divide an 
established 
community? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.10 (a) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 

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? 

EIR Yes. Significant and 
unavoidable land use and 
planning impacts will 
result from the following: 

 Inconsistency 
with Land Use 
Element Policies 
LUE-5.55, 5.57, 
5.58, and 5.61 
with respect to 
consistency with 
the Flabob 
Airport ALUP. 
 

 Inconsistency 
with Mobility 
Element Policies 
ME 2.12, 2.15, 
and 2.17 due to 
the inability to 
install necessary 
improvements 
for significantly 
impacted 

No feasible 
mitigation. 

Yes 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
intersections and 
roadway 
segments. 
 

There is no feasible 
mitigation available for 
reducing the Project 
intensity to the point it 
would be consistent with 
the Flabob ALUP. 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.10 (c) 

 

Yes. Even though 
burrowing owls were not 
located on the site, a pre-
construction survey for 
burrowing owl is required 
because burrowing owls 
may encroach or migrate 
to the property at any 
time, and therefore steps 
should be taken to ensure 
avoidance, including 
reevaluating the 
locations/presence of 
burrowing owl or 
burrows. 

MM-BIO-1: Pre-
Construction 
Burrowing Owl 
Survey. 

No 

MINERAL RESOURCES 
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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.11 (a) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.11 

(b) 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 

NOISE 
a. Exposure of persons 
to or generation of 
noise levels in excess 
of standards 

Initial Study 
Section 3.12 (a) 

 

Yes. Construction 
activities on the Project 
site, especially those 
involving heavy 

MM NOI-1: 
Construction 
Noise Mitigation 
Plan. 

No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
established in the local 
general plan or noise 
ordinance, or 
applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

equipment, would result 
in noise levels up to 79.8 
dBA during grading which 
would exceed the exterior 
noise level for residential 
uses of 55 dBA CNEL. 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.12 

(b) 
 

Yes. At distances ranging 
from 24 to 463 feet from 
the Project construction 
activities, construction 
vibration velocity levels 
are expected to range 
from 0.001 to 0.095 
in/sec RMS. This level of 
vibration does not exceed 
0.20 PPV inch/second 
threshold. However, in 
order to reduce impacts 
to the maximum extent 

feasible, mitigation is 
required 

MM NOI-2:Loaded 
trucks and dozers 
shall be 
prohibited within 
90 feet of nearby 
occupied sensitive 
residential homes 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.12 (c) 

 

Yes. (Refer to impact “b” 
above). 

MM NOI-1: 
Construction 
Noise Mitigation 
Plan. 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.12 

(d) 
 

Yes. (Refer to impact “b” 
above). 

MM NOI-1: 
Construction 
Noise Mitigation 
Plan. 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.12 (e) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.12 (f) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 

POPULATION AND HOUSING 
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)? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.13 (a) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.13 

(b) 
 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.13 (c) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 
 

No 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

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

1) Fire protection? 

 
Initial Study 
Section 3.14 (a) 

(1) 
 

 
No 

 
No mitigation 
required. 
 

 
No 

2) Police protection? 

 
Initial Study 

Section 3.14 (a) 
(2) 

 

 
No 

 
No mitigation 
required. 
 

 
No 

3) Schools?     



Mission Gateway Plaza  
Mission Gateway Villas 
Draft EIR                                                                                                                              SECTION 1- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  section 1 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Draft EIR  
  

Page 1-22 

 

Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
Initial Study 

Section 3.14 (a) 
(3) 

 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

4) Parks? 

 
Initial Study 

Section 3.14 (a) 
(4) 

 

 
No 

 
No mitigation 
required. 

 
No 

5) Other public 
facilities? 

 
Initial Study 

Section 3.14 (a) 
(5) 

 

 
No 

 
No mitigation 
required. 

 
No 

RECREATION 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.15 (a) 
 
 

No No mitigation 
required 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.15 

(b) 

No No mitigation 
required 

No 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
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 

EIR Section 4.3 Yes. The Project would 
have significant 
intersection impacts and 
thus is inconsistent with 
Thresholds (a) and (b) 
because payment of fair 
share towards 
improvements does not 
guarantee that the 
improvements will be 
made at the following 

MM-TRA-1:  Fair 
Share Payment 
Rubidoux Blvd. 
and Mission Blvd. 
Intersection (#3) 
Improvements. 
Prior to the 
issuance of 
building permits, 
the Project 
applicant shall  

Yes 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
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? 

intersections or roadway 
segments: 
 
#13- Rubidoux 
Boulevard/SR-60 EB Off-
Ramp-Frontage Road. 
 
#14-Rubidoux 
Boulevard/SR-60 WB Off-
Ramp. 
 
#15- Rubidoux 
Boulevard/SR-60 WB Off-
Ramp-30th Street. 
 
In addition, there is no 
feasible mitigation due to 
physical limitations at the 
following intersections or 
roadway segments: 
 
#6-Redwood 
Drive/Mission Boulevard 
(Riverside) 
 
#8- Market 
Street/Mission Boulevard 
(Riverside) 
 
Mission Avenue Between 
Redwood Avenue & 
Brockton Avenue. 
 
Rubidoux Boulevard 
between SR-60 EB Ramp 
and 34th Street. 

pay the Project’s 
fair share cost 
(6.5%) towards 
the City’s Capital 
Improvement 
Project No. 19-C.2, 
Mission Blvd. and 
Rubidoux Blvd. 
 
MM-TRA-2:  Fair 
Share Payment 
for Traffic Signal 
at Rubidoux 
Boulevard / SR‐
60 WB On Ramp 
(Intersection 
#14). Prior to the 
issuance of 
building permits, 
the Project 
applicant shall 
pay the Project’s 
fair share cost 
(14.8%) towards 
a traffic signal at 
the intersection of 
Rubidoux 
Boulevard / SR‐
60 WB On Ramp. 
 
MM-TRA-3:  Fair 
Share Payment 
for Intersection 
Improvements 
Rubidoux Bl. / SR‐
60 EB Off Ramp‐
Frontage Rd. 
(Intersection 
#13). Prior to the 
issuance of 
building permits, 
the Project 
applicant shall  
pay the Project’s 
fair share cost 
(17.7%) towards 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
construction of a 
separate 
northbound right 
turn lane and a 
dedicated 
eastbound left 
turn lane. 

 
MM-TRA-4:  Fair 
Share Payment 
Crestmore 
Road/Mission 
Boulevard 
Intersection 
Improvements 
(Intersection #5). 
Prior to the 
issuance of 
building permits, 
the Project 
applicant shall 
pay the Project’s 
fair share cost 
(12.3%) towards 
the City’s Capital 
Improvement 
Project No. 13-
H.2, Mission 
Boulevard Bridge 
Crossing Santa 
Ana River.  
 
MM-TRA-5:  Fair 
Share Payment 
for Intersection 
Improvements 
Rubidoux Bl. /SR‐
60 WB Off Ramp‐
30th St. 
(Intersection 
#15). Prior to the 
issuance of 
building permits, 
the Project 
applicant shall  
pay the Project’s 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
fair share cost 
(8.5%) towards 
construction of  2 
westbound lanes 
(Alternative # 1) 
or eliminate 
existing traffic 
signal & install an 
EB stop control, 
Eliminate NB left 
lane, construct 1 
Southbound right  
lane, or eliminate 
eastbound  lane & 
stripe an 
eastbound right  
lane (Alternative 
#2). 
 

 
 

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? 

EIR Section 4.3 Yes. The Project would 
have significant 
intersection impacts and 
thus is inconsistent with 
Thresholds (a) and (b) 
due to an inability to 
make improvements at 
four impacted 
intersections due to 
physical limitations 
(Mission Blvd. at 
Crestmore Rd., Rubidoux 
Blvd., Redwood Rd., and 
Market St.) as well as 
widening the east- and 
west-bound SR-60 
Freeway Ramps at 
Rubidoux Blvd). 

MM-TRA-1 
through MM-TRA-
5. 
 

Yes 

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 

EIR Section 4.3 Yes. The proposed Project 
is not consistent with the 
land use intensity limits of 
the Flabob ALUP. 
However, the Williams 
Aviation Consultants 
Report demonstrated the 

No feasible 
mitigation. 

Yes 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
risks? Project would not result 

in significant risks to 
airport operations or 
safety, or a significant risk 
to public health or safety. 
It is important to note the 
City policy inconsistencies 
all result from the Project 
exceeding the land use 
intensity limits of the 
Flabob ALUP for both 
residential and 
commercial uses. Based 
on the available 
information and erring on 
the side of caution, it is 
concluded the Project 
may result in a significant 
environmental impact in 
terms of airport hazards 
(i.e., Flabob ALUP 
inconsistency. 

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

Initial Study 
Section 3.16(d) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

e. Result in inadequate 
emergency access? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.16(e) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.16(f) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
a. Listed or eligible for 
listing in the California 
Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local 

Initial Study 
Section 3.17(a) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
register of historical 
resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code 
section 5020.1(k)? 
 
b. A resource 
determined by the lead 
agency, in its 
discretion and 
supported by 
substantial evidence, 
to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set 
forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In 
applying the criteria 
set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resource 
Code Section 5024.1, 
the lead agency shall 
consider the 
significance of the 
resource to a California 
Native American tribe? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.17(b) 

Yes MM- TCR-1: 
Native American 
Monitoring, 
Treatment of 
Discoveries, and 
Disposition of 
Discoveries.  

 

No 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
a. Exceed wastewater 
treatment 
requirements of the 
applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.18(a) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.18(b) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

c. Require or result in 
the construction of 
new storm water 
drainage facilities or 

Initial Study 
Section 3.18(c) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 
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Issue/Impact Document 
Section 

Significant Before 
Mitigation? 

Summary of 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 
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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.18(d) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

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? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.18(e) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

f. Be served by a 
landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to 
accommodate the 
Project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.18 (f) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 

g. Comply with federal, 
state, and local statutes 
and regulations related 
to solid waste? 

Initial Study 
Section 3.18 (g) 

No No mitigation 
required. 

No 
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2.1 INTRODUCTION  

 
The Mission Gateway Plaza and Mission Gateway Villas (“Project”) is a proposed mixed-use 
development consisting of a 1.79-acre parcel for a 31,436 square foot commercial building and a 
5.16-acre parcel for a 68-unit multi-family housing development. The Project includes ground level 
parking; landscaping; internal paving and walkways; community center and pool facility space. 
 
This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in accordance with all criteria, 
standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resource Code § 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, § 15000 et seq.) in order 
to address the environmental impacts of the proposed Project.   
 
Pursuant to CEQA § 21067 and CEQA Guidelines Article 4 and § 15367, the City of Jurupa Valley is 
the Lead Agency under whose authority this Draft EIR has been prepared.  “Lead Agency” refers to 
the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.  
Serving as the Lead Agency and before taking action to approve the Project, the City of Jurupa 
Valley has the obligations to: (1) ensure that this Draft EIR has been completed in accordance with 
CEQA; (2) review and consider the information contained in this Draft EIR as part of its decision 
making process; (3) make a statement that this Draft EIR reflects the City of Jurupa Valley’s 
independent judgment; (4) ensure that all significant effects on the environment are eliminated or 
substantially lessened where feasible; and, if necessary (5) make written findings for each 
unavoidable significant environmental effect stating the reasons why mitigation measures or 
project alternatives identified in this Draft EIR are infeasible and citing the specific benefits of the 
proposed Project that outweigh its unavoidable adverse effects (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15090 through 
15093). 
 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15040 through § 15043, and upon completion of the CEQA review 
process, the City of Jurupa Valley will have the legal authority to do any of the following: 
 

 Approve the proposed Project; 

 

 Require feasible changes in any or all activities involved in the Project in order to 
substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on the environment; 

 
 Disapprove the Project, if necessary, in order to avoid one or more significant effects on the 

environment that would occur if the Project was approved as proposed; or 
 

 Approve the Project even though the Project would cause a significant effect on the 
environment if the City makes a fully informed and publicly disclosed decision that: 1) there 
is no feasible way to lessen the effect or avoid the significant effect; and 2) expected benefits 
from the Project will outweigh significant environmental impacts of the Project. 
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This Draft EIR fulfills the CEQA environmental review requirements for the proposed Project and 
all other governmental discretionary and administrative actions related to the Project.  
 

2.2 INTENDED USES OF THIS DRAFT EIR 

 
It is the intent of this Draft EIR to enable the City of Jurupa Valley and other responsible agencies 
and interested parties to evaluate the environmental impacts of the Project (refer to Section 3.4 
Land Use Entitlement/Permits, for a list of the requested entitlements for the Project). This Draft EIR 
will provide the City of Jurupa Valley with the information required to make an informed decision 
regarding Project related permits and approvals. 
 

2.3 SCOPE OF THE DRAFT EIR 

 
Pursuant to Section 15063 (c) (3) (A) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the purposes of an Initial Study 
include assisting in the preparation of an EIR, if one is required, by: 
 

(A) Focusing the EIR on the effects determined to be significant, 
 
(B) Identifying the effects determined not to be significant, 
 
(C) Explaining the reasons for determining that potentially significant effects would not be 
significant, and 
 
(D) Identifying whether a program EIR, tiering, or another appropriate process can be used for 
analysis of the project’s environmental effects. 
 
Pursuant to Section 15143 of the State CEQA Guidelines, “The EIR shall focus on the significant 
effects on the environment. The significant effects should be discussed with emphasis in proportion to 
their severity and probability of occurrence. Effects dismissed in an Initial Study as clearly 
insignificant and unlikely to occur need not be discussed further in the EIR unless the Lead Agency 
subsequently receives information inconsistent with the finding in the Initial Study. A copy of the 
Initial Study may be attached to the EIR to provide the basis for limiting the impacts discussed.” The 
Initial Study for this project is included in Appendix A of this Draft EIR. 
 

2.3.1  Topics Not Addressed in Detail in this Draft EIR  
 

The information and analysis presented in the Initial Study (Appendix A) of this Draft EIR provides 
substantial evidence for the conclusion, for all the issues listed below (i.e., those not addressed in 
detail in this EIR), that:  
 

1) CEQA standards triggering preparation of further environmental review do not exist for those 
issues; and  
 
2) Impacts under these topics would be less than significant with incorporation of appropriate 
mitigation measures.  
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Topics not addressed in this Draft EIR in detail are listed below by impact category: 
 

 Aesthetics. 
 Agriculture and Forestry Resources. 
 Air Quality. 
 Cultural Resources. 
 Geology/Soils. 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
 Hydrology/Water Quality. 
 Mineral Resources. 
 Noise. 
 Population/Housing. 
 Public Services. 

 Recreation. 
 Tribal Cultural Resources. 
 Utilities/Service Systems. 

 

Plans, Policies, Programs (PPPs), Project Design Features (PDFs), or Mitigation Measures (MMs) 
that have been recommended in the Initial Study to reduce the environmental impacts of the 
proposed Project in relation to the above topics will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) that the City will prepare (pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 
15097) if the City determines that the proposed Project should be adopted. 
 
2.3.2.  Potential Impacts of the Project Discussed in the Draft EIR 
 
As a first step in the CEQA compliance process, the City of Jurupa Valley completed an Initial Study 
(Draft EIR Technical Appendix A) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15063 to determine if the Project 
could have a significant effect on the environment.  The Initial Study determined that 
implementation of the Project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects in 
three (3) environmental topics, and a Project EIR, as defined by CEQA Guidelines § 15161, is 
required.  Accordingly, this Draft EIR is a focused EIR and as such, the following three (3) 
environmental topics are addressed: 
 

 Hazards & Hazardous Materials. 
 Land Use / Planning. 
 Transportation/Traffic. 

 

2.4 DOCUMENT FORMAT 

This Draft EIR contains all of the information required to be included in an EIR as specified by the 
CEQA Statutes and Guidelines (California Public Resources Code, § 21000 et. seq. and California 
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 5).  CEQA requires that an EIR contain, at a minimum, certain  
specified content.  
 
Table 2-1. Location of CEQA Required Topics in this Draft EIR, provides a quick reference in locating 
the CEQA-required content within this document.  
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Table 2-1. Location of CEQA Required Topics in this Draft EIR 
CEQA Required Topic CEQA Guidelines 

Reference 
Location in this Draft EIR 

Table of Contents § 15122 Table of Contents 

Executive Summary § 15123 Section 1.0 

Project Description § 15124 Section 3.0 

Environmental Setting § 15125 Sections 4.1 through 4.3 

Consideration and Discussion of 

Environmental Impacts 

§ 15126 Sections 3.1 through 3.3 and 

Section 5.0 

Significant Environmental Effects Which 
Cannot be Avoided if the Proposed Project is 
Implemented 

§ 15126.2(b) Sections 4.1 through 4.3 and 
Section 5.0 

Significant Irreversible Environmental 
Changes Which Would be Caused by the 
Proposed Project Should it be Implemented 

§ 15126.2(c) 

 

 

Section 5.0 

Growth-Inducing Impact of the Proposed 
Project 

§ 15126.2(d) Subsection 5.3 

Analysis of the Project’s Energy Conservation 
Measures 

§ 151264(c) Subsection 5.4 

Consideration and Discussion of Mitigation 
Measures Proposed to Minimize Significant 
Effects 

§ 15126.4 Sections 4.1 through 4.3 and 
Section 5.0 

Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives 
to the Proposed Project 

§ 15126.6 Section 6.0 

Effects Not Found to be Significant § 15128 Sections 4.1 through 4.3 and 
Section 5.0 

Organizations and Persons Consulted § 15129 Section 8.0 

Discussion of Cumulative Impacts § 15130 Sections 4.1 through 4.3 and 

Section 5.0 

Energy Conservation  Appendix F Subsection 5.4 
Source: City of Jurupa Valley, 2018 

 
In summary, the content and format of this Draft EIR is as follows: 

 

Section 1.0, Executive Summary, includes a Project introduction, a brief description of the 
proposed Project, a summary of areas of controversy/issues to be resolved, a description of the 
Notice of Preparation NOP) comments received, as well as a description of the Project alternatives 
and a summary of impacts, mitigation measures, and level of impacts following mitigation. 
 

Section 2.0, Introduction and Purpose, provides introductory information about the CEQA 
process and the responsibilities of the City of Jurupa Valley, serving as the Lead Agency of this Draft 
EIR.  This section also includes a description of the document format as well as the purpose of CEQA 
and this Draft EIR. 

 

Section 3.0, Project Description, serves as the EIR’s Project Description for purposes of CEQA and 
contains a level of specificity commensurate with the level of detail proposed by the Project, 
including the summary requirements pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15123. 
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Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis, provides an analysis of potential direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts that may occur with implementation of the proposed Project.  A conclusion 
concerning significance is reached for each discussion; mitigation measures are presented as 
warranted.  Section 4.0 is organized by three (3) issue areas Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
(Section 4.1), Land Use and Planning (Section 4.2) and Transportation/Traffic (Section 4.3) with 
each having following the framework: 

 
 Environmental Setting.  Describes the environmental setting, including descriptions of the 

Project site’s physical conditions, the surrounding physical context, and applicable plans 
and policies.  The existing setting is defined as the physical condition of the Project site and 
surrounding area at the approximate date this Draft EIR’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
released for public review on June 20, 2018. 

 
 NOP/Scoping Comments.  Includes public comments received by the City of Jurupa Valley 

in response to the NOP.   
 

 Impact Analysis.  As required by CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a), this Draft EIR identifies 
direct, indirect, cumulative, short-term, long-term, on-site, and/or off-site impacts of the 
proposed Project.  A summarized “impact statement” is provided in each subsection 
following the analysis.  The following terms are used in this Draft EIR to describe the level of 
significance related to the physical conditions within the area affected by the proposed 
Project: 

 
o No Impact: An adverse change in the physical environment would not occur. 

 
o Less than Significant Impact: An adverse change in the physical environment would 

occur but the change would not be substantial or potentially substantial and would not 
exceed the threshold(s) of significance presented in this Draft EIR. 

 
o Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated: A substantial or potentially 

substantial adverse change in the physical environment would occur that would exceed 
the threshold(s) of significance presented in this Draft EIR; however, the impact can be 
avoided or reduced to a less than significant level through the application of feasible 
mitigation measures. 

 
o Significant and Unavoidable Impact: A substantial or potentially substantial adverse 

change in the physical environment would occur that would exceed the threshold(s) of 
significance presented in this Draft EIR.  Feasible and enforceable mitigation measures 
that have a proportional nexus to the Project’s impact are either not available or would 
not be fully effective in avoiding or reducing the impact to below a level of significance 
For any impact identified as significant and unavoidable, the City of Jurupa Valley would 
be required to adopt a statement of overriding considerations pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines § 15093 in order to approve the Project despite its significant impact(s) to 
the environment.  The statement of overriding considerations would list the specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits of the Project, supported by 
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substantial evidence in the Project’s administrative record, that outweigh the 
unavoidable impacts. 

 
 The format for the impact analysis is as follows: 

 
o Thresholds of Significance.  The City of Jurupa Valley has not established local CEQA 

significance thresholds as described in §15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  For 
this reason, this Draft EIR incorporates the CEQA checklist included in Appendix G of 
the State CEQA Guidelines to determine the significance of environmental impacts. 

 
o Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP).  These include existing regulatory requirements 

such as plans, policies, or programs applied to the Project based on current federal, 
state, or local laws which effectively reduce environmental impacts.   

 
o Project Design Features (PDF).  These include features proposed by the Project that 

are already incorporated into the project’s design and are specifically intended to 
reduce or avoid environmental impacts. 

 
o Level of Significance Before Mitigation. Concludes whether or not potential Project 

impacts and cumulative impacts would have no impact, a less than significant 
impact, or be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of Plans,  

 
Polices, or Programs (PPPs) or Project Design Features (PDFs). Also identifies if 
mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to less than significant.  

 
o Mitigation Measures.  These 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. 

 
o Level of Significance after Mitigation.  Concludes whether or not potential Project 

impacts and cumulative impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels 
with implementation of mitigation measures.   

 
o Cumulative Impacts.  CEQA requires that an EIR contain an assessment of the 

cumulative impacts that may be associated with a proposed project.  As noted in 
CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a), “an EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project 
when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.”  “A cumulative 
impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the 
project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects creating related impacts” 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a)(1)).  

 
Section 5.0, Additional Topics Required by CEQA, includes specific topics that are required by 
CEQA.  These include a summary of the Project’s significant and unavoidable environmental effects, 
a discussion of the significant environmental effects which cannot be avoided if the Project is 
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implemented, significant environmental changes, potential growth-inducing impacts of the 
proposed Project, as well as an evaluation of the Project’s energy conservation and consumption.   

 
Section 6.0, Project Alternatives, describes and evaluates alternatives to the proposed Project 
that could reduce or avoid the Project’s adverse environmental effects.  CEQA does not require an 
EIR to consider every conceivable alternative to the Project but rather to consider a reasonable 
range of alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation.  A range of 
three (3) alternatives in addition to the No Project Alternative are presented in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives. 
 
Section 7.0, References, cites all reference sources used in preparing this Draft EIR. 

 

Section 8.0, List of Preparers, lists the persons who authored or participated in preparing this 
Draft EIR, including agencies and persons consulted. 

 
Technical Appendices.  CEQA Guidelines § 15147 states that the “information contained in an EIR 
shall include summarized…information sufficient to permit full assessment of significant 
environmental impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public,” and that the “placement 
of highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of an EIR shall be avoided.” 
Therefore, the detailed technical studies, reports, and supporting documentation that were used in 
preparing this Draft EIR are bound separately as Technical Appendices.   
 
The Technical Appendices are available for review at the City of Jurupa Valley Planning 
Department, 8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, California 92509, during the City’s regular 
business hours or can be requested in electronic form by contacting the City’s Planning 
Department.  The individual technical studies, reports, and supporting documentation that 
comprise the Technical Appendices are as follows: 
 

o Appendix A: Initial Study (including its appendices), NOP, and written comments 

on the NOP 

 

o Appendix B:  Williams Aviation Consultants, 2018.     Obstruction Evaluation and 
Airspace Analysis.  January 23.  

 

o Appendix C: Urban Crossroads, Inc. 2018.  Traffic Impact Analysis.  April 16.  

 

2.5 INCORPORATED DOCUMENTS 

CEQA Guidelines § 15150 allows for the incorporation “by reference, all or portions of another 
document … [and is] most appropriate for including long, descriptive, or technical materials that 
provide general background but do not contribute directly to the analysis of a problem at hand.”  
Documents, analyses, and reports that are incorporated into this Draft EIR by reference are listed 
below and are also found in Section 7.0, References, of this Draft EIR.  The purpose of incorporation 
by reference is to assist the Lead Agency in limiting the length of a Draft EIR.  Where this Draft EIR 
incorporates a document by reference, the document is identified in the body of the Draft EIR, citing 
the appropriate section(s) of the incorporated document and describing the relationship between 
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the incorporated part of the referenced document and this Draft EIR.  All references cited in this 
Draft EIR are available at the web address provided in Section 7.0, References, and/or at the City of 
Jurupa Valley City Hall, Planning Department, 8930 Limonite Avenue, Jurupa Valley, California 
92509.   
 
The following documents have been incorporated by reference and cited as appropriate: 
 

 The City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, various elements, adopted by the City Council in 
September 2017. 
 

 City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Map, current through June 2018. 
 

 City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Ordinance No. 348, adopted by the City Council through 
Ordinance No. 2011-01 on July 1, 2011 and superseded by the approval of the City of Jurupa 
Valley Municipal Code (Title 9, Planning and Zoning), approved through Ordinance 2017-14 
and last updated on November 30, 2017.  
 

2.6 PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EIR 

This Draft EIR was distributed to responsible and trustee agencies, other affected agencies, and 
interested parties.  Additionally, in accordance with Public Resources Code § 21092(b) (3), the 
Draft EIR was provided to all parties who previously requested copies.  The Notice of Completion 
(NOC) and Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR were distributed as required by CEQA.   
 
During the 45-day public review period, the Draft EIR and technical appendices were made 
available for review. 
 
Written comments regarding this Draft EIR should be addressed to: 

Rocio Lopez, Senior Planner 
City of Jurupa Valley 

Planning Department 
8930 Limonite Avenue 

Jurupa Valley, California 92509 
Phone: 951-332-6464 

Email: rlopez@jurupavalley.org 

The City of Jurupa Valley Planning Commission has the authority to recommend, conditionally 
recommend, or not recommend the Project for approval. The City of Jurupa Valley City Council has 
exclusive authority to approve, conditionally approve, or deny the Project.  
 
Following the close of the 45-day public review period, a Final EIR will be prepared to respond to 
all substantive comments related to environmental issues surrounding the proposed Project. The 
Final EIR will be available prior to Planning Commission and City Council public hearings to 
consider the Final EIR and the proposed Project. 
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If the proposed Project is approved, the City Council may impose mitigation measures specified in 
the Final EIR as conditions of Project approval. Alternatively, the City Council could require other 
mitigation measures deemed to be effective mitigations for the identified impacts, or it could find 
that the mitigation measures cannot be feasibly implemented. For any identified significant impacts 
for which no mitigation measure is feasible, or where mitigation would not reduce the impact to a 
less than significant level, the City Council will be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations finding that the impacts are considered acceptable because specific overriding 
considerations indicate that the proposed Project’s benefits outweigh the impacts in question. 
 

2.7  NOTICE OF PREPARATION   

 
Table 2-2-Summary of Notice of Preparation, summarizes the comments received regarding the NOP 
issued for this Draft EIR and identifies the location in this Draft EIR document where the comments 
are addressed. 

Table 2-2-Summary of Notice of Preparation 

Agency/Organization/Individual 
Date Comments 

Location in this 
Draft EIR 

where 
Comment is 
Addressed 

Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) 

June 28, 
2018 

Draft EIR should address AB 52 
and SB 18.  Recommended 
conducting a cultural resources 
assessment that includes 
consultation with the regional 
California Historical Research 
Information System (CHRIS) 
Center, an archaeological 
inventory survey (if necessary), 
consultation with the NAHC 
regarding a Sacred Lands File 
search, and mitigation measures 
that address how to deal with 
unknown archaeological 
resources that may be 
encountered during grading 

activities. 

Initial Study 
Section 3.17, 
Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

 

All NOP response letters are included in Technical Appendix A of this Draft EIR. 

 
 

2.8 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

In compliance with State law (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6) a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) will be prepared for this Draft EIR.  Per CEQA Section 15091(d), “When 
making the findings required in subdivision (a)(1), the agency shall also adopt a program for 
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reporting on or monitoring the changes which it has either required in the project or made a condition 
of approval to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects.  These measures must be  
fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures.”  An MMRP will be 
adopted by the City Council concurrent with certification of the Final EIR if the proposed Project is 
approved. 
 

 

 



 

 

SECTION 3 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
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This section provides all of the information required of an EIR Project Description by CEQA 
Guidelines § 15124, including a description of the Project’s location; Project objectives; primary 
design components of the Project (site plan, access, infrastructure improvements etc.); Project 
technical characteristics; and proposed discretionary approvals.  
 

3.1  OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

 
The applicant is proposing to: amend Figure 2-5: 2017 General Plan Land Use Plan from Commercial 
Retail (CR) and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) to Commercial Retail (CR) for the 
proposed 1.79- acre commercial parcel and to High Density Residential (HDR) for the 5.16-acre 
residential parcel; amend the Jurupa Valley Zoning Map from R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial), 
R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings), and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux Village 
Commercial) for the proposed 1.79-acre commercial parcel and to R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) 
for the 5.16-acre residential parcel; and merge 5 parcels and create 2 parcels for the purpose of 
developing a mixed-use development consisting of a 1.79-acre parcel for a 31,436 sq.ft. commercial 
building; and a 5.16-acre parcel for a 68-unit multi-family housing development. The Project 
includes ground level parking; landscaping; internal paving and walkways; community center and 
pool facility space. 
 

3.2 PROJECT LOCATION 

 

3.2.1 Regional 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, the City of 
Riverside and the City of Norco to the south, the City of Eastvale to the west, and the City of 
Riverside and County of San Bernardino to the east. (Refer to Exhibit 3-1, City of Jurupa Valley, 
Regional Vicinity Map). 
 
3.2.2 Project Site Location 
 
The Project consists of approximately 7.27 gross acres (6.95 net acres) and is located on the 
northeast corner of Mission Boulevard and Crestmore Road. (Refer to Exhibit 3-2, Project Site 
Location Map/Aerial Photo).  The Project site includes the following Assessor Parcel Numbers 
(APN):  
 

179-330-002  

179-330-003  

179-330-004  

179-330-005  

179-330-006 
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3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING/EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The City of Jurupa Valley was incorporated on July 1, 2011.  The City encompasses approximately 
44 square miles and includes the communities of Jurupa Hills, Mira Loma, Glen Avon, Pedley, Indian 
Hills, Belltown, Sunnyslope, Crestmore Heights, and Rubidoux.  Currently the City is composed of a 
mix of high and low-density residential development, rural farming, agricultural activities, and 
commercial retail/industrial activity (City of Jurupa Valley, 2017d).   
 
The subject property was formerly undeveloped as early as 1901; developed with apparent 
residences from 1931 to 2016; developed with a hotel from approximately 1946 to 1959; 
developed with a mobile home park from 1953 to 2010. 
 
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 an EIR is the 
appropriate form of CEQA compliance document, which requires a Notice of Preparation (NOP). 
Thus, the baseline environmental setting for the Project is the date that the Project’s NOP was 
issued on June 20, 2018.  
 
3.3.1 On-Site Land Uses 
 
The Project site consists of approximately 6.95 net acres of vacant land. The site was previously a 
mobile home park as recently as 2010, and the paved access roads from that time are still on site. 
The site is very flat with a slope of 0.005 feet per foot in the northeast to southwest direction. When 
the site functioned as a mobile home park, there was access off of Crestmore Road, and off of the 
frontage road that is north of Mission Boulevard. That frontage road is now an access road  to the 
Santa Ana River for the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. The site is 
bounded by Crestmore Road on the west followed by the County of Riverside Fleet Services facility 
further to the west, single-family residential development and vacant land to the north, a vacant 
parcel to the east with the Santa Ana River further to the east, and Mission Boulevard to the south 
with a mobile home park and vacant land further to the south.  
 
The Project site has been subject to historic human disturbances. Existing habitat on the site 
consists primarily of non-native, ruderal vegetation and non-native grasses. The ruderal vegetation 
present within the Project site consists of low-growing perennial plants and some taller trees. The 
dominant plant species include tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), California pepper tree (Schinus  
molle), caster bean (Ricinus communis), Mexican fan palm (Washingtonia robusta), tamarisk 
(Tamarix spp), ripgut (Bromus diandrus), coastal heron’s-bill (Erodium cicutarium), slender oat 
(Avena barbata), and stinknet (Oncosiphon piluliferum). 
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3.3.2 Surrounding Land Uses 

Existing and surrounding land uses are shown in Table 3-1.  
 

Table 3-1. Existing and Surrounding Land Uses  
Location Existing Land Uses 

Site 
 

Vacant land. 
 

North 
 

Single-family residential and vacant land. 

South 
 

Mission Boulevard followed by a mobile home park and vacant land. 
 

East 
 

Vacant land followed by the Santa Ana River. 
 

West 
 

Crestmore Road followed by the County of Riverside Fleet Services facility. 
 

Source: Field Inspection, June, 2018. 

 

3.3.3  Existing General Plan Land Use Designations and Zoning Classifications  
 
A summary of the existing General Plan land use designations and zoning classifications for the 
Project site and surrounding properties is provided in Table 3-2. 
 

Table 3-2. Existing and Surrounding General Plan Land Use Designations and Zoning 
Classifications 

Location General Plan Designation Zoning Classification 
Site 
 

Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High 
Density Residential (MHDR) 

R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial), R-
2 (Multiple Family Dwellings), and A-1 
(Light Agriculture) 

North 
 

Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) 
A-1 (Light Agriculture 

South 
 

High Density Residential (HDR) C-1/C-P (General Commercial) 

East 
 

OS-W- Open Space-Water C-1/C-P (General Commercial) 

West 
 

Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High 
Density Residential (MHDR) 

R-1 (One-Family Dwellings) 
R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) 
R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial), 

Source: General Plan Land Use Map and Zoning Map, June, 2018. 
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3.4 LAND USE ENTITLEMENTS/PERMITS 

 

The Applicant is requesting approval of the following land use entitlements: 
 
3.4.1 General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006  
 
Amend Figure 2-5: 2017 General Plan Land Use Plan from Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High 
Density Residential (MHDR) to Commercial Retail (CR) for the proposed 1.79 acre commercial 
parcel and to High Density Residential (HDR) for the 5.16 acre residential parcel. 
 
Note:  General Plan Table 2.3: Non-Residential Land Use Statistics and Buildout Projections, identifies 
the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for the Project site as a maximum of 0.35.  The proposed FAR for the 
Project is 0.40. As part of the review of the Project, the City Council may modify the FAR for the 
Project to 0.40 per the General Plan FAR section below:  
 
“Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Non-residential land use intensity is typically measured by the amount of 
building floor area allowed per acre, also referred to as Floor Area Ratio or “FAR.” Table 2.3 (page 
2-15) includes ranges for floor area ratios for non-residential land uses, including commercial, 
industrial, and public facility/institutional uses. The ranges reflect FARs that could be anticipated 
based on Zoning Ordinance standards and are included in the General Plan to describe non-
residential land uses in terms of intensity, massing, and scale and to estimate non-residential floor 
area square footages for planning purposes. FARs are effectively set by development standards in the 
Zoning Ordinance, and are not expressly fixed by the General Plan. FARs may be modified by the City 
Council on a project or area-wide basis, such as specific plans or village plans.”  
 
3.4.2 Change of Zone (CZ) No. 16011  
 
Amend the Jurupa Valley Zoning Map from R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial), R-2 (Multiple 
Family Dwellings), and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial) for the 5.16 
acre residential parcel. 
 
3.4.3 Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) No. 37126  
 
Parcel Map to merge five (5) parcels and create two (2) parcels. Parcel 1 would be a 1.79 acre 
parcel to accommodate a 31,436 square foot commercial development and Parcel 2 would be a 5.16 
acres parcel to accommodate a 68-unit multi-family housing development. 
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3.4.4 Site Development Permit (SDP) No. 16043  
 
A Site Development Permit is required to determine consistency with the Municipal Code for 
development requirements including, but not limited to: planned buildings and structures, access, 
drainage, yards, drives, parking areas, landscaping, signs, walls or fences and infrastructure.   
 
In order to implement the Project, the following approvals/permits are required: 
 

 Approve landscape and irrigation plans. 
 Issue grading permits. 
 Issue building permits. 
 Approve road improvement plans. 
 Issue encroachment permits. 
 Approve community facilities district(s) or other financing mechanisms for public 

improvements. 
 Approve construction of water and sewer infrastructure plans. 
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CR HDR 
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R-VC R-2 
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3.5 PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

 

The Project proposes the following major improvements:  
 
3.5.1 Street Improvements and Access  
 

 Construct Crestmore Road from the Project’s northern boundary to the Project’s southern 
boundary at its ultimate half-width section (Secondary Roadway-100 foot right-of-way).  

 
 Construct necessary parking and drive aisles for circulation, including a central traffic circle 

that provides the entry to the residential development from within. The parking lot for the 
commercial buildings is between the central driveway and the commercial buildings to the 
south.  

 
 Access to the Project site will be provided along Crestmore Road via the following 

driveways:  
 

o Crestmore Road & Driveway 1 – Full access driveway is proposed to align with existing 
37th Street and the Project will install a stop control on the westbound approach and 
construct the intersection with the following geometrics: Northbound Approach: 
Provide a separate left turn lane and maintain existing through lane. Southbound 
Approach: Provide a separate left turn lane and maintain existing through lane. 
Eastbound Approach: Allow through movement from the one shared left‐through‐right 
turn lane. Westbound Approach: Provide one shared left‐through‐right turn lane.  

 
o Crestmore Road & Driveway 2 – Full access driveway is proposed to be slightly south of 

Odell Street and the Project will install stop a sign control for the westbound approach 
and update the intersection with the following geometrics: Northbound Approach: 
Provide a separate left turn lane and maintain existing through lane. Southbound 
Approach: Provide a separate left turn lane and maintain existing through lane. 
Eastbound Approach: Allow through movement from the one shared left‐through‐right 
turn lane. Westbound Approach: Provide one shared left‐through‐right turn lane.  

 
3.5.2 Sewer and Water Improvements 
 
Water and sewer service to the Project site will be provided by the Rubidoux Community Services 
District. Water and sewer facilities are available to serve the Project site from existing facilities in 
Crestmore Road. No sewer or water infrastructure extensions are required other than to connect to 
the existing facilities. 
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3.5.3 Drainage Improvements 
 
Many of the proposed parking stalls will be constructed with pervious, open-jointed pavers. In the 
commercial area the pavers will function as stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP’s), but in 
the residential area their primary function is to reduce the amount of impervious surface. The 
drainage pattern is generally from northeast to southwest. Inlets on site will convey stormwater to 
the proposed underground detention chambers. The chambers will have an underdrain because 
infiltration is not feasible onsite due to high groundwater concerns. The chamber volumes and the 
volumes under the pervious pavers are required to mitigate the hydrologic conditions of concern in 
addition to stormwater treatment. 
 
The Project also proposes to construct a 30” storm drain in Crestmore Road from the terminus of 
the existing 30” storm drain at the northeast corner of Crestmore Road and Mission Boulevard, to 
the northerly property line. This new storm drain will convey runoff from the underground 
detention chambers described above, and will accept runoff that reaches the site from the adjacent 
property to the north. 
 
3.5.4 Infrastructure Extensions 

 
No infrastructure extensions are proposed except for connection to existing sewer and water lines 
in the adjacent streets and the construction of the 30” storm drain in Crestmore Road from the 
terminus of the existing 30” storm drain at the northeast corner of Crestmore Road and Mission 
Boulevard as described above. 

 

3.6 CONSTRCUTION AND OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISCTICS 

 
3.6.1 Construction Equipment 
 
The type of construction equipment is shown in Table 3.3. 
 

Table 3-3.  Type of Construction Equipment 
Activity Equipment Number Hours per Day 

Site Preparation Crawler Tractors 4 8 

Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8 
Grading 
 
 
 
 
Building Construction 

Crawler Tractors 3 8 

Excavators 1 8 

Graders 1 8 
Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 

Cranes 1 8 

Crawler Tractors 3 8 

Forklifts 3 8 
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Activity Equipment Number Hours per Day 
Generator Sets 1 8 

Welders 1 8 
Paving Pavers 2 8 

Paving Equipment 2 8 

Rollers 2 8 

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 8 
Source: Initial Study, (Appendix A). 

 

3.6.2 Construction Duration 
 
The Project is expected to be constructed in one phase and will take approximately 300 days. 
Construction activities include site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and 
architectural coating. The duration of construction activities is shown in Table 3.4 
 

Table 3-4.  Duration of Construction Activity 
Construction Activity Number of Days 

Site Preparation 

 

10 

Grading 

 

20 

Building Construction 

 

230 

Architectural Coating 

 

20 

Paving 

 

20 

Source: Initial Study, (Appendix A). 

 

3.6.3 Operational Characteristics  
 
The commercial component of the Project has no end users identified at this time and would be 
operated as a commercial use pursuant to the permitted and conditionally permitted uses allowed 
by the R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial) zoning regulations. The residential component of the 
Project proposes a 68-unit multi-family housing development including a 3,818 square foot 
community center, a pool area with a 1,057 square foot pool building, and a 336 square foot 
maintenance building. Typical activities include playground activity, and outdoor pool/spa activity, 
parking lot vehicle movements, and maintenance activities. 
 

3.7 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The proposed Project includes the following objectives to achieve the vision of the City of Jurupa 
Valley General Plan for Rubidoux Village: 
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1. Help revitalize the commercial area by giving high priority to infill development of vacant 

and deteriorated properties that provide for high-quality development of vacant infill  
 

properties that will stimulate economic development or the area served by Mission 
Boulevard.  

 
2.  Require development within the Village Center Overlay, to be compact, pedestrian-oriented, 

and designed to accommodate a broad range of uses, including commercial and residential 
uses, consistent with the Community’s historic character. 

 
3. Accommodate higher density residential development in walkable, pedestrian-oriented 

areas near major transportation corridors, concentrated employment areas, and community 
and village centers, and promote the development of high quality apartments.  

 
4. Accommodate the development of structures and sites with a mix of housing and retail in 

areas designated as “Village Centers” on the General Plan. 
 

5. Facilitate the Housing Authority of the County of Riverside in its capacity as housing 
successor to the former Redevelopment Agency for the County of Riverside, to develop a 
mixed use project that will include affordable rental housing, with a preference for veteran 
households with related infrastructure improvements, and commercial facilities with 
commercial uses. 
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4.1 SUMMARY OF THE DRAFT EIR SCOPE  

 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126-15126.4, this Draft EIR Section 4.0, Environmental 
Impact Evaluation, provides analyses of potential direct, indirect, and cumulatively considerable 
impacts that could occur from planning, constructing, and operating the proposed Project. 
 
The information and analysis presented in the Initial Study (Appendix A) of this Draft EIR provides 
substantial evidence for the conclusion, for all the issues listed below (i.e., those not addressed in 
detail in this EIR), that:  
 

1) CEQA standards triggering preparation of further environmental review do not exist for those 
issues; and  
 
2) Impacts under these topics would be less than significant with incorporation of appropriate 
mitigation measures.  
 
Topics not addressed in this Draft EIR in detail are listed below by impact category: 
 

 Aesthetics. 
 Agriculture and Forestry Resources. 
 Air Quality. 
 Biological Resources. 
 Cultural Resources. 
 Geology/Soils. 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
 Hydrology/Water Quality. 
 Mineral Resources. 
 Noise. 
 Population/Housing. 
 Public Services. 

 Recreation. 
 Tribal Cultural Resources. 
 Utilities/Service Systems. 

 

Plans, Policies, Programs (PPPs), Project Design Features (PDFs), and Mitigation Measures (MMs) 
that have been recommended in the Initial Study to reduce the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project in relation to the above topics will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) that the City will prepare (pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 
15097) if the City determines that the proposed Project should be approved. 
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The Initial Study also determined that implementation of the Project has the potential to result in 
significant environmental effects for three (3) environmental topics, and a Project EIR, as defined 
by CEQA Guidelines § 15161, is required.  Accordingly, this Draft EIR is a focused EIR and as such, 
the following three (3) environmental topics are addressed: 

 
 Hazards (for a project located within an airport land use plan, result in a safety hazard for 

people residing or working in the Project area).  
 

 Land Use and Planning (conflict with the Flabob Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan).  
 

 Transportation/Traffic (exceeds performance standards and/or conflict with adopted 
policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities).  

 

4.2 IDENTIFICATION OF IMPACTS 

Subsections 4.1 through 4.3 of this Draft EIR evaluate the three (3) environmental subject areas 
warranting detailed analysis.  The format of discussion is standardized as much as possible in each 
subsection for ease of review.  The environmental setting is discussed first followed by a discussion 
of the Project’s potential environmental impacts based on specified thresholds of significance used 
as criteria to determine whether potential environmental effects are significant.  The City of Jurupa 
Valley has not established local CEQA significance thresholds as described in §15064.7 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines.  For this reason, this Draft EIR incorporates the CEQA checklist included in 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines to determine the significance of environmental impacts.   
 
The thresholds are intended to assist the reader of this Draft EIR in understanding how and why 
this Draft EIR reaches a conclusion that an impact would or would not occur, is significant, or is less 
than significant.   
 
Within each subsection 4.1 thorough 4.3, the following information is presented: 
 

 Description of the existing setting as it relates to the specific environmental issue; 
 A summary of the regulatory framework (Federal, State, Regional, City General Plan 

Policies) relevant to the specific environmental issue; 
 Methodology; 
 Thresholds of significance;  
 Impact Analysis - evaluation of project-specific impacts and a determination of significance 

based on identified threshold levels;  
 Significance of Impacts before Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP), Product Design Features 

(PDFs), and Mitigation Measures are implemented; 
 Description of Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) that will help reduce potential impacts;  
 Description of proposed Project Design Features (PDF) that will help reduce potential 

impacts; 
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 Identification of mitigation measures (if required); 
 A determination of the level of significance after implementation of mitigation measures; 

and 
 Cumulative impacts. 

 
Serving as the CEQA Lead Agency for this Draft EIR, the City of Jurupa Valley is responsible for 
determining whether an adverse environmental effect identified in this Draft EIR should be 
classified as significant or less than significant.  The standards of significance used in this Draft EIR 
are based on the independent judgment of the City of Jurupa Valley, taking into consideration CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G, the City of Jurupa Valley’s Municipal Code and adopted City policies, the 
judgment of the technical experts that prepared this Draft EIR’s Technical Appendices, performance 
standards adopted, implemented, and monitored by regulatory agencies, significance standards 
recommended by regulatory agencies, and the standards in CEQA that trigger the preparation of an 
EIR.  
 
 As required by CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a), this Draft EIR identifies direct, indirect, cumulative, 
short-term, long-term, on-site, and/or off-site impacts of the proposed Project.  A summarized 
“impact statement” is provided in each subsection following the analysis.  The following terms are 
used in this Draft EIR to describe the level of significance related to the physical conditions within 
the area affected by the proposed Project: 
 

 No Impact: An adverse change in the physical environment would not occur. 
 

 Less than Significant Impact: An adverse change in the physical environment would occur 
but the change would not be substantial or potentially substantial and would not exceed the 
threshold(s) of significance presented in this Draft EIR. 

 
 Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation: A substantial or potentially substantial 

adverse change in the physical environment would occur that would exceed the 
threshold(s) of significance presented in this Draft EIR; however, the impact can be avoided 
or reduced to a less than significant level through the application of feasible mitigation 
measures. 

 
 Significant and Unavoidable Impact: A substantial or potentially substantial adverse 

change in the physical environment would occur that would exceed the threshold(s) of 
significance presented in this Draft EIR.  Feasible and enforceable mitigation measures that 
have a proportional nexus to the Project’s impact are either not available or would not be 
fully effective in avoiding or reducing the impact to below a level of significance.  For any 
impact identified as significant and unavoidable, the City of Jurupa Valley would be required 
to adopt a statement of overriding considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15093 to 
approve the Project despite its significant impact(s) to the environment.  The statement of 
overriding considerations would list the specific economic, legal, social, technological, and  
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other benefits of the Project, supported by substantial evidence in the Project’s 
administrative record, that outweigh the unavoidable impacts. 

 
Throughout the impact analysis in this Draft EIR, references are made to the following: 
 

 Plans, Policies, or 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 laws which effectively reduce environmental impacts.   
 

 Project Design Features (PDF): These include features proposed by the project that are 
already incorporated into the project’s design and are specifically intended to reduce or 
avoid environmental impacts. 

 
 Mitigation Measures (MM): These 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.  

 
PPPs and PDFs were accounted for in the assessment of impacts for each issue area.  MMs were 
developed for those issue areas where the results of the impact analysis identified potentially 
significant impacts that could 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 (MMRP) for the Project. 
 
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]).  The environmental analysis 
provided in Subsections 4.1 through 4.3 focuses on changes in the existing physical environment at 
the approximate time the NOP was issued on June 10, 2018 and identifies direct and indirect 
significant impacts associated with the proposed Project.  
 

4.3 SCOPE OF THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

 
CEQA requires that a Draft EIR contain an assessment of the cumulative impacts that may be 
associated with a proposed project.  As noted in CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a), “a Draft EIR shall 
discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable.”  A cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the  
combination of the project evaluated in the Draft EIR together with other projects creating related 
impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a)(1)).   
 
CEQA Guidelines § 15130(b) describes two acceptable methods for identifying a study area for 
purposes of conducting a cumulative impact analysis.  These two approaches include: 1) a list of  
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past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including if 
necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency (commonly referred to as the ‘the list of  
 
projects approach’), or 2) a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, 
which described or evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative 
impact (commonly referred to as the ‘summary of projections approach’).   
 
The cumulative analysis presented in this Draft EIR relies on the list of projects approach.  This 
approach was determined to be appropriate by the City of Jurupa Valley because much of the land 
within the general Project area is built out, and the summary of projections approach would not 
adequately account for ambient and other growth (e.g., redevelopment) in the Project’s cumulative 
study area.  Specific development projects included in the cumulative analysis are listed in Error! 
Not a valid bookmark self-reference..  The list of projects approach is considered conservative 
because the cumulative study area encompasses an area surrounding the Project site and it is 
unlikely that the Project’s impacts would directly or indirectly interact with impacts from all of the 
identified past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects listed, including the proposed projects 
in Table 4.1 below.  The list of projects was compiled in consultation with planning staff from the 
City of Jurupa Valley.  In instances where a wider or different geographic cumulative effects area is 
appropriate, the rationale for determining the area is described in the relevant subsection of this 
Draft EIR Sections 4.1 through 4.3 under the subheading “Cumulative Impacts.” 
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Table 4-1. List of Cumulative Development Projects 

ID Project Name 

 

 

Land Use1 Quantity Units2 

CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY 

JV1 Avalon Court (Tentative Tract 33649 
Cornerstone) 

SFDR 

 

24 DU 

 

 
JV2 Emerald Ridge South SFDR 97 DU 

Condo/Townhomes 121 DU 

JV3 Highland Park SFDR 398 DU 

JV4 Tentative Tract Map 33373 (KR Land) SFDR 97 DU 

JV5 Palm Communities Apartment 49 DU 

 
 

JV6 

 
 

New Rio Vista Specific Plan 243 

SFDR 579 DU 

Condo/Townhomes 290 DU 

Apartment 346 DU 

Active Park 22.2 AC 

School (K‐8) 600 STU 

JV7 Flabob‐River Springs Charter School 7th‐12th Grade School 200 STU 

JV8 Inland Empire Cold Storage Cold Storage Facility 40.800 TSF 

 
JV9 

 
Market Street Commercial 

High Turnover Sit‐down 
Restaurant 

4.750 TSF 

Fast Food w/ Drive‐thru 2.860 TSF 

Gas station w/ foot mart and 
car was 

16 VFP 

JV10 Mission Plaza Shopping Center 118.683 TSF 

JV11 Rubidoux Commercial Development LLC General Light Industrial 306.894 TSF 

JV12 99‐Cent Only Store Free Standing Discount Store 18.012 TSF 

JV13 Monarch at the Quarry (Armada 
Armstrong) 

SFDR 86 DU 

JV14 Legend Shopping Center Shopping Center 50,000 TSF 

JV15 Emerald Ridge North SFDR 184 DU 

 
JV16 

 
Agua Mansa Commerce Park Specific Plan 

High‐Cube Warehouse 4,277,000 TSF 

General Light Industrial 150.000 TSF 

Commercial Retail 25.000 TSF 

JV17 Truck Repair Facility Truck Repair 60 TSF 

CITY OF RIVERSIDE 

R1 P06‐0782 (Tract Map 34908) (1006 & 1008 
Clark St.) 

SFDR 

 

15 DU 

R2 P05‐0269 & P08‐0416 (Tract Map 33550) 
(3719 Strong St.) 

SFDR 9 DU 

R3 P06‐1031 (Tract Map 31825) (1562 Orange 
St.) 

SFDR 7 DU 

R4 P13‐0087 P13‐0262 (2450 Market St.) Senior Housing 67 DU 

R5 P14‐0183 (Centerpointe Apartments) 
(3105 Market St.) 

Apartments 146 DU 

R6 P09‐0835 P10‐0002 (3372 University Av.) General Office 132.136 TSF 
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ID Project Name 

 

 

Land Use1 Quantity Units2 

R7 P06‐1237 (Jacobs Medical Office) (14th and 
Brockton Av.) 

Medical Office 65.281 TSF 

R8 P12‐0799 & P12‐0800 (Tract Map 36516) SFDR 7 DU 

R9 P09‐0808 & P08‐0809 (2340 14th St.) Senior Housing 134 Beds 
 
 
 

R10 

 
 
 
Northgate Center 

Apartments 438 DU 

Hotel 250 Room 

Shopping Center 14 TSF 

High‐Turnover Restaurant 18 TSF 

Fast‐Food with Drive‐Thru 4 TSF 

Gas Station w/ market 18 VFP 

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
SB1 Holly Street Truck Terminal Truck Terminal 450.000 TSF 

CITY OF FONTANA 

F1 West Valley Logistics Warehouse 3,473.690 TSF 
CITY OF RIALTO 

RIA1 Panattoni I‐10 (Cactus Av. & El Rivino Rd.) Warehouse 2,475.745 TSF 
 1 Descriptions of the cumulative development projects are presented as described in Table I of the Project-specific Traffic Impact Analysis 
(Draft EIR Technical Appendix C). 
 
2 DU = Dwelling Units;  TSF = Thousand Square Feet;  STU = Students;  AC = Acres 
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EXHIBIT 4-1. CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT LOCATIONS 
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4.1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Initial Study2 that was prepared as part of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) determined that the 
proposed Project “…may result in or cause potentially significant impacts related to: 

 Hazards (for a project located within an airport land use plan, result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the Project area).” (page 1, NOP 2018). 
 

This section examines the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project relative to 
airport-related hazards. The remaining environmental questions or issues in the Initial Study 
related to other hazards or hazardous materials were screened out or removed from more detailed 
analysis in this EIR (i.e., they were determined to have “no impact”, a “less than significant impact”, 
or be “less than significant with mitigation incorporated” in the Initial Study).  
 

4.1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  

The Project site is bounded by the Santa Ana River on the east, by residential uses to the north and 
northwest, and a mixture of residential and commercial development to the south and southwest 
(along Mission Boulevard). At its closest point the Project site is located approximately 1,500 feet 
northeast of the Flabob Airport property, a general aviation airport which began operations in 
1925. The airport has an approved Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUP) from 2004 which 
establishes safety or compatibility zones around the airport to facilitate safe and efficient air 
operations at the airport.  
 
The Project site is located within Airport Compatibility Zone C (Zone C), the Extended 
Approach/Departure Zone, which limits new residential development to a gross density of one 
dwelling per 5 acres. The location of the Project site in relation to the Airport’s Compatibility Zones 
and airport environs are shown in Exhibits 4.1.1 and 4.1.2, respectively.  
 
Under existing conditions, the Project site has General Plan Land Use designations of Commercial 
Retail (CR), Medium High Density Residential (MHDR), and Zoning Classifications of R-VC 
(Rubidoux Village Commercial), R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings), and A-1 (Light Agriculture). With 
the exception of the A-1 (Light Agriculture) zone, all of the Project’s current General Plan land use 
designations and zoning classifications would be inconsistent with the Flabob Airport ALUP. 
 

4.1.3 NOP/SCOPING COMMENTS 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed Project was released for public review on June 20, 
2018.  No comments were received during the NOP comment period that pertains to the topic of 
hazards and hazardous materials.   
‘

                                                             
2
   Based on analysis in the Initial Study Checklist dated June 12, 2018, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Page 66  
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4.1.4 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

 
The following is a brief description of the federal, State, and local environmental laws, and related 
regulations addressing airport hazards. 
 
A. Federal Regulations 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the United States Department of 
Transportation (USDOT) responsible for the regulation and oversight of civil aviation within the 
U.S., and its primary mission is to ensure safety of civil aviation. Airports that serve scheduled 
passenger air service are governed by Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 14 Part 139 and related 
regulations. According to the FAA website3, “Civilian airports that do not serve scheduled passenger 
service are typically known as general aviation airports. These airports usually serve private 
aircraft and small aircraft charter operations. Part 139 typically does not apply to general aviation 
airports because they do not serve defined air carrier operations.  At this time the Flabob Airport is 
not governed by Part 139. However, it is governed by Part 77 regulations regarding navigable 
airspace.  
 
The FAA utilizes the criteria contained in Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 to determine 
reporting requirements, the impact of a proposed structure on imaginary surfaces that could affect 
navigable airspace, and whether the structure, if constructed, will require lighting and/or marking. 
FAR Part 77 defines the criteria for determining if a structure will require reporting to the FAA, if 
the structure exceeds the stated criteria and whether or not the structure has an impact on 
navigable airspace. If the FAA determines that there is an impact to navigable airspace, a Notice of 
Presumed Hazard (NPH) will be issued and an aeronautical study is conducted. If the FAA 
determines that the proposed structure has a substantial adverse impact they will issue a 
Determination of Hazard. In some cases the FAA will offer a project proponent options to mitigate 
the adverse impact, i.e., lower the structure, redesign etc. 
 
B. State Regulations 

The State of California adopted the Airport Land Use Law, California Public Utilities Code §§21670-
21679.5. The Airport Land Use Law provides for the creation of the Riverside County Airport Land 
Use Commission (ALUC or Commission) and the adoption of airport land use compatibility plans by 
the Commission to assist the County and affected cities in land use planning in the vicinity of 
airports. The Commission has adopted an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for Western 
Riverside County (ALUP), which applies to all cities in Western Riverside County and includes 
polices and compatibility criteria for Flabob Airport.  
 
C. Local Regulations – City General Plan Policies 

The Project site is subject to the following policies of the City General Plan that address the Flabob 
Airport: 

  

                                                             
3
   FAA website accessed July 30, 2018    https://www.faa.gov/ 
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Land Use Element 

 LUE 5.55 ALUP Compliance. Provide for the orderly operation and development of Flabob 
and Riverside Municipal Airports and the surrounding area by complying with the Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan as set forth in Appendix 4.0, as well as any applicable policies 
related to airports in the Land Use, Circulation, Safety, and Noise Elements of the 2017 
General Plan, unless the City Council overrides the Plan as provided for in state law. 
 

 LUE 5.56   Development Review. Refer all major land use actions to the Airport Land Use 
Commission for review, pursuant to Policy 1.5.3 of the ALUP until: 1) the Commission finds 
the City’s General Plan to be consistent with the ALUP, or 2) the City Council has overruled 
the Commission’s determination of inconsistency, or 3) the Commission elects not to review 
a particular action. 

 
 LUE 5.57 Continued Airport Operation. Support the continued operation of Flabob and 

Riverside Municipal Airports to help meet airport services needs within the land-use 
compatibility criteria with respect to potential noise and safety impacts. 
 

 LUE 5.58 Consistency Requirement. Review all proposed projects and require 
consistency with any applicable provisions of the Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan as 
set forth in Appendix A-4.0, and require General Plan and/or Zoning Ordinance amendments 
to achieve compliance, as appropriate. 

 
 LUE 5.61 Cluster Development. Allow the use of development clustering and/or density 

transfers to meet airport compatibility requirements as set forth in the applicable Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

 
 LUE 5.62 Bird-attracting Uses. In accordance with FAA criteria, avoid locating sanitary 

landfills and other land uses that attract birds within 10,000 feet of any runway used by 
turbine-powered aircraft and within 5,000 feet of other runways. Also, avoid locating 
attractors of other wildlife that can be hazardous to aircraft operations in locations adjacent 
to airports. 

 
 LUE 5.63 Encroachment. Ensure that no structures or activities encroach upon or 

adversely affect the use of navigable airspace. 
 

 LUE 5.65 Airport Referrals. Submit all development proposals located within an Airport 
Influence Area to the affected airport for review. 

 

4.1.5 METHODOLOGY 

The development aspects of the proposed Project will be compared to applicable requirements of 
the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUP) of Flabob Airport, including airport operational 
safety as well as land use compatibility. If necessary, the California Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook will be used as an additional reference against which to evaluate the proposed 
development. An Obstruction Evaluation and Airspace Analysis was also prepared by Williams 
Aviation Consultants (Appendix B) for the Project and appropriate information from that report  
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will be used to evaluate safety-related issues of the Project on airport operations. Finally, the 
Project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan policies will be evaluated. 
 

4.1.6 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The City of Jurupa Valley has not established local CEQA significance thresholds as described in 
§15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  For this reason, this Draft EIR incorporates the 
Environmental Checklist Form included in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines to determine 
the significance of environmental impacts, but only for those impacts identified in the Initial Study 
for the Project that required additional analysis in the EIR.  Appendix G of the State CEQA 
Guidelines recognizes the following significance thresholds related to airport safety hazards.  Based 
on these significance thresholds, a project would have a significant impact on airport safety hazards 
if it would: 

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?; 

4.1.7 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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 for people residing or working 
in the Project area? 

A. Plans, Policies, Programs (PPPs) 

There are no PPPs applicable to the Project pertaining to Threshold e. 
 
B.  Project Design Features (PDFs) 

There are no PDFs applicable to airport-related Threshold e. 
 
C. Level of Significance Before Mitigation 

According to the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, October 2011,  “…the land use 
compatibility concerns of airport land use commissions (ALUCs) fall under two broad headings 
identified in state law: noise and safety. However, for purposes of formulating compatibility policies 
and criteria, further dividing these basic concerns into four functional categories is more practical. 
These categories are: 

 Noise: As defined by the exposure to noise attributable to aircraft operations.  
 

 Overflight: As defined by the annoyance and other general concerns arising from routine 
aircraft flight over a community.  
 

 Safety: As defined by the protection of people on the ground and in the air from accidents.  
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 Airspace Protection: As defined by the protection of airspace from hazards to flight.” (page 3-

1, Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, 2011).   
 
Of the above described categories, noise and overflight were screened out as an issue by the Initial 
Study because the Project site is not located within an area that will be significantly impacted by 
aircraft noise. The primary compatibility concern with the Project involves safety for people on the 
ground in the event of an aircraft accident.  According to the California Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook, October 2011, “From the standpoint of land use planning, two variables determine the 
degree of risk posed by potential aircraft accidents:  
 

 Accident Frequency: Where and when aircraft accidents occur in the vicinity of an airport; and  

 Accident Consequences: Land uses and land use characteristics that affect the severity of an 
accident when one occurs. (page 3-11, Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, 2011).   
 

Table 4.1-1 describes the basic compatibility criteria applicable to Zone C. 
 

Table 4.1-1. Basic Compatibility Criteria for Zone C 
Zone Maximum Densities/Intensities Prohibited 

Uses 
Other 

Development 
Conditions 

Residential 
d.u/ac  

Other Uses (people/ac) (1) 

Average 
 

Single 
Acre 

 

With 
Bonus 

 

Req’d 
Open 
Land  

C. Extended 
Approach/Departure 
Zone 

0.2 (average 
parcel size  
greater than 
or equal to 5.0 
ac. 

75 150 195 20% Children’s 
schools, day 
care centers, 
libraries; 
Hospitals, 
nursing 
homes; 
Buildings  
with >3 
aboveground 
habitable 
floors; 
Hazards to 
flight (2) 

Airspace 
review 
required for 
objects >70 feet 
tall; Deed 
notice required 

Notes: 
(1) Usage intensity calculations shall include all people (e.g., employees, customers/visitors, etc.) who may be on the 
property at a single point in time, whether indoors or outside. 
 

(2) Hazards to flight include physical (e.g., tall objects), visual, and electronic forms of interference with the safety of 
aircraft operations. Land use development that may cause the attraction of birds to increase is also prohibited. 

 
Source: Table 2A, Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Policy Document, October 2004. 

 
1. ALUP Consistency. On July 13, 2017 the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) 
sent a letter to the City of Jurupa Valley stating it had determined the following requested 
entitlements of the proposed Project were inconsistent with the 2004 Flabob Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan:  
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1) General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006, a proposal to amend Figure 2-5: 2017 General 
Plan Land Use Plan from Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR)  
 
to Commercial Retail (CR) for the proposed 1.79 acre commercial parcel and to High Density 
Residential (HDR) for the 5.16 acre residential parcel because of the Project site’s location 
within Compatibility Zone C, which limits residential density to one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) 
acres.  
 
2) Change of Zone (CZ) No.16011, a proposal to amend the Jurupa Valley Zoning Map from R-VC 
(Rubidoux Village Commercial) and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) 
for the 5.16-acre residential parcel because of the Project site’s location within Compatibility 
Zone C, which limits residential density to one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) acres.  
 
3) Site Development Permit (SDP) No. 16043, a proposal to construct a 31,436 square foot  two-
story commercial building with related parking and landscaping; and a 5.16-acre parcel for a 68-
unit multi-family housing development including a 3,818 square foot community center, a pool 
area with a 1,057 square foot pool building, and a 336 square foot maintenance building because 
of the Project site’s location within Compatibility Zone C, which limits residential density to one 
(1) dwelling unit per five (5) acres and the commercial development exceeding the non-
residential intensity of 75 people per acre (average) and 150 people per acre (single acre). Usage 
intensity calculations include all people (e.g., employees, customers/visitors, etc.) who may be 
on the property at a single point in time, whether indoors or outside. 

 
The ALUC determined the Project was not consistent with the Flabob ALUP due to the residential 
density restriction (1 unit/5 acres), and the commercial per acre occupancy limits (75 persons 
average, 150 persons max.). However, the ALUC comment letter did not provide calculations to 
support these conclusions. The Project proposes 68 units on 6.95 acres or 9.8 units per gross acre, 
so it does exceed the Zone C residential limit of 1 unit per 5 acres. It is estimated the proposed 
Project would generate a maximum of 57 employees and 241 customers at any given time on the 
site. These estimates are based on US Green Building Code (USGBC) employee4 and USGBC 
customer5 data, respectively, applied to the proposed 31,436 square feet of commercial space. This 
equals 298 total persons or 166.5 persons per acre at any given time on the commercial portion of 
the site (1.79 acres). Therefore, the Project exceeds or is not consistent with the Zone C restrictions 
for other commercial uses. It should also be noted the Project proposes no uses that are specifically 
prohibited within Zone C (i.e., public assembly uses such as theaters).   
 
2. Airport Operations and Public Safety. While the ALUC determined the Project is not consistent 
with the Flabob Airport ALUP, the City’s CEQA significance threshold is based on whether the 
Project would “result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area” and not 
strictly whether or not it is consistent with the ALUP. To that end, the applicant submitted a safety  

                                                             
4
    “Building Area Per Employee by Business Type”, US Green Building Code, 549 SF/employee for “Specialty Retail” (ITE Code 814)  

        which is comparable to the independent SANDAG rate of 588 SF/employee for neighborhood commercial uses.   

        https://www.usgbc.org/Docs/Archive/General/Docs4111.pdf 
5
    “Table 1, Appendix 2, Default Occupancy Counts,” US Green Building Code, data for General Retail category indicates  

        550 square feet/employee (similar to above) and 130 square feet per transients (customers and others). Website accessed July 30, 2018 
        https://www.usgbc.org/credits/new-construction-existing-buildings-commercial-interiors-core-and-shell-schools-new-constr-3 
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evaluation of the proposed Project prepared by Williams Aviation Consultants dated January 23, 
2018. (Appendix B).  
 
First, the Williams Aviation Consultants report prepared a FAR Part 77 evaluation of the Project. 
The report stated “FAR Part 77 Obstruction Criteria is not used to determine if a structure will be a 
hazard to air navigation, rather, structures exceeding this criteria are studied closely by the FAA to  
determine if the structure will require mitigation or if the structure will impact terminal instrument 
procedures or visual flight rule traffic pattern airspace. Generally, a structure that exceeds FAR Part 
77 Obstruction Standards will require mitigation such as lighting and/or marking in order to make it 
more conspicuous to…” pilots (page 4, Williams Aviation Consultants Report, 2018). The Williams 
Aviation Consultants Report concluded the buildings of the Project, as proposed, would not infringe 
on the imaginary surfaces of the navigable airspace or other safety criteria established for the 
Flabob Airport (page 5, Williams Aviation Consultants 2018).   

Next, the Williams Aviation Consultants Report then conducted a similar analysis of the Project 
relative to the following safety-related airport operational criteria: 

 Terminal Instrument Procedures; 
 Instrument Approach Procedures; 
 Circle-to-Land Instrument Approach Procedures; 
 Instrument Departure Procedures; and 
 Visual Flight Rules Traffic Pattern Airspace.  

 
This analysis determined the Project would also not have significant impacts on these airport safety 
and flight operations. 

3. General Plan Consistency. Table 4.4-2 below evaluates the Project relative to the policies of the 
City’s General Plan that relate to Flabob Airport.   
 

Table 4.1-2. General Plan Consistency Analysis (Hazards) 
General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis 

LAND USE ELEMENT 
LUE 5.55 ALUP Compliance. Provide for the 
orderly operation and development of Flabob and 
Riverside Municipal Airports and the surrounding 
area by complying with the Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan as set forth in Appendix 4.0, as 
well as any applicable policies related to airports 
in the Land Use, Circulation, Safety, and Noise 
Elements of the 2017 General Plan, unless the City 
Council overrides the Plan as provided for in state 
law. 

Not Consistent.  The evaluation letter from ALUC 
determined the Project, including the proposed 
General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone, is not 
consistent with the Flabob ALUP.  

LUE 5.56   Development Review. Refer all major 
land use actions to the Airport Land Use 
Commission for review, pursuant to Policy 1.5.3 of 
the ALUP until: 1) the Commission finds the City’s 
General Plan to be consistent with the ALUP, or 2) 
the City Council has overruled the Commission’s 
determination of inconsistency, or 3) the 

Consistent. The Project was submitted to the ALUC 
for review. 
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General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis 

Commission elects not to review a particular 
action. 
LUE 5.57 Continued Airport Operation. Support 
the continued operation of Flabob and Riverside 
Municipal Airports to help meet airport services 
needs within the land-use compatibility criteria 
with respect to potential noise and safety impacts. 

Not Fully Consistent. The Initial Study determined 
the proposed Project would not experience 
significant noise impacts from the airport and the 
Williams Aviation Consultants Report determined 
the Project would not create significant safety 
impacts on airport operations. However, the 
evaluation letter from ALUC determined the Project 
was not consistent with the Flabob ALUP. 

LUE 5.58 Consistency Requirement. Review all 
proposed projects and require consistency with 
any applicable provisions of the Riverside County 
Airport Land Use Plan as set forth in Appendix A-
4.0, and require General Plan and/or Zoning 
Ordinance amendments to achieve compliance, as 
appropriate. 

Not Consistent. The evaluation letter from ALUC 
determined the Project was not consistent with the 
Flabob ALUP.  

LUE 5.61 Cluster Development. Allow the use of 
development clustering and/or density transfers 
to meet airport compatibility requirements as set 
forth in the applicable Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan. 

Not Consistent. The evaluation letter from ALUC 
determined the project was not consistent with the 
Flabob ALUP. The site plan does not cluster uses in a 
way that would achieve compatibility with the 
ALUP. Therefore, the proposed General Plan 
Amendment and Zone Change would not be 
consistent with the Flabob ALUP. 

LUE 5.62 Bird-attracting Uses. In accordance 
with FAA criteria, avoid locating sanitary landfills 
and other land uses that attract birds within 
10,000 feet of any runway used by turbine-
powered aircraft and within 5,000 feet of other 
runways. Also, avoid locating attractors of other 
wildlife that can be hazardous to aircraft 
operations in locations adjacent to airports. 

Consistent. The proposed Project does not propose 
any uses that would attract birds or other wildlife 
that would be detrimental to airport operations. 

LUE 5.63 Encroachment. Ensure that no 
structures or activities encroach upon or adversely 
affect the use of navigable airspace. 

Consistent. The Project would not introduce any 
structures that would encroach into or adversely 
affect navigable airspace. 

LUE 5.65 Airport Referrals. Submit all 
development proposals located within an Airport 
Influence Area to the affected airport for review. 

Consistent. The proposed Project was submitted to 
ALUC for review and comment. 

Source:  City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Land Use Element, adopted September 17, 2017. 
 

 
Table 4.4-1 demonstrates the proposed Project is not fully consistent with the policies of the 
General Plan relative to the Flabob Airport, mainly due to the Project exceeding the Flabob ALUP 
Compatibility Zone C restrictions for residential uses (9.8 units/acre proposed vs. 1 unit/5 acres 
limit) and commercial uses (166.4 persons/acre average proposed vs. 150 persons/acre average 
occupancy limit).  
 
Summary. The proposed Project is not consistent with the land use intensity limits of the Flabob 
ALUP. However, the Williams Aviation Consultants Report demonstrated the Project would not 
result in significant risks to airport operations or safety, or a significant risk to public health or  
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safety. The evaluation in Table 4.4-1 demonstrates the proposed Project is not fully consistent with 
all of the policies of the City General Plan relative to the Flabob Airport. It is important to note the 
General Plan policy inconsistencies all result from the Project exceeding the land use intensity 
limits of the Flabob ALUP for both residential and commercial uses. Based on the available 
information and erring on the side of caution, it is concluded the Project may result in a significant 
environmental impact in terms of airport hazards (i.e., Flabob ALUP inconsistency). Because there 
is no feasible mitigation for this impact, approval of the Project will require adoption of a Statement 
of Overriding Considerations from the City Council if the Project is approved due to this 
inconsistency with the Flabob ALUP. 
 
D. Mitigation Measures 

Any measures that would effectively mitigate the impacts of the proposed Project regarding 
consistency with the Flabob ALUP would require reduction or elimination of ten percent of the 
commercial space on the same acreage and elimination of essentially all of the residential units on 
the site (Flabob ALUP would allow only 1-2 units on the site). Such mitigation would essentially 
preclude development of the site and is therefore infeasible (i.e., any feasible mitigation would 
require fundamental changes to the Project’s land use plan).  
 
E. Level of Significance After Mitigation 

No feasible mitigation is available to eliminate the identified inconsistency of the Project with the 
Flabob ALUP, so potential impacts related to airport safety are significant and unavoidable. A 
Statement of Overriding Considerations for this impact will be required if the Project is approved. 
 

4.1.8  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The area of potential cumulative effects relative to airport hazards is the influence area of the 
Flabob Airport as outlined in the Flabob Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). The 2004 ALUP identified a 
number of vacant properties with General Plan land use designations and/or zoning classifications 
that, if developed, would be in conflict with the land use intensity limits of the Flabob ALUP for 
Compatibility Zones C and potentially Zone D, as shown in Figure 4.4.1.  
 
There were no feasible mitigation measures identified to reduce Project-level impacts, in this 
regard to less than significant levels. Since the Flabob ALUP also identifies a number of potential 
land use conflicts for future development within Zones C and D of the ALUP, development of the 
proposed Project, due to the inconsistency with the Flabob ALUP, could make a significant 
contribution to a cumulatively considerable impact related to airport safety and land use 
compatibility. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable. Approval of the proposed 
Project would require adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations from the City Council if 
the Project is approved since the ALUC determined the Project was not consistent with the land use 
intensity limits of Zone C of the Flabob ALUP. 
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4.2.1  INTRODUCTION 

 
The Initial Study6 that was prepared as part of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) determined that the 
proposed Project… “may result in or cause potentially significant impacts related to: 

 Land Use and Planning (conflict with the Flabob Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan) 
(Impact 3.10b).”  (page 1, NOP 2018). 

This section examines the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project relative to 
consistency with land use designations on the site as well as those of surrounding properties. The 
remaining environmental questions or issues in the Initial Study related to other land use and 
planning impacts were screened out or removed from more detailed analysis in this EIR (i.e., they 
were determined to be less than significant as outlined in the Initial Study). The following analysis 
is based on information obtained from: the Jurupa Valley General Plan (City of Jurupa Valley 2017a); 
the Jurupa Valley Zoning Map (City of Jurupa Valley 2017b), the City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code 
(City of Jurupa Valley 2017c); Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Final 2008 
Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) (SCAG, 2008); SCAG’s 2016-2040 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS)(SCAG, 2016); and Google Earth (Google Earth 
Pro, 2017).  Refer to Section 7.0, References, for a complete list for referenced sources. 
 

4.2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

 
The Project site consists of approximately 6.95 net acres of vacant land. The site was previously a 
mobile home park as recently as 2010, and the paved access roads from that time are still on site. 
The site is very flat with a slope of 0.005 feet per foot in the northeast to southwest direction. When 
the site functioned as a mobile home park, there was access off of Crestmore Road, and off of the 
frontage road that is north of Mission Boulevard. That frontage road is now an access road to the 
Santa Ana River for the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. The site is 
bounded by Crestmore Road on the west followed by the County of Riverside Fleet Services facility 
further to the west, single-family residential development and vacant land to the north, a vacant 
parcel to the east with the Santa Ana River further to the east, and Mission Boulevard to the south 
with a mobile home park and vacant land further to the south.  
 
The Project site has been subject to historic human disturbances. Existing habitat on the site 
consists primarily of non-native, ruderal vegetation and non-native grasses. The ruderal vegetation 
present within the Project site consists of low-growing perennial plants and some taller trees. The 
dominant plant species include tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), California pepper tree (Schinus  
molle), caster bean (Ricinus communis), Mexican fan palm (Washingtonia robusta), tamarisk 
(Tamarix spp), ripgut (Bromus diandrus), coastal heron’s-bill (Erodium cicutarium), slender oat 
(Avena barbata), and stinknet (Oncosiphon piluliferum). 

                                                             
6
   Based on analysis in the Initial Study Checklist dated June 12, 2018, Land Use and Planning, Page 79  
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An aerial photograph of the site is shown in Exhibit 4.2.1 while various site photograph of the 
Project area are shown in Exhibits 4.2.1 through 4.2-5.  The existing land use designations and 
zoning classifications of the Project site and surrounding land area shown in Table 4.2-1. The 
existing and proposed General Plan land use designations for the site and surrounding lands are 
shown in Exhibit 4.2.6 and existing and proposed zoning classification are shown in Exhibit 4.2.7. 
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Looking East Across Northern Portion of the 

Site from Western Boundary 
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  Looking Northeast Across Center of  the 

Site from Western Boundary 
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Looking Northeast Across the Site from 

Southwest Corner 
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Looking Southeast Across Center of the Site 

(Mt. Rubidoux in Background) 

 

 

Exhibit 4.2-5 
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MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA 
MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS 
DRAFT EIR 

  SECTION 4.2 – LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Draft EIR  

Page 4.2-8 
  

  

 

 
Mission Gateway Plaza 

Mission Gateway Villas 

 

Existing and Proposed Zoning 

Classifications 
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4.2.3 NOP/SCOPING COMMENTS 

 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed Project was released for public review on June 20, 
2018.  No comments were received during the NOP comment period that pertain to the topic of 
land use and planning.   
 

4.2.4 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

  

Regional Policies 

The Southern California Council of Governments (SCAG  is a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) under 
California state law, established as an association of local governments and agencies that 
voluntarily convene as a forum to address regional issues.  Under federal law, SCAG is designated as 
a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and under state law as a Regional Transportation 
Planning Agency and a Council of Governments.  The SCAG region encompasses six counties 
(Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura) and 191 cities in an area 
covering more than 38,000 square miles.  SCAG develops long-range regional transportation plans 
including sustainable communities strategy and growth forecast components, regional 
transportation improvement programs, regional housing needs allocations, and other plans for the 
region.   

As a MPO and public agency, SCAG develops transportation and housing plans that transcend 
jurisdictional boundaries that affect the quality of life for southern California as a whole.  SCAG’s 
2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) and 2016-2040 RTP/SCS serve as advisory documents to 
local agencies in the southern California region for their information and voluntary use for 
preparing local plans and handling local issues of regional significance.  The RCP identifies 
voluntary best practices to approach growth and infrastructure challenges in an integrated and 
comprehensive way.    
 
SCAG’s most recent 2008 RCP is a holistic, strategic plan for defining and solving inter-related 
housing, traffic, water, air quality, and other regional challenges.  The RCP ties together SCAG’s role 
in transportation, land use, and air quality planning and recommends key roles and responsibilities 
for public and private sector stakeholders and invites them to implement reasonable policies that 
are within their control.  (SCAG, 2008, p. 2) 
 
SCAG adopted their most recent RTP/SCS in April 2016.  The RTP/SCS sets forth the long-range 
regional plan, policies, and strategies for transportation improvements and regional growth 
throughout the SCAG region through the horizon year of 2040.  (SCAG, 2016, Resolution No. 16-
578-2) 
City General Plan Policies 

A number of specific policies outlined in various City’s General Plan Elements apply to the proposed 
Project. For brevity, these many policies are not outlined here, but the Project’s consistency with 
these various policies is evaluated later in Table 4.2-2:  General Plan Consistency. 
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City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code – Planning and Zoning (Title 9) 

The Project is proposing a change of zone (CZ) from R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial), R-2 
(Multiple Family Dwellings), and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial) for 
the proposed 1.79-acre commercial parcel and to R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) for the 5.16-acre 
residential parcel. As detailed in Municipal Code Title 9, Planning and Zoning, the intent of each of 
these zones is listed below: 
 

R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial): This zone would “…create a tool for implementation of the 
Jurupa Valley Redevelopment Plan as it pertains to the "Rubidoux Village Policy Area" designated 
in the Jurupa Area Plan. The Rubidoux Village Policy Area has been designated to receive specific 
assistance in the terms of redevelopment activities and public facilities improvements. The 
development standards of this zone are intended to ensure the redevelopment of the Rubidoux 
Village Policy Area with a variety of intense compact commercial and service uses appropriate for a 
community commercial center. Development within the Rubidoux Village Policy Area shall be 
subject to an architectural theme as illustrated in the "Rubidoux Village Design Workbook."… The 
Rubidoux Village Policy Area is comprised of one (1) commercial designation and zone (Rubidoux-
Village Commercial) in the Jurupa Community Plan. The Village Commercial designated area is 
subdivided into three (3) distinct planning sub-areas: West Village, Village Center and East Village. 
Given the nature and intensity of the commercial uses and the desired characteristics for the 
Rubidoux Village Policy Area, particular uses shall or shall not be permitted in the sub-areas…” 
(CJV MC Section 9.140.010) 
 
R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings): “The development objective of this section is to facilitate single-
family residential subdivision projects which exhibit excellence in design and in the provision of 
housing opportunities through an integration of site planning, subdivision design, and housing 
development. It is envisioned that the site plans for these developments will be determined through 
a thorough analysis of a project site in terms of its constraints, opportunities, grading 
requirements, area characteristics, the requirements of the Jurupa Valley General Plan, and other 
city ordinances governing the development of land.”  (CJV MC Section 9.70.120)   
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4.2.5 METHODOLOGY 

 
The Project site and surrounding areas were reviewed relative to the Project’s proposed land use 
designations and zoning classifications. The City’s General Plan, Municipal Code, and SCAG 
documents are referenced as appropriate to determine potential impacts of the proposed Project 
regarding land use and planning. This analysis includes consistency with existing land use and 
zoning designations as well as consistency with surrounding land uses since the Project is 
requesting a General Plan Amendment (GPA) and Change of Zone (CZ) to create a mixed-use 
development consisting of one (1) 1.79-acre parcel for a 31,436 square foot commercial building in 
the southern portion of the site, adjacent to Mission Boulevard, and a 5.16-acre parcel for a 68-unit  
multi-family housing development in the central and northern portions of the site, as shown in 
Figure 4.2.5. The GPA and CZ are summarized below: 
 

General Plan Amendment.  Change the land use designation from Commercial Retail (CR) and 
Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) to Commercial Retail (CR) for the proposed 1.79-acre 
commercial parcel and to High Density Residential (HDR) for the 5.16-acre residential parcel.  
 
Change of Zone.  Change the zoning from R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial), R-2 (Multiple 
Family Dwellings), and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial) for the 
proposed 1.79-acre commercial parcel and to R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) for the 5.16-acre 
residential parcel.  

 

4.2.6 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

  
The City of Jurupa Valley has not established local CEQA significance thresholds as described in 
§15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  For this reason, this Draft EIR incorporates the 
Environmental Checklist Form included in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines to determine 
the significance of environmental impacts, but only for those impacts identified in the Initial Study 
for the Project that required additional analysis in the EIR.  Appendix G of the State CEQA 
Guidelines recognizes the following significance threshold related to land use and planning.  Based 
on this significance threshold, a project would have a significant impact on land use and planning if 
it would: 

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.  
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4.2.7 IMPACT ANALYSIS   

 

Threshold b:  Would the Project 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? 

A.  Plans, Policies, and Programs (PPPs) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to conflicts with any 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. This measure will be included in the Project’s 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program to ensure compliance: 
 
PPP 4.3-1  The Project is required to pay mitigation fees pursuant to the Western Riverside 

County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MHSCP). 
 
B.  Project Design Features (PDFs), and Mitigation Measures 
 
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project related to the topic of land use and 
planning. 

C.  Level of Significance Before Mitigation 

The land use plans, policies, and regulations applicable to the proposed Project include, from 
regional to local: (1) SCAG’s 2008 RCP and 2016-2040 RTP/SCS; (2) Western Riverside County 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP); (3) City’s General Plan; and (4) City’s Zoning 
Code.   
 
1. Analysis of Consistency with the SCAG 2008 RCP and 2016-2040 RTP/SCS 

SCAG’s 2008 RCP and 2016-2040 RTP/SCS are the applicable SCAG planning documents that apply 
to the proposed Project. The RCP identifies voluntary best practices to approach growth and 
infrastructure challenges in an integrated and comprehensive way.  The RTP/SCS goals are meant 
to provide guidance for considering proposed projects for municipalities throughout the SCAG 
jurisdictional area within the context of regional goals and policies.  Table 4.2.1 evaluates the 
proposed Project relative to the applicable SCAG RTP and SCS goals.  
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Table 4.2.1:  Analysis of Consistency with SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS Goals 
RTP/ 
SCS 

GOAL 
GOAL STATEMENT PROJECT CONSISTENCY DISCUSSION 

G1 Align the plan investments and 
policies with improving regional 
economic development and 
competitiveness. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project would not impede economic 
development in the Project area or elsewhere in the City of Jurupa 
Valley. 

G2 Maximize mobility and 
accessibility for all people and 
goods in the region. 

Consistent.  The Project would develop new commercial uses 
within this mixed-use project that would help reduce vehicle miles 
traveled by Project residents, as well as residents in the 
neighboring residential areas as well.  

G3 Ensure travel safety and 
reliability for all people and 
goods in the region. 

Consistent.  There is no component of the proposed Project that 
would result in a substantial safety hazard to motorists and the 
Project is at an existing signalized intersection (i.e., Mission 
Boulevard and Crestmore Road).   

G4 Preserve and ensure a 
sustainable regional 
transportation system. 

Consistent.  This policy would be implemented by cities and the 
counties within the SCAG region as part of the overall planning 
and maintenance of the regional transportation system.  The 
Project would not affect roadway system planning or maintenance 
efforts within the City of Jurupa Valley.   

G5 Maximize the productivity of our 
transportation system. 

Consistent.  This policy would be implemented by cities and the 
counties within the SCAG region as part of comprehensive 
transportation planning efforts.  The Project does not have any 
components that will interfere with how efficiently transportation 
providers move people and goods. 

G6 Protect the environment and 
health for our residents by 
improving air quality and 
encouraging active 
transportation (e.g., bicycling 
and walking). 

Consistent.  As concluded in Section 3.3 of the Initial Study, pages 
26-38, implementation of the Project would result in less than 
significant impacts to air quality.  The Project would also have a 
less than significant impact with respect to conflicts with adopted 
policies or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities.  The Project would encourage active 
transportation by maintaining or where needed constructing 
sidewalks along the Project’s frontages of Mission Boulevard and 
Crestmore Road.  The Project is located within the service areas of 
Riverside Transit Agency (RTA), a public transit agency serving 
various jurisdictions within Riverside County.  There are several 
RTA bus stops in the vicinity of the Project site along Mission 
Boulevard. The closest Metrolink train station to the Project site 
(Pedley Station) is located approximately 4.6 miles west-
southwest of the Project site.  Based on the foregoing, the Project 
would be consistent with RTP/SCS Goal G6. 
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Table 4.2.1:  Analysis of Consistency with SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS Goals 
RTP/ 
SCS 

GOAL 
GOAL STATEMENT PROJECT CONSISTENCY DISCUSSION 

G7 Actively encourage and create 
incentives for energy efficiency, 
where possible. 

Consistent.  This policy provides guidance to establish local 
incentive programs to encourage and promote energy efficient 
development.  The Project includes design features related to 
building design, landscaping, and energy systems to promote the 
efficient use of energy for both the commercial and residential 
portions of the Project, as required by Title 24 of the California 
Code of Regulations (the “California Building Standards Code”; 
particularly Part 6 [the California Energy Code]) and Part 11 (the 
California Green Building Standards Code).   

G8 Encourage land use and growth 
patterns that facilitate transit 
and active transportation. 

Consistent.  This policy provides guidance to establish a local land 
use plan that facilitates the use of transit and active (non-
motorized) forms of transportation.  The Project proposes to 
develop the property as mixed-use with commercial uses along 
Mission Boulevard and multi-family residential uses in the center 
and northern portions of the site, adjacent to existing residential 
uses. Accordingly, the proposed Project would implement the City 
of Jurupa Valley’s vision for a planned and orderly pattern of 
growth within the Project area.  The proposed Project also does 
not include any elements that would impede access to public 
transit.  As such, the Project is consistent with G8. 

G9 Maximize the security of the 
regional transportation system 
through improved system 
monitoring, rapid recovery 
planning, and coordination with 
other security agencies. 

Consistent.  This policy provides guidance to the City of Jurupa 
Valley to monitor the transportation network and to coordinate 
with other agencies as appropriate.  The proposed Project does 
not include any components that would affect the security of the 
regional transportation system or would otherwise interfere with 
transportation system monitoring, rapid recovery planning, 
and/or coordination efforts between security agencies. (Note: 
SCAG does not yet have an agreed-upon security performance 
measure). 

 

As shown in Table 4.2.1:  Analysis of Consistency with SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS Goals, 
implementation of the proposed Project would not result in an inconsistency with the adopted 
2016-2040 RTP/SCS. Based on this analysis, the Project would not conflict with any applicable 
(regional) land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
adverse environmental effects and impacts.  Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant 
with respect to Threshold b. 
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2. Analysis of Consistency with the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 

As discussed in the Initial Study (Appendix A), The Project site is not in or immediately adjacent to 
any Criteria Cells or Linkages of the MSHCP, although it is close to the Santa Ana River which is 
considered a key regional habitat resource and wildlife movement corridor of the MSHCP. The 
Project site has been disturbed by residential and related development since the 1930’s, including a 
mobile home park until 2010. The site is currently vacant and supports a number of large trees, 
large shrubs, and weedy groundcover. Development of the Project site is not expected to have any 
significant impacts on biological resources covered by the MSHCP with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (Pre-construction Burrowing Owl Survey). In addition, the developer will 
pay the appropriate MSHCP development impact fee if the Project is approved (per PPP 3.4-1 
described in Section A above). Therefore, impacts related to the MSHCP would be less than 
significant with implementation of PPP 3.4-1 and MM-BIO-1 with respect to Threshold b. 
 
3. Analysis of Consistency with the City’s General Plan 

The first level of analysis is the Project’s consistency with surrounding General Plan land use 
designations (see Exhibit 4.2.6, Existing and Proposed General Plan Land Use Designations). For 
context, most of the Project site is classified as Commercial Retail (CR) with a small strip in the 
northern portion of the site designated for Medium High Density Residential (MHDR). The Project 
proposes the designations on the site be changed to allow Commercial Retail (CR) uses in the 
southern portion of the site, along Mission Boulevard, while allowing high density residential uses 
(HDR) in the central and northern portions of the site.   
 
The new commercial uses of the Project would be consistent with existing commercial uses further 
west along both sides of Mission Boulevard, as well as with planned future commercial uses 
southeast of the site (i.e., property designated CR). Therefore, the proposed uses would be 
consistent with these existing and planned uses in terms of the General Plan. 
 
The proposed HDR portion of the site would have 68 units on 5.16 acres or a gross density of 13.2 
units per acre. The Project proposes the residential units in ten buildings with up to three (3) 
stories and a maximum height of forty (40) feet. The existing residential uses to the north and west 
are small lot single family residences but these areas are designated for Medium High Density 
Residential (MHDR). The proposed uses would be compatible with the existing residences to the 
degree that both are residential in nature, and they are both designated for relatively high density 
residential uses. However, the proposed uses would be considerably more dense than the existing 
small lot single family uses there at present. For example, the area west of the site has 
approximately 7 units per acre or 5,500 square foot lots along Odell Street to the west. In contrast, 
the area north of the site has some large almost rural-style lots up to one acre in size that were 
planned long ago to support light agricultural uses (e.g., 70 feet wide by 600 feet deep).   
 
Although the proposed Project increases the residential density adjacent to the area north of the 
site that has some large almost rural-style lots up to one acre in size, the residential structures on  
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the site would be separated from the single-family development to the north by a landscaped 
buffer, a driveway, parking spaces, and a block wall. The Project will meet zoning code setback 
requirements between higher density residential and lower density residential. The proposed 
Project also increases the residential density near the area west of the site that is developed at a 
density of approximately 7 units per acre (5,500 square foot lots along Odell Street) to the west of 
Crestmore Road. In this area, Crestmore Road provides a buffer between the proposed higher 
density residential on the east of Crestmore Road and the existing lower density residential 
development on Odell Street west of Crestmore Road. 
 
While the differing densities could represent a potential land use conflict between the two areas, 
with adherence to zoning code requirement for adequate setbacks and the site design features 
noted above, the potential impacts are less than significant. In addition, the location of the proposed 
higher density residential uses adjacent to a new commercial center, and similar commercial uses 
along Mission Boulevard, makes this higher density residential development an appropriate use of 
the site. This higher density residential mixed-use project with commercial uses along a major 
roadway with transit service is also consistent with regional land use and economic goals outlined 
earlier in the analysis of SCAG documents (see Subsection 1 above).  
 
Table 4.2-2:  General Plan Consistency Analysis (Land Use), provides an analysis of the Project’s 
consistency with all applicable General Plan goals, objectives, and policies that were adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  As shown in Table 4.2-2, the Project 
would not result in an inconsistency with any of the applicable General Plan goals, objectives, and 
policies except for those related to consistency with the Flabob Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP) 
which are addressed in detail in EIR Section 4.1, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

Table 4.2-2:  General Plan Consistency Analysis (Land Use) 
General Plan Goal/Objective/Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

Air Quality Element 

AQ 2.1. Site Plan Designs.  
Require City land use planning efforts and site 
plan designs to protect people and land uses 
sensitive to air pollution, using barriers and/or 
distance from emissions sources, and protect 
sensitive receptors from polluting sources, 
wherever possible. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project is required to 
adhere to applicable SCAQMD regulations that are 
intended to reduce impacts to air quality. The 
proposed Project is not located directly adjacent to 
any major sources of criteria air pollutants or toxic 
air contaminants.  It is also adjacent to the Santa Ana 
River which provides open space and air movement 
to help reduce the localized buildup of air pollutants. 
As indicated in the analysis contained in the Initial 
Study, Section 3.3, pages 26-38, the proposed 
Project’s construction-source and operational 
localized emissions would not expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and 
would be below applicable significance criteria 
established by the SCAQMD. 

AQ 2.2. Pollution Control Measures.  
Strongly encourage the use of pollution control 

Consistent.  The Project includes comprehensive 
landscaping throughout the Project site, which 
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General Plan Goal/Objective/Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

measures such as landscaping, vegetation and 
other materials that trap particulate matter or 
control pollution. 

include trees and vegetation along the Project 
boundary.  As indicated in the analysis contained in 
the Initial Study, Section 3.3, pages 26-38, the 
proposed Project’s construction-source and 
operational localized emissions would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations.   

AQ 3.1 Efficient Building 
Materials/Equipment. 
Encourage the use of building materials/methods 
and heating equipment that are efficient and 
reduce emissions. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project is required to be 
constructed in accordance with all applicable 
CALGreen Building Standards and California Energy 
Efficiency Standards.  Compliance with CALGreen 
Building Standards and California Energy Efficiency 
Standards would ensure that the Project would 
utilize building materials and methods that would be 
designed to reduce energy consumption for both its 
commercial and residential uses. 

AQ 3.3. Stationary Pollution Reduction.  
Require stationary pollution sources to prevent 
the release of toxic pollutants through the 
following: 
1. Design features; 
2. Operating procedures; 
3. Preventive maintenance; 
4. Operator training; and 
5. Emergency response planning 

Consistent.  The proposed Project does not include 
any components that would result in the release of 
toxic pollutants through stationary pollution sources.  
The Project is required to comply with all applicable 
regulatory requirements, including those that are 
listed in the Initial Study, Section 3.3, pages 26-38.  

AQ 3.4. Emissions Mitigation.  
Require every project to mitigate any of its 
anticipated emissions that exceed allowable levels 
as established by the SCAQMD, the US EPA, and 
CARB, to the greatest extent possible. 

Consistent.  As indicated in the Initial Study, Section 
3.3, pages 26-38, the Project would be required to 
implement PPPs and Mitigation Measure AQ-1 that 
would reduce the potential for impacts associated 
with construction emissions to levels that are below 
applicable significance thresholds.   

AQ 3.5. Fugitive Dust Reduction Measures. 
Apply, as appropriate, measures contained in the 
County’s Fugitive Dust Reduction to the entire 
City. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project is required to 
comply with the SCAQMD Rule 403, “Fugitive Dust.” 
The proposed Project will implement the best 
available dust control measures during construction.   

AQ 3.6 Grading in High Winds.  

Suspend all grading when wind speeds exceed 25 
miles per hour. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project is required to 
comply with SCAQMD Rule 403, “Fugitive Dust” 
including the mandatory provisions applicable to 
conditions when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per 
hour.   

Community Safety Services and Facilities Element 

CSSF 2.44. Drought-Tolerant Landscaping. 
Require the use of drought-tolerant landscaping 
in all new development. 

Consistent.  The Project is required to comply with 
Section 9.283 (Water Efficient Landscape Design 
Requirement) of the City of Jurupa Valley Municipal 
Code.  Compliance with these provisions would 
result in the installation of drought-tolerant 
landscaping at the Project site.  
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General Plan Goal/Objective/Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

COS 5.5. Energy Efficiency and Green Building. 
Encourage energy-efficient “green buildings” as 
addressed by the U.S Green Building Council’s 
LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design) Program or through other similar 
programs. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project is required to be 
in accordance to the CALGreen Building Standards 
and California Energy Efficiency Standards that are 
intended to reduce the Project’s energy demand for 
both its commercial and residential uses.   

Land Use Element 

LUE 5.55. ALUP Compliance. Provide for the 
orderly operation and development of Flabob and 
Riverside Municipal Airports and the surrounding 
area by complying with the Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan as set forth in Appendix 4.0, as 
well as any applicable policies related to airports 
in the Land Use, Circulation, Safety, and Noise 
Elements of the 2017 General Plan, unless the City 
Council overrides the Plan as provided for in state 
law. 

Not Consistent.  The evaluation letter from ALUC 
determined the project, including the GPA and CZ, is 
not consistent with the Flabob ALUP. 

LUE 5.56.   Development Review. Refer all 
major land use actions to the Airport Land Use 
Commission for review, pursuant to Policy 1.5.3 
of the ALUP until: 1) the Commission finds the 
City’s General Plan to be consistent with the 
ALUP, or 2) the City Council has overruled the 
Commission’s determination of inconsistency, or 
3) the Commission elects not to review a 
particular action. 

Consistent. The proposed Project was submitted to 
ALUC for review and comment. 

LUE 5.57. Continued Airport Operation. 
Support the continued operation of Flabob and 
Riverside Municipal Airports to help meet airport 
services needs within the land-use compatibility 
criteria with respect to potential noise and safety 
impacts. 

Not Fully Consistent. The Initial Study determined 
the proposed Project would not experience 
significant noise impacts from the airport and the 
Williams Aviation Consultants Report determined 
the Project would not create significant safety 
impacts on airport operations. However, the 
evaluation letter from ALUC determined the Project 
was not consistent with the Flabob Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan. 

LUE 5.58. Consistency Requirement. Review all 
proposed projects and require consistency with 
any applicable provisions of the Riverside County 
Airport Land Use Plan as set forth in Appendix A-
4.0, and require General Plan and/or Zoning 
Ordinance amendments to achieve compliance, as 
appropriate. 

Not Consistent. The evaluation letter from ALUC 
determined the project was not consistent with the 
Flabob ALUP.  

LUE 5.61. Cluster Development. Allow the use 
of development clustering and/or density 
transfers to meet airport compatibility 
requirements as set forth in the applicable 

Not Consistent. The evaluation letter from ALUC 
determined the project was not consistent with the 
Flabob ALUP. The site plan does not cluster uses in a 
way that would achieve compatibility with the ALUP. 
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General Plan Goal/Objective/Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. Therefore, the proposed Project would not be 
consistent with the ALUP. 

LUE 5.62 Bird-attracting Uses. In accordance 
with FAA criteria, avoid locating sanitary landfills 
and other land uses that attract birds within 
10,000 feet of any runway used by turbine-
powered aircraft and within 5,000 feet of other 
runways. Also, avoid locating attractors of other 
wildlife that can be hazardous to aircraft 
operations in locations adjacent to airports. 

Consistent. The proposed Project does not propose 
any uses that would attract birds or other wildlife 
that would be detrimental to airport operations. 

LUE 5.63. Encroachment. Ensure that no 
structures or activities encroach upon or 
adversely affect the use of navigable airspace. 

Consistent. The project would not introduce any 
structures that would encroach into or adversely 
affect navigable airspace. 

LUE 5.65. Airport Referrals. Submit all 
development proposals located within an Airport 
Influence Area to the affected airport for review. 

Consistent. The proposed Project was submitted to 
ALUC for review and comment. 

LUE 7.4. Multimodal Orientation. Provide for a 
broad range of land uses, intensities, and 
densities, including a range of residential, 
commercial, business, industry, open space, 
recreation, and public facilities uses and locate 
them to capitalize on multimodal transportation 
opportunities and to promote compatible land 
use patterns that reduce reliance on the 
automobile. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project requests a 
General Plan Amendment GPA) and Change of Zone 
(CZ) to modify the land use and zoning designations 
for the Project site, however, the requested GPA and 
CZ are compatible with adjacent residential uses to 
the north and west, and commercial uses to the 
southwest and south (along Mission Boulevard). The 
proposed land use changes are also generally 
consistent with the overall land use goals of the 
Rubidoux Village Center Overlay. 

LUE 7.5. Residential Growth Areas. Locate 
residential growth in areas near major 
transportation or where well served by rail or 
public transit and within easy walking or biking 
distance from schools, parks and neighborhood-
serving uses, to the greatest extent possible. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project requests a 
General Plan Amendment (GPA) and Change of Zone 
(CZ) to modify the land use and zoning designations 
for the Project site, however, the requested GPA and 
CZ are consistent with adjacent residential uses to 
the north and west, and commercial uses to the 
southwest and south (along Mission Boulevard). The 
proposed land use changes are also consistent with 
the overall land use goals of the Rubidoux Village 
Center Overlay.  

LUE 7.6. Retail and Office Growth Areas. Locate 
retail commercial and professional office growth 
near or within existing and planned village 
centers and commercial nodes to the greatest 
extent possible. 

Consistent. The proposed Project requests a General 
Plan Amendment (GPA) and Change of Zone (CZ) to 
modify the land use and zoning designations for the 
Project site. The requested changes will result in 
providing commercial uses within the Rubidoux 
Village Center Overlay. 

LUE 10.1. Land Use Balance. 
Encourage communities that provide a balanced 
mix of land uses, including open space, 
employment, recreation, shopping, and housing. 

Consistent.  The Project site is currently vacant and 
underutilized. The proposed Project would provide a 
mix of residential and commercial uses consistent 
with surrounding uses and those planned in the 
general area. The proposed land use changes are also 
consistent with the overall land use goals of the 
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General Plan Goal/Objective/Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

Rubidoux Village Center Overlay. The Project would 
increase employment in the area by creating jobs as 
well as contributing to the mix of residential land 
uses in the surrounding area.   

LUE 10.2. Infill Development. 
Assist in and promote the development of infill 
and underutilized parcels, which are located in 
Opportunity and specific plan areas, as identified 
on the General Plan Land Use Map. 

Consistent.  According to the General Plan Land Use 
Map, the Project site is not located in or in proximity 
to any Opportunity areas.  The proposed Project 
would result in the implementation of a mixed-use 
commercial/residential development on the 
underutilized Project site and would not interfere 
with the development of infill and underutilized 
parcels within Opportunity areas identified in the 
General Plan. The proposed uses would be consistent 
with residential uses to the north and west and 
commercial uses to the southwest and south. 

LUE 10.3. Parcel Consolidation. 
Promote parcel consolidation or coordinated 
planning of adjacent parcels through incentive 
programs and planning assistance, where 
appropriate. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project would 
consolidate 5 parcels into 2 parcels and implement a 
mixed-use commercial and residential development 
plan.  

LUE 10.4. Street and Trail Connectivity. 
Create street and trail networks that directly 
connect local destinations and that promote use 
by pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyclists. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project is located in a 
predominantly developed area.  Bikeways and 
pedestrian facilities are located in the immediate 
vicinity of the Project site and within surrounding 
roadways. In addition, the (regional) Santa Ana River 
bicycle trail is just east of the site. 

LUE 11.6 Energy Efficiency. 
Require development projects to use energy 
efficient design features in their site planning, 
building design and orientation, and landscape 
design that meet or exceed state energy 
standards. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project is required to 
submit building plans and a Title 24 Compliance 
Report to the City of Jurupa Valley for review to 
ensure the Project meets CALGreen Codes, CA Title 
24 Energy Efficiency Standards, and City water 
efficient landscape requirements for both 
commercial and residential uses.   

LUE 12.1. Service Capacity. 
Ensure that development does not exceed the 
City’s or the community service districts’ ability to 
adequately provide supporting infrastructure and 
services, such as water, wastewater treatment, 
energy, solid waste, and public services such as 
police/fire/emergency medical services, 
recreational facilities, and transportation systems. 

Consistent.  The City of Jurupa Valley and Rubidoux 
Community Services District has reviewed the 
proposed Project to ensure that it would not have an 
adverse impact on infrastructure and services.  
Through the payment of mandatory development 
impact fees, the Project would have a less than 
significant impact in this regard. 

LUE 13.1.  Fair Share Infrastructure Funding. 
Require that new development contribute its fair 
share to fund infrastructure and public facilities, 
such as police and fire facilities, parks, streets, 
and trail improvements. 

Consistent.  The Project would be required by the 
City to contribute its fair share to fund infrastructure 
and public facilities via City of Jurupa Municipal Code 
Chapter 3.75, Development Impact Fee.  

Mobility Element 
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General Plan Goal/Objective/Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

ME 2.4. Transportation Options. 
Support development of a variety of 
transportation options for major employment and 
activity centers, including direct access to transit 
routes, primary highways, bikeways, park-n-ride 
facilities, and pedestrian facilities. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project would generate a 
small amount of new employment and additional 
housing in the City, however, it is not anticipated 
that the Project would be a major employment 
center.  Bikeways and pedestrian facilities occur in 
the immediate vicinity within surrounding 
roadways, including Mission Boulevard and the 
regional trail along the Santa Ana River just east of 
the site. 

ME 2.9. Project Integration. 
Encourage development of projects that facilitate 
and enhance the use of alternative modes of 
transportation, including public transit, light rail, 
pedestrian-oriented retail and activity centers, 
equestrian trials and related facilities and bicycle 
facilities. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project area is served by 
existing alternative modes of transportation 
including bus service along Mission Boulevard as 
well as bikeways and pedestrian facilities.  The 
Project would not discourage or otherwise impede 
the development of other projects within portions of 
the City where such alternative modes of 
transportation are available.   

ME 2.12. Target Levels of Service. 
Until a multi-modal based metric is adopted, City 
will maintain the following target Levels of 
Service, or “LOS”: 

a. LOS C along all County maintained roads and 
conventional state highways.  As an exception, 
LOS D may be allowed in designated areas, only at 
intersections of any combination of Secondary 
Highways, Major Highways, Arterials, Urban 
Arterials, Expressways, conventional state 
highways or freeway ramp intersections. 

b. LOS D or E may be deemed acceptable by the 
City Council in designated village centers and for 
multi-modal mobility corridors that include 
facilities for at least three transportation modes 
in addition to motor vehicles, and that support 
transit-oriented development and walkable 
communities. LOS F is not considered an 
acceptable level of service. 

Not Consistent.  A traffic impact study was 
performed for the proposed Project as summarized 
in Draft EIR Section 4.3 Transportation and Traffic.  
The study analyzed the Project’s potential traffic 
impacts and determined that impacts would be 
significant.  Mitigation, which must have a 
proportional nexus to the Project’s impacts, would 
require the payment of fair share fees to the City of 
Jurupa Valley that would be spent by the City 
towards the improvements that would address the 
Project’s impacts. However, the contribution of fair-
share fees towards roadway improvements would 
not ensure the physical implementation of the 
improvements at their time of need, resulting in 
significant and unavoidable traffic-related impacts.   

ME 2.14. Traffic Study Guidelines. 
Apply level of service and/or VMT standards to 
new development, consistent with state law, 
based on new Traffic Study Guidelines, to be 
developed by City to evaluate traffic impacts and 
identify appropriate mitigation measure for new 
development. 

Consistent.  A traffic impact study was performed 
for the proposed Project as summarized in EIR 
Section 4.3 Transportation and Traffic, which utilizes 
the City’s level of service standards to analyze the 
Project’s potential traffic impacts.   

ME 2.15. Traffic Impact Evaluation. 
New developments shall be reviewed to identify 
project-related impacts to circulation facilities 
and shall provide site improvements necessary to 

Not Consistent.  A traffic impact study was 
performed for the proposed Project as summarized 
in Draft EIR Section 4.3 Transportation and Traffic.  
The study analyzed the Project’s potential traffic 



MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA 
MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS 
DRAFT EIR 

  SECTION 4.2 – LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Draft EIR  

Page 4.2-22 
  

  

General Plan Goal/Objective/Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

mitigate such impacts. The Engineering 
Department may require developers and/or 
subdividers to provide traffic impact studies 
prepared by qualified professionals to identify the 
impacts of a development.  
 

impacts and determined that impacts would be 
significant.  Mitigation, which must have a 
proportional nexus to the Project’s impacts, would 
require the payment of fair share fees to the City of 
Jurupa Valley that would be spent by the City 
towards the improvements that would address the 
Project’s impacts. However, the contribution of fair-
share fees towards roadway improvements would 
not ensure the physical implementation of the 
improvements at their time of need, resulting in 
significant and unavoidable traffic-related impacts.   

ME 2.16. Traffic Impacts. 
Traffic studies prepared for development 
entitlements (e.g. tracts, plot plans, public use 
permits, conditional use permits) shall identify 
project-related traffic impacts and determine the 
“significance” of such impacts in compliance with 
CEQA. 

Consistent.  A traffic impact analysis was prepared 
as a component of this Draft EIR (see Appendix C) to 
evaluate the Project’s impacts to circulation facilities.  
The traffic impact analysis determined the 
significance of all impacts associated with the 
Project. 

ME 2.17. Impact Mitigation. 
Mitigate direct project related traffic impacts by 
requiring street improvements as conditions of 
approval, or for indirect and cumulative impacts, 
through the payment of mitigation fees to fund 
improvement of streets and other transportation 
facilities. 

Not Consistent.  The implementation of PPP 4.5-1 
and Mitigation Measures MM 4.5-1 through MM 4.5-
5 identified EIR Section 4.3, Transportation and 
Traffic, would require the Project Applicant to pay 
development impact fees and participate in fair-
share funding programs to address the Project’s 
impacts to the local roadway network. The required 
contribution of fair-share fees towards the needed 
intersection improvements would not ensure the 
physical implementation of the improvements at 
their time of need, resulting in a significant and 
unavoidable direct traffic impact.   

ME 3.11. Pedestrian Connectivity. 
Require development projects and site plans to be 
designed to encourage pedestrian connectivity 
among buildings within a site, while linking 
buildings to the public bicycle and pedestrian 
network. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project has been 
designed to include pedestrian walkways between 
the proposed buildings and would include bicycle 
racks for employees.  Moreover, the proposed 
Project includes pedestrian walkways that connect 
to existing pedestrian facilities in the surrounding 
roadways. 

ME 3.17. Public Transit Connections. 
Ensure safe pedestrian access through 
developments to existing and future transit 
routes and terminal facilities through project 
design. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project has been 
designed to include onsite pedestrian walkways that 
connect to existing pedestrian facilities within the 
surrounding roadways which would allow for access 
to existing and future transit facilities. 

ME 3.21. ADA Compliance. 
Require safe pedestrian walkways that comply 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements within commercial, office, 
industrial, mixed use, residential, and recreational 
developments. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project has been 
designed to include ADA-compliant walkways 
throughout the Project site. 
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ME 7.9. Use of Native Plants and Recycled 

Water. 
Encourage the use of drought-tolerant California 
native plants and the use of recycled water for 
roadway landscaping. 

Consistent. Recycled water is not available at the 
Project site.  However, the proposed Project includes 
drought tolerant landscaping.   

ME 8.10. Right-of-Way Improvements. 
Developers shall be responsible for right-of-way 
dedication and improvements that provide access 
to and enhance new developments. 
Improvements include street construction or 
widening, new paving, frontage improvements 
like curb, gutter, sidewalks, street trees, trails and 
parkways, installation of traffic signals, pavement 
markings and annunciators, and other facilities 
needed for the safe and efficient movement of 
pedestrians, bicyclists, equestrians, and motor 
vehicles. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project would have 
access to Mission Boulevard via two driveways on 
Crestmore Road, and the Project would provide 
pedestrian entry walkways that would connect with 
existing walkways along the surrounding roadways.  
No other right-of-way dedication and improvements 
are required for the Project. 

ME 8.12. Heavy Truck Restrictions in 
Residential Neighbor-hoods. 
Restrict heavy truck through-traffic and parking 
in residential and village center areas and plan 
land uses so that trucks do not need to traverse 
these areas. 

Consistent.  During Project operation, heavy trucks 
would not utilize the site but rather smaller 
commercial vehicles for the commercial uses 
planned onsite.  

ME 8.13. Off-Street Loading Facilities. 
Design off-street loading facilities for new 
commercial and industrial developments so that 
they do not face surrounding roadways or 
residential neighborhoods. Truck backing and 
maneuvering to access loading areas shall not be 
permitted on public streets, except when 
specifically permitted by the City Engineer. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project has been 
designed to minimize off-street loading facilities 
from facing the existing roadways (i.e., loading for 
commercial building #15 in proposed site plan – 
Exhibit 3.5 – is at the southeast corner of the 
building which faces Mission Boulevard).  There are 
no residential uses immediately adjacent to the 
Project site that would face the loading facilities. The 
Project has been designed to accommodate truck 
backing and maneuvering onsite. 

ME 8.14. Driveway Access. 
Locate and design commercial and industrial land 
uses so that they take driveway access from 
streets with a General Plan classification of 
arterial or greater and limit the number of such 
commercial access points by encouraging shared 
access. Exceptions may be considered for isolated 
convenience commercial uses, such as standalone 
convenience stores or gas stations. Industrial or 
business park type developments may be served 
via an internal network of Industrial Collector 
streets. 

Consistent.  Primary access to the proposed 
commercial uses of the Project would be via 
Crestmore Road at 37th Street as there is insufficient 
distance and too great an elevation difference to 
install a driveway access to the site from Mission 
Boulevard (i.e., due to the bridge approach east of 
Crestmore Road).  

ME 8.15. Intersection Design. 
Design street intersections, where appropriate, to 
ensure the safe, efficient passage of pedestrians, 

Consistent.  The design of the onsite circulation 
components would accommodate the turning 
movements of trucks within the Project site 
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bicyclists, equestrians, and vehicles. accessing the commercial uses at the southern end of 
the site. The proposed driveway intersection along 
Crestmore Road meets City standards. 

ME 8.16. Roadway Design. 
Design curves and grades to permit safe 
movement of vehicular traffic at the road’s target 
speed. Target speed should be consistent with 
and complement the character of the adjacent 
area. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project is on two 
established main streets and would not create 
transportation hazards because the intended uses 
are compatible with the predominantly 
commercial/residential character of the Project area 
and existing circulation design and grading.   

ME 8.17. Sight Distance. 
Provide adequate sight distances for safe 
vehicular movement at a road’s design speed and 
at all intersections. 

Consistent.  City staff has reviewed the proposed 
Project’s access driveways to ensure that they 
provide adequate site distances for safe vehicular 
movement.   

ME 8.18. Additional Right-of-Way. 
Require additional right-of-way or easements 
where needed for utilities, noise mitigation, trials, 
bikeways, street trees, slope landscaping or 
stabilization, or drainage facilities. 

Consistent.  Roadway improvements would occur 
within the existing public right-of-way and would be 
installed in the conformance with the City’s design 
standards.  The proposed Project would not require 
additional right-of-way or easements utilities, noise 
mitigation, trials, bikeways, street trees, slope 
landscaping or stabilization, or drainage facilities.   

ME 8.19. Right-of-Way Alignment. 
Align right-of-way dedications with existing 
dedications along adjacent parcels and maintain 
widths consistent with the ultimate design 
standard of the road, including required turning 
lanes. 

Consistent.  The Project would be designed to allow 
for adequate roadway design standards utilizing 
existing roadways (i.e., Mission Boulevard and 
Crestmore Road). 

ME 8.34. Funding Tools. 
Use annexations, redevelopment agreements, tax-
increment financing, revenue- sharing tax 
allocation agreements and the CEQA process as 
tools to ensure that new development pays a fair 
share of costs to provide local and regional 
transportation improvements and to mitigate 
cumulative traffic impacts. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project will be required 
to pay fair-share fees through the implementation of 
the City’s development impact fee program and 
through the implementation of mitigation measures 
identified in this Draft EIR in order to accommodate 
the Project’s fair-share contribution toward any 
cumulative traffic impacts. 

ME 8.36. Regional Traffic Mitigation Fees. 
Participate in the establishment of regional traffic 
mitigation fees and/or road and bridge benefits 
districts to be assessed on new development. The 
fees shall cover a reasonable share of the costs of 
providing local and subregional transportation 
improvements needed for serving new 
development. 

Consistent.  The proposed Project is required to pay 
fair-share fees through the implementation of the 
City’s development impact fee program and through 
the implementation of mitigation measures 
identified in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Transportation 
and Traffic, in order to accommodate the Project’s 
fair-share contribution toward any cumulative traffic 
impacts. 

Noise Element 

NE 1.5. Noise-Sensitive Uses. 
Consider the following uses noise-sensitive and 
discourage the uses in areas in excess of 65 CNEL: 
schools, hospitals, assisted living facilities, mental 

Consistent. The proposed Project includes 
residential uses which are identified as noise-
sensitive uses in General Plan Policy NE 1.5.  
Moreover, as discussed in Section 3.12, Noise, of the 
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care facilities, residential uses, libraries, passive 
recreational uses, and places of worship. 

Initial Study (pages 84-92), the proposed Project 
would not result in significant impacts to existing 
sensitive receptors within the Project vicinity with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 
(Construction Noise Mitigation Plan) and NOI-2 
(Vibration Notes on Grading Plan). 

NE 1.6. Protection of Noise-Sensitive Uses. 
Protect noise-sensitive land uses from high levels 
of noise by restricting noise-producing land uses 
from these areas. If the noise-producing land uses 
cannot be relocated, then the measures such as 
building techniques, setbacks, landscaping, and 
noise walls should be considered. 

Consistent.  As discussed in Section 3.12, Noise, of 
the Initial Study NOP (pages 84-92), the Project 
would have less than significant impacts on noise 
sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the Project site 
with implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 
(Construction Noise Mitigation Plan) and NOI-2 
(Vibration Notes on Grading Plan). 

NE 1.7. Noise-Tolerant Uses. 
Guide new or relocated noise-tolerant land uses 
into areas irrevocably committed to land uses 
that are noise producing, such as along major 
transportation corridors or within the projected 
noise contours of area airports. 

Consistent. The proposed commercial and 
residential uses would be located in an area that is 
designated for similar commercial and residential 
development.   

NE 2.2. Commercial Truck Deliveries. 
Require commercial or industrial truck delivery 
hours be limited to least-sensitive times of the 
day when adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses, 
unless there is no feasible alternative or there are 
overriding transportation benefits, as determined 
by the Planning Director. 

Consistent.  As discussed in Section 3.12, Noise, of 
the Initial Study (pages 84-92), the Project’s 
operational noise impacts would be less than 
significant.  Accordingly, hour restrictions would not 
be required for the Project’s operation.  

NE 3.1. Noise Analysis. 
Require that a noise analysis be conducted by an 
acoustical specialist for all proposed development 
project that have the potential to generate 
significant noise near a noise-sensitive land use or 
on or near land designated for noise-sensitive 
land uses and ensure that recommended 
mitigation measures are implemented. 

Consistent.  A Project-specific Noise and Vibration 
Impact Assessment was performed for the proposed 
Project and reviewed by the City of Jurupa Valley 
Planning Department. A discussion of the study was 
included in Section 3.12, Noise, of the Initial Study 
(pages 84-92), which concluded that the proposed 
Project would result in less than significant noise 
impacts on adjacent land uses with implementation 
of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 (Construction Noise 
Mitigation Plan) and NOI-2 (Vibration Notes on 
Grading Plan)..  

NE 3.2. Truck Loading, Shipping, and Parking. 
Require that the loading, shipping, or packing 
facilities of commercial and industrial land uses 
that abut or are within 200 feet of residential 
parcel, be located and designed to minimize 
potential noise impacts upon residents. Overnight 
commercial truck parking areas shall be regulated 
in the Zoning Ordinance as commercial use. 

Consistent.  Impacts associated with stationary 
noise that would be generated during Project 
operations were analyzed in the Project-specific 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment.  As 
discussed in Section 3.12, Noise, of the Initial Study 
(pages 84-92), the Project would result in less-than-
significant impacts on noise sensitive land uses 
adjacent to the Project site.  The Project abuts 
residential land uses to the north and northwest, but 
the proposed commercial uses are not adjacent to 
any of the existing residential uses (i.e., they are 
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proposed next to Mission Boulevard).  
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. 

Consistent.  As discussed in Section 3.12, Noise, of 
the Initial Study (pages 84-92), the Project’s short-
term construction noise impacts would be less than 
significant with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure NOI-1 (Construction Noise Mitigation Plan) 
and NOI-2 (Vibration Notes on Grading Plan). 

NE 3.5. Construction Noise. 
Limit commercial construction activities adjacent 
to or within 200 feet or residential uses to 
weekdays, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. and 
limit high-noise-generating construction 
activities (e.g., grading, demolition, pile driving) 
near sensitive receptors to weekdays between 
9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. 

Consistent.  The Project abuts residential land uses 
to the north and west, and all construction activities 
associated with the Project are required to comply 
with the requirements of Chapter 11.05 (Noise 
Regulations) of the City of Jurupa Valley Municipal 
Code, which limits the hours during which 
construction activity can occur on the site.   

Source:  City of Jurupa Valley General Plan, Land Use Element, adopted September 17, 2017. 

 
As demonstrated above in Table 4.2-2:  General Plan Consistency Analysis, the Project would be 
consistent with all of the City’s applicable General Plan policies except for the following:  

 Land Use Element Policies LUE-5.55, 5.57, 5.58, and 5.61 with respect to consistency with 
the Flabob Airport ALUP. 

 

 Mobility Element Policies ME 2.12, 2.15, and 2.17 due to inability to install necessary 
improvements for significantly impacted intersections and roadway segments.  

 
4. Analysis of Consistency with the City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Code 

This section evaluates the Project’s change of zone (CZ) for consistency with surrounding zoning 
classifications (see Figure 4.2.4). Surrounding uses are designated R-VC (Rubidoux Village 
Commercial) for commercial uses west along the north and south sides of Mission Boulevard, and 
C-1/C-P (General Commercial) for commercial use to the east along the north side of Mission 
Boulevard. 

The proposed commercial uses of the Project would be consistent with existing commercial uses 
further west along both sides of Mission Boulevard as all are designated R-VC zoning. In addition, 
the Project would generally be consistent with the future planned commercial use southeast of the 
site (i.e., property designated C-1/C-P). Therefore, the new uses would be consistent with these 
existing and planned uses in terms of commercial zoning designations. 

The Project proposes the designations on the site be changed to allow R-VC commercial uses mainly 
in the southern portion of the site, adjacent to Mission Boulevard, while allowing high density 
residential uses (HDR) in the central and northern portions of the site.  The HDR portion of the site 
would have 68 units on 5.16 acres or a gross density of 13.2 units per acre. The Project proposes 
the residential units in ten buildings with up to three (3) stories and a maximum height of forty 
(40) feet. The existing residential uses to the north are designated R-2 (multiple family residential)  
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and A-1 (Light Agriculture) although most of this area is occupied by single family residences.  The 
existing residential uses to the west are designated a mixture of R-1 (One Family Dwellings) and R-
2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) with the R-2 uses along the west side of Crestmore Road adjacent to 
the Project site. 

The proposed uses would be compatible with the existing residences to the degree that both are 
residential in nature, although the proposed uses would be considerably more dense than the 
existing uses. For example, the area west of the site has approximately 7 units per acre or 5,500 
square foot lots along Odell Street to the west. In contrast, the area north of the site has some large 
almost rural-style lots up to one acre in size that were planned long ago to support light agricultural 
uses (e.g., 70 feet wide by 600 feet deep).   
 
Although the proposed Project increases the residential density adjacent to the area north of the 
site that has some large almost rural-style lots up to one acre in size, the residential structures on 
the site would be separated from the single-family development to the north by a landscaped 
buffer, a driveway, parking spaces, and a block wall. The Project will meet zoning code setback 
requirements between higher density residential and lower density residential. The proposed 
Project also increases the residential density near the area west of the site that is developed at a 
density of approximately 7 units per acre (5,500 square foot lots along Odell Street) to the west of 
Crestmore Road. In this area, Crestmore Road provides a buffer between the proposed higher 
density residential on the east of Crestmore Road and the existing lower density residential 
development on Odell Street west of Crestmore Road. 
 
In addition, the proposed Project would be required to comply with a variety of other provisions of 
the City’s Municipal Code to ensure consistency with adjacent land uses, all of which would be 
enforced either as conditions of Project approval or through future City review of implementing 
development permit applications (grading permits, building permits, etc.).  Based on the foregoing 
analysis, the proposed Project would be consistent with or otherwise would not conflict with all 
applicable provisions of the City’s Zoning Code and Municipal Code.   
 
D.  Mitigation Measures 

Significant and unavoidable land use and planning impacts will result from the following: 

 Inconsistency with Land Use Element Policies LUE-5.55, 5.57, 5.58, and 5.61 with respect to 
consistency with the Flabob Airport ALUP. 
 

 Inconsistency with Mobility Element Policies ME 2.12, 2.15, and 2.17 due to the inability to 
install necessary improvements for significantly impacted intersections and roadway 
segments. 

There is no feasible mitigation available for reducing the Project intensity to the point it would be 
consistent with the Flabob ALUP. For example, any measures that would effectively mitigate the 
impacts of the proposed Project regarding consistency with the Flabob ALUP would require  
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reduction or elimination of ten percent of the commercial space on the same acreage and 
elimination of essentially all of the residential units on the site (ALUP would allow only 1-2 units 
total on the site). Such mitigation would essentially preclude development of the site and is 
therefore infeasible (i.e., any feasible mitigation would require fundamental changes to the Project’s 
land use plan).  

There is also no feasible mitigation available for traffic impacts due to the fact that payment of fair 
share fees will not guarantee the construction of improvements in a timely manner or the fact that 
some intersections/roadway segments are located in the City of Riverside and beyond the control 
of the City of Jurupa valley.   

E. Level of Significance After Mitigation 

There is no feasible mitigation available related to the Project’s inconsistencies with various 
General Plan policies regarding land use (inconsistent with Flabob ALUP) and traffic (cannot install 
necessary road or intersection improvements to achieve City LOS standard). Therefore, potential 
impacts of the Project related to consistency with City General Plan policies are significant and 
unavoidable, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for this impact will be required if the 
Project is approved. 
 

4.2.8 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  

 
As discussed under Section 4.2.6 above regarding Threshold b, the Project would be inconsistent 
with General Plan Land Use Element Policies 5.55, 5.57, 5.58, and 5.61 regarding consistency with 
the Flabob ALUP. The Project would also be inconsistent with General Plan Mobility Element 
Policies ME 2.12, 2.15. and 2.17 due to the inability to install necessary improvements for 
significantly impacted intersections and roadway segments.  
 
Traffic Impacts 
 
It is also not known if or to what degree other development projects in the surrounding area may 
be inconsistent with the City’s requirements to mitigate traffic impacts due to the same or similar 
physical restrictions outlined in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Transportation and Traffic. Other cumulative 
developments within the region would also be subject to the policies of the Jurupa Valley General 
Plan (or those from another applicable General Plan), the applicable zoning code, the SCAG RCP, 
and/or the SCAG RTP/SCS. The Project would therefore have a significant and unavoidable 
cumulative traffic impact, as identified in Section 4.3, Transportation and Traffic, of this Draft EIR.  
For these reasons, a Statement of Overriding Considerations for this cumulative impact will be 
required if the City Council chooses to approve the Project. It should be noted that the Project 
would result in a less than significant direct and cumulative impact with respect to a conflict with 
all other aspects of the General Plan as well as other applicable land use plans, policies, and 
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating adverse environmental effects.  
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Flabob Airport 
 
The area of potential cumulative effects relative to airport hazards is the influence area of the 
Flabob Airport as outlined in the Flabob Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). The 2004 ALUP identified a 
number of vacant properties with General Plan land use designations and/or zoning classifications 
that, if developed, would be in conflict with the land use intensity limits of the Flabob ALUP for 
Compatibility Zones C and potentially Zone D, as shown in Figure 4.4.1.  
 
There were no feasible mitigation measures identified to reduce Project-level impacts, in this 
regard to less than significant levels. Since the Flabob ALUP also identifies a number of potential 
land use conflicts for future development within Zones C and D of the ALUP, development of the 
proposed Project, due to the inconsistency with the Flabob ALUP, could make a significant 
contribution to a cumulatively considerable impact related to airport safety and land use 
compatibility. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable. Approval of the proposed 
Project would require adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations from the City Council if 
the Project is approved since the ALUC determined the Project was not consistent with the land use 
intensity limits of Zone C of the Flabob ALUP. 
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4.3.1 INTRODUCTION 

 
This section analyzes potential traffic and transportation impacts with respect to performance 
standards established by the City of Jurupa Valley, the City of Riverside, and the Riverside County 
Congestion Management Program, based on the locations of affected roadway segments and 
intersections. This section also provides an analysis of potential effects on aircraft transportation. 
 
The following analysis is based in part on a traffic impact analysis (TIA) entitled “Mission Gateway 
Plaza and Villas, Traffic Impact Analysis, City of Jurupa Valley” prepared by Urban Crossroads (UC) 
first issued on December 5, 2017 and updated April 16, 2018.  The TIA report is included as 
Appendix C to this Draft EIR.  The TIA evaluates the potential operating deficiencies of traffic and 
circulation facilities in the proposed Project’s study area and identifies improvements that would 
be needed to relieve operational deficiencies.  As directed by the City of Jurupa Valley, the TIA was 
prepared in accordance with the County of Riverside Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide, 
dated August 2008, which is used by the City of Jurupa Valley, as well as the requirements for the 
disclosure of potential impacts and mitigation measures pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), and consultation with City staff during the TIA scoping process. In addition, an 
aircraft safety report prepared by Williams Aviation Consultants for the Project was also used in the 
following analysis. A copy of the aircraft safety report is included in Appendix B of this Draft EIR 
 

4.3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

 
A. Study Area Intersections 

The scope of the TIA (Appendix C) was based on a traffic study scoping agreement prepared by 
Urban Crossroads and approved by the City of Jurupa Valley.  The scoping agreement defines the 
methodologies for calculating the Project’s trip generation, trip distribution, the study area, and 
analysis methodologies.  The study area was then determined based on the intersections and 
roadways where the Project would contribute 50 or more peak hour trips, the freeway segments 
where the Project would add 100 or more two-way trips, and the freeway ramp merge/diverge 
areas where the Project would add 50 or more trips.  Based on this criterion, the study area was 
determined to include 15 intersections (3 in the City of Riverside) and eight (8) roadway segments 
(1 in the City of Riverside) as described in Tables 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 below.  
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Table 4.3.1. Study Area Intersections 

ID # Location Jurisdiction Congestion 
Management 

Program Roadway 
(CMP)? 

1 
 

Riverview Drive/Mission Boulevard; City of Jurupa Valley No 

2 
 

Avalon Street/Mission Boulevard City of Jurupa Valley No 

3 
 

Rubidoux Boulevard/Mission Boulevard City of Jurupa Valley No 

4 
 

Wallace Street/Mission Boulevard City of Jurupa Valley No 

5 
 

Crestmore Road/Mission Boulevard City of Jurupa Valley No 

6 
 

Redwood Drive/Mission Boulevard  City of Riverside No 

7 
 

Brockton Avenue/Mission Boulevard City of Riverside No 

8 
 

Market Street/Mission Boulevard City of Riverside Yes 

9 
 

Crestmore Road/37th Street City of Jurupa Valley No 

10 
 

Crestmore Road/Odell Street City of Jurupa Valley No 

11 
 

Crestmore Road/34th Street City of Jurupa Valley No 

12 
 

Rubidoux Boulevard/34th Street City of Jurupa Valley No 

13 Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 EB Off-Ramp 
– Frontage Road 

City of Jurupa Valley No 

14 
 

Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 WB On-Ramp City of Jurupa Valley No 

15 Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 WB Off-Ramp 
– 30th Street 

City of Jurupa Valley No 

Source:  Table 1.1, Urban Crossroads 2018.     
  

 

 
The TIA evaluated eight (8) roadway segments as outlined in Table 4.3.2 below: 
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Table 4.3-2. Study Area Roadway Segments 

Roadway Segment Jurisdiction 
Rubidoux Boulevard 
 

SR-60 EB Ramps to 34th Street City of Jurupa Valley 

Mission Boulevard 
 

East of Rubidoux Boulevard City of Jurupa Valley 

Odell Street 
 

West of Crestmore Road City of Jurupa Valley 

37th Street 
 

West of Crestmore Road City of Jurupa Valley 

Crestmore Road 
 

North of Odell Street City of Jurupa Valley 

Crestmore Road 
 

South of 37th Street City of Jurupa Valley 

Mission Boulevard 
 

East of Crestmore Road City of Jurupa Valley 

Mission Inn Avenue 
 

Redwood Drive to Brockton Avenue City of Riverside 

Source:  Table 1-2, Urban Crossroads 2018.   

    

 
Exhibit 4.3.1 shows the locations of the study area intersections and roadway segments.  

 
B. Existing Traffic Conditions 

Table 4.3-3 shows the peak hour Level of Service (LOS) for study area intersections under existing 
conditions (2017).  Table 4.3-3 demonstrates that, for existing traffic conditions, the study area 
intersections are currently operating at an acceptable LOS during the peak hours, with the 
exception of Rubidoux Boulevard/Mission Boulevard (#3), which experiences LOS E in the PM peak 
hours only (UC 2018, page 8).  

 
Table 4.3-3.  Existing Intersection Conditions 

 
# 

 
Intersection 

Traffic 
Control1 

Delay (seconds) Level of Service 
AM PM AM PM 

1 
 

Riverview Drive / Mission Boulevard TS 28,7 28.9 C C 

2 
 

Avalon Street / Mission Boulevard TS 17.6 22.2 B C 

3 
 

Rubidoux Boulevard / Mission Boulevard TS 54.6 55.9 D E 

4 
 

Wallace Street / Mission Boulevard TS 12.1 9.0 B A 

5 
 

Crestmore Road / Mission Boulevard TS 29.7 31.8 C C 

6 
 

Redwood Drive / Mission Boulevard TS 34.6 34.6 C C 

7 Brockton Avenue / Mission Boulevard TS 32.3 33.7 C C 
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# 

 
Intersection 

Traffic 
Control1 

Delay (seconds) Level of Service 
AM PM AM PM 

 
8 
 

Market Street / Mission Boulevard TS 35.5 38.5 D D 

9 
 

Crestmore Road / 37th Street CSS 9.0 9.6 A A 

10 
 

Crestmore Road / Odell Street CSS 8.9 9.7 A A 

11 
 

Crestmore Road / 34th Street CSS 9.1 9.4 A A 

12 
 

Rubidoux Boulevard / 34th Street TS 14.3 15.8 B B 

13 
 

Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 EB Off-Ramp – 
Frontage Road 

TS 28.3 40.1 C D 

14 
 

Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On-Ramp UC 28.6 20.0 D C 

15 
 

Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 WB Off-Ramp – 
30th Street 

TS 22.7 25.5 C C 

Source:  Table 3-1, Urban Crossroads 2018.     BOLD/SHADED = LOS does not meet applicable standard     TS = traffic 
signal, UC = uncontrolled 

 

 

C. Flabob Airport Conditions 

At its closest point the Project site is located approximately 1,500 feet northeast of the Flabob 
Airport property, a general aviation airport which began operations in 1925. The airport has an 
approved Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUP) from 2004 which establishes safety or 
compatibility zones around the airport to facilitate safe and efficient air operations at the airport. 
The Project site and much of the immediate surrounding areas to the east and south are located 
within Airport Compatibility Zone C (Zone C), the Extended Approach/Departure Zone which limits 
residential density to one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) acres and commercial development 
intensity of 75 people per acre (average) and 150 people per acre (single acre).   
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4.3.3 NOP/SCOPING COMMENTS 

 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed Project was released for public review on June 20, 
2018.  No comments were received during the NOP comment period that pertain to the topic of   
transportation and traffic.   
 

4.3.4 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

 
A. Federal Regulations 

There are no federal regulations that are applicable to traffic in Jurupa Valley. 
 
B. State Regulations 

There are no State regulations that are applicable to traffic in Jurupa Valley. The State of California 
adopted the Airport Land Use Law, California Public Utilities Code §§21670-21679.5. The Airport 
Land Use Law provides for the creation of the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 
(ALUC or Commission) and the adoption of airport land use compatibility plans by the Commission 
to assist the County and affected cities in land use planning in the vicinity of airports. The 
Commission has adopted an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for Western Riverside County 
(ALUP), which applies to all cities in Western Riverside County and includes polices and 
compatibility criteria for Flabob Airport.  
 
C. Regional Policies 

SCAG 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is a regional agency established 
pursuant to California Government Code § 6500, also referred to as the Joint Powers Authority law.  
SCAG is designated as a Council of Governments (COG), a Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
(RTPA), and a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO).  The Project site is within SCAG’s 
regional authority.  On April 7, 2016, SCAG adopted the 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) with goals to: 1) Align the plan investments and 
policies with improving regional economic development and competitiveness; 2) Maximize 
mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region; 3) Ensure travel safety and 
reliability for all people and goods in the region; 4) Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional 
transportation system; 5) Maximize the productivity of our transportation system; 6) Protect the 
environment and health of our residents by improving air quality and encouraging active 
transportation (e.g., bicycling and walking); 7) Actively encourage and create incentives for energy 
efficiency, where possible; 8) Encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and 
active transportation; and 9) Maximize the security of the regional transportation system through 
improved system monitoring, rapid recovery planning, and coordination with other security 
agencies (SCAG, 2016, p. 64).  Performance measures and funding strategies also are included to 
ensure that the adopted goals are achieved through implementation of the RTP. 
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Riverside County Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

The intent of a Congestion Management Program (CMP) 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. Counties within California have developed CMPs with varying methods and 
strategies to meet the intent of the CMP legislation. The County of Riverside CMP became effective 
with the passage of Proposition 111 in 1990 and updated most recently in 2011. The Riverside 
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) adopted the 2011 CMP for the County of Riverside in 
December 2011. Market Street is a CMP Principal Arterial within the study area and will be 
impacted by Project traffic. 
 
Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Program 

In 2000, the Western Riverside County Association of Governments (WRCOG) established the 
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) program to mitigate the cumulative regional 
impacts of projected future growth and new development on the region’s arterial highway system.  
The TUMF program ensures that development projects in the region pay their fair share of arterial 
highway system improvements and that funding is in place for construction of facilities needed to 
maintain the requisite level of service and critical to mobility in the region.  TUMF is a regional 
mitigation fee program that is imposed and implemented in every jurisdiction in Western Riverside 
County, except for the City of Beaumont.  The collected funds are pooled and used by WRCOG to 
fund transportation network improvements, including roads, interchanges, and bridges, and for 
transit improvements (WRCOG 2015, p. 2).  TUMF fees are imposed on new residential, industrial, 
and commercial development in the City of Jurupa Valley through Municipal Code Chapter 3.70.  
 
Road and Bridge Benefit District (RBBD) Program 

Road and Bridge Benefit Districts (RBBDs) are geographic areas of Riverside County established to 
provide funding for the cost of road and bridge improvements in an established area of benefit.  
Fees are assessed on new development projects within RBBD areas for this purpose.  The Project 
site is not located within any of Riverside County’s four (4) established RBBDs.  
 
D. Local Policies 

Jurupa Valley General Plan 

The Jurupa Valley General Plan (adopted in 2017) includes a Mobility Element, a core component of 
the General Plan that discusses transportation facilities as well as alternative modes of 
transportation, and establishes objectives and policies associated with transportation within the 
City.  The General Plan Mobility Element identifies the circulation facilities located in the vicinity of 
the Project site; discusses planned circulation system improvements in the vicinity of the Project 
site; and issues standards for the design and construction of new roadways within the City.   The 
transportation-related specific policies and recommendations for implementation of the General 
Plan that are relevant to the proposed Project along with a discussion of the Project’s consistency  
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with each of these policies are included later in Table 4.3-1, General Plan Consistency Analysis, and 
also evaluated in EIR Section 4.2, Land Use and Planning. 
 
City of Riverside General Plan 

Over the past seventy years, the physical, social and economic success Riverside has experienced 
can be attributed in part to the City's transportation network and the tremendous mobility it has 
afforded. The freeways, streets, bike paths, railways and airports that provide circulation within the 
City and access to points beyond have transformed Riverside from a relatively isolated agricultural 
community to a major city that serves as the hub of the Inland Empire.  Riverside's growth has 
resulted in many beneficial effects, principally the development of industries and businesses that 
provide jobs and economic stability, creation of housing units affordable to a broad range of 
household incomes, the growth of educational institutions and the vibrancy that results from a 
diverse, multi-ethnic community. However, the same transportation network has also created 
adverse side effects: traffic congestion due to regional travel patterns, increased pollutant 
emissions, dispersed land use patterns and the stress of commuting. The Circulation and 
Community Mobility Element recognizes the ability of the City of Riverside’s transportation 
network to serve the City’s needs and shape the community in positive ways, and to allow the City 
to effectively use alternatives to the private automobile to reach their destinations within Riverside 
and the region. (Riverside 2025, p. CCM-1.) 
 
Development Impact Fee (DIF) Program 

City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code Chapter 3.75, Development Impact Fee (DIF) program includes 
two (2) separate transportation components; the Roads, Bridges and Major Improvements 
component, and the Traffic Signals component.  Eligible facilities for funding by the DIF program 
are identified on the Public Needs List.  DIF fees collected by the City are subsequently placed in a 
separate interest-bearing account pursuant to the requirements of Government Code § 66000 et 
seq.  The City’s capital improvement programs are overseen by the Public Works Department and 
establish the timing and use of DIF fees for transportation facility improvements.   
 

4.3.5 METHODOLOGY 

 
The TIA evaluated Project traffic impacts on local intersections and roadways based on Level of 
Service (LOS) criteria using trip generation and distribution estimates which result from the 
proposed land uses.  The TIA examined several different traffic-related impact scenarios over time 
as required by the latest CEQA court cases and directions in the State CEQA Guidelines. The TIA 
determined what impacts were attributed to Project-related traffic and identified appropriate 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts that exceeded accepted significance criteria (i.e., were 
significant impacts) to less than significant levels. Impacts that cannot be physically or feasibly 
reduced to less than significant levels must then have a statement of overriding considerations 
adopted for the Project if the City Council decides to approve the Project.   
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A.  Level of Service (LOS) 

Traffic operations of roadway facilities are described using the term "Level of Service" (LOS) which 
is a qualitative description of traffic flow based on several factors such as speed, travel time, delay, 
and freedom to maneuver.  Six levels are typically defined ranging from LOS A, representing 
completely free-flow conditions, to LOS F, representing breakdown in flow resulting in stop-and-go 
conditions.  LOS E represents operations at or near capacity, an unstable level where vehicles are 
operating with the minimum spacing for maintaining uniform flow. Table 4.3-4 shows the LOS 
standards. 
 

Table 4.3-4. Level of Service 
Level of Service (LOS) Signalized Intersection Unsignalized Intersection 

A ≤10 seconds ≤10 seconds 
B 10–20 seconds 10–15 seconds 
C 20–35 seconds 15–25 seconds 
D 35–55 seconds 25–35 seconds 
E 55–80 seconds 35–50 seconds 
F >80 seconds >50 seconds 

Source: County of Riverside Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guidelines. 

  
LOS has been used as the basis for determining the significance of traffic impacts as standard 
practice in CEQA documents for decades.  In 2013, California Senate Bill (SB) 743 was passed, 
which is intended to balance the need for LOS for traffic planning with the need to build infill 
housing and mixed-use commercial developments within walking distance of mass transit facilities, 
downtowns, and town centers and to provide greater flexibility to local governments to balance 
these sometimes competing needs.  At full implementation of SB 743, the California Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is expected to replace LOS as the metric against which traffic 
impacts are evaluated, with a metric based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  At the time the NOP 
for this Draft EIR was released (June 20, 2018), a VMT metric was not published by OPR, and the 
City of Jurupa Valley in its capacity as Lead Agency, as well as the City of Riverside in which the 
Project’s traffic would circulate, use LOS as the significance criteria for evaluating a Project’s traffic 
impacts.  For this reason, a LOS metric and not a VMT metric is appropriately used in this Draft EIR. 
 
The Project-specific TIA (Draft EIR Appendix C) and the analysis herein relied upon the LOS 
standards for intersections and roadway segments, freeway segments and freeway ramp 
merge/diverge areas that are established in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010).   
 
B.   Project Characteristics Relative to Traffic 

The Project proposes 68 multi‐family apartment units with a community center of approximately 
3,800 square feet and commercial retail uses of approximately 31,436 square feet. The Project is 
anticipated to be developed in a single phase with an anticipated Opening Year of 2019. Access to 
the Project site will be provided along Crestmore Road (public road) via the following Driveways: 
(a) Crestmore Road & Driveway 1 – Full access driveway is proposed to align with existing 37th 
Street; and (b) Crestmore Road & Driveway 2 – Full access driveway is proposed to be slightly  
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south of Odell Street. The Project is located within the Rubidoux Village area [a Village Center 
Overlay (VCO) on the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan]. Regional access to the Project site is 
provided via Rubidoux Boulevard and Mission Boulevard/Mission Inn Avenue. 
 
C.  Trip Generation and Distribution 

Trip generation represents the amount of traffic which is both attracted to and produced by a 
development. Determining traffic generation for a specific project is therefore based upon 
forecasting the amount of traffic that is expected to be both attracted to and produced by the 
specific land uses being proposed for a given development. The ITE7 Trip Generation manual is a 
nationally recognized source for estimating site specific trip generation. For purposes of this 
analysis, multi-family housing (ITE Land Use Code 220), recreational community center (ITE Land 
Use Code 495), and shopping center (ITE Land Use Code 820) were utilized. Table 4.3-4 
summarizes the Project trip generation which is anticipated to generate a net total of 3,616 trip‐
ends per day with 108 net AM peak hour trips and 306 net PM peak hour trips. 
 

Table 4.3-5.  Project Trip Generation 
 
Land Use 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour  
Daily In Out Total In Out Total 

Multi-Family Housing 7 24 31 24 14 38 498 

Recr. Community Center 4 2 6 4 5 9 110 

Shopping Center 48 29 77 132 143 275 3,198 

SubTotal 

   Internal Capture (5%) 

59 

-3 

55 

-3 

114 

-6 

160 

-8 

162 

-8 

322 

-16 

3,806 

-190 

 
TOTAL 

 
56 

 
52 

 
108 

 
152 

 
154 

 
306 

 
3,616 

Source:  Table 4-1, UC 2018    

 
Trip distribution is the process of identifying the probable destinations, directions or traffic routes 
that will be utilized by Project traffic. The potential interaction between the planned land uses and 
surrounding regional access routes are considered, to identify the route where the Project traffic is 
anticipated to distribute. The Project trip distribution for commercial uses, which utilize Driveway 
1, is shown in Table 4.3-6. The trip distribution for the residential portion of the Project is also 
shown in Table 4.3-6. The residential portion of the Project utilizes both driveways but is oriented 
towards the more northern Driveway 2.  As a reasonable worst case estimate, the modal split 
between vehicles and transit for Project users/occupants was assumed to be all vehicular trips.  

                                                             
7
   Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 
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Table 4.3-6.   Project Trip Distribution 

Direction Route Percent of Trips 
COMMERCIAL 
   North Crestmore Rd. to 34th St. to Rubidoux Blvd. 25 

   South Crestmore Rd. 15 

   East Mission Blvd./Mission Inn Ave. 30 

   West Mission Blvd. 30 

RESIDENTIAL 
   North Crestmore Rd. to 34th St. to Rubidoux Blvd. 25 

   South Crestmore Rd. 15 

   East Mission Blvd./Mission Inn Ave. 30 

   West Mission Blvd. 30 

Sources: Exhibits 4-1 and 4-2, UC 2018 

 
D. Evaluation Scenarios 

The EIR examines the following five (5) traffic impacts/scenarios: 

1) Construction Impacts. During the Project’s construction phase, traffic to-and-from the 
Project site would be generated by activities such as construction employee trips, delivery of 
construction materials, and use of heavy equipment. 
 
2) Existing Plus Project (EP) Impacts.  CEQA requires an Existing plus Project (E+P) analysis 
to determine what circulation system deficiencies would occur on the existing roadway system 
in the scenario of Project traffic being placed on existing conditions. The E+P scenario is very 
unlikely to materialize in real world conditions and thus does not accurately describe the 
environment that will exist when the proposed Project is constructed and becomes operational. 
Regardless, the E+P scenario is evaluated to satisfy CEQA requirements to identify the Project’s 
impacts to the existing environment. 

3) Existing Plus Ambient Growth plus Project (EAP) 2019 Impacts.  The Existing plus 
Ambient Growth plus Project (EAP) 2019 conditions analysis determines the significant traffic 
impacts based on a comparison of the EAP traffic conditions to existing or baseline conditions. 
To account for background traffic growth, an ambient growth from Existing conditions of 4.00% 
(2 percent per year over 2 years, compounded annually) is included for EAP traffic conditions. 
Cumulative development projects are not included as part of the EAP analysis. For the purposes 
of this traffic analysis, the EAP scenario has been utilized to discern significant Project impacts 
consistent with the County of Riverside Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide, dated August 
2008, which is used by the City of Jurupa Valley. 
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4) Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Plus Cumulative (EAPC) 2019 Impacts. To 
account for background traffic, other known cumulative development projects in the study area 
were included in addition to 4.00% of ambient growth to estimate the Existing plus Ambient 
Growth plus Project plus Cumulative (EAPC) 2019 traffic conditions for the proposed Project. 
The reasonable worst case assumption for this scenario was that all of the cumulative projects 
would be fully built and occupied by 2019. 

 
5) Horizon Year 2035 With Project Impacts.  The Horizon Year With Project traffic forecasts 
were determined by adding the Project traffic to the Horizon Year Without Project traffic 
forecasts from the RivTAM model. The Horizon Year traffic forecasts used in the traffic analysis 
were refined with existing peak hour traffic count data collected at intersection analysis 
locations. The initial estimate of the future peak hour turning movements has been reviewed for 
reasonableness. The reasonableness checks performed include a review of traffic flow 
conservation in addition to a comparison with the Existing and EAPC 2019 traffic volumes. 

 

4.3.6 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE   

 
The City of Jurupa Valley has not established local CEQA significance thresholds as described in 
§15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  For this reason, this Draft EIR incorporates the 
Environmental Checklist Form included in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines to determine 
the significance of environmental impacts, but only for those impacts identified in the Initial Study 
for the Project that required additional analysis in the EIR.  Appendix G of the State CEQA 
Guidelines recognizes the following significance thresholds related to traffic and air traffic patterns.  
Based on these significance thresholds, the proposed Project would have a significant impact on 
transportation/traffic if it would: 

1. 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; 

2. 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; 

3. 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; 

A.  Determining Significance of Impacts 

City of Jurupa Valley 
 
For purposes of determining the significance of traffic impacts in this section, and in accordance 
with the Riverside County “Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide” and the Caltrans “Guide for 
the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies” a significant direct traffic impact would occur when the  
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addition of Project traffic under Existing plus Project (EP) causes an intersection or roadway 
segment that operates at a satisfactory level of service (LOS D or better for intersections and 
roadway segments within the jurisdiction of the City of Jurupa Valley, and LOS E or better for 
intersections and roadway segments within the jurisdiction of Caltrans) to operate at a deficient 
level of service.  
 
Cumulative traffic impacts are deficiencies that are not directly caused by the Project but occur as a 
result of regional growth combined with other nearby cumulative development projects.  The 
Project’s contribution of traffic to a particular cumulative transportation deficiency is deemed 
cumulatively considerable if the Project adds substantial traffic to an existing (2017) LOS deficiency 
or a forecasted deficiency under the Project Completion (2019) With Project and/or Cumulative 
(2019) With Project traffic scenarios.  
 
While the City may impose a fair-share fee requirement on the Project to address the Project’s 
contribution to a cumulative impact, the City cannot use that fee as fee-based mitigation unless the 
City has a plan in place with a reasonable timeline for implementing the improvements.  
 
City of Riverside 
 
According to the City of Riverside, Public Works Department, Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation 
Guide, December 2017, the following type of traffic impacts may be considered to be significant 
under CEQA: 
 
1) When Existing Traffic Conditions already exceed the General Plan 2025 target LOS (D). 
 
2) When project traffic, when added to existing traffic (Analysis Scenario 2), will deteriorate the 
LOS to below the target LOS, and impacts cannot be mitigated through project conditions of 
approval. (Note: Analysis Scenario 2 is Project Completion (existing + ambient + project). Traffic 
conditions prior to the time that the proposed development is completed will be estimated by 
increasing the existing traffic counts by an appropriate growth rate to be provided by 
Transportation Department staff, projected to the year that the project is estimated to be 
completed. Traffic generated by the proposed project will then be added, and the impacts on the 
circulation system will be analyzed. This will be the basis for determining project specific impacts, 
mitigation, and conditions of approval). 
 
3) When Existing plus Project plus Cumulative Traffic exceeds the target LOS, and impacts cannot 
be mitigated through the TUMF network (or other funding mechanism) or project conditions of 
approval or when the target LOS is exceeded and the needed improvements are not funded.   
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4.3.7 IMPACT ANALYSIS   

 

Threshold a:  Would the Project 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? 

 

Threshold b. Would the Project 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? 

A.  Plans, Policies, and Programs (PPPs) 
 
The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to transportation and traffic 
LOS impacts. This measure will be included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program to ensure compliance: 
 
PPP 4.3-1  The Project Proponent shall make required per‐unit fee payments associated with 

the Western Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF) 
pursuant to Chapter 3.70 of the Municipal Code. 

 
PPP 4.3-2 As required by Municipal Code Chapter 3.75, the Project is required to pay a 

Development Impact Fee to assist the City in providing revenue that the City can use 
to fund transportation improvements such as roads, bridges, major improvements 
and traffic signals.  

 
PPP 4.3-3  As provided for by California Code of Regulations Section 1592 et. seq. prior to the 

issuance of any building permits or grading permits, the Project applicant shall 
prepare and the City of Jurupa Valley shall approve, a temporary traffic control plan.  

 
The temporary traffic control plan shall comply with the applicable requirements of the California 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. A requirement to comply with the traffic control plan 
shall be noted on all grading and building plans and also shall be specified in bid documents issued 
to prospective construction contractors. 
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B.  Project Design Features (PDFs) 
 
The Project proposes to install the following design features which will help reduce potential traffic 
impacts on surrounding roadways: 
 
PDF 4.3-1 Roadway improvements necessary to provide site access and onsite circulation shall 

be constructed in conjunction with site development. These improvements are 
required to be in place prior to occupancy. TIA Exhibit 1‐3 illustrates the site access 
improvements as well as the intersection lane improvements. The recommended 
site access driveway improvements for the Project are described below and are 
required to achieve acceptable peak hour operations: 

Crestmore Road / Driveway 1 (Intersection #9) – The driveway should align with 
37th Street and the Project shall install a stop control on the westbound approach 
and construct the intersection with the following geometrics:  

 Northbound Approach: Provide a separate left turn lane and maintain existing 
through lane. 

 Southbound Approach: Provide a separate left turn lane and maintain existing 
through lane. 

 Eastbound Approach: Allow through movement from the one shared left‐
through‐right turn lane. 

 Westbound Approach: Provide one shared left‐through‐right turn lane. 

Crestmore Road/Driveway 2 (Intersection #10) – Provide stop sign control for the 
westbound approach and update the intersection with the following geometrics: 
 
 Northbound Approach: Provide a separate left turn lane and maintain existing 

through lane. 
 Southbound Approach: Provide a separate left turn lane and maintain existing 

through lane. 
 Eastbound Approach: Allow through movement from the one shared left‐

through‐right turn lane. 
 Westbound Approach: Provide one shared left‐through‐right turn lane. 

Onsite traffic signing and striping shall be implemented in conjunction with detailed 
construction plans for the Project site. Sight distance at each project access point 
shall be reviewed with respect to standard California Department of Transportation  
(Caltrans) and City of Jurupa Valley sight distance standards at the time of 
preparation of final grading, landscape and street improvement plans. 
 

C.   Level of Significance Before Mitigation 

The analysis under Threshold (a) focuses on potential impacts to the local circulation network (i.e., 
roadways and intersections), and the analysis under Threshold (b) focuses on potential impacts to  
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the Riverside County CMP roadway network, including potential impacts to freeway facilities in the 
Project study area. As required by CEQA, the following analysis addresses the following specific 
traffic impacts: (a) Construction; (b) Existing Plus Project (EP); (c) Existing Plus Ambient Growth 
Plus Project (EAP) 2019; (d) Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Plus Cumulative (EAPC) 
2019, and (e) Horizon Year 2035. In addition, The Project’s consistency; with City of Jurupa Valley 
General Plan policies regarding transportation will be evaluated. Finally, the cumulative impacts 
are addressed in Section 4.3.8. 
 
1. Construction Impacts 

During the Project’s construction phase, traffic to-and-from the Project site would be generated by 
activities such as construction employee trips, delivery of construction materials, and use of heavy 
equipment. Peak daily construction traffic volumes would be less than daily and peak hour traffic 
volumes generated by the Project operational activities at study area intersections.  Based on 
typical construction working hours and the Project Applicant’s anticipated construction schedule, 
most construction workers would arrive to and depart from the Project site outside of the AM/PM 
peak hours and, therefore, would not be driving to/from the Project site during hours of peak 
congestion.  Deliveries of construction materials to the Project site also would have a nominal effect 
to the local roadway network.  Construction materials would be delivered to the site throughout the 
construction phase based on need and would not occur on an everyday basis.  Heavy equipment 
would be utilized on the Project site during the construction phase.  Because most heavy equipment 
is not authorized to be driven on a public roadway, most equipment would be delivered and 
removed from the Project site via flatbed trucks.  As with the delivery of construction materials, the 
delivery of heavy equipment to the Project site would not occur on a daily basis but would occur 
periodically throughout the construction phase based on need.   
 
Based on the information described above, the addition of temporary, Project-related construction 
traffic to the study area intersections is not expected to degrade LOS to a deficient level or create 
any significant impacts to the circulation system.  However, as a conservative approach, this Draft 
EIR overstates the reasonably foreseeable construction-related impacts by assuming that 
construction-related traffic impacts would be the same as those impacts described below for the 
Existing Plus Project (EP) Scenario.  Additionally, as required by PPP 4.3-3, the Project Applicant 
would be required to implement temporary traffic controls in compliance with the California 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, which specify that such traffic controls shall be 
provided during construction, such as a flag person, during all phases of construction to facilitate 
the flow of construction traffic on streets abutting the Project site as required by PDF 4.3-1.  
Compliance would lessen the Project’s construction-related traffic impacts, but as a conservative 
measure, it is still concluded that the resulting impacts would be the same as those impacts 
described below for the Existing Plus Project (EP) Scenario (i.e. less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated). 
 
2. Existing Plus Project (E+P) 2019 Impacts 

Information for Existing Plus Project (E+P) 2019 conditions disclosed below represents the 
baseline traffic conditions and they existed in 2018 when the TIA was prepared and the NOP for  
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this EIR was released. The Existing Plus Project (E+P) 2019 analysis determines traffic impacts that 
would occur to the existing roadway system with the addition of Project traffic in the theoretical 
scenario of the Project being placed upon existing (2017) conditions. The E+P scenario is presented 
to disclose direct impacts as required by CEQA. In the case of the proposed Project, the estimated 
time period between the time the traffic counts were taken (2017) and estimated Project 
occupancy (2019) is two (2) years. During this time period, traffic conditions are not static – other 
projects are being constructed, the transportation network is evolving, and traffic patterns are 
changing. Therefore, the E+P 2019 scenario is very unlikely to materialize in real world conditions 
and thus does not accurately describe the environment that will exist when the proposed Project is 
constructed and becomes operational. Regardless, the E+P scenario is evaluated to satisfy CEQA 
requirements to identify the Project’s impacts to the existing environment. 
 
Intersection Analysis 
 
Table 4.3-7 shows the Existing Plus (E+P) 2019 Project intersection conditions. 
 

Table 4.3-7.  Existing Plus Project (E+P) 2019 Intersection Conditions 
 

# 
 

Intersection 
Traffic 

Control1 
Delay (seconds) Level of Service 

AM PM AM PM 
1 Riverview Drive / Mission Boulevard TS 28,7 29.6 C C 
2 Avalon Street / Mission Boulevard TS 18.2 22.5 B C 
3 Rubidoux Boulevard / Mission Boulevard TS 54.9 55.9 D E 
4 Wallace Street / Mission Boulevard TS 18.9 9.0 B A 
5 Crestmore Road / Mission Boulevard TS 30.1 32.2 C C 
6 Redwood Drive / Mission Boulevard3 TS 34.7 36.5 C D 
7 Brockton Avenue / Mission Boulevard3 TS 32.3 33.7 C C 
8 Market Street / Mission Boulevard3 TS 35.7 38.9 D D 
9 Crestmore Road / 37th Street CSS 10.5 15.1 B C 

10 Crestmore Road / Odell Street CSS 9.5 10.6 A B 
11 Crestmore Road / 34th Street CSS 9.3 9.8 A A 
12 Rubidoux Boulevard / 34th Street TS 15.0 17.2 B B 
13 Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 EB Off-Ramp – 

Frontage Road 
TS 28.9 40.3 C D 

14 Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On-Ramp UC 30.0 21.8 D C 
15 Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 WB Off-Ramp – 

30th Street 
TS 25.6 27.6 C C 

 
Source:  Table 5-1, Urban Crossroads 2018.     BOLD/SHADED = LOS does not meet applicable standard     TS = traffic 
signal, UC = uncontrolled 
Bold = exceeds established standard 

 

 
For existing traffic conditions, the study area intersections are currently operating at an acceptable 
LOS during the peak hours, with the exception of Rubidoux Boulevard/Mission Boulevard 
(Intersection #3), which experiences LOS E in the PM peak hours only.  
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As noted above, the E+P 2019 Impacts scenario is very unlikely to materialize in real world 
conditions and thus does not accurately describe the environment that will exist when the 
proposed Project is constructed and becomes operational. Regardless, the E+P 2019 scenario is 
evaluated to satisfy CEQA requirements to identify the Project’s impacts to the existing 
environment. In addition, Analysis Scenario 2, Project Completion (existing + ambient growth + 
project).is the basis for determining project specific impacts, mitigation, and conditions of 
approval). 
 
Roadway Segment Analysis 

Table 4.3-8 shows the Existing Plus Project (EP) 2019 roadway segment conditions. 
 

Table 4.3-8. Existing Plus Project (EP) Scenario 2019 Roadway Segment Conditions 
Roadway Segment Limits Direction Level of 

Service 
 

Jurisdiction 

AM PM 
Rubidoux Boulevard SR-60 EB Ramps to 34th Street NB A A Jurupa Valley 

SB A A 
Mission Boulevard East of Rubidoux Boulevard EB A A Jurupa Valley 

WB A A 
East of Crestmore Road EB A F 

WB A A 
Mission Inn Avenue Between Redwood Dr. & 

Brockton Ave. 
EB A A Riverside 
WB A A 

Crestmore Road Between 37th St. & Mission Bl. NB A A Jurupa Valley 

SB A A 
North of Odell St. 
 

NB A A 

SB A A 
Odell St. West of Crestmore Rd. EB A A Jurupa Valley 

WB A B 

37th St. West of Crestmore Rd. EB A A Jurupa Valley 

WB B B 

Source:  Table 5-3, Urban Crossroads 2018.     BOLD/SHADED = LOS does not meet applicable standard      

 
As noted above, the E+P 2019 Impacts scenario is very unlikely to materialize in real world 
conditions and thus does not accurately describe the environment that will exist when the 
proposed Project is constructed and becomes operational. Regardless, the E+P 2019 scenario is 
evaluated to satisfy CEQA requirements to identify the Project’s impacts to the existing 
environment. In addition, Analysis Scenario 2, Project Completion (existing + ambient growth + 
project). is the basis for determining project specific impacts, mitigation, and conditions of 
approval). 
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3. Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project (EAP) 2019 Impacts 

Intersection Analysis 
 
Table 4.3-9 shows the Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project (EAP) 2019 Intersection 
Conditions. 
 
Table 4.3-9   Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project (EAP) 2019 Intersection Conditions 
 

# 
 

Intersection 
Traffic 

Control1 
Delay (seconds) Level of Service 

AM PM AM PM 
1 Riverview Drive / Mission Boulevard TS 29.4 30.7 C C 
2 Avalon Street / Mission Boulevard TS 18.5 23.2 B C 
3 Rubidoux Boulevard / Mission Boulevard TS 57.4 59.2 E E 
4 Wallace Street / Mission Boulevard TS 20.0 9.1 B A 
5 Crestmore Road / Mission Boulevard TS 31.0 39.1 C D 
6 Redwood Drive / Mission Boulevard3 TS 35.5 39.8 D D 
7 Brockton Avenue / Mission Boulevard3 TS 32.4 34.2 C C 
8 Market Street / Mission Boulevard3 TS 36.9 40.3 D D 
9 Crestmore Road / 37th Street CSS 10.6 15.4 B C 

10 Crestmore Road / Odell Street CSS 9.6 10.8 A B 
11 Crestmore Road / 34th Street CSS 9.3 9.8 A A 
12 Rubidoux Boulevard / 34th Street TS 15.2 22.4 B C 
13 Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 EB Off-Ramp – 

Frontage Road 
TS 32.8 42.7 C D 

14 Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On-Ramp 
- Without Improvements 
- With Improvements 

UC  
37.4 

 
24.7 

 
E 

 
C 

 8.1 5.4 A A 

15 Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 WB Off-Ramp – 
30th Street 

TS 27.2 31.2 C C 

Source:  Table 6-1, Urban Crossroads 2018.     BOLD/SHADED = LOS does not meet applicable standard     TS = traffic signal, 
UC = uncontrolled 

 

 
When traffic under Existing Plus Ambient Growth (EAP) conditions in 2019 are compared to 
Existing Plus Project (EP) conditions, the TIA concluded that Intersection #3 (Rubidoux 
Boulevard/Mission Boulevard) is anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS E in both the AM 
and PM peak hours and Intersection #14 (Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 WB On-Ramp) is anticipated 
to operate at unacceptable LOS E in the AM peak hours.  Therefore, the Project is anticipated to 
result in cumulatively considerable traffic impacts at these 2 intersections. The following 
mitigation measures are required: 
 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 
 
MM-TRA-1:  Fair Share Payment Rubidoux Blvd. and Mission Blvd. Intersection (#3) 
Improvements. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall  pay the Project’s 
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fair share cost (6.5%) towards the City’s Capital Improvement Project No. 19-C.2, Mission Blvd. and 
Rubidoux Blvd. 

 
MM-TRA-2:  Fair Share Payment for Traffic Signal at Rubidoux Boulevard / SR‐60 WB On Ramp 
(Intersection #14). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall pay the 
Project’s fair share cost (14.8%) towards a traffic signal at the intersection of Rubidoux Boulevard / 
SR‐60 WB On Ramp. 
  
With implementation of MM-TRA-1, impacts are less than significant for Rubidoux Blvd. and 
Mission Blvd. (Intersection #3). 
 
Even with implementation of MM-TRA-2, impacts are significant and unavoidable for Rubidoux 
Boulevard / SR‐60 WB On Ramp (Intersection #14) because payment of the fair share towards 
improvements does not guarantee that the improvements will be constructed. 
 
Roadway Segment Analysis 
 
Table 4.3-10 shows the Existing Plus Project (EP) 2019 roadway segment conditions. 
 

Table 4.3-10. Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project (EAP) 2019 Roadway Segment 
Conditions 

Roadway Segment Limits Direction Level of 
Service 

 

Jurisdiction 

AM PM 
Rubidoux Boulevard SR-60 EB Ramps to 34th Street NB F A Jurupa Valley 

SB A A 
Mission Boulevard East of Rubidoux Boulevard EB A A Jurupa Valley 

WB A A 
East of Crestmore Road EB A F 

WB A A 
Mission Inn Avenue Between Redwood Dr. & 

Brockton Ave. 
EB A A Riverside 
WB A A 

Crestmore Road Between 37th St. & Mission Bl. NB A A Jurupa Valley 

SB A A 
North of Odell St. 
 

NB A A 

SB A A 
Odell St. West of Crestmore Rd. EB B C Jurupa Valley 

WB A B 

37th St. West of Crestmore Rd. EB C C Jurupa Valley 

WB B B 

Source:  Table 6-3, Urban Crossroads 2018.     BOLD/SHADED = LOS does not meet applicable standard      

 
Based on the HCS Urban Street Segment methodology, all of the study area roadway segments are 
anticipated to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS with the addition of Project traffic with the  
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exception of Mission Boulevard east of Crestmore Road EB (LOS F in the PM peak hours) and 
Rubidoux Boulevard NB (LOS F in the AM peak hour). The following mitigation measures are 
required: 
 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 
 
MM-TRA-3:  Fair Share Payment for Intersection Improvements Rubidoux Bl. / SR‐60 EB Off 
Ramp‐Frontage Rd. (Intersection #13). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project 
applicant shall  pay the Project’s fair share cost (17.7%) towards construction of a separate 
northbound right turn lane and a dedicated eastbound left turn lane. 
 
MM-TRA-4:  Fair Share Payment Crestmore Road/Mission Boulevard Intersection 
Improvements (Intersection #5). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant 
shall pay the Project’s fair share cost (12.3%) towards the City’s Capital Improvement Project No. 13-
H.2, Mission Boulevard Bridge Crossing Santa Ana River.  
 
With implementation of MM-TRA-4, impacts are less than significant for Mission Boulevard WB east 
of Crestmore Road. 
 
Even with implementation of MM TRA-3, impacts are significant and unavoidable for Rubidoux 
Boulevard NB between SR‐60 EB Ramp & 34th Street because payment of the fair share towards 
improvements does not guarantee that the improvements will be constructed. 
 
4. Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Plus Cumulative (EAPC) 2019 Impacts 

Intersection Analysis 

Table 4.3-11 shows the Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Plus Cumulative (EAPC) 2019 
intersection conditions. 
 

Table 4.3-11.   Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Plus Cumulative (EAPC) 2019 
Intersection Conditions 

 
# 

 
Intersection 

Traffic 
Control1 

Delay (seconds) Level of Service 
AM PM AM PM 

1 Riverview Drive / Mission Boulevard TS 33.9 34.4 C C 
2 Avalon Street / Mission Boulevard TS 27.5 34.8 C C 
3 Rubidoux Boulevard / Mission Boulevard TS 65.8 68.6 E E 
4 Wallace Street / Mission Boulevard TS 21.6 11.9 C B 
5 Crestmore Road / Mission Boulevard TS 32.3 44.8 C D 
6 Redwood Drive / Mission Boulevard3 TS 35.7 48.8 D D 
7 Brockton Avenue / Mission Boulevard3 TS 32.5 37.2 C D 
8 Market Street / Mission Boulevard3 TS 40.3 49.4 D D 
9 Crestmore Road / 37th Street CSS 10.6 15.4 B C 

10 Crestmore Road / Odell Street CSS 9.6 10.8 A B 
11 Crestmore Road / 34th Street CSS 9.3 9.8 A A 
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# 

 
Intersection 

Traffic 
Control1 

Delay (seconds) Level of Service 
AM PM AM PM 

12 Rubidoux Boulevard / 34th Street TS 15.5 23.2 B C 
13 Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 EB Off-Ramp – 

Frontage Road 
- Without Improvements 
- With Improvements (adding lanes) 

TS  
 

62.5 

 
 

65.7 

 
 

E 

 
 

E 
 40.2 54.5 D D 

14 Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On-Ramp 
- Without Improvements 
- With Improvements (+traffic signal) 

UC  
149.7 

 
91.4 

 
F 

 
F 

 8.1 6.7 A A 
15 Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 WB Off-Ramp – 

30th Street 
TS 46.2 45.7 D D 

Source:  Table 7-1, Urban Crossroads 2018.     BOLD/SHADED = LOS does not meet applicable standard     TS = traffic 
signal, UC = uncontrolled 
 

 

 

As shown in in Table 4.3-11, for EAPC 2019, the TIA estimates a total of three (3) study area 
intersections will operate at a deficient LOS during the peak hours for the EAPC 2019 Scenario – 
this includes the one intersection (#3 Rubidoux Boulevard/Mission Boulevard) previously 
identified under Existing Plus Project (EP) 2019  traffic conditions. 

 Rubidoux Boulevard / Mission Boulevard (Intersection #3) – LOS E in both the AM & PM 
peak hours). With implementation of MM-TRA-1 above, impacts are less than significant.   
 

 Rubidoux Boulevard / SR‐60 EB Off Ramp – Frontage Road (Intersection #13) – LOS E in 
both the AM & PM peak hours. This intersection is found to operate at an acceptable LOS 
(LOS D or better) during the peak hours under E+P and EAP traffic conditions and is 
anticipated to operate at unacceptable levels (LOS “E” or worse) during the peak hours with 
the addition of cumulative traffic. As such, the impact is considered cumulatively 
considerable. The following mitigation measure is required: 
 

Mitigation Measure (MM) 
 
MM-TRA-3:  Fair Share Payment for Intersection Improvements Rubidoux Bl. / SR‐60 EB 
Off Ramp‐Frontage Rd. (Intersection #13). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the 
Project applicant shall  pay the Project’s fair share cost (17.7%) towards construction of a 
separate northbound right turn lane and a dedicated eastbound left turn lane. 

 
Even with implementation of MM-TRA-3, impacts are significant and unavoidable because 
payment of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee that the improvements will be 
constructed. 
 

 Rubidoux Boulevard / SR‐60 WB On Ramp (Intersection #14) – LOS F in both the AM & PM 
peak hours. This intersection is found to operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS “D” or better) 
during the peak hours under Existing Plus Project traffic conditions and is anticipated to  
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 operate at unacceptable levels (LOS F in both the AM and PM peak hours)  with the addition 

of ambient growth and cumulative traffic. As such, the impact is considered cumulatively 
considerable and the following mitigation is required: 

  
Mitigation Measure (MM) 
 
MM-TRA-2:  Fair Share Payment for Traffic Signal at Rubidoux Boulevard / SR‐60 WB On Ramp 
(Intersection #14). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall pay the 
Project’s fair share cost (14.8%) towards a traffic signal at the intersection of Rubidoux Boulevard / 
SR‐60 WB On Ramp. 

 
Even with implementation of MM-TRA-2 above, impacts are significant and unavoidable because 
payment of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee that the improvements will be 
constructed. 

 
Roadway Segment Analysis 
 
Table 4.3-12 shows the Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Plus Cumulative (EAPC) 
roadway segment conditions. 
 

Table 4.3-12. Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Plus Cumulative (EAPC) 2019 
Roadway Segment Conditions 

Roadway Segment Limits Direction Level of 
Service 

 

Jurisdiction 

AM PM 
Rubidoux Boulevard SR-60 EB Ramps to 34th Street NB F A Jurupa Valley 

SB A A 
Mission Boulevard East of Rubidoux Boulevard EB A A Jurupa Valley 

WB A A 
East of Crestmore Road EB A F 

WB A A 
Mission Inn Avenue Between Redwood Dr. & 

Brockton Ave. 
EB A A Riverside 
WB A A 

Crestmore Road Between 37th St. & Mission Bl. NB A A Jurupa Valley 

SB A A 
North of Odell St. 
 

NB A A 

SB A A 
Odell St. West of Crestmore Rd. EB B C Jurupa Valley 

WB A B 

37th St. West of Crestmore Rd. EB C C Jurupa Valley 

WB B B 

Source:  Table 7-3, Urban Crossroads 2018.     BOLD/SHADED = LOS does not meet applicable standard      
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Based on the HCS Urban Street Segment methodology, all of the study area roadway segments are 
anticipated to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS with the addition of Project traffic with the 
exception of Mission Boulevard east of Crestmore Road EB (LOS F in the PM peak hour) and 
Rubidoux Boulevard NB (LOS F in the AM peak hour). The following mitigation measures are 
required: 
 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 
 
MM-TRA-3:  Fair Share Payment for Intersection Improvements Rubidoux Bl. / SR‐60 EB Off 
Ramp‐Frontage Rd. (Intersection #13). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project 
applicant shall pay the Project’s fair share cost (17.7%) towards construction 
 
MM-TRA-4:  Fair Share Payment Crestmore Road/Mission Boulevard Intersection 
Improvements (Intersection #5). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant 
shall pay the Project’s fair share cost (12.3%) towards the City’s Capital Improvement Project No. 13-
H.2, Mission Boulevard Bridge Crossing Santa Ana River.  
 
With implementation of MM-TRA-4, impacts are less than significant for Mission Boulevard WB east 
of Crestmore Road. 
 
Even with implementation of MM TRA-3, impacts are significant and unavoidable for Rubidoux 
Boulevard NB between SR‐60 EB Ramp & 34th Street because payment of the fair share towards 
improvements does not guarantee that the improvements will be constructed 
 
5. Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

Intersection Analysis 

Table 4.3-13 shows the Horizon Year 2035 intersection conditions. 
 

Table 4.3-13   Horizon Year 2035 Intersection Conditions 
 

# 
 

Intersection 
Traffic 

Control1 
Delay (seconds) Level of Service 

AM PM AM PM 
1 Riverview Drive / Mission Boulevard TS 40.1 43.7 D D 
2 Avalon Street / Mission Boulevard TS 31.4 44.8 C D 
3 Rubidoux Boulevard / Mission Boulevard TS 280.6 208.6 F F 
4 Wallace Street / Mission Boulevard TS 27.2 19.6 C B 
5 Crestmore Road / Mission Boulevard TS 41.0 117.7 D F 
6 Redwood Drive / Mission Boulevard3 TS 115.3 372.2 F F 
7 Brockton Avenue / Mission Boulevard3 TS 38.1 53.5 D D 
8 Market Street / Mission Boulevard3 TS 51.9 77.6 D E 
9 Crestmore Road / 37th Street CSS 15.0 31.9 B D 

10 Crestmore Road / Odell Street CSS 12.2 14.5 B B 
11 Crestmore Road / 34th Street CSS 11.8 12.3 B B 
12 Rubidoux Boulevard / 34th Street TS 21.1 24.6 C C 
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# 

 
Intersection 

Traffic 
Control1 

Delay (seconds) Level of Service 
AM PM AM PM 

13 Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 EB Off-Ramp – 
Frontage Road 

- Without Improvements 

TS 88.7 77.0 F F 

 - With Alternative 1 Improvements  
TS 

 
54.5 

51.9 D D 

- With Alternative 2 Improvements TS 46.9 44.1 D D 
14 Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On-Ramp 

- Without Improvements 
-  

UC 191.1 165.8 F F 

- With Alternative 1 Improvements TS 10.2 7.0 B A 
- With Alternative 2 Improvements TS 54.4 54.2 D D 

15 Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 WB Off-Ramp – 
30th Street 
-Without Improvements 

TS 67.3 115.6 E F 

-With Alternative 1 Improvements TS 18.8 19.4 B B 

With Alternative 2 Improvements TS 20.3 26.2 C C 
Source:  Table 7-1, Urban Crossroads 2018.     BOLD/SHADED = LOS does not meet applicable standard     TS = traffic 
signal, UC = uncontrolled 

 

 

As shown in in Table 4,3-13, for Horizon Year (2035), the TIA estimates a total of six (6) study area 
intersections will operate at a deficient LOS during the peak hours. 

 Rubidoux Boulevard / Mission Boulevard (Intersection #3) – LOS E in both the AM & PM 
peak hours.  
 

 Crestmore Road/Mission Boulevard (Intersection #5)-LOS F in the PM peak hour.  

 

 Redwood Drive/Mission Boulevard (City of Riverside Intersection # 6) - LOS F in both the 
AM and PM peak hours.  
 

 Market Street/Mission Boulevard (City of Riverside Intersection # 8 - LOS E in the PM peak 
hour.  

 

 Rubidoux Boulevard/SR‐60 EB Off Ramp – Frontage Road (Intersection #13) – LOS E AM & 
PM peak hours.  
 

 Rubidoux Boulevard / SR‐60 WB On Ramp (Intersection #15) – LOS E in the AM peak hour 
and LOS F in the PM peak hour.  
 

 The following mitigation measures are required: 

Mitigation Measure (MM) 
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MM-TRA-1:  Fair Share Payment Rubidoux Blvd. and Mission Blvd. Intersection (#3) 
Improvements. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall  pay the Project’s 
fair share cost (6.5%) towards the City’s Capital Improvement Project No. 19-C.2, Mission Blvd. and 
Rubidoux Blvd. 
 
MM-TRA-2:  Fair Share Payment for Traffic Signal at Rubidoux Boulevard / SR‐60 WB On Ramp 
(Intersection #14). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall pay the 
Project’s fair share cost (14.8%) towards a traffic signal at the intersection of Rubidoux Boulevard / 
SR‐60 WB On Ramp. 
 
MM-TRA-3:  Fair Share Payment for Intersection Improvements Rubidoux Bl. /SR‐60 EB Off 
Ramp‐Frontage Rd. (Intersection #13). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project 
applicant shall  pay the Project’s fair share cost (17.7%) towards construction of a separate 
northbound right turn lane and a dedicated eastbound left turn lane. 
 
MM-TRA-4:  Fair Share Payment Crestmore Road/Mission Boulevard Intersection 
Improvements (Intersection #5). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant 
shall pay the Project’s fair share cost (12.3%) towards the City’s Capital Improvement Project No. 13-
H.2, Mission Boulevard Bridge Crossing Santa Ana River.  
 
MM-TRA-5:  Fair Share Payment for Intersection Improvements Rubidoux Bl. /SR‐60 WB Off 
Ramp‐30th St. (Intersection #15). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant 
shall  pay the Project’s fair share cost (8.5%) towards construction of  2 westbound lanes (Alternative 
# 1) or eliminate existing traffic signal & install an EB stop control, Eliminate NB left lane, construct 1  
Southbound right lane, or eliminate eastbound lane & stripe an eastbound right lane (Alternative #2). 
 

With implementation of the above described mitigation measures, impacts will be less than 
significant for the following intersections: 
 

 Rubidoux Boulevard / Mission Boulevard (Intersection #3). 
 

 Crestmore Road/Mission Boulevard (Intersection #5. 
 

Even with implementation of mitigation measures, the following intersections will have 
significant and unavoidable impacts: 

 
 Redwood Drive/Mission Boulevard (City of Riverside Intersection # 6) - LOS F in both the 

AM and PM peak hours. Based on discussions with the City of Riverside, physical lane 
improvements are not feasible due right of way constraints and traffic signal modifications 
are not anticipated to mitigate this intersection to operate at an acceptable LOS.  
 

 Market Street/Mission Boulevard (City of Riverside Intersection # 8 - LOS E in the PM peak 
hour. Physical lane improvements are not feasible due right of way constraints. In addition,  
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 City of Riverside staff indicated that any potential curb extensions or traffic signal 
modification (i.e. eastbound right‐turn overlap phasing) are not acceptable due to the need 
to prioritize pedestrian level of service at this location.   

 
 Rubidoux Boulevard/SR‐60 EB Off Ramp – Frontage Road (Intersection #13) – LOS E AM & 

PM peak hours because the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee that the 
improvements will be constructed. 

 
 Rubidoux Boulevard / SR‐60 WB On Ramp (Intersection #15) – LOS E in the AM peak hour 

and LOS F in the PM peak hour. The Project Applicant will participate in the funding of off‐
site improvements, including traffic signals that are needed to serve cumulative traffic 
conditions through the payment of City of Jurupa Valley DIF (if the improvements are 
included in the DIF program) and TUMF (if the improvements are included in the TUMF 
program). However, payment of the traffic signal may be eligible for only a partial DIF or 
TUMF credit.  Payment of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee that the 
improvements will be constructed. 

 
Roadway Segment Analysis 
 

Table 4.3-14. Horizon Year 2035 Roadway Segment Conditions 
Roadway Segment Limits Direction Level of 

Service 
 

Jurisdiction 

AM PM 
Rubidoux Boulevard SR-60 EB Ramps to 34th Street NB F F Jurupa Valley 

SB A A 
Mission Boulevard East of Rubidoux Boulevard EB A A Jurupa Valley 

WB A A 
East of Crestmore Road EB A F 

WB A A 
Mission Inn Avenue Between Redwood Dr. & 

Brockton Ave. 
EB A A Riverside 
WB A F 

Crestmore Road Between 37th St. & Mission Bl. NB A A Jurupa Valley 

SB A A 
North of Odell St. 
 

NB A A 

SB A A 
Odell St. West of Crestmore Rd. EB A A Jurupa Valley 

WB A B 

37th St. West of Crestmore Rd. EB A A Jurupa Valley 

WB B B 

Source:  Table 8-4, Urban Crossroads 2018.     BOLD/SHADED = LOS does not meet applicable standard      

 
Based on the HCS Urban Street Segment methodology, all of the study area roadway segments are 
anticipated to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS with the addition of Project traffic except  
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for Rubidoux Boulevard NB  between SR‐60 NB Ramp & 34th Street (LOS F in both the AM and PM 
peak hours), Mission Boulevard  EB east of Crestmore Road (LOS F in the PM peak hour), and 
Mission Inn Avenue WB between Redwood Avenue and Brockton Avenue in the City of Riverside 
(LOS F in the PM peak hour). 
 

 Mission Inn Avenue between Redwood Avenue and Brockton Avenue WB in the City of 
Riverside-LOS F in the PM peak hours.  There is no feasible mitigation. As such, impacts are 
significant and unavoidable. 

 
 Mission Boulevard east of Crestmore Road EB -LOS F in the PM peak hours.  With 

implementation of MM-TRA-4, impacts are less than significant. 
 

 Rubidoux Boulevard NB between SR‐60 NB Ramp & 34th Street- LOS F in both the AM and 
PM peak hours. Even with implementation of MM-TRA-5, impacts to significant and 
unavoidable because payment of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee 
that the improvements will be constructed. 

 

D. City of Jurupa Valley General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Table 4.2-3, General Plan Consistency Analysis in Section 4.3, Land Use and Planning, provides an 
analysis of the Project’s consistency with all of the General Plan policies that were adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects related to traffic and air traffic patterns. 
  
As demonstrated previously in the Project would be consistent with all of the City’s applicable 
General Plan policies except for the following:  
 

 Mobility Element Policies ME 2.12, 2.15, and 2.17 due to the inability to install necessary 
improvements because payment of the fair share towards improvements does not 
guarantee that the improvements will be constructed. Even with implementation of 
mitigation measures, impacts are significant and unavoidable. 
 

E.  Summary of Impacts Before Mitigation 

The TIA and the preceding analysis has determined the Project would have significant intersection 
impacts and thus is inconsistent with Thresholds (a) and (b) as described in Section 4.3.7 above, 
due to an inability to make improvements. 
 
Even with implementation of the Policies, Plans, and Programs (PPPs) and Project Design Features 
(PDFs) outlined in Section 4.3.7 “A” and “B” above, the Project as proposed will have significant 
impacts and requires mitigation. 
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F.  Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Even with implementation of the recommended Mitigation Measures TRA-1 through TRA-5, there 
will be significant and unavoidable impacts at the following intersections and roadway segments 
because payment of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee that the 
improvements will be constructed and the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations for 
these impacts will be required if the Project is approved as shown in Table 4.3-15 below:  
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Table 4.3-15. Summary of Potentially Significant Traffic Impacts. 

Intersection EP (2017) 

 

EAP (2019) 

 

EAPC 
(2019) 

 

Horizon 
Year 

(2035) 

 

Mitigation 
Measure 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 

#3- Rubidoux 
Boulevard/Mission 
Boulevard 

--- LOS E (AM & 
PM) 

LOS E 
(AM & 
PM) 

LOS F (AM 
& PM) 

TRA-1 NO 

#13- Rubidoux 
Boulevard/SR-60 EB 
Off-Ramp-Frontage 
Road. 

--- --- LOS E 
(AM & 
PM) 

LOS F (AM 
& PM) 

TRA-3 YES 

#14-Rubidoux 
Boulevard/SR-60 WB 
Off-Ramp 

--- LOS E (AM) LOS F (AM 
& PM) 

LOS F (AM 
& PM) 

TRA-2 YES 

#5-Crestmore 
Road/Mission 
Boulevard 

--- --- --- LOS F (PM) TRA-4 NO 

#6-Redwood 
Drive/Mission 
Boulevard (Riverside) 

--- --- --- LOS F (AM 
& PM) 

No feasible 
mitigation 

YES 

#8- Market 
Street/Mission 
Boulevard (Riverside) 

--- --- --- LOS E (PM) No feasible 
mitigation 

YES 

#15- Rubidoux 
Boulevard/SR-60 WB 
Off-Ramp-30th Street 

--- --- --- LOS E (AM) 

LOS F (PM) 

TRA-5 YES 

Roadway Segment E+P (2017) 

 

EAP (2019) 

 

EAPC 
(2019) 

 

Horizon 
Year 

(2035) 

Mitigation 
Measure 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 

Mission Boulevard 
east of Crestmore 
Road 

--- LOS F (PM) LOS F 
(PM) 

LOS F (PM) TRA-4 NO 

Rubidoux Boulevard 
Between SR‐60 EB 
Ramp & 34th Street. 

--- LOS F (AM) LOS F 
(AM) 

LOS F (AM 
& PM) 

TRA-3 YES 

Mission Avenue 
Between Redwood 
Avenue & Brockton 
Avenue. 

--- --- --- LOS F (PM) No feasible 

mitigation 
YES 
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Intersection EP (2017) 

 

EAP (2019) 

 

EAPC 
(2019) 

 

Horizon 
Year 

(2035) 

 

Mitigation 
Measure 

Significant 
After 

Mitigation? 

Source: TIA Appendix (C). 

 

Threshold c:   Would the Project 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? 

 
A. Plans, Policies, and Programs (PPPs)  

There are no PPPs applicable to the Project pertaining to Threshold c 

B. Project Design Features (PDFs) 

There are no PDFs applicable to airport-related Threshold c. 

C. Level of Significance Before Mitigation 

A detailed evaluation of the Project relative to airport land use constraints is provided in Draft EIR 
Section 4.1, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and summarized in this section. On July 13, 2017 the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) sent a letter to the City of Jurupa Valley 
stating it had determined the following requested entitlements of the proposed Project were 
inconsistent with the 2004 Flabob Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan:  
 

1) General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006, a proposal to amend Figure 2-5: 2017 General 
Plan Land Use Plan from Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) 
to Commercial Retail (CR) for the proposed 1.79 acre commercial parcel and to High Density 
Residential (HDR) for the 5.16 acre residential parcel because of the Project site’s location 
within Compatibility Zone C, which limits residential density to one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) 
acres.  
 
2) Change of Zone (CZ) No.16011, a proposal to amend the Jurupa Valley Zoning Map from R-VC 
(Rubidoux Village Commercial) and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) 
for the 5.16-acre residential parcel because of the Project site’s location within Compatibility 
Zone C, which limits residential density to one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) acres.  
 
3) Site Development Permit (SDP) No. 16043, a proposal to construct a two-story commercial 
building with relayed parking and landscaping; and a 5.16-acre parcel for a 68-unit multi-family 
housing development including a 3,818 square foot community center, a pool area with a 1,057 
square foot pool building, and a 336 square foot maintenance building. Because of the Project  
 
site’s location within Compatibility Zone C, which limits residential density to one (1) dwelling 
unit per five (5) acres and the commercial development exceeding the non-residential intensity  
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of 75 people per acre (average) and 150 people per acre (single acre). Usage intensity 
calculations include all people (e.g., employees, customers/visitors, etc.) who may be on the 
property at a single point in time, whether indoors or outside. 

 
The ALUC determined the Project was not consistent with the Flabob Airport ALUP due to the 
residential density restriction (1 unit/5 acres), and the commercial per acre occupancy limits (75 
persons average, 150 persons max.). However, the ALUC comment letter did not provide 
calculations to support these conclusions. The Project proposes 68 units on 6.95 acres or 9.8 units 
per gross acre, so it does exceed the Zone C residential limit of 1 unit per 5 acres. It is estimated the 
proposed Project would generate a maximum of 57 employees and 241 customers at any given time 
on the site. These estimates are based on U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) employee8 and 
USGBC customer9 data, respectively, applied to the proposed 31,375 square feet of commercial 
space. This equals 298 total persons or 166.5 persons per acre at any given time on the commercial 
portion of the site (1.79 acres). Therefore, the Project exceeds or is not consistent with the Zone C 
restrictions for other (commercial) uses. It should also be noted the Project proposes no uses that 
are specifically prohibited within Zone C (i.e., public assembly uses such as theaters).   
 
Summary. The proposed Project is not consistent with the land use intensity limits of the Flabob 
Airport ALUP. However, the Williams Aviation Consultants  report (Appendix B) demonstrated the 
Project would not result in significant risks to airport operations or safety, or a significant risk to 
public health or safety. The evaluation in Table 4.1-2, General Plan Consistency Analysis in Section 
4.1, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,   demonstrates the proposed Project is not fully consistent 
with all of the policies of the City General Plan relative to the Flabob Airport. It is important to note 
the City General Plan policy inconsistencies all result from the Project exceeding the land use 
intensity limits of the ALUP for both residential and commercial uses. Based on the available 
information and erring on the side of caution, it is concluded the Project may result in a significant 
and unavoidable environmental impact in terms of airport traffic patterns (i.e., ALUP 
inconsistency) and requires mitigation.  

C. Mitigation Measures 

Any measures that would effectively mitigate the impacts of the proposed Project regarding 
consistency with the Flabob Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan would require reduction or 
elimination of ten percent of the commercial space on the same acreage, and elimination of 
essentially all of the residential units on the site (ALUP would allow only 1-2 units on the site). Such 
mitigation would essentially preclude development of the site and is therefore infeasible (i.e., any 
feasible mitigation would require fundamental changes to the Project’s land use plan).  

                                                             
8
    “Building Area Per Employee by Business Type”, US Green Building Code, 549 SF/employee for “Specialty Retail” (ITE Code 814)  

        which is comparable to the independent SANDAG rate of 588 SF/employee for neighborhood commercial uses.   
        https://www.usgbc.org/Docs/Archive/General/Docs4111.pdf 
9
    “Table 1, Appendix 2, Default Occupancy Counts,” US Green Building Code, data for General Retail category indicates  

        550 square feet/employee (similar to above) and 130 square feet per transients (customers and others). Website accessed July 30, 2018 

        https://www.usgbc.org/credits/new-construction-existing-buildings-commercial-interiors-core-and-shell-schools-new-constr-3 
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Level of Significance After Mitigation 

No feasible mitigation is available to eliminate the identified inconsistency of the Project with the 
ALUP, so potential impacts related to airport safety are significant and unavoidable, and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations for this impact will be required if the City Council decides 
to approve the Project. 

4.3.8 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

 
CEQA guidelines require that other reasonably foreseeable development projects which are either 
approved or being processed concurrently in the study area also be included as part of a cumulative 
analysis scenario. A cumulative project list was developed for the purposes of this analysis through 
consultation with planning and engineering staff from the City of Jurupa Valley, the cumulative 
project list includes known and foreseeable projects that are anticipated to contribute impacts to 
the study area.  
 
This evaluation identified 30 projects in the surrounding jurisdictions which might contribute to 
cumulative impacts to the study area, including 17 projects in the City of Jurupa Valley, 10 projects 
in the City of Riverside, and one project each in the County of San Bernardino, the City of Fontana, 
and the City of Rialto. Although it is unlikely that the majority of these cumulative projects would be 
fully built and occupied by Year 2019, these have been considered in an effort to conduct a 
conservative analysis (i.e., reasonable worst case) and overstate and opposed to understate 
potential impacts.  
 
A. Traffic Impacts 
 
Cumulative traffic impacts are deficiencies that are not directly caused by the Project but occur as a 
result of regional growth combined with that or other nearby cumulative development projects, or 
if the Project is anticipated to contribute traffic to a deficient intersection under pre-project 
conditions. The Project’s contribution to a particular cumulative transportation deficiency is 
deemed cumulatively considerable if the Project adds significant traffic to the forecasted deficiency. 
 
Where applicable, cumulative projects anticipated to contribute measurable traffic (i.e. 50 or more -
peak hour trips) to study area intersections have been manually added to the study area network to 
generate Existing plus Ambient Growth plus Project plus Cumulative (EAPC) forecasts. In other 
words, this list of cumulative development projects has been reviewed to determine which projects 
would likely contribute measurable traffic through the study area intersections (e.g., those 
cumulative projects in close proximity to the proposed Project). For the purposes of this analysis, 
the cumulative projects that were determined to affect one or more of the study area intersections 
are shown in Table 4-1 and Exhibit 4-1 in Section 4, Environmental Impact Evaluation. 
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The analysis under Threshold “a” and Threshold “b” disclosed the Project’s potential to affect the 
transportation network on a direct and cumulative basis.  As concluded under Threshold “a” and 
Threshold “b”, the Project would contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts at the 
intersections and roadway segments identified in Table 4.3-11 above. Impacts are significant and 
unavoidable. 
 

B. Flabob Airport Land Use Plan Compatibility 

The proposed Project is not consistent with the land use intensity limits of the Flabob Airport ALUP. 
However, the Williams Aviation Consultants  report (Appendix B) demonstrated the Project would 
not result in significant risks to airport operations or safety, or a significant risk to public health or 
safety. The evaluation in Table 4.1-2, General Plan Consistency Analysis in Section 4.1, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials,   demonstrates the proposed Project is not fully consistent with all of the 
policies of the City General Plan relative to the Flabob Airport. It is important to note the City 
General Plan policy inconsistencies all result from the Project exceeding the land use intensity 
limits of the ALUP for both residential and commercial uses. Based on the available information and 
erring on the side of caution, it is concluded the Project may result in a significant and 
unavoidable environmental impact in terms of airport hazards (i.e., ALUP inconsistency. 

Cumulative Mitigation 

Traffic Impacts 
 
The Project’s traffic impacts are considered to be cumulatively considerable (i.e. the Project is 
making an incremental contribution to existing and future conditions). All of the mitigation 
measures proposed are based on the Project making a fair share contribution to intersection 
improvements that will reduce impacts to intersections or roadway segments with the exception of 
the intersection and roadway segments identified in Table 4.3-15 above. Because the construction 
of intersection improvements cannot be ensured,   impacts are significant and unavoidable. 
 
Flabob Airport Land Use Plan Compatibility 

There are no feasible mitigation measures identified to reduce project-level impacts, in this regard 
to less than significant levels. Since the Flabob ALUP also identifies a number of potential land use 
conflicts for future development within Zones C and D of the ALUP, development of the proposed 
Project, due to the inconsistency with the Flabob ALUP, could make a significant contribution to a 
cumulatively considerable impact related to airport safety and land use compatibility. This impact 
is considered significant and unavoidable. Approval of the proposed Project would require 
adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations from the City Council since the ALUC 
determined the Project was not consistent with the land use intensity limits of Zone C of the ALUP. 
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5.1 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS 

IMPLEMENTED 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR disclose the significant environmental effects of a project 
that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented (CEQA Guidelines § 15126(b)).  As 
thoroughly described in Subsections 4.1 through 4.3 of this Draft EIR, the proposed Project would 
result in significant and unavoidable direct and/or cumulatively considerable impacts related to the 
topics of Land Use; Hazards, and Transportation and Traffic.  Table 5-1:  Significant Environmental 
Effects Which Cannot be Avoided, describes the significant unavoidable impacts that would occur 
should the proposed Project be implemented and after the application of regulatory requirements 
from applicable Plans, Policies, and Programs (PPPs), Project Design Features (PDFs), or the 
application of feasible mitigation measures (MMs).  Refer to the list of PPPs and MMs applied to the 
proposed Project in Sections 4.1 through 4.1 through 4.3 of this Draft EIR. 
 

Table 5-1:  Significant Environmental Effects Which Cannot be Avoided 
Topic Type of Impact Details of Impact 

Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 
(Section 4.1) 

Direct Impacts The Project is not consistent with the requirements of 
Compatibility Zone C of the Flabob Airport Land Use Plan 
(ALUP). Mitigation or changes to the Project to achieve 
consistency would require a large reduction in 
commercial area and essentially no residential units, so 
mitigation is infeasible. 

Cumulatively 
Considerable 
Impacts 

This Project, in concert with other land use proposals that 
would increase unit count/density within the Flabob 
ALUP would contribute to cumulatively considerable 
impacts related to airport land use consistency. However, 
the proposed Project does not appear to represent a 
significant risk to public safety as a result of its proposed 
land uses in relation to the Flabob Airport operations.  

Land Use and Planning 
(Subsection 4.2) 

Direct Impacts The Project would not be consistent with the following 
City General Plan policies: Land Use Element Policies 5.55, 
5.57, 5.58, 5.61 due to a land use inconsistency with the 
Flabob Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). 
 
 

Cumulatively 
Considerable 
Impacts 

The Project would not be consistent with the following 
City General Plan policies: Mobility Element Policies ME 
2.12, 2.15, and 2.17 due to inability to install necessary 
improvements for significantly impacted intersections and 
roadway segments. 
 
In addition, the Project, in concert with other land use 
proposals that would increase unit count/density within 
the Flabob ALUP, would contribute to cumulatively 
considerable impacts related to airport land use 
consistency. 
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Transportation and 
Traffic  
(Draft EIR Section 4.3) 

Cumulatively 
Considerable 
Impacts 

The Project would result in a significant and unavoidable 
traffic impact at the following five intersections: 

 #6-Redwood Dr. at Mission Bl. (Riverside). 
 #8-Market St. at Mission Blvd. (Riverside). 
 #13-Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 EB Off-Ramp-

Frontage Rd. 
 #14-Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 WB Off-Ramp. 
 #15- Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 WB Off-Ramp-30th 

St. 
 
Mitigation is applied that requires the Project Applicant to 
a pay fair-share fee for needed improvements at these 
intersection, but construction of the physical 
improvements necessary to alleviate the impacts are not 
assured. In addition, improvements to the Mission Blvd. 
/Market St. and Redwood Dr. / at Mission Blvd. 
intersections are in the City of Riverside so their 
installation cannot be assured by the City of Jurupa Valley. 

  

Cumulatively 
Considerable 
Impacts 

The Project would result in significant and unavoidable 
cumulative traffic impacts at the following roadway 
segments:  

 Rubidoux Blvd. between SR-60 EB Ramp and 34th 
St. 
 

 Mission Avenue between Redwood Avenue and 
Brockton Avenue. (Riverside). 

 
The Project is required to a pay fair share for the 
improvements for Rubidoux Blvd. between SR-60 EB 
Ramp and 34th St. but payment of the fair share does not 
guarantee the improvements will be constructed. The 
improvements required for Mission Avenue between 
Redwood Avenue and Brockton Avenue are in the City of 
Riverside and beyond the control of Jurupa Valley. 
 

Source: DEIR Section 4.0. 
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5.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

 
The CEQA Guidelines require EIRs 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). 
 
Determining whether the proposed 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 proposed Project.  The consumption of these natural resources would represent 
an irreversible change to the environment.  However, 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 will minimize the Project’s demand 
for energy, including energy produced from non-renewable sources.  A more detailed discussion of 
energy consumption is provided below in Subsection 5.4. 
 
Implementation of the Project would commit future generations to the residential and commercial 
uses proposed by the Project on the Project site.  As demonstrated in the analysis presented 
throughout Draft EIR Section 4.0, construction and long-term operation of the proposed Project 
would be compatible with existing and planned future land uses that surround the Project site and 
would not result in significant and unavoidable physical environmental effects to nearby 
properties.  Although the Project would cause significant and unavoidable impacts to the 
environment associated with airport-related hazards, land use and planning, and traffic as 
summarized above in Table 5.1, these effects would not commit surrounding properties to any 
particular land use other than those that are present under existing conditions or planned by the 
City of Jurupa Valley General Plan.  The placement of new land uses under the proposed Project 
would have irreversible effects on the Flabob Airport Land Use Plan in terms of allowing 
development at intensities higher than allowed under that plan. However, the Project would not 
result in a significant irreversible change to nearby off-site properties. 
 
Because no significant agricultural, biological, mineral, geological, or other sensitive or unique 
natural resources occur within the Project site as demonstrated in the Project’s Initial Study (refer 
to Technical Appendix A), the Project is not expected to reduce the availability of any natural 
resources associated with long-term operational activities associated with the proposed Project.  
Also, as discussed under Subsection 5.4 below, 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. 
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5.3  GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 

CEQA requires a discussion of the ways in which the proposed Project may induce growth into the 
community. The 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 residents 
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 this Draft EIR. 
 
The Project has both commercial and residential components that will generate new employees and 
residents on the site. Draft EIR Subsection 4.1 estimates the proposed Project would generate a 
maximum of 57 employees based on USGBC employee10 data, applied to the proposed 31,436 
square feet of commercial space. This equals 298 total persons or 166.5 persons per acre at any 
given time on the commercial portion of the site (1.79 acres). Based on the State of California 
Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 
2011-2018 with 2010 Census Benchmark, the City of Jurupa Valley currently has 3.95 persons per 
household. Under the existing General Plan Land Use Plan the Project would result in a population 
of 162 persons (41 dwelling units x 3.95 persons per household = 162). Under the proposed 
General Plan Land Use Plan the Project would result in a population of 284 persons (72 dwelling 
units x 3.95 persons per household = 284). The Project proposes 68 dwelling units so the actual 
estimated population would be 268 persons (68 dwelling units x 3.95 persons per household = 
268). This assumes that all new residents would come from outside the City limits of Jurupa Valley. 
The Project could increase the population of the City above what is planned by the General Plan 
Land Use Plan by 122 persons (75%). The current population of Jurupa Valley is approximately 
106,054 (State of California Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, 
Counties, and the State, 2011-2018 with 2010 Census Benchmark). According to General Plan Table 
2.2: Residential Land Use Statistics and Buildout Projections, the “buildout” population of the City is 
estimated to be 148,117 persons. Thus, the Project’s increase of population resulting in 122 
persons would be minimal as compared to the buildout population of 148,117 persons. 
 
 Typically, population growth would be considered a significant impact, or a significant concern 
regarding growth inducement, 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. Water and sewer service to the Project site will be provided by the Rubidoux Community 
Services District from existing facilities in Crestmore Road.  No additional water or sewer 
infrastructure will be needed to serve the Project other than connection to the existing water and 
sewer lines. Water and sewer infrastructure will not have to be extended in the area to serve the 
Project. In addition, the analysis in Section 3.14, Public Services, of the Initial Study Checklist (see 
Appendix A) 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. Therefore, the amount of growth  
 

                                                             
10

    “Building Area Per Employee by Business Type”, US Green Building Code, 549 SF/employee for “Specialty Retail” (ITE Code 814)  

        which is comparable to the independent SANDAG rate of 588 SF/employee for neighborhood commercial uses.   

        https://www.usgbc.org/Docs/Archive/General/Docs4111.pdf 
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represented by the proposed Project is not expected to induce additional or substantial 
unanticipated growth into the surrounding area in the foreseeable future.    
 
The proposed Project also would create short-term construction-related jobs.  It is expected that 
the majority of the construction-related employees would be drawn from the existing labor force 
that would be available in the local area and region.    
 
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.  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 commercial and retail 
services available in areas near the Project site, including the Cities of Riverside, Ontario, Fontana, 
and Norco.  In addition, the Project would create jobs which 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 onsite housing and employment generation would not induce substantial 
growth in the area because it is anticipated that the Project’s future residents and employees would 
already be living in and around the general area of Jurupa Valley.   

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 (CEQA 
Guidelines §151454).  If any other property owner were to propose development or redevelopment 
of a property in the Project vicinity or in any part of the City, the 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, 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 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 proposes the designations on the site be changed to allow Commercial Retail (CR) uses 
in the southern portion of the site, along Mission Boulevard, while allowing high density residential 
uses (HDR) in the central and northern portions of the site.  The new commercial uses of the Project  
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would be consistent with existing commercial uses further west along both sides of Mission 
Boulevard, as well as with planned future commercial uses southeast of the site (i.e., property  
 
designated CR). Therefore, the new uses would generally be consistent with these existing and 
planned uses in terms of the General Plan. 
 
For the reasons outlined above, it is unlikely, speculative, and not reasonably foreseeable that the 
Project would induce substantial growth in the form of additional housing or non-residential 
economic activity or employment that would result in measurable impacts on the off-site physical 
environment. In addition, the development of the proposed Project would not reasonably or 
foreseeably cause the redevelopment of other properties or cause development on other 
properties. 
 

5.4 ENERGY CONSERVATION  

Energy conservation generally refers to efforts made to reduce energy consumption in order to 
preserve resources for the future and reduce environmental pollution.  Public Resources Code 
Section 21100(b) (3) and CEQA Guidelines Appendix F requires a description (where relevant) of 
the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy caused by a project.  State CEQA 
Guideline §15126.4(a) (1) states that an EIR shall describe feasible measures which could minimize 
significant adverse impacts, including where relevant, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of 
energy.  CEQA Guidelines Appendix F: Energy Conservation, states the following: 
 

“in order to assure that energy implications are considered in project decisions, the California 
Environmental Quality Act requires that EIRs include a discussion of the potential energy  
 
impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, 
wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy (see Public Resources Code Section 2100(b) 
(3)).  Energy conservation implies that a project’s cost effectiveness be reviewed not only in 
dollars, but also in terms of energy requirements.  For many projects, cost effectiveness may be 
determined more by energy efficiency than by initial dollar costs.  A lead agency may consider 
the extent to which an energy source serving the project has already undergone environmental 
review that adequately analyzed and mitigated effects of energy production.” 

 
To the extent relevant and applicable to the proposed Project, energy expenditure (use) and 
conservation are considered herein and in other applicable Draft EIR sections.  
 
Federal and state agencies regulate energy use and consumption through various means and 
programs.  On the federal level, the United States Department of Transportation (DOT), the United 
States Department of Energy (DOE), and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
are three federal agencies with substantial influence over energy policies and programs.  On the 
state level, the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) and the California Energy Commissions (CEC) are 
two agencies with authority over different aspects of energy.  Relevant federal and state energy‐
related laws and plans are summarized below.  Project consistency with applicable federal and 
state regulations is presented below each regulation. 
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A.  REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT 

The proposed Project would be required to directly and indirectly comply with all mandatory 
regulatory requirements aimed at energy conservation and fuel use that would lessen the energy 
demands of the proposed Project.  There are many such regulatory requirements, with the primary 
ones discussed briefly below.  
 
Federal Regulations 

1. Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency (ISTEA) 

In December 1991, President Bush signed the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 providing authorizations for highways, highway safety, and mass transit for the next six years.  
The purpose of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) was “to 
develop a National Intermodal Transportation System that is economically efficient, environmentally 
sound, provides the foundation for the Nation to compete in the global economy and will move people 
and goods in an energy efficient manner.”  (U.S. DOT, 2017) 
 
Project Consistency:  Transportation and access to the Project site is provided primarily by the local 
and regional roadway systems.  The Project would not interfere with, nor otherwise obstruct 
intermodal transportation plans or projects that may be realized pursuant to ISTEA because SCAG 
is not planning for intermodal facilities on or through the Project site. 
 
2. Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) 

The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA‐21) was enacted in 1998 authorizes the 
Federal surface transportation programs for highways, highway safety, and transit for the 6-year 
period 1998-2003 (U.S. DOT, 2015).  TEA-21 builds on the initiatives established in the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA).  TEA-21 combines the continuation and 
improvement of current programs with new initiatives to meet the challenges of improving traffic 
safety, protecting and enhancing communities and the natural environment, and advancing 
America’s economic growth and competitiveness domestically and internationally through efficient 
and flexible transportation.  (U.S. DOT, 2011) 
 
Project Consistency:  The Project site is located near major transportation corridors with proximate 
access to the interstate freeway system.  The site selected for the Project facilitates access, acts to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled, takes advantage of existing infrastructure systems, and promotes 
land use compatibilities through collocation of similar uses.  The Project supports the strong 
planning process through TEA-21.  The Project is therefore consistent with, and would not 
otherwise interfere with, nor obstruct implementation of TEA-21. 
 
State Regulations 

3. Integrated Energy Policy Report 

Senate Bill 1389 (Bowen, Chapter 568, Statutes of 2002) requires the California Energy Commission 
(CEC) to prepare a biennial integrated energy policy report that assesses major energy trends and 
issues facing California’s electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuel sectors and provides policy 
recommendations.  The 2014 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update (IEPR Update, 2014), focuses 
on next steps for transforming transportation energy use in California.  The 2014 IEPR Update  
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addresses the role of transportation in meeting state climate, air quality, and energy goals; the 
Alternative and Renewable Fuel and Vehicle Technology Program; current and potential funding 
mechanisms to advance transportation policy; the status of statewide plug-in electric vehicle 
infrastructure; challenges and opportunities for electric vehicle infrastructure deployment;  
 
measuring success and defining metrics within the Alternative and Renewable Fuel and Vehicle 
Technology Program; market transformation benefits resulting from Alternative and Renewable 
Fuel and Vehicle Technology Program investments; the state of hydrogen, zero-emission vehicle, 
biofuels, and natural gas technologies over the next ten years; transportation linkages with natural 
gas infrastructure; evaluation of methane emissions from the natural gas system and implications 
for the transportation system; changing trends in California’s sources of crude oil; the increasing 
use of crude-by-rail in California; the integration of environmental information in renewable energy 
planning processes; an update on electricity reliability planning for Southern California energy 
infrastructure; and an update to the electricity demand forecast. 
 
Project Consistency: The 2014 IEPR Update is a State Policy report.  An individual development 
project such as the proposed Project has no ability to comply with or conflict with this report. 
 
4. State of California Energy Plan   

The California Energy Commission (CEC) is responsible for preparing the State Energy Plan, which 
identifies emerging trends related to energy supply, demand, conservation, public health and safety, 
and the maintenance of a healthy economy.  The Plan calls for the state to assist in the 
transformation of the transportation system to improve air quality, reduce congestion, and increase 
the efficient use of fuel supplies with the least environmental and energy costs.  To further this 
policy, the Plan identifies a number of strategies, including assistance to public agencies and fleet 
operators and encouragement of urban designs that reduce vehicle miles traveled and 
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access. 
 
Project Consistency: The Project site is located along major transportation corridors with 
proximate access to the Interstate freeway system.  The site selected for the Project facilitates 
access, acts to reduce vehicle miles traveled, takes advantage of existing infrastructure systems, and 
promotes land use compatibilities through the development of commercial and residential 
buildings in the Jurupa Valley community.  The Project therefore supports urban design and 
planning processes identified under the State of California Energy Plan, is consistent with, and 
would not otherwise interfere with, nor obstruct implementation of the State of California Energy 
Plan. 
  
5. California Code Title 24, Part 6, Energy Efficiency Standards 

California Code Title 24, Part 6 (also referred to as the California Energy Code), was promulgated by 
the CEC in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to create uniform building codes to reduce 
California’s energy consumption.  To these ends, the California Energy Code provides energy 
efficiency standards for residential and nonresidential buildings.  California’s building efficiency 
standards are updated on an approximately three‐year cycle.  The 2013 Standards for building 
construction, which went into effect on July 1, 2014, improved upon the former 2008 Standards for 
residential and nonresidential buildings. 
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Project Consistency:  The Project is required by State law to be designed, constructed, and operated 
to meet or exceed Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards.  On this basis, the Project is determined to 
be consistent with, and would not interfere with, nor otherwise obstruct implementation of Title 24 
Energy Efficiency Standards. 
 
6. California Renewable Portfolio Standards (SB 1078) 

SB 1078 requires electric corporations to increase the amount of energy obtained from eligible 
renewable energy resources to 20 percent by 2010 and 33 percent by 2020. 
 
Project Consistency:  Energy directly or indirectly supplied to the Project by electric corporations is 
required by law to comply with SB 1078. 
 
City General Plan Policies 

The specific policies outlined in the City’s General Plan, Conservation and Open Space Element, and 
Air Quality Element that are related to energy and energy conservation include: 
 
Conservation and Open Space Element Policies- Energy/Energy Conservation 
 
COS 3.1 Adopt and strive for the most efficient available water conservation practices in the 

City’s operations and planning and encourage community services districts and 
other agencies to do the same. “Most efficient available practices” means actions and 
equipment that use the least water for a desired outcome, considering available 
equipment, life-cycle costs, social and environmental side effects, and the 
regulations of other agencies. 

 
COS 5.1 Best Available Practices. The City will employ the best available practices in energy 

conservation, procurement, use, and production, and encourage individuals, 
organizations and other agencies to do likewise. “Best available practices” means 
behavior and technologies that reflect recommendations of specialists and that use 
the least energy for a desired outcome, considering available equipment, life-cycle 
costs, social and environmental side effects, and the regulations of other agencies. 
Best available practices include use of sustainable energy sources. Sustainable 
energy sources are naturally renewed in a relatively short time and avoid 
substantial undesirable side effects, and include: 

1. Space heating and cooling using earth, plantings, and/or building thermal    
mass to moderate temperature changes. 

2. Space cooling through natural ventilation. 
3. Space cooling through reflectivity and shading. 
4. Indoor illumination by natural light. 
5. Solar space and water heating. 
6. Wind electricity generation. 
 

COS 5.5 Energy Efficiency and Green Building. Encourage energy-efficient “green buildings” 
as addressed by the U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED (Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design) guidelines. 
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Air Quality Element Policies- Energy/Energy Conservation 
 
AQ 5.2 Encourage advanced energy conservation techniques and the incorporation of 

energy-efficient design elements for private and public developments, including  
 

appropriate site orientation and the use of shade and windbreak trees to reduce fuel 
consumption for heating and cooling, and offer incentives, as appropriate. 

 
Project Consistency:  The Project’s consistency with the policies of the Jurupa Valley General Plan 
were evaluated throughout the Draft EIR, and also discussed under Threshold b of Draft EIR 
Subsection 4.3, Land Use and Planning.  As discussed throughout the Draft EIR and under Threshold 
b of Draft EIR Subsection 4.3, Land Use and Planning, the Project would be consistent with all of the 
applicable policies of the Jurupa Valley General Plan related to energy consumption, including all of 
the policies listed above. Also, refer to Table 4.3-1, General Plan Consistency.   
 
B. PROJECT ENERGY CONSUMPTION 

Short-Term Construction 

Construction of the proposed Project would result in short-term energy demand generated by the 
use of construction equipment and from worker and vendor vehicle trips to and from the Project 
site. As shown in Table 5-2, Project construction is expected to take approximately 14 months and 
include the following phases: site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and 
architectural coating. Construction equipment is expected to operate on the Project site between 6 
to 8 hours per day, up to five (5) days per week.  A list of the construction equipment to be used 
during construction activities is found in Table 3-3, Construction Equipment, in the Project Air 
Quality Study (Draft EIR Appendix A).  There is no aspect of the proposed short-term construction 
process that would result in the inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy 
because all construction equipment operating on the Project would be required to meet applicable 
regulatory requirements for fuel efficiency.  Energy calculations for the Project’s construction phase 
are shown in Table 5-2. 

Table 5-2:  Energy Consumption Estimate for Project Construction 
Construction 

Phase 
Number of 

Constructio
n Days 

Average 
Worker 

and 
Vendor 

Trips Per 
Day 

HP Hours 
Per 

Construct-
ion Phase 

Construction Equipment Worker and 
Vendor Trips 

Energy 
Use1 

 

Gas and Diesel 
Fuel 

Consumption2 

Gas and Diesel 
Fuel 

Consumption3 

Site 

Preparation 

10 8 353,600 

176,800 

 9,557 gallons 82 gallons 

Grading 20 16 1,001,520 

445,120 

24,060 gallons 414 gallons 

Building 

Construction 

230 150 5,252,280 

2,745,510 

148,406 gallons 35,382 gallons 

 

Paving 20 10 103,600 

59,200 

3,200 gallons 159 gallons 

Architectural 20 90 2,100 65 gallons 1,818 gallons 
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Construction 
Phase 

Number of 
Constructio

n Days 

Average 
Worker 

and 
Vendor 

Trips Per 
Day 

HP Hours 
Per 

Construct-
ion Phase 

Construction Equipment Worker and 
Vendor Trips 

Energy 
Use1 

 

Gas and Diesel 
Fuel 

Consumption2 

Gas and Diesel 
Fuel 

Consumption3 

Coating4 1,200 

TOTAL 91,875 

kWh 

185,288 

gallons 

37,855 gallons 

Notes: 
1: Calculation is based on an average construction energy cost of $2.28 per month of energy use per 1,000 square 
feet of building space (68 residential units plus 31,275 s, f, commercial and 5,211 s, f. other) over the total duration 
of construction (14 months), at the rate of 8 cents per kilowatt hour (kWh). 
2: Calculation is based on expected horsepower (HP) hours and an average factor of 1 gallon of fuel per 18.5 
horsepower-hour.  
3: Calculation is based on number of expected worker and vendor trips per day, multiplied by an average trip length 
of 14.7 miles and based on the average fuel economy of a light duty automobile of 26.77 miles per gallon. 
4.  This calculation overstates the HP hours per construction phase because it does not apply a load factor. 

 

 

  

Long-Term Operations 

Long-term operation of the proposed Project would result in energy demands from the operation of 
the proposed commercial and residential uses and associated infrastructure.  Under operational 
conditions, the proposed Project is estimated to result in a natural gas demand of 2,902,000 British 
thermal units per year (kBTU/yr) and a total electricity demand of 91,875 kilowatt hours per year 
(kWh/yr). These electricity demand and natural gas demand figures were derived from the 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Printouts included as Appendix 3.4 of the 
Project’s Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis (Draft EIR Technical Appendix A).  Table 5-3 
estimates Project-related trips would consume a total of 335,362 gallons of fuel each year based on 
an estimate of 3.3 miles per trip (e.g., home-work, home-school, etc.) and an aggregate fuel 
consumption estimate of 12.94 miles per gallon for all types of vehicles. 
 
Energy demands would result from electricity, natural gas usage, petroleum/fuel usage, water 
conveyance, and wastewater conveyance.  Energy demand also would result from delivery, 
employee, and visitor vehicle/truck trips to and from the Project site.  Construction shall comply 
with applicable provisions of the California Building Standards Code and the various other 
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing codes related thereto as adopted by the City of Jurupa Valley 
Municipal Code.  This includes but is not limited to Title 24 (CALGreen) energy standards.  There is 
no aspect of the proposed Project’s operation that would result in the inefficient, wasteful, and 
unnecessary consumption of energy.   
 

Table 5-3:  Project-Generated Vehicular Annual Fuel Consumption 
Estimated Vehicle 

Daily Trips 

Annual Vehicle Miles 

Traveled1 

Average Vehicle  

Fuel Economy 

Estimated Annual Fuel 

Consumption (Gallons) 

3,616 335,362583 12.94 335,362 

Source: Trip data from Table 4-1, Project Traffic Study, Urban Crossroads, 2018.  
1   Project total VMT from Appendix 3.4, Operations Emissions Model Outputs, Air Quality Study, Urban Crossroads 2018. 
    Composite trip distance is 3.3 miles per trip times daily trips times 365 days per year. 
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Energy Consumption Summary 

Implementation of Project Design Features (PDFs); Plans, Policies, and Programs (PPPs); and 
mandatory compliance with the applicable provisions of CALGreen would ensure that the Project 
uses energy efficiently.  The Project would provide for, and promote, energy efficiencies beyond 
those required under other applicable federal or State of California standards and regulations; 
therefore, the Project would meet or exceed all CALGreen regulations.  Moreover, energy consumed 
by the Project is calculated to be comparable to, or less than, energy consumed by other individual 
residential or commercial uses of similar scale and intensity than are currently constructed and 
operating in California.  On this basis, the Project would not result in the inefficient, wasteful, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy.  Furthermore, the Project would not cause or result in the 
need for additional energy facilities or energy delivery systems outside of connection to the existing 
utilities located in the adjacent roadways. 
 
As supported by the preceding analyses, Project construction and operations would not result in 
the inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy.  Further, the energy demands of the 
Project can be accommodated within the context of available resources and energy delivery 
systems.  The Project would therefore not cause or result in the need for additional energy 
producing or transmission facilities.  The Project would not engage in the wasteful or inefficient 
uses of energy and the Project aims to achieve energy conservation goals within the State of 
California.  Thus, the Project would not have any long-term effects on an energy providers’ future 
energy development or energy conservation strategies. 
 

5.5 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT AS PART OF THE INITIAL STUDY  

CEQA Guidelines §15128 requires that an EIR: 
 

“…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.” 

 
An Initial Study was prepared for the proposed Project, which is included as Appendix A to this 
Draft EIR.  Through the Initial Study process, the City of Jurupa Valley determined that the proposed 
Project could potentially cause adverse environmental effects, and an EIR is required.  The Initial 
Study concluded that the Project would result in either no impacts, less-than-significant impacts, or 
less than significant impacts with mitigation incorporated involving fifteen (15) categories of 
potential impacts: Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forest Resources; Air Quality, Biological Resources; 
Cultural Resources; Geology and Soils; Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hydrology and Water Quality; 
Mineral Resources; Noise, Population and Housing; Public Services; Recreation; Tribal Cultural 
Resources, and Utilities and Service Systems.   
 
Following completion of the Initial Study, the City filed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) with the 
California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) (State Clearinghouse) to indicate that an EIR 
would be prepared to evaluate the Project’s potential to impact the environment relative to: (1) 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials; (2) Land Use and Planning; and (3) Transportation and Traffic.  
The NOP was filed with the State Clearinghouse and distributed to Responsible Agencies, Trustee  
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Agencies, and other interested parties for a 30-day public review period.  Public comments were 
received in response to the NOP and are summarized in Table 2-2, Summary of Notice of 
Preparation, of this Draft EIR.   
 
As a result of the NOP comments, the City determined that the scope of the Draft EIR as determined 
by the Initial Study was appropriate.      
 
A thorough discussion of the environmental issues that were determined to be less than significant 
are provided in the Initial Study Checklist provided in Appendix A of this document. 
 



 

 

SECTION 6.0 – ALTERNATIVES 
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6.1 INTRODUCTION 

CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a) describes the scope of analysis that is required when evaluating 
alternatives to proposed projects, as follows: 
 

“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.  An EIR need not 
consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  Rather it must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision 
making and public participation.  An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which 
are infeasible.  The lead agency is responsible for selection of a range of project 
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting 
those alternatives.  There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the 
alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.” 

 
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis, the proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse environmental effects that cannot be mitigated to below levels of significance 
after the implementation of Plans, Policies, and Programs (PPPs), Project Design Features (PDFs) 
and feasible mitigation measures (MMs). The Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts are 
summarized below in Subsection 6.2.B. 
 

6.2 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT  

The Project proposes to amend Figure 2-5: 2017 General Plan Land Use Plan from Commercial Retail 
(CR) and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) to Commercial Retail (CR) for the proposed 
1.79-acre commercial parcel and to High Density Residential (HDR) for the 5.16-acre residential 
parcel. It further proposes to amend the Jurupa Valley Zoning Map from R-VC (Rubidoux Village 
Commercial), R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings), and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux 
Village Commercial) for the proposed 1.79-acre commercial parcel and to R-2 (Multiple Family 
Dwellings) for the 5.16-acre residential parcel and merge 5 parcels and create 2 parcels for the 
purpose of developing a mixed-use development consisting of one (1) 1.79-acre parcel for a 31,436 
square foot commercial building; and a 5.16-acre parcel for a 68-unit multi-family housing 
development. The Project includes ground level parking, landscaping, internal paving and 
walkways, a community center, and pool facility space. Refer to Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project 
Description, for additional Project details. 
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A. Project Objectives 
 
The underlying purpose of the Project is to develop a mixed-use development that consists of 
commercial and apartment buildings and associated improvements.  The following is a list of 
specific objectives that the proposed Project is intended to achieve: 

1. Help revitalize the commercial area by giving high priority to infill development of vacant 
and deteriorated properties that provide for high-quality development of vacant infill 
properties that will stimulate economic development or the area served by Mission 
Boulevard.  

 
2.  Require development within the Village Center Overlay, to be compact, pedestrian-oriented, 

and designed to accommodate a broad range of uses, including commercial and residential 
uses, consistent with the Community’s historic character. 

 
3. Accommodate higher density residential development in walkable, pedestrian-oriented 

areas near major transportation corridors, concentrated employment areas, and community 
and village centers, and promote the development of high quality apartments.  

 
4. Accommodate the development of structures and sites with a mix of housing and retail in 

areas designated as “Village Centers” on the General Plan. 
 

5. Facilitate the Housing Authority of the County of Riverside in its capacity as housing 
successor to the former Redevelopment Agency for the County of Riverside, to develop a 
mixed use project that will include affordable rental housing, with a preference for veteran 
households with related infrastructure improvements, and commercial facilities with 
commercial uses. 

 
B. Summary of the Proposed Project’s Significant Impacts 
 
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis, the proposed Project would result in 
significant adverse environmental effects that cannot be mitigated to below levels of significance 
after the implementation of Plans, Policies, and Programs (PPPs), Project Design Features (PDFs), 
and feasible Mitigation Measures (MMs).  The unavoidable significant impacts are outlined in 
Tabled 6-1 below.  
 

Table 6-1:  Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 
Topic Type of Impact Details of Impact 

Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 
(Section 4.1) 

Direct Impacts The Project is not consistent with the requirements of 
Compatibility Zone C of the Flabob Airport Land Use Plan 
(ALUP). Mitigation or changes to the Project to achieve 
consistency would require a large reduction in 
commercial area and essentially no residential units, so 
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Topic Type of Impact Details of Impact 
mitigation is infeasible. 

Cumulatively 
Considerable 
Impacts 

This Project, in concert with other land use proposals that 
would increase unit count/density within the Flabob 
ALUP would contribute to cumulatively considerable 
impacts related to airport land use consistency. However, 
the proposed Project does not appear to represent a 
significant risk to public safety as a result of its proposed 
land uses in relation to the Flabob Airport operations.  

Land Use and Planning 
(Subsection 4.2) 

Direct Impacts The Project would not be consistent with the following 
City General Plan policies: Land Use Element Policies 5.55, 
5.57, 5.58, 5.61 due to a land use inconsistency with the 
Flabob Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). 
 
 

Cumulatively 
Considerable 
Impacts 

The Project would not be consistent with the following 
City General Plan policies: Mobility Element Policies ME 
2.12, 2.15, and 2.17 due to inability to install necessary 
improvements for significantly impacted intersections and 
roadway segments. 
 
In addition, the Project, in concert with other land use 
proposals that would increase unit count/density within 
the Flabob ALUP, would contribute to cumulatively 
considerable impacts related to airport land use 
consistency. 

Transportation and 
Traffic  
(Draft EIR Section 4.3) 

Cumulatively 
Considerable 
Impacts 

The Project would result in a significant and unavoidable 
traffic impact at the following five intersections: 

 #6-Redwood Dr. at Mission Bl. (Riverside). 
 #8-Market St. at Mission Blvd. (Riverside). 
 #13-Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 EB Off-Ramp-

Frontage Rd. 
 #14-Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 WB Off-Ramp. 
 #15- Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 WB Off-Ramp-30th 

St. 
 
Mitigation is applied that requires the Project Applicant to 
a pay fair-share fee for needed improvements at these 
intersection, but construction of the physical 
improvements necessary to alleviate the impact is not 
assured. In addition, improvements to the Mission Blvd. 
/Market St. and Redwood Dr. / at Mission Blvd. 
intersections are in the City of Riverside so their 
installation cannot be assured by the City of Jurupa Valley. 

Cumulatively 
Considerable 
Impacts 

The Project would result in significant and unavoidable 
cumulative traffic impacts at the following roadway 
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Topic Type of Impact Details of Impact 
segments:  

 Rubidoux Blvd. between SR-60 EB Ramp and 34th 
St. 
 

 Mission Avenue between Redwood Avenue and 
Brockton Avenue. (Riverside). 

 
The Project is required to a pay fair share for the 
improvements for Rubidoux Blvd. between SR-60 EB 
Ramp and 34th St. but payment of the fair share does not 
guarantee the improvements will be constructed. The 
improvements required for Mission Avenue between 
Redwood Avenue and Brockton Avenue are in the City of 
Riverside and beyond the control of Jurupa Valley. 
 

Source: DEIR Section 4.0. 

 

6.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT ANALYZED FURTHER 

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 Draft 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.  
 
A number of “less intense” alternatives were initially discussed that would reduce the number of 
residential units or the area or density of commercial retail uses from that of the proposed Project. 
Due to the limits of the Flabob ALUP, which would only allow 1 unit per 5 acres or essentially 1 unit 
on the site, there were no viable alternatives that allowed any residential units on the property. 
However, a number of alternatives involving non-residential uses were seen as potentially viable 
for the Project site, depending on what floor area ratio (FAR) was used to estimate total square 
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footage of the development. The FAR of the proposed Project is 0.40 which results in a non-
residential density of the site (166.8 persons per acre) which is approximately 10 percent over the 
non-residential density limit established by the ALUP (150 persons per acre). By calculation it was 
determined that an FAR of 0.35, as recommended in the 2017 General Plan for Commercial Retail 
uses, would result in a non-residential site density of just under 150 persons per acre which meets 
the ALUP guideline. 
 
It is estimated the proposed Project would generate a maximum of 57 employees and 241 
customers at any given time on the site. These estimates are based on US Green Building Code 
(USGBC) employee11 and USGBC customer12 data, respectively, applied to the proposed 31,436 
square feet of commercial space. This equals 298 total persons or 166.5 persons per acre at any 
given time on the commercial portion of the site (1.79 acres). Therefore, the Project exceeds or is 
not consistent with the Zone C restrictions for other commercial uses. 
 
For the purposes of this EIR, one “all retail” alternative (FAR = 0.35) was selected for additional 
study (see below) as well as an “all office” alternative. These two alternatives were selected for 
further analysis to determine what environmental impacts would result from full use of the site 
either of the non-residential land uses, but it is possible that some combination of commercial and 
office uses would also be a feasible land use alternative. CEQA requires an analysis of a reasonable 
range of alternatives, and not every possible permutation of land use combinations.    
 
The City of Jurupa Valley considered but rejected one alternative: an alternative that would develop 
the proposed Project on an alternative site.  CEQA does not require that an analysis of alternative 
sites always be included in an EIR.  However, if the surrounding circumstances make it reasonable 
to consider an alternative site then this alternative should be considered and analyzed in the EIR.  
In making the decision to include or exclude analysis of an alternative site, the “key question and 
first step in analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or 
substantially lessened by putting the project in another location.  Only locations that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need to be considered for inclusion in 
the EIR” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f) (2)).     
 
The Project proposes to develop 6.95 net acres of previously developed but now vacant land within 
the Rubidoux Village Commercial zone (R-VC). In the immediate surrounding area there a several 
small vacant or under-utilized parcels to the south, southwest, west, and northwest of the site, but 
very few of them are within the boundaries of the R-VC zone. In the larger surrounding area there 
are almost 200 acres of mostly vacant land northeast and north of the site along the west bank of 

                                                             
11

    “Building Area Per Employee by Business Type”, US Green Building Code, 549 SF/employee for “Specialty Retail” (ITE Code 814)  

        which is comparable to the independent SANDAG rate of 588 SF/employee for neighborhood commercial uses.   

        https://www.usgbc.org/Docs/Archive/General/Docs4111.pdf 
12

    “Table 1, Appendix 2, Default Occupancy Counts,” US Green Building Code, data for General Retail category indicates  

        550 square feet/employee (similar to above) and 130 square feet per transients (customers and others). Website accessed July 30, 2018 
        https://www.usgbc.org/credits/new-construction-existing-buildings-commercial-interiors-core-and-shell-schools-new-constr-3 
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the Santa Ana Rivers, however, this land has scattered rural residences and remnants of former 
equestrian uses in the area, and it is adjacent to the Santa Ana River.    
 
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 proposed Project. In addition, any 
development similar to the proposed Project that would be built in the same general area as the 
proposed Project would generate traffic on similar streets and at similar intersections compared to 
the proposed Project, and so would result in similar significant traffic-related impacts in that 
regard. Moving the Project to another site that was not within the land use restrictions of the 
Flabob Airport Land Use Plan.  
 
Since there is no available alternative location that would avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant traffic-related 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 nearby area under the jurisdiction of the City of Jurupa Valley that could accommodate 
the Project, an alternative location alternative is not feasible.  Therefore, the City of Jurupa Valley is 
not obligated under CEQA to perform a detailed analysis of alternative sites in this Draft EIR.   

6.4 ALTERNATIVES UNDER CONSIDERATION 

 
CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e) requires that an alternative be included that describes what would 
reasonably be expected to occur on the property in the foreseeable future if the proposed Project 
were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and 
community services (i.e., “no project” alternative).  For development projects that include a revision 
to an existing land use plan, the “no project” alternative is considered to be the continuation of the 
existing land use plan into the future. For projects other than a land use plan (for example, a 
development project on an identifiable property such as the proposed Project evaluated herein), 
the “no project” alternative is considered to be a circumstance under which the proposed Project 
does not proceed (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e) (3) (A-B)).  For the alternatives analysis in this 
Draft EIR, the potential scenario where the Project does not proceed is considered to be the “No 
Project Alternative/No Development Alternative.” 
 
The following scenarios were identified by the City of Jurupa Valley as potentially feasible 
alternatives to the proposed Project that would be evaluated in detail in the EIR: (1) No Project/No 
Development; (2) No Project/General Plan Development; (3) Commercial Retail; and (4) 
Commercial Office. 
 
6.4.1 No Project/ No Development Alternative 
 
The No Project/No Development Alternative considers no development/disturbance on the Project 
site beyond that which occurs under existing conditions.  As such, the 6.95-acre Project site would 
continue to consist of disturbed vacant land with remnants of mobile home trailer pads, broken 
road pavement, utility poles, and weedy grown present and no land use changes or improvements 
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would be made to the site. This Alternative was selected by the City of Jurupa Valley to compare the 
environmental effects of the proposed Project with an alternative that would leave the Project site 
undeveloped and in its general existing conditions. This alternative would not require any 
discretionary action from the City. 
 
6.4.2 No Project/General Plan Development Alternative 
 
The General Plan Land Use Map indicates the northern 1.3 acres of the site is designated for High 
Density Residential uses (HDR - 14 units/acre max.) and the southern 5.65 acres is designated for 
Commercial Retail uses (CR - FAR 0.35) under the Rubidoux Village Center. These designations 
mean the site could be developed with up to 18 residential units and 86,000 square feet of 
commercial uses.  
 
6.4.3 Commercial Retail Alternative 
 
The Flabob Airport ALUP recommends only one residential unit on the site which essentially 
precludes any viable residential development on the site. If the entire site were to support 
commercial retail uses, a maximum of 106,000 square feet of commercial space could be built on 
the 6.95-acre site based on an FAR of 0.35. At this development density, the commercial use would 
meet the Flabob ALUP limitation (80 vs. 150 persons per acre) and there would be no residential 
uses to conflict with the ALUP limit for the site (1 unit). This alternative would require a General 
Plan Amendment and Zone Change to eliminate the High Density Residential (HDR) land use 
designation from the northern portion of the site. 
 
6.4.4 Commercial Office Alternative 
 
This alternative proposes to build all offices on the Project site to reduce the high number of 
persons per acre generated by commercial retail uses (i.e., employees and customers). According to 
General Plan Table 2.3, Non-Residential Land Use Statistics and Buildout Projections, office uses have 
a recommended FAR of 1.0 so a maximum of 302,742 square feet of office space13 could be built on 
the site. This alternative would require a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change to eliminate 
the High Density Residential (HDR) land use designation from the northern portion of the site and 
designate the entire site for Commercial Office (CO) land uses. 
 

6.5 ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

 
The City of Jurupa Valley has identified the following alternatives as a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed Project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6.  These 
alternatives are described in more detail and evaluated for their level of environmental effects, 
compared to the proposed Project’s environmental effects, later in this Section. 

                                                             
13    6.95 acres x 43,560 square feet/acre = 302,742 @ 1.0 FAR = 302,742 square feet  
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The following discussion compares the impacts of each alternative considered by the City of Jurupa 
Valley with the impacts of the proposed Project, as detailed in Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis, 
of this Draft EIR.  Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that 
a project may have on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.6(d) requires that the discussion of alternatives focus on alternatives which are capable of 
avoiding or substantially lessening the significant effects of the Project. Therefore, the analysis 
provided herein focuses on a comparison of the Project’s significant impacts to the level of impact 
that would occur under each evaluated alternative.  The Project’s significant impacts that require 
mitigation fall under the topics of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (i.e. inconsistency with Flabob 
Airport ALUP), Land Use and Planning (i.e. inconsistency with Flabob Airport land use compatibility 
policies and Mobility Element policies relation to traffic, and Transportation/Traffic (i.e. 
inconsistency with Mobility Elements policies with respect to the traffic improvements). Although 
the Project’s less-than-significant impacts also are mentioned and compared to the alternatives 
evaluated herein, the emphasis is on the significant impacts of the Project that require mitigation as 
required by CEQA. A conclusion is provided for each significant impact of the Project as to whether 
the alternative results in one of the following: (1) reduction or elimination of the proposed Project’s 
impact, (2) a greater impact than would occur under the proposed Project, (3) the same impact as 
the proposed Project, or (4) a new impact in addition to the proposed Project’s impacts.    
 
0, Table 6-2:  Comparison of Environmental Impacts and Objectives by Alternative, at the end of this 
Section compares the significant impacts of the Project with the level of impact that would be 
caused by the alternatives evaluated herein and identifies the ability of each alternative to meet the 
fundamental purpose and basic objectives of the Project.  As described in Draft EIR Subsection 3.4, 
the proposed Project’s underlying purpose is to develop a mixed use commercial and residential 
project that will help reduce regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by local residents and offer 
employment and retail opportunities for Project and City residents.   

6.5.1 No Project/No Development Alternative 
 
The No Project/No Development Alternative assumes no development or disturbance on the 
Project site beyond that which now occurs (i.e., existing conditions).  As such, the approximately 
6.95-acre Project site would continue to consist of disturbed vacant land with remnants of mobile 
home trailer pads, broken road pavement, utility poles, and weedy grown present. Under this 
Alternative, no improvements would be made to the Project site and none of the proposed Project’s 
land use, roadway, utility, or other infrastructure improvements would occur. This Alternative was 
selected by the City of Jurupa Valley to compare the environmental effects of the proposed Project 
with an alternative that would leave the Project site in its existing condition subject to the 
continuation of the existing conditions.  
 
Although this issue was screened out of the EIR analysis by the Initial Study in the Notice of 
Preparation (see Appendix A), views of the existing Project site result in aesthetic impacts to area 
residents that would continue under this Alternative (i.e., no development).  
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1. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The No Project/No Development Alternative would leave the site in a vacant and unused condition 
which would not conflict with and land use restrictions in the Flabob Airport Land use Plan (ALUP). 
This alternative would therefore eliminate the significant impact of the proposed Project in this 
regard. 
 
2. Land Use and Planning 

The No Project/No Development Alternative would leave the site in its general existing degraded 
condition. This alternative would not require any land use entitlements from the City (i.e., no 
General Plan Amendment or Zone Change). The proposed Project is not consistent with a number of 
City General Plan policies and these impacts are considered significant. By comparison, there would 
be no impacts related to Land Use and Planning from this alternative (i.e. vacant land will have no 
impact to Flabob ALUP or transportation). However, leaving the property in its existing condition 
would conflict with other General Plan policies related to economic growth and not fulfill the City’s 
vision for long-term buildout of the City related to the ultimate use of this property.  
  

3. Transportation and Traffic 

Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, no new development would occur and no new 
traffic trips would be generated. It would not result in increased traffic at those intersections 
identified in the EIR as being significant and for which improvements were not physically feasible. 
It would also be consistent with those General Plan policies that discourage new development from 
creating or contributing to significant traffic impacts, either by an overall increase in vehicular 
trips. As noted above, this includes adding traffic to intersections that already exceed established 
City standards or add traffic to congested intersections where physical improvements are not 
feasible.    
  

4. Conclusion 

The No Project/No Development Alternative would avoid all of the significant environmental 
impacts of the proposed Project. While it is acknowledged that this Alternative would not achieve 
the City’s General Plan vision in terms of developing the site with commercial and/or residential 
land uses, no significant adverse environmental impacts would result from leaving the property in 
its existing condition (other than maintaining its poor aesthetic or visual conditions). The No 
Project/No Development Alternative would not fulfill the underlying purpose of the Project or meet 
any of the Project’s objectives because the site would remain undeveloped and utilized in its 
current condition.  
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6.5.2 No Project/General Plan Development Alternative 
 
The No Project/General Plan Development Alternative proposes land uses consistent with the City’s 
General Plan Land Use Map - the northern 1.3 acres of the site are designated for High Density 
Residential uses (HDR - 14 units/acre max.) while the southern 5.65 acres are designated for 
Commercial Retail uses (CR - FAR 0.35) under the Rubidoux Village Center zoning classification. 
These designations mean the site could be developed with up to 18 residential units and 86,000 
square feet of commercial uses. This alternative would not require a General Plan Amendment or 
Zone Change. At this development density, the commercial use would meet the Flabob ALUP 
limitation (80 vs. 150 persons per acre) but the residential use would not meet the ALUP limit (18 
units vs. 1 unit).  
 
1. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

At the development density proposed in the No Project/General Plan Development Alternative, the 
commercial uses would meet the Flabob ALUP limitation (80 vs. 150 persons per acre) but the 
residential uses would not meet the ALUP limit (18 units vs. 1 unit). Even though this Alternative is 
consistent with the land use designations of the General Plan for this site, it is still inconsistent with 
the General Plan Land Use Element Policies 5.56, 5.57, 5.58, 5.61 regarding consistency with the 
Flabob Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). Therefore, this Alternative still has significant impacts 
relative to Hazards and Hazardous Materials, similar to the proposed Project.   
 
2. Land Use and Planning 

As identified in Draft EIR Subsection 4.3, Land Use and Planning, the proposed Project would not 
conflict with the policies from the General Plan with the exception of Land Use Element Policies 
5.56, 5.57, 5.58, 5.61 regarding consistency with the Flabob Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP), and 
Mobility Element Policies ME 2.12, ME 2.15, and ME 2.17 as a result of the Project’s significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. Even though this Alternative is consistent with the land use 
designations of the General Plan for this site, it is still inconsistent with the General Plan policies 
cited above and thus would have significant impacts relative to Land Use and Planning, similar to 
the proposed Project. 
  

3. Transportation and Traffic 

The No Project/General Plan Development Alternative would generate almost three times more 
traffic than the proposed Project due to the development of substantially more commercial space 
(106,000 square feet vs. 31,436 square feet) as the entire site would support commercial retail uses 
under this alternative. Based on data from Table 4.16-2, Project Trip Generation, and the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual, the No Project/General Plan Development Alternative could generate 13,289 
daily trips compared to 3,616 daily trips estimated for the proposed Project, an increase of 368 
percent. 
 
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3.7.F the proposed Project would result in significant and 
unavoidable direct operational impacts to the following intersections and roadway segments:  
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 #6-Redwood Dr. at Mission Bl. (Riverside). 
 #8-Market St. at Mission Blvd. (Riverside). 
 #13-Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 EB Off-Ramp-Frontage Rd. 
 #14-Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 WB Off-Ramp. 
 #15- Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 WB Off-Ramp-30th St. 
 Rubidoux Blvd. between SR-60 EB Ramp and 34th St. 
 Mission Avenue between Redwood Avenue and Brockton Avenue. 

 
Mitigation measures are identified requiring a fair-share monetary contribution toward 
improvements that would address these impacts, but because construction of the necessary 
intersection improvements is not assured, the impacts are determined to be significant and 
unavoidable. The No Project/General Plan Development Alternative would generate much more 
traffic than the proposed Project and might result in additional significant traffic impacts at area 
intersections or roadway segments in addition to those identified for the proposed Project. 
Therefore, this alternative would conflict with the same General Plan Mobility Element Policies ME 
2.12, ME 2.15, and ME 2.17 as the proposed Project, and thus would have significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts (i.e., at intersections where it is physically infeasible to improve them).  

  

4. Conclusion 

Similar to the proposed Project, the No Project/General Plan Development Alternative would still 
have significant impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Land Use and Planning in 
that it is inconsistent with Land Use Element Policies 5.56, 5.57, 5.58, 5.61. and Mobility Element 
Policies ME 2.12, ME 2.15, and ME 2.17 as a result of the Project’s significant and unavoidable traffic 
impacts. It would also generate much more traffic compared to the proposed Project and could have 
even greater direct and cumulative traffic impacts on local intersections and roadway segments, 
especially those that needed improvements that were not physically feasible. This alternative 
would meet the Project objectives to a similar degree as the proposed Project but would not 
provide as much of a balance of land uses (i.e., this alternative has substantially more commercial 
than residential uses).  
 

6.5.3 Commercial Retail Alternative 
 
The Commercial Retail Alternative would develop the Project site into all commercial uses. The 
Flabob Airport ALUP recommends only one residential unit on the site which essentially precludes 
any viable residential development on the site. If the entire site were to support commercial retail 
uses, a maximum of 106,000 square feet of commercial space could be built on the 6.95-acre site 
based on an FAR of 0.35. This alternative would require a General Plan Amendment and Zone 
Change to eliminate the High Density Residential (HDR) land use designation from the northern 
portion of the site. Due to the number of vehicular trips generated by retail uses, this alternative 
may result in increased traffic and air quality impacts. General Plan Table 2.3, Non-Residential Land 
Use Statistics and Buildout Projections, indicates retail uses generate 1 employee per 600 square feet 
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which would result in 177 employees for the site. Extrapolating data from Table 4.3-5 Project Trip 
Generation under Transportation/Traffic, indicates the site would generate 10,805 vehicular trips 
per day if it was built out with all commercial uses.   
 
1. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Under this alternative, the site would be developed with all commercial retail uses built at an FAR 
of 0.35 which would result in a land use density that would meet the Flabob ALUP limitation (80 vs. 
150 persons per acre) and there would be no residential uses to conflict with the ALUP limit for the 
site (1 unit). This Alternative would be consistent with General Plan Land Use Element Policies 
5.56, 5.57, 5.58, 5.61, and Noise Element Policy NE 1.8 regarding consistency with the Flabob 
Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). Therefore, this Alternative would have less than significant impacts 
relative to Hazards and Hazardous Materials, while the proposed Project had significant impacts in 
this regard.   
  

2. Land Use and Planning 

This Alternative would eliminate the land use and planning impacts related to consistency with the 
Flabob ALUP. As identified in Draft EIR Subsection 4.3, Land Use and Planning, the proposed Project 
would not conflict with the other policies from the General Plan except for Mobility Element 
Policies ME 2.12, ME 2.15, and ME 2.17 as a result of the Project’s significant and unavoidable traffic 
impacts. The Commercial Retail Alternative would generate considerably more traffic than the 
proposed Project (i.e., almost four times as much with 10,805 daily trips compared to 3,616 trips 
for the Project). Due to higher traffic generation, this Alternative might even have substantially 
increased traffic impacts compared to the proposed Project. Therefore, impacts of this Alternative 
would still be significant relative to Land Use and Planning, although to a lesser degree (i.e., only 
inconsistent with traffic policies) compared to the proposed Project. 
  

3. Transportation and Traffic 

The Commercial Retail Alternative would generate considerably more traffic than the proposed 
Project (i.e., 10,805 daily trips vs. 3,616 trips).  
 
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Transportation/Traffic, the proposed Project would result in 
significant and unavoidable direct operational impacts to the following intersections and roadway 
segments:  
 

 #6-Redwood Dr. at Mission Bl. (Riverside). 
 #8-Market St. at Mission Blvd. (Riverside). 
 #13-Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 EB Off-Ramp-Frontage Rd. 
 #14-Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 WB Off-Ramp. 
 #15- Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 WB Off-Ramp-30th St. 
 Rubidoux Blvd. between SR-60 EB Ramp and 34th St. 
 Mission Avenue between Redwood Avenue and Brockton Avenue. 
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Although mitigation measures are identified requiring a fair-share contribution toward 
improvements that would address the Project’s cumulative impacts at these locations, impacts are 
significant and unavoidable because the construction of improvements cannot be guaranteed. 
  

4. Conclusion 

Compared to the proposed Project, the Commercial Retail Alternative would eliminate significant 
impacts related to Hazards (i.e., ALUP Consistency) and would have reduced impacts relative to 
Land Use and Planning as this alternative would be consistent with the General Plan policies 
regarding the Flabob ALUP. However, this Alternative would still have significant traffic impacts 
and would generate considerably more traffic than the proposed Project (i.e., 10,805 daily trips 
compared to 3,616 trips for the Project). As a result, it would still have significant Land Use and 
Planning impacts as it is not consistent with General Plan Mobility Element Policies ME 2.12, ME 
2.15, and ME 2.17 regarding traffic congestion and improvements. This alternative would provide 
substantially more commercial use than the proposed Project but would not provide any mix of 
uses (i.e., no residential uses) and so does not meet the Project objectives to nearly the same degree 
as the Project.  
 
6.5.4 Commercial Office Alternative 
 
The Commercial Office Alternative proposes to build all offices on the Project site to reduce the high 
number of persons per acre generated by commercial retail uses (i.e., employees and customers). 
According to General Plan Table 2.3, Non-Residential Land Use Statistics and Buildout Projections, 
office uses have a recommended FAR of 1.0 so a maximum of 302,742 square feet of offices could be 
built on the site (6.95 acres x 43,560 square feet/acre = 302,742 @ 1.0 FAR = 302,742 square feet). 
General Plan Table 2.3, Residential Land Use Statistics and Buildout Projections, also indicates office 
uses generate 1 employee per 800 square feet (no customers assumed) which would result in 379 
employees which is 55 persons per acre which is well below the ALUP limit of 150 persons per acre. 
This alternative would require a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change to eliminate the HDR 
residential land use designation from the northern portion of the site and change the entire site to 
Commercial Office (CO). It is also estimated these office uses would generate 2,949 daily vehicle 
trips based on the appropriate ITE14 data (9.74 trips per thousand square feet).  
 
1. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Under this alternative, the site would be developed with all commercial retail uses built at an FAR 
of 1.00 but would result in a land use density below the Flabob ALUP limitation (i.e., 55 vs. 150 
persons per acre). Since there would be no residential uses, this alternative would also meet the 
ALUP limit of 1 unit or less on the site. This Alternative would be consistent with General Plan Land 
Use Element Policies 5.56, 5.57, 5.58, 5.61 regarding consistency with the Flabob Airport Land Use 

                                                             
14

    Institute of Traffic Engineering (ITE) Code 710, General Office, ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition. ITE 2018.  
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Plan (ALUP). Therefore, this Alternative would have less than significant impacts relative to 
Hazards, while the proposed Project had significant impacts in this regard.   

  

2. Land Use and Planning 

This Alternative would eliminate the land use and planning impacts related to consistency with the 
Flabob ALUP. As identified in Draft EIR Subsection 4.3, Land Use and Planning, the proposed Project 
would not conflict with the other policies from the General Plan except for Mobility Element 
Policies ME 2.12, ME 2.15, and ME 2.17 as a result of the Project’s significant and unavoidable traffic 
impacts. The Commercial Office Alternative would generate 20 percent less traffic than the 
proposed Project so would have reduced traffic impacts at area intersections. However, these 
cumulative traffic impacts would still be considered significant since the identified intersections 
and roadway segments have physical limitations which preclude installation of the necessary 
improvements. Therefore, impacts of this Alternative would still be significant relative to land use 
and planning, although to a lesser degree (i.e., only inconsistent with traffic policies) compared to 
the proposed Project. 
 
3. Transportation and Traffic 

The Commercial Office Alternative would generate approximately 20 percent less traffic than the 
proposed Project (i.e., 2,949 daily trips vs. 3,616 trips). As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, 
Transportation/Traffic, the proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable direct 
operational impacts to the following intersections and roadway segments:  
 

 #6-Redwood Dr. at Mission Bl. (Riverside). 
 #8-Market St. at Mission Blvd. (Riverside). 
 #13-Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 EB Off-Ramp-Frontage Rd. 
 #14-Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 WB Off-Ramp. 
 #15- Rubidoux Blvd. at SR-60 WB Off-Ramp-30th St. 
 Rubidoux Blvd. between SR-60 EB Ramp and 34th St. 
 Mission Avenue between Redwood Avenue and Brockton Avenue. 

 
Although mitigation measures are identified requiring a fair-share contribution toward 
improvements that would address the Project’s cumulative impacts at these locations, impacts are 
significant and unavoidable because the construction of improvements cannot be guaranteed. 
 
4. Conclusion 

Compared to the proposed Project, the Commercial Office Alternative would eliminate significant 
impacts related to Hazards (i.e., ALUP Consistency) and would have reduced impacts relative to 
Land Use and Planning since it would be consistent with the General Plan policies regarding the 
Flabob ALUP. However, this Alternative would still have significant cumulative traffic impacts even 
though it would generate almost 20 percent less traffic compared to the proposed Project (i.e., 
2,949 daily trips vs. 3,616 daily trips). This alternative would provide office uses instead of retail 
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use under the proposed Project but would not provide any mix of uses (i.e., no retail or residential 
uses). Therefore, this alternative does not meet the Project objectives to nearly the same degree as 
the proposed Project.  
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Table 6-2:  Comparison of Environmental Impacts and Objectives by Alternative 
 

 
 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

 
 
 

PROPOSED  
PROJECT  

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

NO PROJECT/ 
NO DEVELOPMENT  

NO PROJECT/GENERAL  
PLAN DEVELOPMENT 

COMMERCIAL 
RETAIL 

COMMERCIAL  
OFFICE 

Physical Characteristics 
Entitlements Needed 

64 DU, 31,375 SF Comm 
GPA/ZC? = Yes 

0 DU, 0 SF Comm 
GPA/ZC? = No 

18 DU, 86,000 SF Comm 
GPA/ZC? = No 

106,000 SF Comm 
GPA/ZC? = Yes 

302,742 SF Offices 
GPA/ZC? = Yes 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
   ALUP Consistency 

 
Significant 

 
Avoided 

 
Significant 

 
Less Than Significant 

 
Less Than Significant 

Land Use and Planning  
   GP Policies on ALUP and Traffic 

 
Significant 

 
Avoided 

 
Significant 

 
Less Than Significant  
for GP ALUC policies 

Still inconsistent with  
General Plan traffic policies 

 
Less Than Significant  
for GP ALUC policies 

Still inconsistent with  
General Plan traffic policies 

Transportation and Traffic Significant 
 
 
 

(3,198 ADT) 

Avoided 
 
 
 

(0 ADT) 

Increased Traffic and  
inconsistent with General 

Plan policies 
 

(13,289 ADT) 

Increased traffic 
Still inconsistent with  

General Plan traffic policies 
and needed improvements 

infeasible 
(10,804 ADT) 

Decreased traffic 
Still inconsistent with  

General Plan traffic policies and 
needed improvements 

infeasible 
(2,949 ADT) 

ABILITY TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Help revitalize the commercial area by giving high priority to infill 
development of vacant and deteriorated properties that provide for high-
quality development of vacant infill properties that will stimulate 
economic development or the area served by Mission Boulevard.  

Not Met Met Met Met 

Require development within the Village Center Overlay, to be compact, 
pedestrian-oriented, and designed to accommodate a broad range of uses, 
including commercial and residential uses, consistent with the 
Community’s historic character. 

Not Met Met to a Lesser Degree Not Met Not Met 

Accommodate higher density residential development in walkable, 
pedestrian-oriented areas near major transportation corridors, 
concentrated employment areas, and community and village centers, and 
promote the development of high quality apartments. 

Not Met Met to a Lesser Degree Not Met Not Met 

Accommodate the development of structures and sites with a mix of 
housing and retail in areas designated as “Village Centers” on the General 
Plan. 

Not Met Met Not Met Not Met 

Facilitate the Housing Authority of the County of Riverside in its capacity 
as housing successor to the former Redevelopment Agency for the County 
of Riverside, to develop a mixed use project that will include affordable 
rental housing, with a preference for veteran households with related 
infrastructure improvements, and commercial facilities with commercial 

Not Met Met Met Met 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

 
 
 

PROPOSED  
PROJECT  

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

NO PROJECT/ 
NO DEVELOPMENT  

NO PROJECT/GENERAL  
PLAN DEVELOPMENT 

COMMERCIAL 
RETAIL 

COMMERCIAL  
OFFICE 

uses. 

 
 

ADT = Average Daily Traffic     ALUP = Flabob Airport Land Use Plan     Comm = commercial    DU dwelling units   GPA = General Plan Amendment     SF = square feet     ZC = Zone Change  
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6.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

 
When an alternatives analysis is prepared consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (e (2)), 
an environmentally superior alternative must be identified in the Draft EIR.  Because the No 
Project/No Development Alternative would avoid or reduce all of the proposed Project’s 
environmental impacts, it warrants consideration as the “environmentally superior alternative.”  
However, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15125.6 (e)(2), if a no project alternative is identified as 
the “environmentally superior alternative”, then the Draft EIR is required to identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.  As shown in, Table 6-2, 
Comparison of Environmental Impacts and Objectives by Alternative, each of the alternatives would 
still have significant and unavoidable impacts related to transportation and traffic as well as 
consistency with certain General Plan policies regarding traffic.   
 
Based on the preceding analysis, the Commercial Office Alternative is selected as the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6 because it would 
reduce the Project’s impacts to the greatest extent among the alternatives.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.) and CEQA 
Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, §15000 et seq.) and represents the independent 
judgment of the CEQA Lead Agency (City of Jurupa Valley).   
 
According to CEQA Guidelines §15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 
 

a. The Draft EIR (DEIR) or a revision of the draft; 
 
b. Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary; 
 
c. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DEIR; 
 
d. The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 

and consultation process; and 
 
e. Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

 
In accordance with the above-listed requirements, this FEIR for the proposed Mission Gateway 
Plaza/Mission Gateway Villas Center Mixed-Use Project (hereafter, the “Project”) and associated 
discretionary and administrative actions consists of the following: 
 

1. Comment letters and responses to comments; and  
 
2. The circulated Mission Gateway Plaza/Mission Gateway Villas Center Mixed-Use Project 

Draft EIR and Technical Appendices, SCH No. 2018061047 with additions shown as 
underline text and deletions shown as stricken text in Table F-2, Errata Table of Additions, 
Corrections, and Revisions.  

  
3.   The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). 

 
2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

CEQA Guidelines §15204(a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and notes that the focus 
of review and comment of DEIRs should be: 
 

…on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible 
impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the 
project might be avoided or mitigated.  Comments are most helpful when they 
suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would 
provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects.  
At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is 
determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible…CEQA does not require a 
lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 
experimentation recommended or suggested by commenters.  When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant 
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environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by 
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. 

 
CEQA Guidelines §15204(c) further advises that, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their 
comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on 
facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments.  Pursuant to Section 
§15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.”  CEQA 
Guidelines §15204(d) also notes that “Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its 
comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.”  CEQA 
Guidelines §15204(e) states that “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers 
to comment on the general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not 
focused as recommended by this section.” 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088(b), copies of the written responses shall be provided to 
commenting public agencies at least ten (10) days prior to certifying the FEIR.  The responses shall 
be provided along with an electronic copy of this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and shall conform to 
the legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs. 
 
Additionally, a comment which draws a conclusion without elaborating on the reasoning behind, or 
the factual support for, those conclusions does not require a response. Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the lead agency is obligated to respond to timely 
comments with “good faith, reasoned analysis.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15088(c).)  These responses 
“shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised … [and] give[e] reasons 
why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088(c).) To the 
extent that specific comments and suggestions are not made, a specific response cannot be 
provided and, indeed, are not required. (Browning-Ferris Industries v. City Council (1986) 181 
Cal.App.3d 852, 862 [where a general comment is made, a general response is sufficient].) 
 
RESPONSES TO DEIR COMMENTS 

CEQA Guidelines §15088 require the Lead Agency to evaluate comments on environmental issues 
received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the DEIR and to provide written 
responses to any substantive comments received.  This Section provides all comments received on 
the DEIR, the City’s response to each comment, and a summary of revisions made to the DEIR as 
part of the FEIR in response to the various comment letters and to correct any errors.   
 
Comment letters were received during the DEIR public review period which began on January 10, 
2019 and closed on February 25, 2019.  Six (6) comment letters were received by the City of Jurupa 
Valley regarding the DEIR for the proposed Project.  A list of agencies, organizations, and persons 
that submitted comments regarding the DEIR is presented in Table F-1, Organizations, Persons, & 
Public Agencies that Commented on the DEIR.  A copy of each comment letter and a response to each 
environmental issue raised in those letters is provided on the following pages.  No comments 
submitted to the City of Jurupa Valley on the DEIR have produced substantial new information 
requiring recirculation or additional environmental review under State CEQA Guidelines §15088.5. 
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Table F-1 Organizations, Persons, & Public Agencies that Commented on the DEIR 

COMMENT 
LETTER 

COMMENTING ORGANIZATION, PERSON, OR PUBLIC AGENCY DATE 

A  
Jurupa Unified School District (JUSD) 01/31/19 

B Airport Land Use Commission Riverside County 
(ALUC) 

02/21/19 

C City of Riverside, Community Development 
Department, Planning Division 02/25/19 

D City of Riverside, Parks, Recreation and Community 
Services Department 02/25/19 

E State of California, Department of Transportation, 
Division of Aeronautics 

02/21/19 

F So Cal Gas 02/26/19 
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Jurupa Unified School District – Comment Letter A Response 
 
Response A-1.  The Jurupa Unified School District (“District”) expressed concern that the proposed 
project would cause significant cumulative traffic impacts that represent a safety risk to children 
living south of Mission Blvd. that walk to and from Arbuckle Elementary School (i.e., that cross 
Mission Boulevard at Twinning Street). The District has suggested that a specialized illuminated 
crosswalk be installed to alleviate this safety concern.   
 
The Project traffic study (Urban Crossroads, April 16, 2018) indicates that cumulative planned 
projects will generate 3,810 AM peak hour trips and 3,22p PM peak hour trips along Mission Blvd. 
(Urban Crossroads Exhibits 8-1 and 8-2, respectively) in 2035 (i.e., the cumulative horizon year). 
The traffic study also indicates the proposed project would contribute 33 AM peak hour trips and 
92 PM peak hour trips at this buildout horizon (Urban Crossroads Exhibits 4-3 and 4-4, 
respectively). This means the proposed project’s traffic represents 0.9% of the AM peak hour 
cumulative traffic and 2.8% of the PM peak hour cumulative traffic along Mission Blvd.  
 
Although the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative traffic is relatively small, the District’s 
expressed concern over student pedestrian safety is a valid environmental issue. The applicant will 
be required to relocate the school crossing to the east at the Mintern Street/ Mission Boulevard 
intersection. Construction of the crossing will require updates to include current ADA standards, 
pedestrian push button, and pavement flashing markers. The City would then be responsible for 
long-term maintenance of the crosswalk. This additional offsite improvement will be added to the 
EIR as Mitigation Measure (MM) TRA-6. It will be added to the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan (MMRP) and will also be made a condition of approval (COA) of the proposed project to be 
installed prior to issuance of the first occupancy permit for the Project.  
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Airport Land Use Commission Riverside County – Comment Letter B Responses to 
Comments 
 
Response B-1.  The Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) agreed with the 
conclusions of the EIR regarding the project’s inconsistency with the Flabob Airport Land Use Plan 
(FALUP). ALUC also provided supporting evidence in terms of residential and non-residential 
occupancy numbers for the project exceeding the occupancy limits of the FALUP. These numbers 
were supported by a ALUC staff report that was prepared for the project and dated July 13, 2017 
(attached to the ALUC comment letter). The City agrees that the numbers provided by ALUC are 
more applicable to the proposed project.  Therefore, this data merely clarifies the information 
provided in the EIR and does not change the EIR’s conclusion that the project is inconsistent with 
the FALUP. No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment. 
 
Response B-2.  The ALUC disagreed with the conclusions of the EIR regarding alternatives and 
stated the Commercial Retail and Commercial Office Alternatives were NOT consistent with the 
FALUP based on similar data to that provided in their Comment 1 above. These updated numbers 
mean the two commercial alternatives do NOT eliminate significant land use or hazard impacts 
regarding FALUP inconsistency. The two non-residential alternatives would also still have 
significant traffic impacts of inconsistencies with General Plan traffic policies and that needed 
improvements are physically infeasible. However, the commercial office alternative is still 
incrementally environmentally superior to the proposed project because it produces 8 percent less 
traffic compared to the proposed project. Therefore, this data merely clarifies the information 
provided in the EIR and does not change the EIR’s overall conclusions regarding alternatives to the 
project. No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment. 
   
Response B-3.  The District also suggested that two additional alternatives could be considered, a 
“reduced retail” alternative (one building with 30,000 square feet) and a “reduced office” 
alternative (one building with 9,000 square feet). These two alternatives are similar to those 
evaluated in the EIR but would further reduce the non-residential square footages and related 
traffic generation. As indicated by the District, these two added alternatives would eliminate the 
significant hazards and land use impacts related to FALUP consistency, however, neither one would 
eliminate the significant traffic impacts related to General Plan policy inconsistencies and physical 
limitations to install needed improvements. In addition, these two alternatives would not achieve 
the project objectives to nearly the same degree as the proposed project (as alluded to by the 
District). They would also not achieve the project objectives to the same degree at the commercial 
retail and commercial office alternatives studied in the EIR because neither contain any residential 
uses. No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment. 
 
Response B-4.  The City acknowledges that the planning approval process for the project is 
separate from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance process. The City will 
comply with established CEQA, California Government Code, and California Public Utilities Code 
requirements as applicable. No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this 
comment. 
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City of Riverside, Community Development Department, Planning–Comment Letter C 
Responses to Comments 
 
Response D-1.  The commenter accurately describes the Project. No revisions to the DEIR are 
required in order to respond to this comment. 
 
Response D-2. The City of Jurupa Valley granted the two-week extension as requested by the City 
of Riverside. All of the EIR documents were provided on the City’s website under the Planning 
Department Environmental Documents tab. No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond 
to this comment. 
 
Response D-3. The initial traffic study report for the Project was reviewed by the City of Riverside 
during March and April 2018. Contact was made to the City of Riverside during the review period of 
the EIR between January 11, 2019 and February 25, 2019. No revisions to the DEIR are required in 
order to respond to this comment. 
 
Response D-4. The traffic impact analysis is compliant with the County and City of Riverside 
guidelines. No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment. 
 
Response D-5. TIA appendices were attached as a separate PDF file to the DEIR. No revisions to 
the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment. 
 
Response D-6. The traffic impact analysis is compliant with the County and City of Riverside 
guidelines, which do not include “Without Project” project completion and cumulative project 
scenarios. No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment. 

 
Response D-7. The City of Riverside provided feedback to potential improvements at this location 
in an email dated April 6, 2018.  The draft December 5, 2017 traffic study report originally 
recommended the provision of an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane at this location through 
roadway widening.  City of Riverside technical staff indicated that the existing eastbound lane 
serves as a defacto right turn lane (although there is no red curb to solidify this operation, it is 
typically unparked).  Therefore, the analysis was adjusted to eliminate the eastbound right turn 
lane as an improvement for future analysis conditions, and the report was revised to show an 
existing defacto right turn lane.  

 
The intersection of Redwood Drive/Mission Boulevard (#6) was also updated in the analysis to 
reflect the traffic signal timing provided by City of Riverside staff. 

 
Although an additional eastbound through travel lane at this location would better accommodate 
future peak hour directional traffic flow issues, such an improvement would impact parkway 
amenities and residential yards adjacent to existing homes, including heritage trees, walkways, 
driveways and entry paths thus making the improvement infeasible. No revisions to the DEIR are 
required in order to respond to these comments. 
 
Response D-8. The City of Riverside provided feedback to potential improvements at this location 
on an email dated April 6, 2018 and indicated that provision of an eastbound right-turn overlap 
phasing improvement (and any related improvements, such as potential curb extensions) at this 
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location would not be acceptable due to the need to prioritize pedestrian level of service at this 
busy location. No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment. 
 
Response D-9. The City of Riverside provided feedback in an email dated April 6, 2018 to potential 
improvements at the nearby intersection of Redwood Drive/Mission Inn Avenue.  Although an 
additional eastbound through travel lane along this segment would better accommodate future 
peak hour directional traffic flow issues, such an improvement would extensively impact parkway 
amenities and residential yards adjacent to existing homes, including heritage trees, walkways, 
driveways and entry paths thus making the improvement infeasible. No revisions to the DEIR are 
required in order to respond to this comment. 

 
Response D-10. Page 14 of the April 16, 2018 Traffic Impact Analysis report indicates that “When 
off-site improvements are identified with a minor share of responsibility assigned to proposed 
development, the approving jurisdiction may elect to collect a fair share contribution or require the 
development to construct improvements.”  Project fair share calculations are shown on Tables 1-3 
and 1-4 of the TIA, based upon a procedure requested by the City of Jurupa Valley which removes 
cumulative background traffic from the derived shares.  Per the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation 
of Traffic Impact Studies (2002), the following fair shares are based on the difference in existing 
and future traffic volumes, less traffic from other approved projects that will generate traffic that 
has yet to be constructed/opened: 

• Redwood Drive / Mission Inn Avenue – 4.4% 
•  Market Street / Mission Inn Avenue – 11.9% 

It is important to note that these calculations are conservatively high in comparison to procedures 
which account for the ratio of Project traffic to all new traffic (where new traffic is total future 
traffic less existing traffic).  No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment. 
 
Response D-11. Responses to the Riverside Parks, Recreation and Community Services 
Department can be found under City of Riverside, Parks, Recreation and Community Services 
Department –Comment Letter D Responses to Comments of this document. 

 
Response D-12. As noted above, an extension was granted but no additional comments were 
received by the City of Riverside other than the comments received in the comment letter dated 
February 25, 2019. No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment. 
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City of Riverside, Parks, Recreation and Community Services Department –Comment Letter 
D Responses to Comments 
 
Response D-1.  The City acknowledges that the City of Riverside, Parks, Recreation and Community 
Services Department (“Parks Department”) is responsible for the development and implementation 
of the City of Riverside’s Parks and Recreational Trails Master Plan. No revisions to the DEIR are 
required in order to respond to this comment. 
 
Response D-2. The City acknowledges that the City of Riverside’s Trails Master Plan is located on 
the east bank of the Santa Ana River approximately .3 miles from the proposed Project, that the trail 
also connects to the regional Santa Ana Trail, and that the trail head for Mt. Rubidoux is located 
approximately 1 mile from the proposed Project. No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to 
respond to this comment. 
 
Response D-3. The City acknowledges that there are five City of Riverside park properties located 
within a 2-mile service zone around the proposed Project. The Parks Department also states that 
the DEIR identifies that Development Impact Fees will be paid to the Jurupa Area Recreation 
District but would not mitigate impacts to the five parks located within a 2- service zone in the City 
of Riverside and requests that the DEIR include a discussion of impacts to the City of Riverside 
“regional” parks along with appropriate actions of compensation to mitigate the impacts. 
 
The proposed Project would include a 3,818 square foot community center with a pool area with a 
1,057 square foot pool building and a turf area for outdoor activities. As such, the proposed Project 
residents would have sufficient recreational opportunities on the Project site and would not result 
in the need to substantially increase in the use of other existing neighborhood parks, regional parks, 
or recreational facilities (including those in the City of Riverside) such that their overuse would 
lead to or substantially contribute to their physical deterioration. No revisions to the DEIR are 
required in order to respond to this comment. 
 
Response D-4. As noted in the Initial Study and Response D-3, the proposed Project residents 
would have sufficient recreational opportunities on the Project site and would not result in the 
need to substantially increase in the use of other existing neighborhood parks, regional parks, or 
recreational facilities (including those in the City of Riverside) such that their overuse would lead to 
or substantially contribute to their physical deterioration. Discussion with City of Riverside staff is 
not necessary. No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment. 
 
Response D-5. The City acknowledges the references to City of Riverside Plan 2025. No revisions to 
the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment.  
 
Response D-6. The City acknowledges the references to the 2003 Parks Master Plan. No revisions to 
the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment. 
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Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics – Comment Letter E Responses to 
Comments 

Response E-1.  The City acknowledges that the California Department of Transportation, Division 
of Aeronautics (“Division’) has reviewed the DEIR with respect to airport related noise and safety 
impacts and the Division has technical expertise in these matters. No revisions to the DEIR are 
required in order to respond to this comment.  
 
Response E-2. The Division accurately describes the project description contained in the Draft EIR. 
No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment.  
 
Response E-3. The Division accurately states that the Draft EIR indicates that the proposed Project 
is located within Safety Zone C of the Flabob Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan and that the 
proposed Project’s residential and commercial use intensities are inconsistent with said Plan. No 
revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment.  
 
Response E-4. The City acknowledges that the ALUC notified the City that the proposed Project is 
inconsistent with the Flabob Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan via a letter dated February 21, 
2019. The City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley will notify the ALUC in accordance with California 
Public Utilities Code Section 21627 et seq. before making a proposed decision to overrule the ALUC. 
No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment.  
 
Response E-5. The City will comply with the mandatory requirements of Business and Professions 
Code 11010 and Civil Code Sections 1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353 which address buyer notification 
requirements for lands around airports. No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to 
this comment.  
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SoCalGas – Comment Letter F Responses to Comments 

Response F-1. The comments by SoCal Gas make no reference to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
SoCalGas indicated that the Transmission Department of SoCalGas does not operate any facilities 
within the proposed improvement. However, the Distribution Department of SoCalGas may 
maintain and operate facilities within the project scope. As a standard procedure, the Project will be 
required to notify SoCal Gas in the event any of their facilities may be impacted during construction. 
No revisions to the DEIR are required in order to respond to this comment.  
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3.0 ADDITIONS, CORRECTIONS, AND REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 
Substantive changes made to the text, tables and/or exhibits of the DEIR in response to public 
comments on the DEIR are discussed below and/or itemized in Table F-2, Errata Table of Additions, 
Corrections, and Revisions.  Additions are shown in Table F-2 as underline text and deletions shown 
as stricken text.  No corrections or additions made to the DEIR are considered substantial new 
information requiring recirculation or additional environmental review under CEQA Guidelines 
§15088.5. 
 

Table F-2 Errata Table of Additions, Corrections, and Revisions 

PAGE(S) SECTION ADDITIONS, CORRECTIONS, AND REVISIONS 
4.3-26 4.3.7 In response to Comment A-1 from the Jurupa Unified School 

District, the following text is added: 
 
D.1 Pedestrian Analysis 
 
The Project traffic study (Urban Crossroads, April 16, 2018) 
indicates that cumulative planned projects will generate 
3,810 AM peak hour trips and 3,22p PM peak hour trips 
along Mission Blvd. (Urban Crossroads Exhibits 8-1 and 8-
2, respectively) in 2035 (i.e., the cumulative horizon year). 
The traffic study also indicates the proposed project would 
contribute 33 AM peak hour trips and 92 PM peak hour 
trips at this buildout horizon (Urban Crossroads Exhibits 4-
3 and 4-4, respectively). This means the proposed project’s 
traffic represents 0.9% of the AM peak hour cumulative 
traffic and 2.8% of the PM peak hour cumulative traffic 
along Mission Blvd.  
 
Although the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
traffic is relatively small, there is a concern over student 
pedestrian safety at the existing crosswalk located at the 
intersection of Twinning Street and Mission Boulevard The 
applicant will be required to relocate the school crossing to 
the east at the Mintern Street/ Mission Boulevard 
intersection. Construction of the crossing will require 
updates to include current ADA standards, pedestrian push 
button, pavement flashing markers. The City would then be 
responsible for long-term maintenance of the crosswalk. 
The following mitigation measure is required: 
 
MM-TRA-6: Relocation of Crosswalk to Mission Boulevard 
and Mintern Street. Prior to the issuance of the first 
occupancy permit for the Project, the Project applicant shall 
relocate the school crossing to the east at the Mintern Street/ 
Mission Boulevard intersection. Construction of the crossing 
will require updates to include current ADA standards, 
pedestrian push button, pavement flashing markers that 
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Table F-2 Errata Table of Additions, Corrections, and Revisions 

PAGE(S) SECTION ADDITIONS, CORRECTIONS, AND REVISIONS 
meet the requirements of the Public Works Department. 
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-6, impacts 
are less than significant. 
 

 
4.0 NO RECIRCULATION OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT REQUIRED 

CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 describes the conditions under which a DEIR that was circulated for 
public review is required to be re-circulated for additional public review and comment.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088.5 states that new information added to a DEIR is not significant unless the DEIR 
is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect 
(including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.  
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

a. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

b. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

c. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from the others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the 
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

d. The DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

 
As summarized in Table F-2, Additions, Corrections, and Revisions to the Draft EIR, and based on 
the comment letters and responses presented in the Responses to Comments (above), there were 
no public comments or changes to the text or analysis contained in the DEIR that resulted in the 
identification of any new significant environmental effect or a substantial increase in the severity of 
an environmental effects that were disclosed in the DEIR.  Based on comments received on the 
DEIR, no revisions to the Project’s mitigation measures were necessary.  Additionally, the DEIR was 
fundamentally and basically adequate, and all conclusions within the DEIR were supported by 
evidence provided within the DEIR or the administrative record for the proposed Project.  
Furthermore, public comment letters on the DEIR did not identify any alternatives to the proposed 
Project.   

Based on the foregoing, additional recirculation of the DEIR is not warranted according to the 
guidance set forth in §15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
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5.0 MITIGATION MONITORING REPORTING PROGRAM 
 
PROJECT NAME:  Mission Gateway Plaza/Mission Gateway Villas Mixed-Use Project (MA 16224) 
 
DATE:  June 4, 2019 
 
PROJECT MANAGER:  Rocio Lopez, Senior Planner 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant is proposing to: amend Figure 2-5: 2017 General Plan Land Use Plan from Commercial Retail 
(CR) and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) to Commercial Retail (CR) for the proposed 1.79- acre commercial parcel and to High 
Density Residential (HDR) for the 5.16-acre residential parcel; amend the Jurupa Valley Zoning Map from R-VC (Rubidoux Village 
Commercial), R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings), and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial) for the proposed 1.79-
acre commercial parcel and to R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) for the 5.16-acre residential parcel; and merge 5 parcels and create 2 
parcels for the purpose of developing a mixed-use development consisting of a 1.79-acre parcel for a 31,375 sq.ft. commercial building; 
and a 5.16-acre parcel for a 68-unit multi-family housing development. The Project includes ground level parking; landscaping; internal 
paving and walkways; community center and pool facility space. 
 
PROJECT LOCATION:  The Project is located on the Northeast Corner of Mission Boulevard and Crestmore Road. The Project site includes 
the following Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN):179-330-002, 179-330-003,179-330-004, 179-330-005, and 179-330-006. 
 
Throughout this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, reference is made to the following: 
 

• Plans, Policies, or 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 in accordance with 
the requirements of CEQA.  
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Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) and Project Design Features (PDF) were assumed and accounted for in the assessment of impacts for 
each issue area. Mitigation Measures were formulated only for those issue areas where the results of the impact analysis identified 
significant impacts. All three types of measures described above will be required to be implemented as part of the Project. 

 
TABLE F-3. MITIGATION MONITORING & REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MEASURE (MM) 
PLANS, POLICIES, OR PROGRAMS (PPP) 

PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES (PDF) 

RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

TIME 
FRAME/MILESTONE 

VERIFIED 
BY: 

AESTHETICS 
PPP 3.1-1 As required by the City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Ordinance Section 
9.140.030.G, the basic structure of the enclosed buildings shall not exceed fifty (50) 
feet in height. Towers and non-inhabitable thematic structures shall not exceed 
seventy (70) feet in height. (Applicable to commercial structures). 

Planning Department Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

PPP 3.1-2 As required by the City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Ordinance Section 
9.70.030, building height shall not exceed three (3) stories, with a maximum height 
of forty (40) feet. (Applicable to residential structures). 

Planning Department Prior to the issuance of a 
building permit and 
during project operation. 

 

PPP 3.1-3 As required by the City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Ordinance Section 
9.70.080, in no case shall more than sixty (60) percent of any lot be covered by 
buildings. (Applicable to residential structures). 
 

Planning Department Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

AIR QUALITY 

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. Measures listed below (or 
equivalent language) shall appear on all Project grading plans, construction 
specifications and bid documents, and the City shall ensure such language is 
incorporated prior to issuance of any grading permits: 
 

• “All clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities shall cease when 
winds exceed 25 mph per SCAQMD guidelines in order to limit fugitive 
dust emissions.” 

• “The contractor shall ensure that all disturbed unpaved roads and disturbed 
areas within the Project are watered at least three (3) times daily during dry 

Engineering Department Notes must be on the 
grading plan prior to the 
issuance of the grading 
permit and the project is 
required to comply with 
the provisions of “Fugitive 
Dust” during grading 
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TABLE F-3. MITIGATION MONITORING & REPORTING PROGRAM 
MITIGATION MEASURE (MM) 

PLANS, POLICIES, OR PROGRAMS (PPP) 
PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES (PDF) 

RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

TIME 
FRAME/MILESTONE 

VERIFIED 
BY: 

weather. Watering, with complete coverage of disturbed areas, shall occur at 
least three times a day, preferably in the mid-morning, afternoon, and after 
work is done for the day.” 

• “The contractor shall ensure that traffic speeds on unpaved roads and Project 
site areas are reduced to 15 miles per hour or less.” 

 
PPP 3.3-2 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 Rules 1186 and 1186.1 reduces the release of criteria pollutant 
emissions into the atmosphere during construction. 
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

During construction  

PPP 3.3-3 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air 
Quality Management District Rule 1113; “Architectural Coatings” Rule 1113 limits 
the release of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) into the atmosphere during 
painting and application of other surface coatings. The measure listed below (or 
equivalent language) shall appear on all Project grading plans, construction 
specifications and bid documents, and the City shall ensure such language is 
incorporated prior to issuance of any building permits: 
 
• “In order to limit the VOC content of architectural coatings used in the SCAB, 

architectural coatings shall be no more than a low VOC default level of 50 g/L 
unless otherwise specified in the SCAQMD Table of Standards (pg. 32-33).” 

 

Building & Safety 
Department 
Engineering Department  
Planning Department 

Notes must be on the 
plans and documents; the 
project shall comply with 
the provisions of 
“Architectural Coatings” 
during construction and 
on-going 

 

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. 
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

During construction  

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. 

 

Planning Department On-going  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

PPP 3.4-1 The Project is required to pay mitigation fees pursuant to the Western 
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MHSCP) as required 
by Municipal Code Chapter 3.80.  

Planning Department Prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit 

 

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. 

 

Planning Department Prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2- Nesting Bird Survey. Prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit, the measure listed below (or equivalent language) shall appear on 
all Project grading plans, construction specifications and bid documents, and the 
City shall ensure such language is incorporated prior to issuance of any permits: 

 
“a.  A migratory nesting bird survey of the Project’s impact footprint shall be 

Planning Department Prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit 
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conducted by a qualified biologist within three business (3) days prior to 
initiating vegetation clearing or ground disturbance. 

 
b.  A copy of the migratory nesting bird survey results report shall be provided 

to the City of Jurupa Planning Department. If the survey identifies the 
presence of active nests, then the qualified biologist shall provide the 
Planning Department with a copy of maps showing the location of all nests 
and an appropriate buffer zone around each nest sufficient to protect the 
nest from direct and indirect impact. The size and location of all buffer 
zones, if required, shall be subject to review and approval by the Planning 
Department and shall be no less than a 300-foot radius around the nest for 
non-raptors and a 500-foot radius around the nest for raptors. The nests 
and buffer zones shall be field checked weekly by a qualified biological 
monitor. The approved buffer zone shall be marked in the field with 
construction fencing, within which no vegetation clearing or ground 
disturbance shall commence until the qualified biologist and Planning 
Department verify that the nests are no longer occupied and the juvenile 
birds can survive independently from the nests.” 

 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3-Tree Preservation and Replacement. Prior to the 
issuance of a grading permit, the measure listed below (or equivalent language) 
shall appear on all Project grading plans, construction specifications and bid 
documents, and the City shall ensure such language is incorporated prior to 
issuance of any permits: 
 
“Prior to the removal of any trees, the issuance of  a  grading permit, or approval of a 
Site Development Permit, whichever comes first,  a Tree Removal and Planting and 
Monitoring Plan shall be submitted to the Planning Department that demonstrates 
that the following will be implemented: 
 

• The two (2) cottonwood trees on the Project site shall be replaced at a 3:1 
ratio with an approved species as determined by the City’s Planning 
Department. Tree selection must be at least 15-gallon purchased from 
quality nursery stock.” 

 

Planning Department Prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit 

 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
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MM- CR-1: Archaeological Monitoring. A qualified archaeologist (the “Project 
Archaeologist”) shall be retained by the Project Applicant prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit.  The Project Archaeologist will be on-call to monitor ground-
disturbing activities and excavations on the Project site following identification of 
potential cultural resources by project personnel. If archaeological resources are 
encountered during implementation of the Project, ground-disturbing activities will 
be temporarily redirected from the vicinity of the find. The Project Archaeologist 
will be allowed to temporarily divert or redirect grading or excavation activities in 
the vicinity in order to make an evaluation of the find. If the resource is significant, 
Mitigation Measure CR-2 shall apply.   

Planning Department Prior to the issuance of 
grading permit 

 

MM- CR-2: Archeological 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, 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 to 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). 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. 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. 
 

Engineering Department During grading  

MM-CR-3: Paleontological Monitoring.  A qualified paleontologist (the “Project 
Paleontologist”) shall be retained by the Project Applicant prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit. The Project Paleontologist will be on-call to monitor ground-
disturbing activities and excavations on the Project site following identification of 
potential paleontological resources by project personnel. If paleontological 
resources are encountered during implementation of the Project, ground-disturbing 
activities will be temporarily redirected from the vicinity of the find. The Project 
Paleontologist will be allowed to temporarily divert or redirect grading or 
excavation activities in the vicinity in order to make an evaluation of the find. If the 

Engineering Department During grading  
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resource is significant, Mitigation Measure CR-4 shall apply.  
 
MM-CR-4: Paleontological Treatment Plan. If a significant paleontological 
resource(s) is discovered on the property, 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.  
 

Planning Department  Prior to the issuance of an 
occupancy permit or as 
otherwise determined by 
the Planning Director  

 

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.  
 

Planning Department During grading  

 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

PPP 3.6-1 As required by Municipal Code Section 8.05.010, the Project is required to 
comply with the most recent edition of the California Building Code to preclude 
significant adverse effects associated with seismic hazards. 
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

PPP’s 3.91-1 through PPP 3.9-4 in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality shall 
apply. 
 

Engineering Department Prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit and during 
operation 

 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

PPP 3.7-1 As required by Municipal Code Section 8.05.010, California Energy Code, 
prior to issuance of a building permit, the Project Applicant shall submit plans 
showing that the Project will be constructed in compliance with the most recently 
adopted edition of the applicable California Building Code Title 24 requirements. 
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

PPP 3.7-2 As required by Municipal Code Section 9.283.010, Water Efficient 
Landscape Design Requirements, prior to the approval of landscaping and irrigation 
plans, the Project Applicant shall prepare and submit landscape and irrigation plans 
that demonstrate compliance with this section. 
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 
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PPP 3.7-3 As required by Municipal Code Section 8.05.010 (8), the Project 
proponent shall comply with the California Green Building Standards. 
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

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. 
 
 

Fire Department 
Riverside County 
Department of 
Environmental Health 

On-going  

PPP 3.8-2 As required by Health and Safety Code Section 25507, a business shall 
establish and implement a business plan for emergency response to a release or 
threatened release of a 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). 
 

Riverside County 
Department of 
Environmental Health 

Prior to occupancy of the 
commercial building 

 

 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

PPP 3.9-1 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 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 
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 MS4 shall be required 
when requested by the City Engineer. 
 
 

Engineering Department Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits 
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PPP 3.9-2 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. 
 

Engineering Department Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits and 
during construction 

 

PPP 3.9-3 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 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 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:  

Engineering Department Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits and 
during operation 
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(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.  

(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 3.9-4 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 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. 
 

Engineering Department During operation  

LAND USE AND PLANNING 

PPP 3.4-1 The Project is required to pay mitigation fees pursuant to the Western 
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MHSCP) as required 
by Municipal Code Chapter 3.80. 

Planning Department Prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit 

 

NOISE 

PPP 3.12-1 As required by Municipal Code Section 11.05.020 (9), private 
construction projects located within one-quarter (¼) of a mile from an inhabited 
dwelling shall not perform construction between the hours of six (6:00) p.m. and six 
(6:00) a.m. during the months of June through September and between the hours of 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of a 
building permit 
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six (6:00) p.m. and seven (7:00) a.m. during the months of October through May. 

 
PPP 3.12-2 As required by Jurupa Valley Municipal Code Section 11.05.040, no 
person shall create any sound, or allow the creation of any sound, on any property 
that causes the exterior sound level on any other occupied property to exceed the 
sound level standards set forth in Table 1 of this section or that violates the special 
sound source standards set forth in Section 11.05. 060. 

 

Building & Safety 
Department 

During operation  

Mitigation Measure NOI-1-Construction Noise Mitigation Plan. Prior to the 
issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant is required to submit a 
construction-related noise mitigation plan to the City Planning Department 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) “a) 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.” 

 

Planning Department Prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit 

 

Mitigation Measure NOI-2 –Vibration Notes on Grading Plan. Prior to the 
issuance of a grading permit, the grading plan shall contain the following note: 
 
“The use of loaded trucks and dozers shall be prohibited within 90 feet of nearby 
occupied sensitive residential homes (receiver locations R2 and R3 as shown in the 
Noise Impact Analysis, Appendix G) to reduce the vibration levels during Project 

Planning Department Prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit 
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construction.”  
 
Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with the note and permit 
periodic inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its 
designee to confirm compliance. These notes also shall be specified in bid 
documents issued to prospective construction contractors. 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES  

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, automatic fire extinguishing systems, fire access, access gates, 
combustible construction, water availability, and fire sprinkler systems. 
 
 

Fire Department  Prior to issuance of a 
building permit or 
occupancy permit 

 

PPP 3.14-2 As required by Municipal Code Chapter 3.75 et seq., the Project 
proponent shall pay a Development Impact Fee (DIF) following protocol for impact 
fee collection. 
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Per Municipal Code 
Chapter 3.75 

 

PPP 3.14-3 As required by Section 65995 of the Government Code, the Project 
Applicant shall pay required development impact fees to the applicable school 
district following protocol for impact fee collection required by that district. 
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

PPP 3.14-4 Prior to the issuance of any 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.   
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

RECREATION 

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.   
 

Planning Department Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

PPP 3.16-1 Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Project Proponent shall 
make required per-unit fee payments associated with the Western Riverside County 

Building & Safety 
Department 

 
TUMF shall be paid in 
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Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF), and the City of Jurupa Valley 
Development Impact Fee (DIF) per Title 3 of the Municipal Code.  
 

accordance to the deadline 
stated in Chapter 3.70 
DIF shall be paid in 
accordance to the deadline 
stated in Chapter 3.75 

PPP 3.16-2 As required by Municipal Code Chapter 3.75, the Project is required to 
pay a Development Impact Fee to assist the City in providing revenue that the City 
can use to fund transportation improvements such as roads, bridges, major 
improvements and traffic signals.  

Building & Safety 
Department 

DIF shall be paid in 
accordance to the deadline 
stated in Chapter 3.75 

 

MM-TRA-1: Fair Share Payment Rubidoux Blvd. and Mission Blvd. Intersection 
(#3) Improvements. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant 
shall pay the Project’s fair share cost (6.5%) towards the City’s Capital 
Improvement Project No. 19-C.2, Mission Blvd. and Rubidoux Blvd.  

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

MM-TRA-2: Fair Share Payment for Traffic Signal at Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-
60 WB On Ramp (Intersection #14). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the 
Project applicant shall pay the Project’s fair share cost (14.8%) towards a traffic 
signal at the intersection of Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On Ramp. 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

MM-TRA-3: Fair Share Payment for Intersection Improvements Rubidoux Bl. 
/SR-60 EB Off Ramp-Frontage Rd. (Intersection #13). Prior to the issuance of 
building permits, the Project applicant shall pay the Project’s fair share cost (17.7%) 
towards construction of a separate northbound right turn lane and a dedicated 
eastbound left turn lane.  
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

MM-TRA-4: Fair Share Payment Crestmore Road/Mission Boulevard 
Intersection Improvements (Intersection #5). Prior to the issuance of building 
permits, the Project applicant shall pay the Project’s fair share cost (12.3%) towards 
the City’s Capital Improvement Project No. 13-H.2, Mission Boulevard Bridge 
Crossing Santa Ana River.  
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

MM-TRA-5: Fair Share Payment for Intersection Improvements Rubidoux Bl. 
/SR-60 WB Off Ramp-30th St. (Intersection #15). Prior to the issuance of 
building permits, the Project applicant shall pay the Project’s fair share cost (8.5%) 
towards construction of 2 westbound lanes (Alternative # 1) or eliminate existing 
traffic signal & install an EB stop control, Eliminate NB left lane, construct 1  
Southbound right lane, or eliminate eastbound lane & stripe an eastbound right lane 
(Alternative #2). 
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 
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MM-TRA-6: Relocation of Crosswalk to Mission Boulevard and Mintern Street. 
Prior to the issuance of the first occupancy permit for the Project, the Project 
applicant shall relocate the school crossing to the east at the Mintern Street/ 
Mission Boulevard intersection. Construction of the crossing will require updates to 
include current ADA standards, pedestrian push button, and pavement flashing 
markers that meet the requirements of the Public Works Department. 
 

Engineering Department Prior to the issuance of the 
first occupancy permit for 
the Project 

 

 
TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

MM- TCR-1: Native American Monitoring, Treatment of Discoveries, and 
Disposition of Discoveries.  

MONITORING: 

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall contact the consulting 
Native American Tribe(s) that have requested monitoring through consultation 
with the City during the AB 52 process. The applicant shall coordinate with the 
Tribe(s) to develop a Tribal Monitoring Agreement(s).  A copy of the agreement 
shall be provided to the Jurupa Valley Planning Department prior to the issuance of 
a grading permit. 

 TREATMENT OF DISCOVERIES: 

 If a significant tribal cultural resource is discovered on the property, ground 
disturbing activities shall be suspended 100 feet around the resource(s). 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 to 
protect the identified tribal cultural resources from damage and destruction. The 
treatment plan shall contain a research design and data recovery program 
necessary to 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 tribal cultural resources in accordance with current professional 
archaeology standards. The treatment plan shall require monitoring by the 
appropriate Native American Tribe(s) during data recovery and shall require that 
all recovered artifacts undergo basic field analysis and documentation or laboratory 

Planning Department & 
Engineering Department 

Prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit and during 
grading 
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analysis, whichever is appropriate. At the completion of the basic field analysis and 
documentation or laboratory analysis, any recovered tribal cultural 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, the 
Eastern Information Center, and the appropriate Native American Tribe. 

 DISPOSITION OF DISCOVERIES: 

In the event that Native American cultural resources are inadvertently discovered 
during the course of grading for this project. The following procedures will be 
carried out for treatment and disposition of the discoveries: 

 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 tribal cultural resources. The 
applicant shall relinquish the artifacts through one or more of the following 
methods and provide the Jurupa Valley Planning Department with evidence of 
same: 

a)      A fully executed reburial agreement with the appropriate culturally 
affiliated 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. 

b)      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. 

c)      If more than one Native American Group is involved with the project 



 

 
M-17 

 

and cannot come to an agreement as to the disposition of cultural materials, 
they shall be curated at the Western Science Center by default. 

d)     Should reburial of collected cultural items be preferred, it shall not 
occur until after the Phase IV monitoring report has been submitted to the 
Jurupa Valley Planning Department. Should curation be preferred, the 
developer/permit applicant is responsible for all costs and the repository 
and curation method shall be described in the Phase IV monitoring report. 

UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

PPP 3.17-1 The Project shall comply with Section 4.408 of the 2013 California 
Green Building Code Standards, which requires new development projects to 
submit and implement a construction waste management plan in order to reduce 
the amount of construction waste transported to landfills.  Prior to the issuance of 
building permits, the City of Jurupa Valley shall confirm that a sufficient plan has 
been submitted, and prior to final building inspections, the City of Jurupa shall 
review and verify the Contractor’s documentation that confirms the volumes and 
types of wastes that were diverted from landfill disposal, in accordance with the 
approved construction waste management plan.   
 

Building & Safety 
Department 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

 

PPP 3.17-2 The Project shall participate in established City-wide programs for 
commercial development projects to reduce solid waste generation, in accordance 
with the provisions of the Riverside Countywide Integrated Waste Management 
Plan.   
 

Planning Department Verify participation in 
applicable programs prior 
to the issuance of an 
occupancy permit for the 
commercial building.   

 

PPP 3.17-3 The Project shall participate in established County-wide programs for 
commercial projects to reduce solid waste generation, in accordance with the 
provisions of the Riverside Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan. 
 
 

Planning Department Verify participation in 
applicable programs prior 
to the issuance of an 
occupancy permit for the 
commercial building.   
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Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Facts and Findings 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 
The City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley (the “Council”) in approving the Mission Gateway 
Plaza/Mission Gateway Villas Mixed-Use Development Project (the “Project”) makes the Findings 
described below.  The Findings are based upon the entire record before the City Council, 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, Technical Studies, and Final 
EIR (containing responses to public comments on the Final EIR and textual revisions to the Draft 
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 permissible 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 potential conclusion is that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
Final 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 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, the City of 
Riverside and the City of Norco to the south, the City of Eastvale to the west, and the City of 
Riverside and County of San Bernardino to the east.  
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The Project consists of approximately 7.27 gross acres (6.95 net acres) and is located on the 
northeast corner of Mission Boulevard and Crestmore Road. The Project site includes the following 
Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN):  
 
179-330-002.  
179-330-003.  
179-330-004.  
179-330-005.  
179-330-006. 
 

1.2.2 PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The applicant is proposing to: amend Figure 2-5: 2017 General Plan Land Use Plan from 
Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) to Commercial Retail (CR) 
for the proposed 1.79- acre commercial parcel and to High Density Residential (HDR) for the 5.16-
acre residential parcel; amend the Jurupa Valley Zoning Map from R-VC (Rubidoux Village 
Commercial), R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings), and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux 
Village Commercial) for the proposed 1.79-acre commercial parcel and to R-2 (Multiple Family 
Dwellings) for the 5.16-acre residential parcel; and merge 5 parcels and create 2 parcels for the 
purpose of developing a mixed-use development consisting of a 1.79-acre parcel for a 31,375 sq.ft. 
commercial building; and a 5.16-acre parcel for a 68-unit multi-family housing development. The 
Project includes ground level parking; landscaping; internal paving and walkways; community 
center and pool facility space. 
 

1.2.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The proposed Project includes the following objectives to achieve the vision of the City of Jurupa 
Valley General Plan for the Project site: 
 
1. Help revitalize the commercial area by giving high priority to infill development of vacant and 
deteriorated properties that provide for high-quality development of vacant infill properties that 
will stimulate economic development or the area served by Mission Boulevard.  
 
2.  Require development within the Village Center Overlay, to be compact, pedestrian-oriented, and 
designed to accommodate a broad range of uses, including commercial and residential uses, 
consistent with the Community’s historic character. 
 
3. Accommodate higher density residential development in walkable, pedestrian-oriented areas 
near major transportation corridors, concentrated employment areas, and community and village 
centers, and promote the development of high quality apartments.  
 
4. Accommodate the development of structures and sites with a mix of housing and retail in areas 
designated as “Village Centers” on the General Plan. 
 
5. Facilitate the Housing Authority of the County of Riverside in its capacity as housing successor to 
the former Redevelopment Agency for the County of Riverside, to develop a mixed use project that 
will include affordable rental housing, with a preference for veteran households with related 
infrastructure improvements, and commercial facilities with commercial uses. 
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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. 
 

• Approve General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006, Change of Zone (CZ) No. 16011, 
Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) No. 37126, Certificate of Parcel Merger (CPM) No. 1602, and 
Site Development Permit (SDP) 16043, referred to by the City of Jurupa Valley as Master 
Application (MA) No.16224. 

• Approve Landscape and Irrigation Plans. 
• Issue Grading Permits. 
• Issue Building Permits. 
• Approve Road Improvement Plans. 
• Issue Encroachment Permits. 
• Approve Community Facilities District(s) or other financing mechanisms for public 

improvements. 
• Approve construction of water and sewer infrastructure. 

 
1.2.5 APPROVALS FROM OTHER AGENCIES 

The Project would require approval from the following other agencies: 
 

• Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issuance of a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. 

 
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 June 20, 2018 for a 30-day review period; 
 

• Sent a Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR to the California Office of 
Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, on January 10, 2019; 

 
• 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 January  19, 2019, and ending on February 25, 2019;   
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• Made an electronic copy of the Draft EIR available on the City’s website and placed a copy of 
the Draft EIR at City Hall; the Glen Avon Library, and the Louis Rubidoux Library; 
 

• 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; 

 
• Sent individual responses to all public agencies, organizations, and individuals who 

submitted comments the Draft EIR at least 10-days prior to the City Council hearing; and 
 

• Mailed notice of both the Planning Commission and City Council hearing(s) to all property 
owners and occupants within a 1,000-foot radius of the Project site. 

 
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 Department located at 8930 Limonite Avenue in Jurupa Valley, CA.  Questions should be 
directed to Rocio Lopez, Senior Planner. 
 

2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND FINDINGS 
The EIR was prepared by the City of Jurupa Valley Planning Department. The City Council, as the 
City’s decision-making body for the EIR, received and reviewed the EIR and the comments provided 
by public agencies and members of the public prior to certifying that the EIR complied with CEQA.  
The thorough and independent review of the Draft EIR and Final EIR conclusively shows 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 of the NOP, the 
EIR analyzed three (3) potential areas where significant environmental impacts could result from 
the development of the Project.  The three (3) potential areas where significant environmental 
impacts could result from the development of the Project include: Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, Land Use and Planning, and Transportation/Traffic. 
 
At a public hearing(s) conducted for the Project, the City Council determined that, based on all of 
the evidence presented, including but not limited to the EIR, written and oral testimony given at 
meetings and hearings, and the submission of testimony from the public, organizations, and 
regulatory agencies, the following environmental impacts associated with the Project are 1) less-
than-significant and do not require mitigation; 2) potentially significant but will be avoided or 
reduced to a level of insignificance, through the identified mitigation measures or; 3) significant and 
unavoidable and cannot be fully mitigated to a level of less-than-significant but will be substantially 
lessened to the extent feasible by the identified mitigation measures. 
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3.0 RESOLUTION REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS NOT 
REQUIRING MITIGATION 

The City Council hereby finds that the following potential environmental impacts associated with 
the implementation of the Project have no impact or are less-than-significant and therefore do not 
require the imposition of mitigation measures. 
 
3.1 AESTHETICS 
 
3.1.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project would have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 3.1(a) of 
the Initial Study.  The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or 
Programs (PPP) 3.1-1 through 3.1-3 to comply with the City’s Municipal Code to reduce impacts to 
scenic vistas.  This City Council finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in 
significant impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

As required by PPP 3.1-1, the commercial structure proposed of the property is restricted to 50 feet 
in height. Towers and non-inhabitable thematic structures shall not exceed seventy (70) feet in 
height. As required by PPP’s 3.1-2, the residential structures shall not exceed three (3) stories, with 
a maximum height of forty (40) feet.  As proposed, the commercial buildings will not exceed 28’-9” 
in height with the highest tower element at 42’’-0”. The residential structures will not exceed 27 
feet in height. As required by PPP 3.1-3, in no case shall more than sixty (60) percent of any lot be 
covered by buildings. (Applicable to residential structures). With the building heights limited to a 
maximum of 50 feet and including the separation distances between buildings, the Project would 
not block or completely obstruct views from surrounding public vantage points (i.e. Mission 
Boulevard and Crestmore Road) to the hills and mountains visible in the horizon under existing 
conditions.  (Initial Study, p. 16) 
 
3.1.2 THRESHOLD B 
  
Potential Significant Impact: Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 3.1(b) of 
the Initial Study. According to the California Department of Transportation, the Project site is not 
located within a State Scenic Highway. According to General Plan Figure 4-23: Jurupa Valley Scenic 
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Corridors and Roadways, Mission Boulevard between Crestmore Road and the Santa Ana River is 
designated as a Scenic Corridor. This City Council finds that impacts to Mission Boulevard, which is 
a local scenic corridor, would be consistent with the General Plan policies and programs and impact 
will be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

Under existing conditions, views of the Santa Ana River from eastbound vehicles on Mission 
Boulevard is limited because the river bottom is approximately 12-feet below the elevation of the 
roadway. In addition, the Project site is approximately 10-feet below the elevation of Mission 
Boulevard. The Project does not propose block walls adjacent to Mission Boulevard.  A six-foot high 
tubular steel perimeter fence with split-face pilasters at 40-feet on center is proposed.  According 
the Project’s landscape plan, street trees along Mission Boulevard are proposed to be spaced at 
least 15-feet on center.  The proposed structures are approximately 115 feet from Mission 
Boulevard. As such, there is an adequate setback. Topography of the site is relatively flat so grading 
will match the natural topography of the area. .  (Initial Study pp. 17-18). 
 
3.1.3 THRESHOLD C 
  
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Section 3.1(c) of the 
Initial Study. The Project site is planned for commercial and residential uses by the General Plan. As 
required by PPP 3.1-4, all development proposals shall comply with the design guidelines contained 
in the "Rubidoux Village Design Workbook." This City Council finds that the development of the 
proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold c; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

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. (Initial Study p. 19). 
 
Operational Impacts 
 
The Project is required to implement the architectural theme and design elements as illustrated in 
the Rubidoux Village Design Workbook. Implementation of these thematic elements will ensure 
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that the Project blends into the existing visual character and quality of its surroundings. (Initial 
Study p. 19). 
 
3.1.4 THRESHOLD D 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project create a new source of substantial light or glare, 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold d are discussed in detail in Section 3.1(d) 
of the Initial Study. The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or 
Programs (PPP) 3.1-5 and 3.1-6 to reduce impacts to light and glare.  The City Council finds that 
development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold d; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

As required by the City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Ordinance Section 9.140.030. N (1), 
illumination from on-site fixtures may not spill over onto adjacent private property. An average 
of one (1) foot-candle of illumination is required for all pedestrian walkways, courts and 
parking areas. This requirement also applies to public walkways under the cover of second 
story encroachments. The area over which the illumination may be averaged is one hundred 
(100) square feet and no portion of the area may receive less than one-quarter (¼) foot-candle 
of illumination. As required by the City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Ordinance Section 9.140.030. N 
(2), illumination in entry forecourts and courts adjacent to the setback line or right-of-way may 
spill over onto the adjacent sidewalk or right-of-way as long as no hazard or nuisance is 
created.  (Initial Study p.20). 
 
3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
 
3.2.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 3.2(a) of 
the Initial Study. 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. The City Council 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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 Substantive Evidence 

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. The Project site is designated as “Urban-Built-Up Lands.” (Initial Study 
p.23). 
 
3.2.2 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 3.2(b) of 
the Initial Study. The proposed R-VC and R-2 zones do not allow agricultural uses as a primary use. 
According to the Riverside County Geographic Information System, the site is not under a 
Williamson Act Contract. The City Council finds that the development of the proposed Project will 
not result in significant impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

Agricultural Zoning 
 
The Project is proposing to amend the Jurupa Valley Zoning Map from R-VC (Rubidoux Village 
Commercial), R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings), and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux 
Village Commercial) for the proposed 1.79 acre commercial parcel and to R-2 (Multiple Family 
Dwellings) for the 5.16 acre residential parcel.  The R-VC and R-2 zones do not allow agricultural 
uses as a primary use. 
 
Williamson Act 
 
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 
market value. According to the Riverside County Geographic Information System, the site is not 
under a Williamson Act Contract. (Initial Study pp. 23-24). 
 
3.2.3 THRESHOLD C 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Section 3.2(c) of the 
Initial Study. The Project site does not contain any forest lands, timberland, or timberland zoned as 
Timberland Production, nor are any forest lands or timberlands located on or nearby the Project 
site. The City Council finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in 
significant impacts related to Threshold d; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

 
The Project is proposing to amend the Jurupa Valley Zoning Map from R-VC (Rubidoux Village 
Commercial), R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings), and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux 
Village Commercial) for the proposed 1.79 acre commercial parcel and to R-2 (Multiple Family 
Dwellings) for the 5.16 acre residential parcel.  The Project site does not contain any forest lands, 
timberland, or timberland zoned as Timberland Production, nor are any forest lands or timberlands 
located on or nearby the Project site.  Because no lands on the Project site are zoned for forestland 
or timberland, the Project has no potential to impact such zoning.  (Initial Study p. 24). 
 
3.2.4 THRESHOLD D 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Thresholds d are discussed in detail in Section 3.2(d) of 
the Initial Study. The Project site and surrounding properties do not contain forest lands, are 
not zoned for forest lands, nor are they identified as containing forest resources by the General 
Plan.  The City Council finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in 
significant impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project site and surrounding properties do not contain forest lands, are not zoned for forest 
lands, nor are they identified as containing forest resources by the General Plan.  Because forest 
land is not present on the Project site or in the immediate vicinity of the Project site, the Project has 
no potential to result in the loss of forest land or the conversion of forest land to non-forest use.  
(Initial Study p. 24). 
 
3.2.5 THRESHOLD E 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural 
use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Thresholds e are discussed in detail in Section 3.2(e) of 
the Initial Study. There is no land being used primarily for agricultural purposes in the vicinity of 
the site. This City Council finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in 
significant impacts related to Threshold e; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project site consists of approximately 6.95 net acres. The site was previously a mobile home 
park, and the paved access roads from that time are still on site. Vegetation on the site consists 
primarily of non-native, ruderal vegetation and non-native grasses. The ruderal vegetation present 
within the project area consists of low-growing perennial plants and some taller trees (two old 
cottonwood trees).  
 
The site is bounded by Crestmore Road on the west followed by the County of Riverside Fleet 
Services facility further to the west, single-family residential development and vacant land to the 
north, a vacant parcel to the east with the Santa Ana River further to the east, and Mission 
Boulevard to the south with a mobile home park and vacant land further to the south. There is no 
land being used primarily for agricultural or forestry purposes in the vicinity of the site. (Initial 
Study p. 25). 
 
3.3 AIR QUALITY 
 
3.3.1 THRESHOLD E 

Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold e are discussed in detail in Section 3.3(e) of 
the Initial Study.  The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or 
Programs (PPP) 3.3-5 to reduce impacts related to odors.  The City Council finds that the 
development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold e; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

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 plants, 
food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass 
molding. The Project proposes a mixed-use commercial and residential development.  The Project 
does not contain land uses typically associated with emitting objectionable odors. Potential odor 
sources associated with the proposed 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 proposed Project’s (long-term 
operational) uses. 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 is thus considered less than significant. It is expected that Project-generated refuse would be 
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stored in covered containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance with the City’s solid 
waste regulations. The proposed Project would also be required to comply with South Coast Air 
Quality management District (SCAQMD) Rule 402 to prevent occurrences of public nuisances. 
(Initial Study pp. 37-38). 
 
3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
3.4.1 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 3.4(b) of 
the Initial Study.  The site conditions do not show any evidence of riverine/riparian areas or 
sensitive natural communities.  The City Council finds that the development of the proposed Project 
will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The site conditions did not present any evidence of riverine/riparian areas or sensitive natural 
communities.  None of the following indicators are present on site: facultative, facultative wet or 
obligate wet vegetation, harrow marks, sand bars shaped by water, racking, rilling, destruction of 
vegetation, defined bed and bank, distinct line between vegetation types, clear natural scour line, 
meander bars, mud cracks, staining, silt deposits, litter- organic debris.  No riverine/riparian areas 
or natural communities occur on site. (Initial Study p. 39). 
 
3.4.2 THRESHOLD C 
 
Potential Significant Impact:  Would the Project 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? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Section 3.4(c) of the 
Initial Study. No potential jurisdictional waters were identified on the proposed Project site. The 
City Council finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts 
related to Threshold c; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

No potential jurisdictional waters were identified on the proposed Project site. Thus, the Project is 
not subject to the regulatory authority of the United States Army Corp of Engineers under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act, the Regional Water Quality Control Board under Section 401 of the 
Clean Water Act, or the California Department of Fish and Wildlife under Sections 1600 et seq. of 
the California Fish and Game Code. (Initial Study p. 41). 
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
3.5.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact:  Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 3.5 (a) of 
the Initial Study. The Project will not result in any direct impact to a surface historical resource. The 
City Council finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts 
related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The subject property was formerly undeveloped as early as 1901; developed with apparent 
residences from 1931 to 2016; developed with a hotel from approximately 1946 to 1959; 
developed with a mobile home park from 1953 to 2010; and is currently unimproved land as the 
mobile home park was demolished. The County of Riverside Archaeologist determined that 
implementation of the Project would not alter or destroy a historical resource. . (Initial Study p. 46). 
 
3.5.2 THRESHOLD D 
 
Potential Significant Impact. Would the Project disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold d are discussed in detail in Section 3.5(d) of 
the Initial Study. 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. regarding the 
discovery of human remains during grading. The City Council finds that the development of the 
proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold d; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project site does not contain a cemetery and no known formal cemeteries are located within 
the immediate site vicinity. As noted above, the Project site has been mass graded and consists of 
cut pads, fill pads, pads with cut-fill transition. Given the extensive amount of grading, the depth of 
the existing grading, and that only finished grading is necessary to construct the buildings, it is 
unlikely human remains  will be encountered. 
 
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 
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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. (Initial Study p. 
49). 
 
3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
3.6.1 THRESHOLD A1 
 
Potential Significant Impact. Would the Project 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? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold A1 are discussed in detail in Section 3.6(a1) of 
the Initial Study. The Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and 
no known faults underlie the site. The City Council finds that the development of the proposed 
Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold A1; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, 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. (Initial Study p. 
51). 
 
3.6.2 THRESHOLD A2 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  Would the Project expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 2) Strong seismic 
ground shaking? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a2 are discussed in detail in Section 3.6(a2) of 
the Initial Study. The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs 
(PPP) 3.1-5 and 3.1-6 to manage strong seismic ground shaking. 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. The City Council finds that the development of the 
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proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold a2; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

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. (Initial Study p. 51). 
 
3.6.3 THRESHOLD A3 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  Would the Project expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:  3) Landslides? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a3 are discussed in detail in Section 3.6(a3) of 
the Initial Study. the Project site is not located in an area susceptible to landslides.  The City Council 
finds that the development of the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to 
Threshold a32; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

According to General Plan Figure 8-6, Landslide Susceptibility in Jurupa Valley, the Project site is not 
located in an area susceptible to landslides (Initial Study p. 53). 
 
3.6.4 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact.  Would the Project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 3.6(b) of 
the Initial Study. The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs 
(PPP) 3.1-5 and 3.1-6 to manage soil erosion. The City Council finds that the development of the 
proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project site was previously developed with a mobile home park from 1953 to 2010 and is 
currently unimproved land as the mobile home park was demolished. Therefore, the loss of topsoil 
is not a significant 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 
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implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which specifies Best 
Management Practices for temporary erosion controls. Such measures typically include temporary 
catch basins and/or sandbagging to control runoff and contain sediment transport within the 
Project site. The SWPPP is required for plan check and approval by the City’s Building and Safety 
Department, prior to provision of permits for the Project, and would include construction BMPs 
such as: 

• Silt fencing, fiber rolls, or gravel bags  
• Street sweeping and vacuuming 
• Storm drain inlet protection 
• Stabilized construction entrance/exit 
• Vehicle and equipment maintenance, cleaning, and fueling 
• Hydroseeding 
• Material delivery and storage 
• Stockpile management 
• Spill prevention and control 
• Solid waste management 
• Concrete waste management. (Initial Study p. 54). 

 
3.6.5 THRESHOLD D 
 
Potential Significant Impact.   Would the Project 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 in detail in Section 3.6(d) of 
the Initial Study. The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs 
(PPP) 3.1-5 and 3.1-6 to address expansive soils. The City Council finds that the development of the 
proposed Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The expansion potential for of the near-surface granular soils on the Project site is expected to be 
very low (EI <20). In addition, detailed design-level geotechnical studies and building plans 
pursuant to the California Building Standards Code are required prior to approval of construction, as 
required by PPP 3.6-1. 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 impacts related to expansive soils. (Initial Study p. 56).  



 

Page 16 
Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Facts and Findings 

 
 
3.6.6 THRESHOLD E 
 
Potential Significant Impact.   Would the Project have soils incapable of adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold e are discussed in detail in Section 3.6(e) of 
the Initial Study. The Project does not propose the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems. The City Council finds that the development of the proposed Project will not 
result in significant impacts related to Threshold E; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

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 system.  (Initial Study p. 56). 
 
3.7  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 
3.7.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact of the environment? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 3.7 (a) of 
the Initial Study.  The Project would not exceed the SCAQMD MTCO2e emission threshold to 3,000 
MTCO2e per year.  In addition, implementation of PPPs 3.7-1 through 3.7-3 would facilitate the 
Project’s efforts in reducing its GHG emissions.  The City Council finds that development of the 
Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project will result in approximately 2,928.53 MTCO2e OF GHG emissions per year; the 
proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD/City’s screening threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per 
year. Thus, project-related emissions would not have a significant direct or indirect impact on GHG 
and climate change and no mitigation or further analysis is required. (Initial Study p. 58). 
 

3.7.2 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 3.7 (a) of 
the Initial Study. The Project is not in conflict with the Climate Change Scoping Plan because its 
individual greenhouse gas emissions are below the screening threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year 
and the Project will implement such greenhouse reduction measures Water Efficient Landscaping, 
Title 24 Energy Efficiency Requirements, and recycling and waste reduction requirements. The 
proposed Project would also be required to include all mandatory green building measures for new 
developments under the CALGreen Code, as required by City Municipal Code Section 8.05.010 (8), 
which would require that the new buildings reduce water consumption, employ building 
commissioning to increase building system efficiencies, divert construction waste from landfills, 
and install low pollutant emitting finish materials. In addition, the City’s requires that all 
landscaping comply with water efficient landscaping requirements. The City Council finds that 
development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, 
no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Climate Change Scoping Plan was first approved by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
in 2008 and must be updated every five years. The First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan 
was approved by the Board on May 22, 2014. The Climate Change Scoping Plan provides a 
framework for actions to reduce California’s GHG emissions, and requires CARB and other state 
agencies to adopt regulations and other initiatives to reduce GHGs. As such, the Climate Change 
Scoping Plan is not directly applicable to the Project in many cases. The Project is not in conflict 
with the Climate Change Scoping Plan because its individual greenhouse gas emissions are below 
screening thresholds as noted in the response to Issue 3.7 (a) above and the Project will implement 
such greenhouse reduction measures Water Efficient Landscaping, Title 24 Energy Efficiency 
Requirements, and recycling and waste reduction requirements 
 
In addition, the City of Jurupa Valley is a participant in the Western Riverside County Council of 
Governments Subregional Climate Action Plan (WRCOG Subregional CAP). The specific goals and 
actions included in the WRCOG Subregional CAP that are applicable to the proposed Project include 
those pertaining to energy and water use reduction, promotion of green building measures, waste 
reduction, and reduction in vehicle miles traveled. The proposed Project would also be required to 
include all mandatory green building measures for new developments under the CALGreen Code, as 
required by City Municipal Code Section 8.05.010 (8), which would require that the new buildings 
reduce water consumption, employ building commissioning to increase building system 
efficiencies, divert construction waste from landfills, and install low pollutant emitting finish 
materials. In addition, the City’s requires that all landscaping comply with water efficient 
landscaping requirements. 
 
The implementation of these stricter building and appliance standards would result in water, 
energy, and construction waste reductions for the proposed Project. In addition, as described 
above, the proposed Project would not exceed the GHG thresholds. Therefore, the proposed Project 
would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. (Initial Study p. 59).  
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3.8  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
3.8.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project 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 3.8 (a) of 
the Initial Study. The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs 
(PPP) 3.8-1 and 3.8-2 to manage hazardous materials. The City Council finds that development of 
the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Construction Activities 
 
The proposed construction activities would involve transport, use, and disposal of hazardous 
materials such as paints, solvents, oils, grease, and calking. In addition, hazardous materials would 
be used for fueling and serving construction equipment onsite. These types of hazardous materials 
used during construction are not acutely hazardous, and all storage, handling, use, and disposal of 
these materials are regulated by state and federal laws that the project is required to strictly adhere 
to. As a result, the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials during construction 
activities of the proposed Project would be less than significant.  
 
Operational Activities 
 
The operation of the Project would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State, and 
local regulations to ensure the proper transport, use, or disposal of hazardous substances (as 
described above).  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.   (Initial Study p. 63). 
 
3.8.2 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 3.8 (b) of 
the Initial Study. The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs 
(PPP) 3.8-1 and 3.8-2 to manage hazardous materials. The City Council finds that development of 
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the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project would be operated as a mixed use commercial and residential development pursuant to 
the permitted and conditionally permitted uses allowed in the R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial) 
zone for the proposed 1.79 acre commercial parcel and the R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) zone 
for the proposed 5.16 acre residential parcel. With implementation of PPP 3.8-2 which requires the 
preparation of a business plan for emergency response to a release or threatened release of a 
hazardous materials if certain quantities are stored or used on a site, impacts will be less than 
significant. (Initial Study p. 63). 
 
3.8.3 THRESHOLD C 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Section 3.8 (c) of 
the Initial Study. The Project site is not located within one-quarter (0.25) mile of a mile from an 
existing or proposed school. The City Council finds that development of the Project will not result in 
significant impacts related to Threshold c; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site is not located within one-quarter (0.25) mile of a mile from an existing or proposed 
school. The nearest school is the Ina Arbuckle Elementary School located approximately ½ miles 
northwest of the Project site. (Initial Study p. 64). 
 
3.8.4 THRESHOLD D 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold d are discussed in detail in Section 3.8 (d) of 
the Initial Study. The proposed Project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The City Council finds that development 
of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold d; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
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 Substantial Evidence 

The proposed Project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5. (Initial Study p. 64). 
 
3.8.5 THRESHOLD F 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold f are discussed in detail in Section 3.8 (f) of the 
Initial Study. The Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact 
would occur and no mitigation measures are required. The City Council finds that development 
of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold f; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  (Initial Study p. 66). 
 
3.8.6 THRESHOLD G 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
 
Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold g are discussed in detail in Section 3.8 (f) of 
the Initial Study. The Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No 
impact would occur and no mitigation measures are required. The City Council; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  (Initial Study p. 66). 
 
 Findings 

Access to the Project site is proposed from Crestmore Road which is an improved roadways. 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 Crestmore Road and connecting 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. 
 
3.8.7 THRESHOLD H 
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Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project 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?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold h are discussed in detail in Section 3.8 (h) of 
the Initial Study. The Project site is not located within a high wildfire hazard area. The City Council 
finds that development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold h; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

According to General Plan Figure 8-11: Wildfire Severity Zones in Jurupa Valley, the Project site is not 
located within a high wildfire hazard area.  In addition, the County of Riverside Map My County 
Website accessed on June 5, 2018 does not identify the Project site as being located in a High Fire 
Hazard Zone. Initial Study p. 67). 
 
3.9  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
3.9.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 3.9 (a) of 
the Initial Study. The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs 
(PPP) 3.9-1 and 3.9-4 to manage water quality. The City Council finds that development of the 
Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Construction Impacts 
 
Potential water quality impacts during construction of the Project would be prevented through 
implementation of a grading and erosion control plan that is required by the City’s Municipal Code 
Chapter 6.10, Storm Water/Urban Runoff Management and Discharge Controls, which implement 
the requirements of the NPDES stormwater permit (NPDES Permit No. CAS618033 and RWCB 
Order R8-2010-0033), which establishes minimum stormwater management requirements and 
controls that are required to be implemented for construction of the proposed Project, including 
preparation of a SWPPP by a Qualified SWPPP Developer. 
 
Operational Impacts 
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In accordance with State Water Resources Board Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ, NPDES No. 
CAS000002, the proposed Project would be required to incorporate post-construction (or 
permanent) Low Impact Development (LID) site design, source control, and treatment control 
BMPs into the project. The LID site design would minimize impervious surfaces and provide 
infiltration of runoff into landscaped areas. In addition, the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 6.10, 
Storm Water/Urban Runoff Management and Discharge Controls, requires implementation of a 
Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP)  which would ensure that appropriate operational BMPs 
are implemented to eliminate or minimize the introduction of pollutants that may result in water 
quality impacts; and treatment control BMPs that would treat stormwater runoff.  (Initial Study pp. 
68-69). 
 
3.9.2 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project 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)?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 3.9 (b) of 
the Initial Study. Potable water will be provided to the Project by the Rubidoux Community Services 
District (“District”). The District has indicated that it’s groundwater wells will continue to provide 
an adequate source of groundwater through the year 2040, and possibly beyond. The City Council 
finds that development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold b 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Potable water will be provided to the Project by the Rubidoux Community Services District 
(“District”). According to the District’s 2015 Draft Urban Water Management Plan, the sole source of 
potable water supply for the District is groundwater extracted from the southern portion of the 
Riverside-Arlington Subbasin1 (also referred to herein as the Riverside Basin) of the Upper Santa 
Ana Valley Groundwater Basin.  
 
The Upper Santa Ana Valley Groundwater Basin is adjudicated, as set forth in Judgment No. 78426 
(also referred to herein as the Basin Judgment).  According to Section IX(b) of the Basin Judgment, 
entered April 17, 1969, "over any five-year period, there may be extracted from such Basin Area, 
without replenishment obligation, an amount equal to five times such annual average for the Basin 
Area; provided, however, that if extractions in any year exceed such average by more than 20 
percent, Western [Western Municipal Water District] shall provide replenishment in the following 
year equal to the excess extractions over such 20 percent peaking allowance." 
 
In August 2015, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) released a draft list of 21 
groundwater basins and subbasins significantly overdrafted by "excessive" pumping in response to 
a series of executive orders issued by Governor Brown since January 2014. The Riverside-Arlington 
Subbasin was not included in this list. DWR published the final list in January 2016, with no changes 
to the designation of the Riverside-Arlington Subbasin. (Initial Study p. 72). 
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3.9.3 THRESHOLD C 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner, 
which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or offsite? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Section 3.9 (c) of 
the Initial Study. The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs 
(PPP) 3.9-1 through 3.9-4 to ensure the Project does not alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area. The City Council finds that development of the Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold c; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Many of the proposed parking stalls will be constructed with pervious, open-jointed pavers. In the 
commercial area the pavers will function as a stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP’s), but 
in the residential area their primary function is to reduce the amount of impervious surface. The 
drainage pattern is generally from northeast to southwest. Inlets on site will convey stormwater to 
the proposed underground detention chambers. The chambers will have an underdrain because 
infiltration is not feasible onsite due to high groundwater concerns. The chamber volumes and the 
volumes under the pervious pavers is required to mitigate the hydrologic conditions of concern in 
addition to stormwater treatment. 
 
The Project also proposes to construct a 30” storm drain in Crestmore Road from the terminus of 
the existing 30” storm drain at the northeast corner of Crestmore Road and Mission Boulevard, to 
the northerly property line. This new storm drain will convey runoff from the underground 
detention chambers described above, and will accept runoff that reaches the site from the adjacent 
property to the north. As such, there would be no significant alteration of the site’s existing 
drainage pattern and there would not be any significant increases in the rates of erosion or siltation 
on or off site. (Initial Study p. 73). 
 
3.9.4 THRESHOLD D 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding on or 
offsite? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold d are discussed in detail in Section 3.9 (d) of 
the Initial Study. The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs 
(PPP) 3.9-1 through 3.9-4 to ensure the Project does not result in flooding. The City Council finds 
that development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold d; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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 Substantial Evidence 

In the proposed condition, the proposed development will not significantly alter the current 
drainage pattern.  Many of the proposed parking stalls will be constructed with pervious, open-
jointed pavers. In the commercial area the pavers will function as a stormwater Best Management 
Practices (BMP’s), but in the residential area their primary function is to reduce the amount of 
impervious surface. The drainage pattern is generally from northeast to southwest. Inlets on site 
will convey stormwater to the proposed underground detention chambers. The chambers will have 
an underdrain because infiltration is not feasible onsite due to high groundwater concerns. The 
chamber volumes and the volumes under the pervious pavers is required to mitigate the hydrologic 
conditions of concern in addition to stormwater treatment. 
 
The Project also proposes to construct a 30” storm drain in Crestmore Road from the terminus of 
the existing 30” storm drain at the northeast corner of Crestmore Road and Mission Boulevard, to 
the northerly property line. This new storm drain will convey runoff from the underground 
detention chambers described above, and will accept runoff that reaches the site from the adjacent 
property to the north. As such, there would be no significant alteration of the site’s existing 
drainage pattern and there would not be any significant increases in the rates of erosion or siltation 
on or off site. (Initial Study p. 74). 
 
3.9.5 THRESHOLD E 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project 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?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold e are discussed in detail in Section 3.9 (e) of 
the Initial Study. The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs 
(PPP) 3.9-1 through 3.9-4 to ensure the Project does not contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff. The City Council finds that development of the Project will not 
result in significant impacts related to Threshold e; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

Many of the proposed parking stalls will be constructed with pervious, open-jointed pavers. In the 
commercial area the pavers will function as a stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP’s), but 
in the residential area their primary function is to reduce the amount of impervious surface. The 
drainage pattern is generally from northeast to southwest. Inlets on site will convey stormwater to 
the proposed underground detention chambers. The chambers will have an underdrain because 
infiltration is not feasible onsite due to high groundwater concerns. The chamber volumes and the 
volumes under the pervious pavers are required to mitigate the hydrologic conditions of concern in 
addition to stormwater treatment. The Project also proposes to construct a 30” storm drain in 
Crestmore Road from the terminus of the existing 30” storm drain at the northeast corner of 
Crestmore Road and Mission Boulevard, to the northerly property line. (Initial Study p. 75). 
 
3.9.6 THRESHOLD F 
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Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project otherwise degrade water quality?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold f are discussed in detail in Section 3.9 (f) of the 
Initial Study. The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs 
(PPP) 3.9-1 through 3.9-4 to ensure the Project does not otherwise degrade water quality. The City 
Council finds that development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to 
Threshold f; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
  
 Substantial Evidence 

There are no conditions associated with the proposed Project that could result in the substantial 
degradation of water quality beyond what is described above under Thresholds a, c, and e above. 
(Initial Study p. 76). 
 
3.9.7 THRESHOLD G 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project 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?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold g are discussed in detail in Section 3.9 (g) of 
the Initial Study. The proposed Project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map. The City Council finds 
that development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold g; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

 According to Community Panel Number 06065C0710G, dated August 28, 2008, the subject 
property is located in Zone X (Area With Reduced Flood Risk Due to Levee).  Thus, the proposed 
Project would not 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 (Initial Study 
p. 76). 
 
3.9.8 THRESHOLD H 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold h are discussed in detail in Section 3.9 (h) of 
the Initial Study. The Project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area. The City 
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Council finds that development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to 
Threshold h; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

 According to Community Panel Number 06065C0710G, dated August 28, 2008, the subject 
property is located in Zone X (Area With Reduced Flood Risk Due to Levee).  Thus, the proposed 
Project would not place structures 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. (Initial 
Study p. 77). 
 
3.9.9 THRESHOLD I 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project 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?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold i are discussed in detail in Section 3.9 (i) of the 
Initial Study. The Project site is protected by the Santa Ana River (Riverside 1) Levee System which 
is located approximately 80 feet east of the Project site. The City Council finds that development of 
the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold i; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Project site is protected by the Santa Ana River (Riverside 1) Levee System which is located 
approximately 80 feet east of the Project site. The Riverside 1 Levee System is maintained by the 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (“District”). The District has 
initiated the Santa Ana River Stabilization (1-8-00010-90) project which is intended to ensure that 
existing levees continue to provide protection. (Ref. District Zone 1- Report to the Zone 
Commissioners, November 2017). (Initial Study p. 77). 
 
3.9.10 THRESHOLD J 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold i are discussed in detail in Section 3.9 (i) of the 
Initial Study. The Project site is not located near a water body that could produce a sesiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow. The City Council finds that development of the Project will not result in 
significant impacts related to Threshold j; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantial Evidence 

The Pacific Ocean is located more than 50 miles from the Project site; consequently, there is no 
potential for tsunamis to impact the Project. 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 
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from the Project site, a seiche in Lake Mathews would have no impact on the Project with respect to 
a sesiche.  The site is generally flat as is the immediate surrounding area. Therefore, the Project site 
would not be subject to mudflow.   (Initial Study pp. 77-78). 
 
3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
3.10.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project physically divide an established community? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 3.10.4 of 
the Initial Study. The Project site fits a logical pattern for development in the area. The City Council 
finds that development of the Project will result in no impacts relating to Threshold a; therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project site is bounded by Crestmore Road on the west followed by the County of Riverside 
Fleet Services facility further to the west, single-family residential development and vacant land to 
the north, a vacant parcel to the east with the Santa Ana River further to the east, and Mission 
Boulevard to the south with a mobile home park and vacant land further to the south. The Project 
site fits a logical pattern for development in the area.  (Initial Study p. 79) 
 
3.11 MINERAL RESOURCES 
 
3.11.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Section 3.11(a) of 
the Initial Study. 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. The City Council finds that development of the Project will result in no impacts relating 
to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

No mineral resource extraction activity is known to have ever occurred on the Project site. 
According to mapping conducted by the California Geological Survey which maps areas known as 
Mineral Resources Zones (MRZs), the Project site is mapped within MRZ-3, which is defined as 
“Areas containing mineral deposits the significance of which cannot be evaluated from available 
data.” The Project site is not being actively mined for mineral resources. (Initial Study p. 82). 
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3.11.2 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other 
land use plan? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Section 3.11(b) of 
the Initial Study. The General Plan does not identify any locally important mineral resource 
recovery site on the Project site. The City Council finds that development of the Project will result in 
no impacts relating to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The General Plan does not identify any locally important mineral resource recovery site on the 
Project site.  The Project proposes to amend Figure 2-5: 2017 General Plan Land Use Plan from 
Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) to Commercial Retail (CR) 
for the proposed 1.79-acre commercial parcel and to High Density Residential (HDR) for the 5.16-
acre residential parcel.  The Project also proposes to amend the Jurupa Valley Zoning Map from R-
VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial), R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings), and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to 
R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial) for the proposed 1.79 acre commercial parcel and to R-3 
(Multiple Family Dwellings) for the 5.16 acre residential parcel.  This zoning change does not allow 
mineral resource extraction. (Initial Study p. 83). 
 
3.12 NOISE 
 
3.12.1 THRESHOLD E 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related Thresholds e are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.12(e).  The Project site is located outside of the Flabob Airport 55 dBA CNEL noise level contour 
boundaries.  The City Council finds that development of the Project will not result in significant 
impacts related to Threshold e; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

Flabob Airport is located approximately 2,500 feet southwest of the Project site. CEQA requires the 
analysis of airport-related noise for Projects located within 2 miles of public airports or within the 
vicinity of private airports, and therefore, the potential airport noise impacts are evaluated in 
relation to the Project. Exhibit 3-B of the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
shows the criteria for each land use type. Exhibit 3-C of the Riverside County Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan shows the noise level contour boundaries for Flabob Airport in relation to the 
Project site, which indicates that the Project site is located outside of the Flabob Airport 55 dBA 



 

Page 29 
Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Facts and Findings 

CNEL noise level contour boundaries.  Based on the location of the Project site outside of the 55 
dBA CNEL noise level contour boundaries of Flabob Airport, residential and commercial Project 
uses are considered clearly acceptable. (Initial Study p.92). 
 
3.12.2 THRESHOLD F 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related Thresholds f are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.12(f).  The Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. The City Council finds 
that development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold f; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impacts will occur. (Initial 
Study p.92). 
 
3.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 
3.13.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project 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)? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related Thresholds a are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.13(a). The Project’s would increase the projected buildout population by 122 persons.  This 
increase would be minimal as compared to the buildout population of 148,117 persons. The City 
Council finds that development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to 
Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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 Substantive Evidence 

 
Based on the State of California Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for 
Cities, Counties, and the State, 2011-2018 with 2010 Census Benchmark. The City of Jurupa Valley 
currently has 3.95 persons per household. Under the existing General Plan Land Use Plan the 
project would result in a population of 162 persons (41 dwelling units x 3.95 persons per 
household = 162). Under the proposed General Plan Land Use Plan the project would result in a 
population of 284 persons (72 dwelling units x 3.95 persons per household = 284). The Project 
proposes 68 dwelling units so the actual estimated population would be 268 persons (68 dwelling 
units x 3.95 persons per household = 268). This assumes that all new residents would come from 
outside the City limits of Jurupa Valley. The Project could increase the population of the City above 
what is planned by the General Plan Land Use Plan by 122 persons (75%). The current population 
of Jurupa Valley is approximately 106,054 (State of California Department of Finance, E-5 
Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2011-2018 with 2010 Census 
Benchmark). According to General Plan Table 2.2: Residential Land Use Statistics and Buildout 
Projections, the “buildout” population of the City is estimated to be 148,117 persons. Thus, the 
Project’s increase of population resulting in 122 persons would be minimal as compared to the 
buildout population of 148,117 persons. 
 
 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.  
 
Water and sewer service to the Project site will be provided by the Rubidoux Community Services 
District from existing facilities in Crestmore Road.  No additional water or sewer infrastructure will 
be needed to serve the Project other than connection to the existing water and sewer lines. Water 
and sewer infrastructure will not have to be extended in the area to serve the Project.  
 
In addition, the analysis in Section 3.14, Public Services, of the Initial Study Checklist demonstrates 
that the impacts on public services are less than significant so the public service provider’s ability 
to provide services will not be significantly impacted by the increase in population.   (Initial Study p. 
94). 
 
3.13.1 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related Thresholds b are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.13(b).  The Project site contains does not contain any residential housing.  The City Council finds 
that development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold b; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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 Substantive Evidence 

The Project site contains does not contain any residential housing. Therefore, implementation 
of the Project would not displace a substantial number of existing housing, nor would it 
necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  (Initial Study p. 94). 
 
3.13.1 THRESHOLD C 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related Thresholds c are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.13(c).  The Project site contains does not contain any residential housing.  The City Council finds 
that development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold c; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project site contains does not contain any residential housing. Therefore, implementation 
of the Project would not displace a substantial number of people, nor would it necessitate the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  (Initial Study p. 95). 
 
3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
3.14.1 THRESHOLD A1 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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 fire protection? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related Thresholds a1 are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.14(a1).  The Project would be primarily served by the Rubidoux Fire Station, an existing station 
located approximately 0.08 roadway miles west of the Project site at 5721 Mission Boulevard... The 
proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 3.14-1 and 
PPP 3.14-2 to ensure the Project pays a mitigation fee for fire facilities. The City Council finds that 
development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold a1; therefore, 
no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Riverside County Fire Department provides fire protection services to the Project area. The 
Project would be primarily served by the Rubidoux Fire Station, an existing station located 
approximately 0.08 roadway miles west of the Project site at 5721 Mission Boulevard. Development 
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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.  As such, 
the Project would not result in a substantial adverse physical impact 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. (Initial 
Study p. 97). 
 
3.14.2 THRESHOLD A2 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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 police protection? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related Thresholds a1 are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.14(a2).  The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
3.14-1 to ensure the Project pays a mitigation fee for police facilities. The City Council finds that 
development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold a2; therefore, 
no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

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, California located 
approximately 3.2 roadway miles west of the Project site. The Project will increase the planned 
population of the City by 122 persons assuming all new residents of the Project come from outside 
the City limits.   
 
Although the Project would increase the demand for police protection services, it is not anticipated 
that it would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities as the Sheriff’s Department has reviewed the Project and 
will provide police protection services from existing facilities. (Deputy Deanna Meyers, written 
communication March 17, 2017). As such, the Project would not result in a substantial adverse 
physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
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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. 
 
 The Project is 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. (Initial Study p. 98). 
 
3.14.3 THRESHOLD A3 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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 schools? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related Thresholds a3 are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.14(a3).  The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
3.14-3 to ensure the Project pays a mitigation fee for school facilities. The City Council finds that 
development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold a3; therefore, 
no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project could result in a population increase of 122 persons above what is projected by the 
General Plan generating 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.  (Initial Study p. 99). 
 
3.14.4 THRESHOLD A4 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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 parks? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related Thresholds a4 are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.14(a4).  The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
3.14-4 to ensure the Project pays a mitigation fee for park facilities. The City Council finds that 
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development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold a4; therefore, 
no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project proposes 68 dwelling units which will generate additional need for parkland. The 
payment of development impact fees will reduce any indirect Project impacts related to parks. 
(Initial Study p. 99). 
 
3.14.5 THRESHOLD A5 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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 other public facilities? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related Thresholds a5 are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.14(a5).  The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
3.14-2 to ensure the Project pays a mitigation fee for other public facilities. The City Council finds 
that development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold a5; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

 
The Project would result in a direct increase in the population of the Project area but 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 the City’s Development Impact Fee 
Ordinance, which requires a fee payment to assist the City in providing facilities for public services. 
Payment of the Development Impact Fee would ensure that the Project provides fair share of funds 
for additional public services facilities. These funds may be applied to the acquisition and/or 
construction of public services and/or equipment. (Initial Study p. 100). 
 
3.15 RECREATION 
 
3.15.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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? 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related Thresholds a are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.15(a).  The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
3.14-4 to ensure the Project pays a mitigation fee for recreational facilities. The City Council finds 
that development of the Project will not result in significant impacts related to Threshold a; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project proposes 68 dwelling units which will generate additional need for parkland.  The 
nearest parks are Veterans Memorial Park located approximately 1.4 miles southwest of the Project 
site and Avalon Park located approximately 1.5 northwest of the Project site. The Project proposes 
on-site recreational facilities such as a community center, pool, and open turf area for volleyball or 
other activities.   As such, the Project would not cause a substantial physical deterioration of any 
park facilities or would accelerate the physical deterioration of any park facilities because on-site 
recreational facilities are provided.  In addition, the payment of Development Impact Fees will 
reduce any indirect Project impacts related to recreational facilities. (Initial Study p. 101). 
 
3.15.1 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related Thresholds b are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.15(b).  The proposed Project would not result in significant impacts as a result of providing on-
site recreational facilities.  The City Council finds that development of the Project will not result in 
significant impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project proposes on-site recreational facilities.  The installation of recreational facilities 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 the Initial Study. In instances where impacts have been identified for the 
Project’s construction phase, Plans, Policies, Programs (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 the Initial Study would not 
be required. (Initial Study p. 102). 
 
3.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 
3.16.1 THRESHOLD D 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold d are discussed in detail in Initial Study 
Section 3.16(d). The Project proposes land uses that are compatible with the surrounding 
residential and commercial land uses. The City Council finds that development of the Project will 
have no impacts related to Threshold d; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

Access to the Project site will be provided along Crestmore Road via the following driveways: 
 

• Crestmore Road & Driveway 1 – Full access driveway is proposed to align with existing 37th 
Street and the Project will install a stop control on the westbound approach and construct 
the intersection with the following geometrics: Northbound Approach: Provide a separate 
left turn lane and maintain existing through lane. Southbound Approach: Provide a separate 
left turn lane and maintain existing through lane. Eastbound Approach: Allow through 
movement from the one shared left-through-right turn lane. Westbound Approach: Provide 
one shared left-through-right turn lane. 

 
• Crestmore Road & Driveway 2 – Full access driveway is proposed to be slightly south of 

Odell Street and the Project will install stop a sign control for the westbound approach and 
update the intersection with the following geometrics: Northbound Approach: Provide a 
separate left turn lane and maintain existing through lane. Southbound Approach: Provide a 
separate left turn lane and maintain existing through lane. Eastbound Approach: Allow 
through movement from the one shared left-through-right turn lane. Westbound Approach: 
Provide one shared left-through-right turn lane. 

 
The above described improvements will be constructed to meet City standards (Initial Study pp 
105-106). 
 
3.16.2 THRESHOLD E 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold e are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.16(e).  The City of Jurupa Valley reviewed the Project’s design and determined that the Project 
would provide adequate emergency access.  The City Council finds that development of the Project 
will result in less-than-significant impacts related to Threshold e; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project would result in a new mixed-use project which would increase the need for emergency 
access to-and-from the site. Adequate emergency access would be provided to the Project site from 
Crestmore Road. During the course of the preliminary review of the Project, the Project’s 
transportation design was reviewed by the City’s Engineering Department, County Fire 
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Department, and County Sheriff’s Department to ensure that adequate access to and from the site 
would be provided for emergency vehicles.  (Initial Study p. 106) 
 
3.16.3 THRESHOLD F 
 
Potential Significant Impact:  Would the Project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold f are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.16(f).  The City of Jurupa Valley reviewed the Project’s design and determined that the Project 
would provide access for public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities.  The City Council finds that 
development of the Project will result in less-than-significant impacts related to Threshold f; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Riverside Transit Agency, a public transit agency serves the region and the City of Jurupa 
Valley. Transit Route #49 along Mission Boulevard directly serves the Project site. The Project is 
not proposing to construct any improvements along Mission Boulevard that will interfere with 
Transit Route #49.  The Project will provide space for bicycle parking and will construct sidewalks 
adjacent to the Project site.   (Initial Study p. 107). 
 
3.17 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
3.17.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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 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)? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.17(a).  There are no resources 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) on the Project site. The City Council finds that development of the Project will result in 
less-than-significant impacts related to Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The subject property was formerly undeveloped as early as 1901; developed with apparent 
residences from 1931 to 2016; developed with a hotel from approximately 1946 to 1959; 
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developed with a mobile home park from 1953 to 2010; and is currently unimproved land as the 
mobile home park was demolished. The County of Riverside Archaeologist reviewed and 
determined that implementation of the Project would not alter or destroy a historical resource. 
(Initial Study p. 108). 
 
3.18 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
3.18.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.18(a). The Project would have no potential to exceed the applicable wastewater treatment 
requirements established by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. The City Council 
finds that development of the Project will result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
Threshold a; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

Wastewater generated by the Project will be collected and conveyed through wastewater 
conveyance facilities (trunk sewer, lift station, and force main) to the Riverside Water Quality 
Control Plant (RWQCP), which is located on Acorn Street in the City of Riverside.  The RWCQP is 
required to operate its treatment facility in accordance with the waste treatment and discharge 
standards and requirements set forth by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. The 
proposed 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. 
(Initial Study p. 114). 
 
3.18.2 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project 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? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Initial Study 
Section 3.18(b). The physical impacts as a result of the installation of water and sewer lines as 
proposed by the Project have been determined to have no impact or a less than significant 
impact on the environment. The City Council finds that development of the Project will result in 
less-than-significant impacts related to Threshold b; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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 Substantive Evidence 

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 the Initial Study. In instances where 
impacts have been identified for the Project’s construction phase, Plans, Policies, Programs (PPP) 
are required to reduce impacts to less-than significant levels (Initial Study p. 114). 
 
3.18.3 THRESHOLD C 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project 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? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.18(c). The physical impacts as a result of the installation of storm water drainage facilities as 
proposed by the Project have been determined to have no impact or a less than significant 
impact on the environment. The City Council finds that development of the Project will result in 
less-than-significant impacts related to Threshold c; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The installation of storm water drainage facilities 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 the Initial Study. In 
instances where impacts have been identified for the Project’s construction phase, Plans, Policies, 
Programs (PPP) are required to reduce impacts to less-than significant levels (Initial Study p. 115). 
 
3.18.4 THRESHOLD D 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the Project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold d are discussed in detail in Initial Study 
Section 3.18(d). Water service would be provided to the Project site by the Rubidoux Community 
Services District (“District”) and the District has adequate water supplies to serve the Project 
during normal-year, single-dry-year, and multiple-dry-year conditions in the foreseeable future. 
The City Council finds that development of the Project will result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to Threshold d; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

Water service would be provided to the Project site by the Rubidoux Community Services District 
(“District”). According to the District’s 2015 Draft Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), the sole 
source of potable water supply for the District is groundwater extracted from the southern portion 
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of the Riverside-Arlington Subbasin (also referred to herein as the “Basin”) of the Upper Santa Ana 
Valley Groundwater Basin which is an adjudicated basin.  
  
The District’s 2015 UWMP estimated that, in 2020 during normal-year, single-dry-year, and 
multiple-dry-year conditions, the District anticipates a total water supply of approximately 17,000 
AFY and a demand of 10,397 AFY, resulting in an excess capacity of 6,603 AFY (RCSD 2015). To 
determine the water demand of the proposed Project, default values for apartments, swimming 
pool, and shopping center uses were taken from CalEEMod. Based on CalEEMod default estimates 
for the proposed project’s land uses, the proposed project would result in a water demand of 
approximately 34.67 AFY. Although the Project is proposing a General Plan Amendment from 
Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) to Commercial Retail (CR) 
for the proposed 1.79-acre commercial parcel and to High Density Residential (HDR) for the 5.16- 
acre residential parcel; the change in water demand would remain within the excess capacity of the 
District’s UWMP to provide water to the proposed Project. (Initial Study pp. 116-117). 
 
3.18.5 THRESHOLD E 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold e are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.18(e). The proposed Project would be primarily composed of commercial uses and residential 
uses with ancillary recreational uses, including a community center club house and pool, which are 
not typically associated with producing excessive wastewater volumes that would affect the 
Riverside Water Quality Control Plant’s capacity of 40 MGD. The City Council finds that 
development of the Project will result in less-than-significant impacts related to Threshold e; 
therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

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 (RWQCP), which is located on Acorn Street in the City of Riverside.  
 
Based on wastewater generation rates from the City of Riverside Wastewater Collection and 
Treatment Facilities Integrated Master Plan (the operator of the RWQCP), conservatively assuming 
that all indoor water used would become wastewater, it is estimated that the proposed Project 
would generate approximately 0.2 MGD of wastewater. 
 
The current capacity of the RWQCP is 40 million gallons per day (approximately 123 acre-feet per 
day). The City of Riverside is currently in the early planning stages for construction of additions to 
the plant. Quantities of wastewater collected and conveyed by the District to the RWQCP in 2015 
was 2,212 AF/yr. The quantities projected to be conveyed by District and treated by the City of 
Riverside over the next 25 years are: 2,290 AF/yr in 2020; 2,310 AF/yr in 2025; 2,320 AF/yr in 
2030; 2,330 AF/yr in 2035; and 2,350 SF/yr in 2040. 
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The proposed Project would be primarily composed of commercial uses and residential uses with 
ancillary recreational uses, including a community center club house and pool, which are not 
typically associated with producing excessive wastewater volumes that would affect the 
Wastewater Treatment Plant’s capacity of 40 MGD.  . (Initial Study pp. 117-118). 
 
3.18.6 THRESHOLD F 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid waste disposal needs? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold f are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.18(f). The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
3.17-3 and 3.17-2 related to reducing solid waste. The proposed Project would be required to 
implement Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 3.17-1 and 3.17-2 related to reducing solid waste. The 
Project would generate a relatively small amount of solid waste per day, as compared to the 
permitted daily capacities for Badlands Sanitary Landfill and the El Sobrante Landfill, these regional 
landfill facilities would have sufficient daily capacity to accept solid waste generated by the Project. 
The City Council finds that development of the Project will result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to Threshold f; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

To determine the solid waste demand of the proposed Project, default values for apartments, 
swimming pool, and shopping center uses were taken from CalEEMod. Based on CalEEMod default 
estimates for the proposed project’s land uses, the proposed project would result in a solid waste 
generation of approximately 85.9 tons per year (0.23 tons per day). Based on the current recycling 
requirements, which require diversion of 50 percent of solid waste away from landfills, the 
proposed Project’s solid waste generation would be reduced to 42.9 tons of solid waste per year. In 
2020, state regulations per AB 341 will become effective, which will require diversion of 75 percent 
of solid waste from landfills. Thus, it is anticipated that solid waste landfill disposal from operation 
of the Project in 2020 would be further reduced to approximately 21.4 tons per year.  
 
According to the Cal Recycle Facility/Site Summary Details website accessed on June 2, 2018 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 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 ultimately be disposed of at 
the Badlands Sanitary Landfill and/or the El Sobrante Landfill. During long-term operation, the 
Project’s solid waste  (without the 50% and 75% reduction described above) would represent less 
than 0.001% of the daily permitted disposal capacity at the Badlands Sanitary Landfill and less than 
0.005% 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 
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permitted daily disposal volume. Because the Project would generate a relatively small amount of 
solid waste per day, as compared to the permitted daily capacities for Badlands Sanitary Landfill 
and the El Sobrante Landfill, these regional landfill facilities would have sufficient daily capacity to 
accept solid waste generated by the Project. (Initial Study pp. 119). 
 
3.18.7 THRESHOLD G 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold g are discussed in detail in Initial Study Section 
3.18(g). The proposed Project would be required to implement Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP) 
3.17-1 and 3.17-3 related to complying with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations for 
solid waste. The City Council finds that development of the Project will result in less-than-
significant impacts related to Threshold g; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

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. (Initial Study pp. 120). 
 

4.0 RESOLUTION REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS MITIGATED 
TO A LEVEL OF LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT 

The City Council hereby finds that the following potential environmental impacts associated 
with the implementation of the Project are less-than-significant with the imposition of 
mitigation measures. 
 
4.1 AIR QUALITY 
 
4.1.1 THRESHOLD A, B, C, and D 
 
A.  Potential Significant Impact:  Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan? 
 
B.  Potential Significant Impact:  Would the Project violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 
 
C.  Potential Significant Impact:  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 
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federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 
 
D.  Potential Significant Impact:  Would the Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the proposed Project related to Thresholds a, b, c, and d are discussed in detail 
in Initial Study Section 3.3(a). The City Council finds that the Project would not exceed regional or 
localized significance thresholds for any criteria pollutant during construction or during long-term 
operation with implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 described below.  
 
 Substantive Evidence 

Both construction and operational emissions for the Project were estimated by using the California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 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. NOx emissions resulting from the Project 
construction would exceed numerical thresholds established by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD). PM10 and PM2.5 emissions resulting from the Project 
construction would exceed localized significance thresholds established by the SCAQMD. 
 
The implementation of Mitigation Measures MM AQ-1, described below, would reduce the Project’s 
impacts from construction emissions to a level below significance. (Initial Study p.28). 
 
MM-AQ-1: Construction Equipment. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the measure listed 
below (or equivalent language) shall appear on all Project grading plans, construction specifications 
and bid documents, and the City shall ensure such language is incorporated prior to issuance of any 
permits: 
 
• “For construction equipment greater than 150 horsepower (>150 HP), the Construction 

Contractor shall use off-road diesel construction equipment that complies with EPA/CARB Tier 3 
emissions standards during site preparation activities and will ensure that all construction 
equipment be tuned and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications.” 
 

4.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  
 
4.2.1 THRESHOLD A 
 
Potential Significant Impact:  Would the Project Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 
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 Findings 

Potential impacts of the proposed Project related to Threshold a are discussed in detail in Initial 
Study Section 3.4(a). The City Council finds that  even though burrowing owls were not located on 
the site, a pre-construction survey for burrowing owl is required because burrowing owls may 
encroach or migrate to the property at any time, and therefore steps should be taken to ensure 
avoidance, including reevaluating the locations/presence of burrowing owl or burrows. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, the significant impact identified in the Initial Study is 
reduced from potentially significant to less-than-significant with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure MM BIO-1 below. (Initial Study pp.41-42). 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

 
Even though burrowing owls were not located on the site, a pre-construction survey for burrowing 
owl is required because burrowing owls may encroach or migrate to the property at any time, and 
therefore steps should be taken to ensure avoidance, including reevaluating the locations/presence 
of burrowing owl or burrows. Pre-construction surveys shall be conducted 30 days prior to ground 
disturbance and in accordance with the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western 
Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan. 
 
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.  
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4.2.2 THRESHOLD D 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the proposed Project related to Threshold d are discussed in detail in Initial 
Study Section 3.4(d). The City Council finds there are two (2) cottonwood trees are located on the 
Project site which could provide habitat for nesting birds protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act.  With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2, the significant impact identified in 
the Initial Study is reduced from potentially significant to less-than-significant with implementation 
of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 below. (Initial Study p. 42). 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

Development surrounding the Project site and the flood control levee have isolated the site from 
connecting to undisturbed, natural habitats still available in the area. The isolation and disturbance 
level of the Project site limits the site’s viability to provide suitable habitat for wildlife corridors.  
However, there are two (2) cottonwood trees are located on the Project site which could provide 
habitat for nesting birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.   
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2- Nesting Bird Survey. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the measure 
listed below (or equivalent language) shall appear on all Project grading plans, construction 
specifications and bid documents, and the City shall ensure such language is incorporated prior to 
issuance of any permits: 

 
“a.  A migratory nesting bird survey of the Project’s impact footprint shall be conducted by a 

qualified biologist within three business (3) days prior to initiating vegetation clearing or 
ground disturbance. 

 
b.  A copy of the migratory nesting bird survey results report shall be provided to the City of 

Jurupa Planning Department. If the survey identifies the presence of active nests, then the 
qualified biologist shall provide the Planning Department with a copy of maps showing the 
location of all nests and an appropriate buffer zone around each nest sufficient to protect the 
nest from direct and indirect impact. The size and location of all buffer zones, if required, shall 
be subject to review and approval by the Planning Department and shall be no less than a 300-
foot radius around the nest for non-raptors and a 500-foot radius around the nest for raptors. 
The nests and buffer zones shall be field checked weekly by a qualified biological monitor. The 
approved buffer zone shall be marked in the field with construction fencing, within which no 
vegetation clearing or ground disturbance shall commence until the qualified biologist and 
Planning Department verify that the nests are no longer occupied and the juvenile birds can 
survive independently from the nests.”  
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4.2.3 THRESHOLD E 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the proposed Project related to Threshold e are discussed in detail in Initial 
Study Section 3.4(e). The City Council finds there are two (2) cottonwood trees are located on the 
Project site which per General Plan policy COS 1.3 are considered to have “aesthetic value.” With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3, the significant impact identified in the Initial Study is 
reduced from potentially significant to less-than-significant. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

Two (2) old cottonwood trees are located on the Project site. One of these cottonwood trees 
measures 35 feet tall with a diameter at breast height (dbh) of 42 inches. This tree is located in the 
northwest of the property at the north end of APN 179-330-006.  The other cottonwood tree is also 
located in northern part of the property, at the NE corner of APN 179-330-004.  This tree measures 
28 feet tall with a multi trunk of 28 and 24 inches dbh. Per General Plan Policy COS 1.3, the 
cottonwood trees are considered to have “aesthetic value. (Initial Study p. 42). 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3-Tree Preservation and Replacement. Prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit, the measure listed below (or equivalent language) shall appear on all Project grading plans, 
construction specifications and bid documents, and the City shall ensure such language is incorporated 
prior to issuance of any permits: 
 
“Prior to the removal of any trees, the issuance of  a  grading permit, or approval of a Site 
Development Permit, whichever comes first,  a Tree Removal and Planting and Monitoring Plan shall 
be submitted to the Planning Department that demonstrates that the following will be implemented: 
 

• The two (2) cottonwood trees on the Project site shall be replaced at a 3:1 ratio with an 
approved species as determined by the City’s Planning Department. Tree selection must be at 
least 15-gallon purchased from quality nursery stock.” 

 
4.2.4 THRESHOLD F 
 
Potential Significant Impact:  Would the Project conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat 
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the proposed Project related to Threshold f are discussed in detail in Initial 
Study Section 3.4(f). The City Council finds that  even though burrowing owls were not located on 
the site, a pre-construction survey for burrowing owl is required because burrowing owls may 
encroach or migrate to the property at any time, and therefore steps should be taken to ensure 
avoidance, including reevaluating the locations/presence of burrowing owl or burrows. With 
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implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, the significant impact identified in the Initial Study is 
reduced from potentially significant to less-than-significant. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

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 Habitat 
Assessment prepared for the Project 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 does not contain suitable habitat to support the Delhi Sand Flower-Loving Fly. 
 
• The Project site is not required to comply with the Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines because 
it is not adjacent to a criteria cell. 
 
• Burrowing owls and burrows were not found onsite or in the buffer area, however, because 
burrowing owls may encroach or migrate to the property at any time, mitigation is required. 
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, the significant impact identified in the Initial 
Study is reduced from potentially significant to less-than-significant. (Initial Study pp.44). 
 
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 



 

Page 48 
Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Facts and Findings 

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. 

 

4.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES  
 
4.3.1 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 or a tribal cultural 
resource pursuant to Public Resources Code 21074? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the proposed Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Initial 
Study Section 3.5(b). The City Council finds that if intact buried cultural materials are encountered 
during construction, work in that area must halt until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the 
nature and significance of the find. With implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 
below, the significant impact identified in the Initial Study is reduced from potentially significant to 
less-than-significant. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

According to the City of Jurupa Valley Environmental Assessment No. 42209 (Appendix C), the 
Project site has been completely disturbed and was not identified as an area of Relative 
Archaeological Sensitivity of Diverse Landscapes map of the General Plan Multipurpose Open Space 
Element (Figure OS-06) when Environmental Assessment No. 42209 was prepared on August 24, 
2011. However, if intact buried cultural materials are encountered during construction, work in 
that area must halt until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the 
find. (Initial Study pp.46-47). 
 
MM- CR-1: Archaeological Monitoring. A qualified archaeologist (the “Project Archaeologist”) shall be 
retained by the developer prior to the issuance of a grading permit.  The Project Archaeologist will be 
on-call to monitor ground-disturbing activities and excavations on the Project site following 
identification of potential cultural resources by project personnel. If archaeological resources are 
encountered during implementation of the Project, ground-disturbing activities will be temporarily 
redirected from the vicinity of the find. The Project Archaeologist will be allowed to temporarily divert 
or redirect grading or excavation activities in the vicinity in order to make an evaluation of the find. If 
the resource is significant, Mitigation Measure CR-2 shall apply.   
 
MM- CR-2: Archeological 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, 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 
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necessary to 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). 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. 
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. 
 
4.3.2 THRESHOLD C 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the proposed Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Initial 
Study Section 3.5(c). The City Council finds that the possibility that paleontological resources can 
be discovered if excavation in previously undisturbed sub-surface soils occurs.  With 
implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-3 and CR-4, the significant impact identified in the 
Initial Study is reduced from potentially significant to less-than-significant. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

According to the Riverside County Map My County Website accessed on June 3, 2018, the Project 
site is located in a “low potential” for paleontological resources. However, there is always the 
possibility that paleontological resources can be discovered if excavation in previously 
undisturbed sub-surface soils occurs. (Initial Study p.48). 
 
MM-CR-3: Paleontological Monitoring.  A qualified paleontologist (the “Project Paleontologist”) shall 
be retained by the developer prior to the issuance of a grading permit. The Project Paleontologist will 
be on-call to monitor ground-disturbing activities and excavations on the Project site following 
identification of potential paleontological resources by project personnel. If paleontological resources 
are encountered during implementation of the Project, ground-disturbing activities will be 
temporarily redirected from the vicinity of the find. The Project Paleontologist will be allowed to 
temporarily divert or redirect grading or excavation activities in the vicinity in order to make an 
evaluation of the find. If the resource is significant, Mitigation Measure CR-4 shall apply.  
 
MM-CR-4: Paleontological Treatment Plan. If a significant paleontological resource(s) is discovered on 
the property, 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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4.4 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
4.4.1 THRESHOLD A1 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 3) Seismic-related 
ground failure, including liquefaction? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the proposed Project related to Threshold a1 are discussed in detail in Initial 
Study Section 3.6(a3). The City Council finds that the Project site has a “very high” potential for 
liquefaction. With implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, the significant impact identified in 
the Initial Study is reduced from potentially significant to less-than-significant. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

According to the Riverside County Map My County the Project site has a “very high” potential 
for liquefaction. (Initial Study p.52). 
 
MM-GEO-1: Compliance with Preliminary Soils Investigation.  Prior to the issuance of a building 
permit, the Project shall submit detailed design-level geotechnical studies and building plans 
pursuant to the California Building Standards Code which include the Recommendations contained 
in the Preliminary Soil Investigation (Soil Exploration Company, Inc.), dated August 21, 2017 
prepared for the Project. The City Engineer may modify the recommendations as allowed by the 
California Building Standards Code. 
 
4.4.1 THRESHOLD C 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially result in on-or 
offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?   
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the proposed Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Initial 
Study Section 3.6(c). The City Council finds that the Project site has a “very high” potential for 
liquefaction. With implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, the significant impact identified in 
the Initial Study is reduced from potentially significant to less-than-significant. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

According to the Riverside County Map My County the Project site has a “very high” potential for 
liquefaction. (Initial Study p.55). 
 
MM-GEO-1: Compliance with Preliminary Soils Investigation.  Prior to the issuance of a building 
permit, the Project shall submit detailed design-level geotechnical studies and building plans 
pursuant to the California Building Standards Code which include the Recommendations contained 
in the Preliminary Soil Investigation (Soil Exploration Company, Inc.), dated August 21, 2017 
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prepared for the Project. The City Engineer may modify the recommendations as allowed by the 
California Building Standards Code. 
 
 
4.5 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
4.5.1 THRESHOLD C 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Would the Project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the proposed Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in Initial 
Study Section 3.4(f). The City Council finds that  even though burrowing owls were not located on 
the site, a pre-construction survey for burrowing owl is required because burrowing owls may 
encroach or migrate to the property at any time, and therefore steps should be taken to ensure 
avoidance, including reevaluating the locations/presence of burrowing owl or burrows. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, the significant impact identified in the Initial Study is 
reduced from potentially significant to less-than-significant. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

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 Habitat 
Assessment prepared for the Project 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 does not contain suitable habitat to support the Delhi Sand Flower-Loving Fly. 
 
• The Project site is not required to comply with the Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines because 
it is not adjacent to a criteria cell. 
 
• Burrowing owls and burrows were not found onsite or in the buffer area, however, because 
burrowing owls may encroach or migrate to the property at any time, mitigation is required. 
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, the significant impact identified in the Initial 
Study is reduced from potentially significant to less-than-significant. (Initial Study pp.44). 
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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. 

 
4.6 NOISE 
 
4.6.1 THRESHOLD A, C, D 
 
Potential Significant 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? 
 
Potential Significant Impact: c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project? 
 
Potential Significant Impact: d) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the proposed Project related to Threshold a, c, d are discussed in detail in 
Initial Study Section 3.12(a, c, d). The City Council finds that construction activities on the Project 
site, especially those involving heavy equipment, would result in noise levels up to 79.8 dBA during 
grading which would exceed the exterior noise level for residential uses of 55 dBA CNEL. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, the significant impact identified in the Initial Study is 
reduced from potentially significant to less-than-significant. 
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 Substantive Evidence 

The highest construction noise levels will occur when construction activities take place at the 
closest point from the center of Project construction activity to each of the nearby receiver 
locations. The construction noise levels are expected to range from 54.1 to 79.8 dBA Leq. Per 
Section 11.05.020 (9) of the Municipal Code, construction activities occurring between the hours of 
6:00 AM and 6:00 PM during the months of June through September and between 7:00 AM and 6:00 
PM during the months of October through May are exempt from noise standards.   Regardless of the 
Project’s consistency with the Municipal Code as described above, construction activities on the 
Project site, especially those involving heavy equipment, would result in noise levels up to 79.8 dBA 
during grading which would exceed the exterior noise level for residential uses of 55 dBA CNEL. 
(Initial Study pp.87-88). 
 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1-Construction Noise Mitigation Plan. Prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit, the developer is required to submit a construction-related noise mitigation plan to the City 
Planning Department 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) 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. Loaded trucks and large 
bulldozers shall be prohibited within 90-feet of the single-family residences along Crestmore Road 
adjacent to the Project site and along the northern boundary of the Project site. 
 
d) Construction equipment staging areas shall be located the greatest distance between the staging 
area and the nearest sensitive receptors.” 
 
e) Install a minimum 6-foot high temporary noise barrier adjacent to the northern property line 
adjacent to the existing single-family residences. 
 
4.6.2 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact: Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
 
 Findings 

Potential impacts of the proposed Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Initial 
Study Section 3.12(b). The City Council finds that although level of vibration does not exceed 0.20 
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PPV inch/second threshold, in order to reduce impacts to the maximum extent feasible, mitigation 
is required. With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2, the significant impact identified in 
the Initial Study is reduced from potentially significant to less-than-significant. (Initial Study pp.pp. 
90-91). 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

There are single family residences located near the Project site. Based on the reference vibration 
levels provided by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), a large bulldozer represents the peak 
source of vibration with a reference velocity of 0.089 in/sec PPV at 25 feet. At distances ranging 
from 24 to 463 feet from the Project construction activities, construction vibration velocity levels 
are expected to range from 0.001 to 0.095 in/sec RMS. This level of vibration does not exceed 0.20 
PPV inch/second threshold. As such, vibration would not result in the excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels.  However, in order to reduce impacts to the maximum extent 
feasible, the following mitigation measure is required: 
 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 
 
Mitigation Measure NOI-2 –Vibration Notes on Grading Plan .Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, 
the grading plan shall contain the following note: 
 
“The use of loaded trucks and dozers shall be prohibited within 90 feet of nearby occupied sensitive 
residential homes (receiver locations R2 and R3 as shown in the Noise Impact Analysis, Appendix G) to 
reduce the vibration levels during Project construction.”  
 
Project contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with the note and permit periodic 
inspection of the construction site by City of Jurupa Valley staff or its designee to confirm compliance. 
These notes also shall be specified in bid documents issued to prospective construction contractors. 
 
4.7 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
4.7.1 THRESHOLD B 
 
Potential Significant Impact: 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: b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe? 
 
 Finding 

Potential impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in Initial Study 
Section 4.17 (b).  The City Council finds that there is a possibility potential tribal cultural resources 
may be unearthed during ground-disturbing activities and impacts to tribal cultural resources 
would be significant.   
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 Substantive Evidence 

The proposed Project is subject to Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) and Senate Bill 18 (SB 18), which 
requires the lead agency to consult with California Native American tribes that are traditionally and 
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed Project.  During the City of Jurupa 
Valley’s consultation with the applicable Native American tribes, no tribal cultural resources were 
identified on the Project site.  Although the Project site had been previously subjected to ground-
disturbing activities, there is a possible potential to unearth tribal cultural resources during 
ground-disturbing Project-related construction activities that would cause substantial impacts to 
the significance of the tribal cultural resources.  As requested by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission 
Indians – Kizh Nation and the Soboba Band Luiseño Indians, impacts to tribal cultural resources 
will be addressed and mitigated through compliance with Mitigation Measure MM TCR-1 
(described below), which will mitigate the impacts to a level below significance.  (Initial Study 
pp.111-113). 

MM- TCR-1: Native American Monitoring, Treatment of Discoveries, and Disposition of Discoveries.  

MONITORING: 

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall contact the consulting Native American 
Tribe(s) that have requested monitoring through consultation with the City during the AB 52 process. 
The applicant shall coordinate with the Tribe(s) to develop a Tribal Monitoring Agreement(s).  A copy 
of the agreement shall be provided to the Jurupa Valley Planning Department prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit. 

 TREATMENT OF DISCOVERIES: 

 If a significant tribal cultural resource is discovered on the property, ground disturbing activities shall 
be suspended 100 feet around the resource(s). 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 to protect the 
identified tribal cultural resources from damage and destruction. The treatment plan shall contain a 
research design and data recovery program necessary to 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 
tribal cultural resources in accordance with current professional archaeology standards. The 
treatment plan shall require monitoring by the appropriate Native American Tribe(s) during data 
recovery and shall require that all recovered artifacts undergo basic field analysis and documentation 
or laboratory analysis, whichever is appropriate. At the completion of the basic field analysis and 
documentation or laboratory analysis, any recovered tribal cultural 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, the Eastern Information Center, and the 
appropriate Native American Tribe. 
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 DISPOSITION OF DISCOVERIES: 

In the event that Native American cultural resources are inadvertently discovered during the course of 
grading for this project. The following procedures will be carried out for treatment and disposition of 
the discoveries: 

 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 tribal cultural resources. The applicant shall relinquish the artifacts through one or more of 
the following methods and provide the Jurupa Valley Planning Department with evidence of same: 

a)      A fully executed reburial agreement with the appropriate culturally affiliated 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. 

b)      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. 

c)      If more than one Native American Group is involved with the project and cannot come to 
an agreement as to the disposition of cultural materials, they shall be curated at the Western 
Science Center by default. 

d)     Should reburial of collected cultural items be preferred, it shall not occur until after the 
Phase IV monitoring report has been submitted to the Jurupa Valley Planning Department. 
Should curation be preferred, the developer/permit applicant is responsible for all costs and 
the repository and curation method shall be described in the Phase IV monitoring report. 

5.0 RESOLUTION REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT REMAIN 
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE AFTER MITIGATION 

The City Council finds the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts in the 
following impact categories after implementation of all feasible mitigation measures:  Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, Land Use and Planning, and Transportation and Traffic.  In accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15092(b)(2), the City Council 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 considerations 
described in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 and, therefore, a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations has been prepared. 
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5.1 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
5.1.1 THRESHOLD E 
 
Significant and Unavoidable Impact: For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the Project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area? 
 
 Finding 

Impacts of the Project related to Threshold e are discussed in detail in EIR Section 4.1.  The City 
Council finds that the Project may result in a significant environmental impact in terms of airport 
hazards (i.e., Flabob ALUP inconsistency).However, the City Council finds that specific economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other considerations, make it infeasible to reduce the identified 
impact to less-than-significant levels.   
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The proposed Project is not consistent with the land use intensity limits of the Flabob ALUP. 
However, the EIR demonstrated the Project would not result in significant risks to airport 
operations or safety, or a significant risk to public health or safety. The General Plan policy 
inconsistencies all result from the Project exceeding the land use intensity limits of the Flabob 
ALUP for both residential and commercial uses. Based on the available information and erring on 
the side of caution, it is concluded the Project may result in a significant environmental impact in 
terms of airport hazards (i.e., Flabob ALUP inconsistency). 
 
Any mitigation measures that would effectively mitigate the impacts of the proposed Project 
regarding consistency with the Flabob ALUP would require reduction or elimination of ten percent 
of the commercial space on the same acreage and elimination of essentially all of the residential 
units on the site (Flabob ALUP would allow only 1-2 units on the site). Such mitigation would 
essentially preclude development of the site and is therefore infeasible (i.e., any feasible mitigation 
would require fundamental changes to the Project’s land use plan). (EIR pp.4.1-6 through 4.1-11).  
 
 
5.2 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
5.2.1 THRESHOLD B 
 
Significant and Unavoidable Impact: Would the Project conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project (including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 
 
 Finding 

Impacts of the Project related to Threshold b are discussed in detail in EIR Section 4.2.  The City 
Council finds that the Project would be consistent with all of the City’s applicable General Plan 
policies except for the following:  
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• Land Use Element Policies LUE-5.55, 5.57, 5.58, and 5.61 with respect to consistency with 
the Flabob Airport ALUP. 

 
• Mobility Element Policies ME 2.12, 2.15, and 2.17 due to inability to install necessary 

improvements for significantly impacted intersections and roadway segments.  
 
However, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, make it infeasible to reduce the identified impact to less-than-significant levels.   
 
 Substantive Evidence 

Significant and unavoidable land use and planning impacts will result from the following: 
 

• Inconsistency with Land Use Element Policies LUE-5.55, 5.57, 5.58, and 5.61 with respect to 
consistency with the Flabob Airport ALUP. 

 
• Inconsistency with Mobility Element Policies ME 2.12, 2.15, and 2.17 due to the inability to 

install necessary improvements for significantly impacted intersections and roadway 
segments. 

 
There is no feasible mitigation available for reducing the Project intensity to the point it would be 
consistent with the Flabob ALUP. For example, any measures that would effectively mitigate the 
impacts of the proposed Project regarding consistency with the Flabob ALUP would require 
reduction or elimination of ten percent of the commercial space on the same acreage and 
elimination of essentially all of the residential units on the site (ALUP would allow only 1-2 units 
total on the site). Such mitigation would essentially preclude development of the site and is 
therefore infeasible (i.e., any feasible mitigation would require fundamental changes to the Project’s 
land use plan).  There is also no feasible mitigation available for traffic impacts due to the fact that 
payment of fair share fees will not guarantee the construction of improvements in a timely manner 
or the fact that some intersections/roadway segments are located in the City of Riverside and 
beyond the control of the City of Jurupa Valley. (EIR pp. 4.2-12 through 4.2-29). (Also see discussion 
under Traffic/Transportation below). 
 
5.3 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 
5.2.1 THRESHOLD A, B 
 
Significant and Unavoidable Impact: a) Would the Project 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. 

Significant and Unavoidable Impact: b)  Would the Project 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? 
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   Finding 

Impacts of the Project related to Threshold a and b are discussed in detail in EIR Section 4.3.  The 
City Council finds that even with implementation of the recommended Mitigation Measures TRA-1 
through TRA-5, there will be significant and unavoidable impacts at the following intersections and 
roadway segments because payment of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee 
that the improvements will be constructed: 
 

• Intersection #13- Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 EB Off-Ramp-Frontage Road. 
 

• Intersection #14-Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 WB Off-Ramp. 
 

• Intersection #6-Redwood Drive/Mission Boulevard (Riverside). 
 

• Intersection #8- Market Street/Mission Boulevard (Riverside). 
 

• Intersection #8- Market Street/Mission Boulevard (Riverside). 
 

• Rubidoux Boulevard between SR-60 EB Ramp & 34th Street. 
 

• Mission Avenue between Redwood Avenue & Brockton Avenue. 
 
 Substantive Evidence  

Construction Impacts 

The addition of temporary, Project-related construction traffic to the study area intersections is not 
expected to degrade LOS to a deficient level or create any significant impacts to the circulation 
system.  However, as a conservative approach, the Draft EIR overstates the reasonably foreseeable 
construction-related impacts by assuming that construction-related traffic impacts would be the 
same as those impacts described below for the Existing Plus Project (EP) 2019 Scenario.  
Additionally, as required by PPP 4.3-3, the Project Applicant would be required to implement 
temporary traffic controls in compliance with the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices, which specify that such traffic controls shall be provided during construction, such as a flag 
person, during all phases of construction to facilitate the flow of construction traffic on streets 
abutting the Project site as required by PDF 4.3-1.  Compliance with PPP 4.3-1 would lessen the 
Project’s construction-related traffic impacts, but as a conservative measure, it is still concluded 
that the resulting impacts would be the same as those impacts described below for the Existing Plus 
Project (EP) Scenario (i.e. less than significant with mitigation incorporated). (EIR pp. 4.3-16). 
 
Existing Plus Project (E+P) 2019 Impacts 

The Existing Plus Project (E+P) 2019 analysis determines traffic impacts that would occur to the 
existing roadway system with the addition of Project traffic in the theoretical scenario of the Project 
being placed upon existing (2017) conditions. The E+P scenario is presented to disclose direct 
impacts as required by CEQA. In the case of the proposed Project, the estimated time period 
between the time the traffic counts were taken (2017) and estimated Project occupancy (2019) is 
two (2) years. During this time period, traffic conditions are not static – other projects are being 
constructed, the transportation network is evolving, and traffic patterns are changing. Therefore, 
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the E+P 2019 scenario is very unlikely to materialize in real world conditions and thus does not 
accurately describe the environment that will exist when the proposed Project is constructed and 
becomes operational. Regardless, the E+P scenario is evaluated to satisfy CEQA requirements to 
identify the Project’s impacts to the existing environment. 
 
Intersection Analysis 
 
For existing traffic conditions, the study area intersections are currently operating at an acceptable 
LOS during the peak hours, with the exception of Rubidoux Boulevard/Mission Boulevard 
(Intersection #3), which experiences LOS E in the PM peak hours only.  
 
As noted above, the E+P 2019 Impacts scenario is very unlikely to materialize in real world 
conditions and thus does not accurately describe the environment that will exist when the 
proposed Project is constructed and becomes operational. Regardless, the E+P 2019 scenario is 
evaluated to satisfy CEQA requirements to identify the Project’s impacts to the existing 
environment. In addition, Analysis Scenario 2, Project Completion (existing + ambient growth + 
project).is the basis for determining project specific impacts, mitigation, and conditions of 
approval). 
 
Roadway Segment Analysis 

Mission Boulevard east of Rubidoux Boulevard and east of Crestmore Road is currently operating at 
LOS F. (EIR pp. 4.3-16 to 4.3-18). 

Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project (EAP) 2019 Impacts 

When traffic under Existing Plus Ambient Growth (EAP) conditions in 2019 are compared to 
Existing Plus Project (EP) conditions, the EIR concluded that Intersection #3 (Rubidoux 
Boulevard/Mission Boulevard) is anticipated to operate at an unacceptable LOS E in both the AM 
and PM peak hours and Intersection #14 (Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 WB On-Ramp) is anticipated 
to operate at unacceptable LOS E in the AM peak hours.  Therefore, the Project is anticipated to 
result in cumulatively considerable traffic impacts at these 2 intersections. The following mitigation 
measures are required: 
 
MM-TRA-1:  Fair Share Payment Rubidoux Blvd. and Mission Blvd. Intersection (#3) Improvements. 
Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall  pay the Project’s fair share cost 
(6.5%) towards the City’s Capital Improvement Project No. 19-C.2, Mission Blvd. and Rubidoux Blvd. 
 
MM-TRA-2:  Fair Share Payment for Traffic Signal at Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On Ramp 
(Intersection #14). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall pay the 
Project’s fair share cost (14.8%) towards a traffic signal at the intersection of Rubidoux Boulevard / 
SR-60 WB On Ramp. 
  
With implementation of MM-TRA-1, impacts are less than significant for Rubidoux Blvd. and 
Mission Blvd. (Intersection #3). However, even with implementation of MM-TRA-2, impacts are 
significant and unavoidable for Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On Ramp (Intersection #14) 
because payment of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee that the 
improvements will be constructed. 
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Roadway Segment Analysis 
 
Based on the HCS Urban Street Segment methodology, all of the study area roadway segments are 
anticipated to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS with the addition of Project traffic with the  
exception of Mission Boulevard east of Crestmore Road EB (LOS F in the PM peak hours) and 
Rubidoux Boulevard NB (LOS F in the AM peak hour). The following mitigation measures are 
required: 
 
MM-TRA-3:  Fair Share Payment for Intersection Improvements Rubidoux Bl. / SR-60 EB Off Ramp-
Frontage Rd. (Intersection #13). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall  
pay the Project’s fair share cost (17.7%) towards construction of a separate northbound right turn 
lane and a dedicated eastbound left turn lane. 
 
MM-TRA-4:  Fair Share Payment Crestmore Road/Mission Boulevard Intersection Improvements 
(Intersection #5). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall pay the Project’s 
fair share cost (12.3%) towards the City’s Capital Improvement Project No. 13-H.2, Mission Boulevard 
Bridge Crossing Santa Ana River.  
 
With implementation of MM-TRA-4, impacts are less than significant for Mission Boulevard WB east 
of Crestmore Road. However, even with implementation of MM TRA-3, impacts are significant and 
unavoidable for Rubidoux Boulevard NB between SR-60 EB Ramp & 34th Street because payment 
of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee that the improvements will be 
constructed. (EIR pp. 4.3-19 to 4.3-21). 
 
Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus Project Plus Cumulative (EAPC) 2019 Impacts 

Intersection Analysis 

A total of three (3) study area intersections will operate at a deficient LOS during the peak hours for 
the EAPC 2019 Scenario – this includes the one intersection (#3 Rubidoux Boulevard/Mission 
Boulevard) previously identified under Existing Plus Project (EP) 2019  traffic conditions. 

• Rubidoux Boulevard / Mission Boulevard (Intersection #3) – LOS E in both the AM & PM 
peak hours). With implementation of MM-TRA-1 above, impacts are less than significant.   
 

• Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 EB Off Ramp – Frontage Road (Intersection #13) – LOS E in 
both the AM & PM peak hours. This intersection is found to operate at an acceptable LOS 
(LOS D or better) during the peak hours under E+P and EAP traffic conditions and is 
anticipated to operate at unacceptable levels (LOS “E” or worse) during the peak hours with 
the addition of cumulative traffic. As such, the impact is considered cumulatively 
considerable. The following mitigation measure is required: 

 
MM-TRA-3:  Fair Share Payment for Intersection Improvements Rubidoux Bl. / SR-60 EB Off 
Ramp-Frontage Rd. (Intersection #13). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project 
applicant shall  pay the Project’s fair share cost (17.7%) towards construction of a separate 
northbound right turn lane and a dedicated eastbound left turn lane. 

 



 

Page 62 
Mission Gateway Plaza 
Mission Gateway Villas 
Facts and Findings 

However, even with implementation of MM-TRA-3, impacts are significant and unavoidable because 
payment of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee that the improvements will be 
constructed. 
 

• Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On Ramp (Intersection #14) – LOS F in both the AM & PM 
peak hours. This intersection is found to operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS “D” or better) 
during the peak hours under Existing Plus Project traffic conditions and is anticipated to  
operate at unacceptable levels (LOS F in both the AM and PM peak hours)  with the addition 
of ambient growth and cumulative traffic. As such, the impact is considered cumulatively 
considerable and the following mitigation is required: 

  
MM-TRA-2:  Fair Share Payment for Traffic Signal at Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On Ramp 
(Intersection #14). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall pay the 
Project’s fair share cost (14.8%) towards a traffic signal at the intersection of Rubidoux Boulevard / 
SR-60 WB On Ramp. 

 
However, even with implementation of MM-TRA-2 above, impacts are significant and unavoidable 
because payment of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee that the 
improvements will be constructed. 

 
Roadway Segment Analysis 
 
Based on the HCS Urban Street Segment methodology, all of the study area roadway segments are 
anticipated to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS with the addition of Project traffic with the 
exception of Mission Boulevard east of Crestmore Road EB (LOS F in the PM peak hour) and 
Rubidoux Boulevard NB (LOS F in the AM peak hour). The following mitigation measures are 
required: 
 
MM-TRA-3:  Fair Share Payment for Intersection Improvements Rubidoux Bl. / SR-60 EB Off Ramp-
Frontage Rd. (Intersection #13). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall 
pay the Project’s fair share cost (17.7%) towards construction 
 
MM-TRA-4:  Fair Share Payment Crestmore Road/Mission Boulevard Intersection Improvements 
(Intersection #5). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall pay the Project’s 
fair share cost (12.3%) towards the City’s Capital Improvement Project No. 13-H.2, Mission Boulevard 
Bridge Crossing Santa Ana River.  
 
With implementation of MM-TRA-4, impacts are less than significant for Mission Boulevard WB east 
of Crestmore Road. However, even with implementation of MM TRA-3, impacts are significant and 
unavoidable for Rubidoux Boulevard NB between SR-60 EB Ramp & 34th Street because payment 
of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee that the improvements will be 
constructed. (EIR pp. 4.3-21 to 4.3-24). 
 
Horizon Year (2035) Impacts 

Intersection Analysis 

A total of six (6) study area intersections will operate at a deficient LOS during the peak hours. 
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• Rubidoux Boulevard / Mission Boulevard (Intersection #3) – LOS E in both the AM & PM 
peak hours.  
 

• Crestmore Road/Mission Boulevard (Intersection #5)-LOS F in the PM peak hour.  

 
• Redwood Drive/Mission Boulevard (City of Riverside Intersection # 6) - LOS F in both the 

AM and PM peak hours.  
 

• Market Street/Mission Boulevard (City of Riverside Intersection # 8 - LOS E in the PM peak 
hour.  

 
• Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 EB Off Ramp – Frontage Road (Intersection #13) – LOS E AM & 

PM peak hours.  
 

• Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On Ramp (Intersection #15) – LOS E in the AM peak hour 
and LOS F in the PM peak hour.  
 

 The following mitigation measures are required: 

MM-TRA-1:  Fair Share Payment Rubidoux Blvd. and Mission Blvd. Intersection (#3) Improvements. 
Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall  pay the Project’s fair share cost 
(6.5%) towards the City’s Capital Improvement Project No. 19-C.2, Mission Blvd. and Rubidoux Blvd. 
 
MM-TRA-2:  Fair Share Payment for Traffic Signal at Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On Ramp 
(Intersection #14). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall pay the 
Project’s fair share cost (14.8%) towards a traffic signal at the intersection of Rubidoux Boulevard / 
SR-60 WB On Ramp. 
 
MM-TRA-3:  Fair Share Payment for Intersection Improvements Rubidoux Bl. /SR-60 EB Off Ramp-
Frontage Rd. (Intersection #13). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall  
pay the Project’s fair share cost (17.7%) towards construction of a separate northbound right turn 
lane and a dedicated eastbound left turn lane. 
 
MM-TRA-4:  Fair Share Payment Crestmore Road/Mission Boulevard Intersection Improvements 
(Intersection #5). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall pay the Project’s 
fair share cost (12.3%) towards the City’s Capital Improvement Project No. 13-H.2, Mission Boulevard 
Bridge Crossing Santa Ana River.  
 
MM-TRA-5:  Fair Share Payment for Intersection Improvements Rubidoux Bl. /SR-60 WB Off Ramp-
30th St. (Intersection #15). Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall  pay 
the Project’s fair share cost (8.5%) towards construction of  2 westbound lanes (Alternative # 1) or 
eliminate existing traffic signal & install an EB stop control, Eliminate NB left lane, construct 1 
Southbound right lane, or eliminate eastbound lane & stripe an eastbound right lane (Alternative #2). 
With implementation of the above described mitigation measures, impacts will be less than 
significant for the following intersections: 
 

• Rubidoux Boulevard / Mission Boulevard (Intersection #3). 
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• Crestmore Road/Mission Boulevard (Intersection #5. 

 
However, even with implementation of mitigation measures, the following intersections will have 
significant and unavoidable impacts: 

 
• Redwood Drive/Mission Boulevard (City of Riverside Intersection # 6) - LOS F in both the 

AM and PM peak hours. Based on discussions with the City of Riverside, physical lane 
improvements are not feasible due right of way constraints and traffic signal modifications 
are not anticipated to mitigate this intersection to operate at an acceptable LOS.  
 

• Market Street/Mission Boulevard (City of Riverside Intersection # 8 - LOS E in the PM peak 
hour. Physical lane improvements are not feasible due right of way constraints. In addition, 
City of Riverside staff indicated that any potential curb extensions or traffic signal 
modification (i.e. eastbound right-turn overlap phasing) are not acceptable due to the need 
to prioritize pedestrian level of service at this location.   

 
• Rubidoux Boulevard/SR-60 EB Off Ramp – Frontage Road (Intersection #13) – LOS E AM & 

PM peak hours because the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee that the 
improvements will be constructed. 

 
• Rubidoux Boulevard / SR-60 WB On Ramp (Intersection #15) – LOS E in the AM peak hour 

and LOS F in the PM peak hour. The Project Applicant will participate in the funding of off-
site improvements, including traffic signals that are needed to serve cumulative traffic 
conditions through the payment of City of Jurupa Valley DIF (if the improvements are 
included in the DIF program) and TUMF (if the improvements are included in the TUMF 
program). However, payment of the traffic signal may be eligible for only a partial DIF or 
TUMF credit.  Payment of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee that the 
improvements will be constructed. 

 
Roadway Segment Analysis 
 
Based on the HCS Urban Street Segment methodology, all of the study area roadway segments are 
anticipated to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS with the addition of Project traffic except  
for Rubidoux Boulevard NB  between SR-60 NB Ramp & 34th Street (LOS F in both the AM and PM 
peak hours), Mission Boulevard  EB east of Crestmore Road (LOS F in the PM peak hour), and 
Mission Inn Avenue WB between Redwood Avenue and Brockton Avenue in the City of Riverside 
(LOS F in the PM peak hour). 
 

• Mission Inn Avenue between Redwood Avenue and Brockton Avenue WB in the City of 
Riverside-LOS F in the PM peak hours.  There is no feasible mitigation. As such, impacts are 
significant and unavoidable. 

 
• Mission Boulevard east of Crestmore Road EB -LOS F in the PM peak hours.  With 

implementation of MM-TRA-4, impacts are less than significant. 
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• Rubidoux Boulevard NB between SR-60 NB Ramp & 34th Street- LOS F in both the AM and 
PM peak hours. Even with implementation of MM-TRA-5, impacts are significant and 
unavoidable because payment of the fair share towards improvements does not guarantee 
that the improvements will be constructed. (EIR pp. 4.3-24 to 4.3-30). 

 
5.2.2 THRESHOLD C 
 
Significant and Unavoidable Impact: Would the Project result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety 
risks? 
 
   Finding 

Impacts of the Project related to Threshold c are discussed in detail in EIR Section 4.3.  The City 
Council finds that the Project will result in a significant environmental impact in terms of airport 
hazards (i.e., Flabob ALUP inconsistency).However, the City Council finds that specific economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other considerations, make it infeasible to reduce the identified 
impact to less-than-significant levels.   
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The proposed Project is not consistent with the land use intensity limits of the Flabob ALUP. 
However, the EIR demonstrated the Project would not result in significant risks to airport 
operations or safety, or a significant risk to public health or safety. The General Plan policy 
inconsistencies all result from the Project exceeding the land use intensity limits of the Flabob 
ALUP for both residential and commercial uses. Based on the available information and erring on 
the side of caution, it is concluded the Project may result in a significant environmental impact in 
terms of airport hazards (i.e., Flabob ALUP inconsistency). (EIR pp.4.3-31 to 4, 3-32). 
 
Any mitigation measures that would effectively mitigate the impacts of the proposed Project 
regarding consistency with the Flabob ALUP would require reduction or elimination of ten percent 
of the commercial space on the same acreage and elimination of essentially all of the residential 
units on the site (Flabob ALUP would allow only 1-2 units on the site). Such mitigation would 
essentially preclude development of the site and is therefore infeasible (i.e., any feasible mitigation 
would require fundamental changes to the Project’s land use plan). (EIR pp.4.1-6 through 4.1-11). 
 

6.0 RESOLUTION REGARDING SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE 
ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR disclose the significant environmental effects of a project 
that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented (CEQA Guidelines § 15126(b)). 
 
 Finding 

Based on the entire record, the City Council finds that the Project would not cause an irreversible 
change that would result in significant adverse effect to the environment. 
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 Substantive Evidence 

Natural resources, in the form of construction materials and energy resources, would be used in the 
construction of the proposed Project.  The consumption of these natural resources would represent 
an irreversible change to the environment.  However, 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 will minimize the Project’s demand 
for energy, including energy produced from non-renewable sources. 
 
Implementation of the Project would commit future generations to the commercial and residential 
land uses proposed by the Mission Gateway Plaza/Mission Gateway Villas Mixes-Use Project on the 
Project site.  As demonstrated in the analysis presented throughout Final EIR Section 4.0, 
construction and long-term operation of the proposed Project would be compatible with existing 
and planned future land uses that surround the Project site and would not result in significant and 
unavoidable physical environmental effects to nearby properties.  Although the Project would cause 
unavoidable impacts to the environment associated with hazards and hazardous materials, traffic 
and land use and planning as summarized above, these effects would not commit surrounding 
properties to any particular land use other than those that are present under existing conditions or 
planned by the City of Jurupa Valley General Plan. The placement of new land uses under the 
proposed Project would have irreversible effects on the Flabob Airport Land Use Plan in terms of 
allowing development at intensities higher than allowed under that plan.  Based on the foregoing, 
the Project would not result in a significant, irreversible change to nearby, off-site properties. (EIR 
p. 5-3). 
 

7.0 RESOLUTION REGARDING GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 
CEQA requires a discussion of the ways in which the proposed Project could be growth inducing.  
The 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 EIR.  Based on the entire record, the City Council 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. 
 
 Substantive Evidence 

The Project has both commercial and residential components that will generate new employees and 
residents on the site. Draft EIR Subsection 4.1 estimates the proposed Project would generate a 
maximum of 57 employees based on USGBC employee data, applied to the proposed 31,436 square 
feet of commercial space. This equals 298 total persons or 166.5 persons per acre at any given time 
on the commercial portion of the site (1.79 acres). Based on the State of California Department of 
Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2011-2018 with 
2010 Census Benchmark, the City of Jurupa Valley currently has 3.95 persons per household. Under 
the existing General Plan Land Use Plan the Project would result in a population of 162 persons (41 
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dwelling units x 3.95 persons per household = 162). Under the proposed General Plan Land Use 
Plan the Project would result in a population of 284 persons (72 dwelling units x 3.95 persons per 
household = 284). The Project proposes 68 dwelling units so the actual estimated population would 
be 268 persons (68 dwelling units x 3.95 persons per household = 268). This assumes that all new 
residents would come from outside the City limits of Jurupa Valley. The Project could increase the 
population of the City above what is planned by the General Plan Land Use Plan by 122 persons 
(75%). The current population of Jurupa Valley is approximately 106,054 (State of California 
Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 
2011-2018 with 2010 Census Benchmark). According to General Plan Table 2.2: Residential Land 
Use Statistics and Buildout Projections, the “buildout” population of the City is estimated to be 
148,117 persons. Thus, the Project’s increase of population resulting in 122 persons would be 
minimal as compared to the buildout population of 148,117 persons. 
 
Typically, population growth would be considered a significant impact, or a significant concern 
regarding growth inducement, 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. Water and sewer service to the Project site will be provided by the Rubidoux Community 
Services District from existing facilities in Crestmore Road.  No additional water or sewer 
infrastructure will be needed to serve the Project other than connection to the existing water and 
sewer lines. Water and sewer infrastructure will not have to be extended in the area to serve the 
Project. In addition, the analysis in Section 3.14, Public Services, of the Initial Study 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. Therefore, the amount of growth represented by the 
proposed Project is not expected to induce additional or substantial unanticipated growth into the 
surrounding area in the foreseeable future.    
 
The proposed Project also would create short-term construction-related jobs.  It is expected that 
the majority of the construction-related employees would be drawn from the existing labor force 
that would be available in the local area and region.    
 
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.  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 commercial and retail 
services available in areas near the Project site, including the Cities of Riverside, Ontario, Fontana, 
and Norco.  In addition, the Project would create jobs which 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 onsite housing and employment generation would not induce substantial 
growth in the area because it is anticipated that the Project’s future residents and employees would 
already be living in and around the general area of Jurupa Valley.   
 
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 
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beyond the rule of reason. CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative effects (CEQA 
Guidelines §151454).  If any other property owner were to propose development or redevelopment 
of a property in the Project vicinity or in any part of the City, the 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, 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 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 proposes the designations on the site be changed to allow Commercial Retail (CR) uses 
in the southern portion of the site, along Mission Boulevard, while allowing high density residential 
uses (HDR) in the central and northern portions of the site.  The new commercial uses of the Project  
would be consistent with existing commercial uses further west along both sides of Mission 
Boulevard, as well as with planned future commercial uses southeast of the site (i.e., property 
designated CR). Therefore, the new uses would generally be consistent with these existing and 
planned uses in terms of the General Plan. 
 
For the reasons outlined above, it is unlikely, speculative, and not reasonably foreseeable that the 
Project would induce substantial growth in the form of additional housing or non-residential 
economic activity or employment that would result in measurable impacts on the off-site physical 
environment. In addition, the development of the proposed Project would not reasonably or 
foreseeably cause the redevelopment of other properties or cause development on other 
properties. (EIR pp. 5-4 through 5-6). 
 

8.0 RESOLUTION REGARDING ALTERNATIVES 
8.4.1 ALTERNATIVE 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…” 
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In determining an appropriate range of alternatives to be evaluated in the 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.  
 
A number of “less intense” alternatives were initially discussed that would reduce the number of 
residential units or the area or density of commercial retail uses from that of the proposed Project. 
Due to the limits of the Flabob ALUP, which would only allow 1 unit per 5 acres or essentially 1 unit 
on the site, there were no viable alternatives that allowed any residential units on the property. 
However, a number of alternatives involving non-residential uses were seen as potentially viable 
for the Project site, depending on what floor area ratio (FAR) was used to estimate total square 
footage of the development. The FAR of the proposed Project is 0.40 which results in a non-
residential density of the site (166.8 persons per acre) which is approximately 10 percent over the 
non-residential density limit established by the ALUP (150 persons per acre). By calculation it was 
determined that an FAR of 0.35, as recommended in the 2017 General Plan for Commercial Retail 
uses, would result in a non-residential site density of just under 150 persons per acre which meets 
the ALUP guideline. 
 
It is estimated the proposed Project would generate a maximum of 57 employees and 241 
customers at any given time on the site. These estimates are based on US Green Building Code 
(USGBC) employee1 and USGBC customer2 data, respectively, applied to the proposed 31,436 
square feet of commercial space. This equals 298 total persons or 166.5 persons per acre at any 
given time on the commercial portion of the site (1.79 acres). Therefore, the Project exceeds or is 
not consistent with the Flabob Airport Zone C restrictions for other commercial uses. 
 
For the purposes of the EIR, one “all retail” alternative (FAR = 0.35) was selected for additional 
study (see below) as well as an “all office” alternative. These two alternatives were selected for 
further analysis to determine what environmental impacts would result from full use of the site 
either of the non-residential land uses, but it is possible that some combination of commercial and 
office uses would also be a feasible land use alternative. CEQA requires an analysis of a reasonable 
range of alternatives, and not every possible permutation of land use combinations.    
 
The City of Jurupa Valley considered but rejected one alternative: an alternative that would develop 
the proposed Project on an alternative site.  CEQA does not require that an analysis of alternative 
sites always be included in an EIR.  However, if the surrounding circumstances make it reasonable 
to consider an alternative site then this alternative should be considered and analyzed in the EIR.  
In making the decision to include or exclude analysis of an alternative site, the “key question and 
first step in analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or 
substantially lessened by putting the project in another location.  Only locations that would avoid or 

                                                   
1    “Building Area Per Employee by Business Type”, US Green Building Code, 549 SF/employee for “Specialty Retail” (ITE Code 814)  
        which is comparable to the independent SANDAG rate of 588 SF/employee for neighborhood commercial uses.   
        https://www.usgbc.org/Docs/Archive/General/Docs4111.pdf 
2    “Table 1, Appendix 2, Default Occupancy Counts,” US Green Building Code, data for General Retail category indicates  
        550 square feet/employee (similar to above) and 130 square feet per transients (customers and others). Website accessed July 30, 2018 
        https://www.usgbc.org/credits/new-construction-existing-buildings-commercial-interiors-core-and-shell-schools-new-constr-3 
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substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need to be considered for inclusion in 
the EIR” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f) (2)).     
 
The Project proposes to develop 6.95 net acres of previously developed but now vacant land within 
the Rubidoux Village Commercial zone (R-VC). In the immediate surrounding area there a several 
small vacant or under-utilized parcels to the south, southwest, west, and northwest of the site, but 
very few of them are within the boundaries of the R-VC zone. In the larger surrounding area there 
are almost 200 acres of mostly vacant land northeast and north of the site along the west bank of 
the Santa Ana Rivers, however, this land has scattered rural residences and remnants of former 
equestrian uses in the area, and it is adjacent to the Santa Ana River.    
 
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 proposed Project. In addition, any 
development similar to the proposed Project that would be built in the same general area as the 
proposed Project would generate traffic on similar streets and at similar intersections compared to 
the proposed Project, and so would result in similar significant traffic-related impacts in that 
regard.  
 
Since there is no available alternative location that would avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant traffic-related 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 nearby area under the jurisdiction of the City of Jurupa Valley that could accommodate 
the Project, an alternative location alternative is not feasible.  (EIR pp. 6.4 through 6-6) 
 
8.4-2   NO PROJECT/NO DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE 
 
The No Project/No Development Alternative would avoid all of the significant environmental 
impacts of the proposed Project. While it is acknowledged that this Alternative would not achieve 
the City’s General Plan vision in terms of developing the site with commercial and/or residential 
land uses, no significant adverse environmental impacts would result from leaving the property in 
its existing condition (other than maintaining its poor aesthetic or visual conditions). The No 
Project/No Development Alternative would not fulfill the underlying purpose of the Project or meet 
any of the Project’s objectives because the site would remain undeveloped and utilized in its 
current condition.  For these reasons the City Council rejects the No Project/No Development 
Alternative. (EIR p. 6-11). 
 
8.4.3 NO PROJECT/ GENERAL PLAN DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE 

Similar to the proposed Project, the No Project/General Plan Development Alternative would still 
have significant impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Land Use and Planning, AND 
Traffic and Transportation in that it is inconsistent with Land Use Element Policies 5.56, 5.57, 5.58, 
5.61. and Mobility Element Policies ME 2.12, ME 2.15, and ME 2.17 as a result of the Project’s 
significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. It would also generate much more traffic compared to 
the proposed Project and could have even greater direct and cumulative traffic impacts on local 
intersections and roadway segments, especially those that needed improvements that were not 
physically feasible. This alternative would meet the Project objectives to a similar degree as the 
proposed Project but would not provide as much of a balance of land uses (i.e., this alternative has 
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substantially more commercial than residential uses). For these reasons the City Council rejects the 
No Project/General Plan Development Alternative. (EIR p. 6-13). 
 

8.4.4 COMMERCIAL RETAIL ALTERNATIVE 
 
The Commercial Office Alternative proposes to build all offices on the Project site to reduce the high 
number of persons per acre generated by commercial retail uses (i.e., employees and customers). 
According to General Plan Table 2.3, Non-Residential Land Use Statistics and Buildout Projections, 
office uses have a recommended FAR of 1.0 so a maximum of 302,742 square feet of offices could be 
built on the site (6.95 acres x 43,560 square feet/acre = 302,742 @ 1.0 FAR = 302,742 square feet). 
General Plan Table 2.3, Residential Land Use Statistics and Buildout Projections, also indicates office 
uses generate 1 employee per 800 square feet (no customers assumed) which would result in 379 
employees which is 55 persons per acre which is well below the ALUP limit of 150 persons per acre. 
This alternative would require a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change to eliminate the HDR 
residential land use designation from the northern portion of the site and change the entire site to 
Commercial Office (CO). It is also estimated these office uses would generate 2,949 daily vehicle 
trips based on the appropriate ITE3 data (9.74 trips per thousand square feet). This alternative 
would meet the Project objectives to a similar degree as the proposed Project but would not 
provide a mix of land uses (i.e., this alternative would not have residential uses).  For these reasons 
the City Council rejects the Commercial Retail Alternative (EIR p. 6-13). 
 

8.4.5 COMMERCIAL OFFICE ALTERNATIVE 
 
Compared to the proposed Project, the Commercial Office Alternative would eliminate significant 
impacts related to Hazards (i.e., ALUP Consistency) and would have reduced impacts relative to 
Land Use and Planning since it would be consistent with the General Plan policies regarding the 
Flabob ALUP. However, this Alternative would still have significant cumulative traffic impacts even 
though it would generate almost 20 percent less traffic compared to the proposed Project (i.e., 
2,949 daily trips vs. 3,616 daily trips). This alternative would provide office uses instead of retail 
use under the proposed Project but would not provide a mix of uses (i.e., no retail or residential 
uses). Therefore, this alternative does not meet the Project objectives to nearly the same degree as 
the proposed Project. For these reasons the City Council rejects the Commercial Office Alternative. 
(EIR p. 6-14 through 6-16). 
 

9.0 RESOLUTION ADOPTING A 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 majority of the benefits of the Project outweigh its significant and unavoidable adverse 
environmental impacts, the City may approve the Project.  Each of the separate benefits listed 

                                                   
3    Institute of Traffic Engineering (ITE) Code 710, General Office, ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition. ITE 2018.  
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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 Sections 3.0 and 4.0 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 EIR 
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 8.0 above, 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 Council makes the following finding: 
 
 Finding 

As the CEQA Lead Agency for the proposed Project, the City Council has reviewed the Project 
description and the alternatives to the Project, as presented in the EIR, and the City Council fully 
understands the Project and its alternatives.  Further, the City Council finds that all potential 
adverse environmental impacts and all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts from the 
Project have been identified in the Draft EIR, Final EIR, and public testimony.  Having considered 
the potential for the Project to cause or contribute to significant and unavoidable adverse impacts 
to Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Land Use/Planning, and Transportation/Traffic, the City 
Council 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 is available to further reduce 
significant impacts.  Further, the City Council finds that economic, social, and other considerations 
of the Project outweigh the Project’s unavoidable impacts to Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
Land Use/Planning, and Transportation/Traffic and that approval of the Project is appropriate.  In 
making this finding, the City Council 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.  These benefits include the following: 
 

a)  The Project would promote the General Plan’s vision to encourage the development of a mix 
of high-quality residential and retail uses in close proximity intended to function as 
pedestrian-oriented community centers in the Rubidoux Town Center area.  

 
b)   The Project would 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. 
 

c)  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; 
 

d) The Project would assist in the reduction in the amount of vehicle miles traveled thus 
assisting in the  reduction of greenhouse gas emission per SB743, reducing traffic 
congestion, and improving safety and health in the City of Jurupa Valley; 
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e) The new jobs provided by the Project will create direct and indirect economic benefits, such s 
increased tax income to the City and increased spending on goods and services; 

 

10.0 ADDITIONAL FACTS ON RECORD 
10.1 ADOPTION OF A MONITORING PLAN FOR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Pursuant to § 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code the City hereby adopts the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) provided at Table F-3 in the Final EIR.  The City 
Council finds that the MMRP is designed to ensure compliance with the Plans, Policies, and 
Programs, Project Design Features, and Mitigation Measures imposed on the Project to mitigate or 
avoid effects on the environment during Project implementation.  The MMRP is on file with the City 
of Jurupa Valley Planning Department, located at 8930 Limonite Avenue in Jurupa Valley, CA, 
92660. 
 
10.2 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 Department, 8930 Limonite 
Avenue, Jurupa Valley, CA, 92660.  The custodian for these records is Thomas Merrell, Planning 
Director.  This information is provided in compliance with Public Resources Code § 21081.6. 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT C OF ATTACHMENT 1 

Recommended Conditions of Approval 



MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA & MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS (MA16224)               OCTOBER 1, 2020 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL (GPA16006, CZ16011, TPM37126 AND SDP16043) 
CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 2020-54 
 

Page 1 of 1 
 

 

EXHIBIT C 

 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1. ALL - PROJECT PERMITTED. MA16224 (GPA16006, CZ16011, TPM37126 and 
SDP16043) is for an approval of Mission Gateway Plaza & Mission Gateway Villas – 
mixed use project consisting of commercial and 57-unit affordable housing 
development. The project site is located at the northeast corner of Mission Boulevard 
and Crestmore Road (APNS: 179-330-002, 003, 004, 005 & 006). 

The approved entitlements include the following: 

a. GPA16006: Change land use designation from Commercial Retail (CR) and 
Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) to Commercial Retail (CR) for the 1.81-
acre commercial parcel and to High Density Residential (HDR) for the 5.20-acre 
residential parcel. 

b. CZ16011: Change the zone from R-VC (Rubidoux-Village Commercial), R-2 
(Multiple Family Dwellings) and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux-
Village Commercial) for the 1.81-acre commercial parcel and to R-3 (Multiple 
Family Dwellings) for the 5.20-acre residential parcel. 

c. TPM37126: Parcel map to merge five (5) parcels and create two (2) parcels:  
Parcel 1 a 1.81-acre parcel for commercial development and Parcel 2 a 5.20-
acre parcel for residential development.    

d. SDP16043:  Construct a 2-story, 28,015 square foot commercial development 
and 83,032 square-foot, 57-unit multi-family affordable housing development 
with community center, pool and maintenance building, and covered and 
uncovered ground level parking.   

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, 

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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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 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. Within thirty (30) days after project approval, the 
owner or designee shall submit written consent to the required conditions of approval to 
the Planning 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 City Council Resolution No. 2020-__ in connection with the certification 
of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the project.  

5. ALL - FEES. The approval of MA16224 (GPA16006, CZ16011, TPM37126 and 
SDP16043) shall not become effective until all planning fees associated with the 
entitlements have been paid in full. 

6. 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.  

7. TPM - APPROVAL PERIOD. An approved or conditionally approved tentative parcel 
map shall expire 36 months after such approval unless within that period of time a final 
map shall have been approved and filed with the County Recorder. Prior to the 
expiration date, the land divider may apply in writing for an extension of time pursuant 
to Title 7 (Subdivisions), Section 7.15.230 of the JVMC.  

8. SDP – APPROVAL PERIOD. This approval shall be used within two (2) years of the 
approval date; otherwise, it shall become null and void and of no effect whatsoever. By 
use is meant the beginning of substantial construction contemplated by this approval 
within two (2) year period which is thereafter diligently pursued to completion or to the 
actual occupancy of existing buildings or land under the terms of the authorized use. 
Prior to the expiration of the two (2) year period, the permittee may request up to three 
(3) years of extension of time in which to begin substantial construction or use of this 
permit. Should the extension be obtained and no substantial construction or use of this 
permit be initiated within five (5) years of the approval date this permit, it shall become 
null and void. 

9. ALL - CONFORMANCE TO APPROVED EXHIBITS. The project shall be in 
conformance to the approved plans (all dated 10-1-20 and listed below) with changes 
in accordance with these conditions of approval: 

a. Architectural Plans 

b. Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plans 
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c. Tentative Parcel Map No. 37126 

d. Conceptual Landscape Plans  

e. Site Walls & Fencing Plan  

f. Public Parking 600-foot Radius Map  

10. ALL - PROOF OF AFFORDABILITY AGREEMENT. Prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit, the Applicant shall provide the Planning Director with a copy of their 
55-year Affordability Agreement with the County of Riverside Housing Authority and 
with the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee. Such agreement shall require and 
ensure the continued affordability of all very low and low-income rental units that 
qualified the Applicant for the award of the density bonus for 55 years or a longer period 
of time, per Government Code Section 65915(c)(1)(A).  

11. SDP - SPECIAL REVIEW OF PARKING. Prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, the applicant shall obtain Planning Director authorization for the Special Review 
of Parking. 

12. 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 Planning Director. 

13. SDP – INSTALL VEHICLE CHARGING STATIONS. A minimum of two vehicle 
charging stations shall be constructed in the commercial parking area and a minimum 
of two vehicle charging stations shall be constructed in in the residential parking area.  
Plans shall be submitted with a minimum of two vehicle charging stations per parcel for 
Planning Director approval prior to the issuance of the first building permit within 
each parcel.  The vehicle charging stations shall be installed prior to the issuance of the 
first Certificate of Occupancy of the either the commercial or residential development.  

14. SDP - MASTER SIGN PROGRAM. A Master Sign Program shall be approved by the 
Planning Director prior to the issuance of the first Building permit of the project. 
The applicant shall submit a Site Development Permit (SDP) to the Planning 
Department for review and approval of the Master Sign Program by the Planning 
Director. The Master Sign Program shall meet the following requirements: (1) 
Demonstrate consistency with Title 9 (Planning and Zoning) including the maximum 
surface area for wall signs; (2) All signage, including freestanding signs, shall 
incorporate the overall development’s architectural theme.  

15. SDP - ON-SITE LANDSCAPING. The following items shall be approved by the 
Planning Director, including landscape and irrigation plans as modified in accordance 
with this condition prior to the issuance of the first building permit: 
  

a. Complete “Professional Services (PROS)” application (Planning) with deposit for 
the review of the final landscape, irrigation, and shading plans for the SDP. 

b. The total cost estimate of landscaping, irrigation, labor, and one-year 
maintenance. 

c. Completed City Faithful Performance Bond for Landscape Improvements form 
with original signatures after the City provides the applicant with the required 
amount of bond. 
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d. Completed City Landscape Agreement with original signatures after the City has 
reviewed the submitted cost estimate. 

e. Final landscape, irrigation plans, shading plan with digital copies (CD format) 
that shall demonstrate compliance to the applicable provisions of the Jurupa 
Valley Municipal Code and these conditions of approval.  

The following events shall be satisfied in the order it is listed prior to the issuance of 
the first Certificate of Occupancy: 

a. Substantial Conformance Letter: The Landscape Architect of Record shall 
conduct an inspection and submit a letter to the City of Jurupa Valley Planning 
Department once the Landscape Architect of Record has deemed the 
installation is in conformance to the approved plans.  

b. City Inspection: The City landscape architect shall conduct an inspection of the 
installation to confirm the landscape and irrigation plan was constructed in 
accordance with the approved plans. 

16. SDP - DELIVERIES. Restricted Loading / Unloading Times. Hours of delivery for the 
project site shall only occur between the hours of 7:00 am – 6:00 pm on Mondays to 
Fridays. Failure to comply with this condition is a violation of this approval of MA16224. 
If the applicant does not correct the violation or has repeatedly violated this condition, 
the applicant shall be subject to a Planning Commission’s public hearing to resolve the 
violation. If the violation cannot be cured for any reason after the Planning 
Commission’s public hearing, (SDP16043) may be subject to revocation. 

17. SDP - ARB SIGN FOR IDLING. Prior to the issuance of the Certificate of 
Occupancy for the commercial building, signs limiting the amount of time allowed for 
truck engine idling shall be installed. The applicant shall submit a plan that includes the 
location and details of a sign stating that “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 sign shall be placed at the truck entrance of the property and one sign at each 
loading parking space at a height from the ground of 5 to 6 feet and shall not be less 
than 24 square inches in size.   

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. 

18. TPM & SDP - OWNERSHIP AND MAINTENANCE OF COMMON AREA. Covenants, 
Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) shall be approved by the Planning Director and 
recorded concurrently with the recordation of the final map for TPM37126 
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 Permanent Organization for the ownership and maintenance of all 
common areas including, but not limited to, landscaping, parking areas, and 
circulation systems (areas) in perpetuity.  
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b. The CC&Rs shall identify the common areas for ownership and maintenance with 
text and an exhibit. The common areas shall include the following items:  

i. Access and Circulation Areas  

ii. Drainage Facilities  

iii. Landscaping and Irrigation  

iv. Parking Areas  

v. On-site Exterior Lighting Fixtures  

vi. Trash Enclosures  

vii. Walls and Fencing  

viii. Other items the Planning Director and City Engineer deem appropriate 

c. Reciprocal Access, Parking and Circulation. The Applicant, or his/her 
designee, shall record a reciprocal nonexclusive easement for vehicular and 
other rights of ingress and egress over the parking areas and driveways to allow 
access from public streets between any parcels which will not be merged. Said 
access easement shall be approved by both the Planning and Engineering 
Departments. 

19. SDP - PERIMETER WALL & FENCE. Split-face walls and fencing shall be constructed 
per the conceptual wall and fence plan and details sheets within the architectural set of 
plans as required by Condition No. 9. A & E Wall & Fence plan that satisfies this 
condition shall be approved by the Planning Director prior to the issuance of the first 
Building permit.  Said wall and fence plan shall match the height of the wall/fencing 
shown within the Site Plan.   

20. SDP - GRAFFITI PROTECTION FOR WALLS. Plans shall 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 Planning Director prior to the issuance of any building permit.  

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 
seven (7) days of the City’s notice. 

21. SDP - PEDESTRIAN ON-SITE PATHWAYS & DRIVEWAY APPROACHES. All on-site 
identified pedestrian access pathways, including in the parking area, and driveway 
approaches, shall be clearly identified to alert drivers of pedestrian pathways or 
approaches to sidewalks. 

All on-site identified pedestrian access pathways shall incorporate special paving such 
as striping, stamped or colored concrete, or another method that meets the intent of this 
condition.  

22. ALL - MAINTENANCE OF PROPERTY. The applicant shall maintain the project site 
and be kept free of debris, weeds, abandoned vehicles, code violations, and any other 
factor or condition that may contribute to potential blight or crime. 

23. SDP - TRASH COLLECTION.  
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a. Detailed plans for trash enclosure(s) shall be approved by the Planning Director 
prior to the issuance of any building permit. Walls of the enclosure and any 
solid gates shall have graffiti protection coating.  

b. An approval or clearance letter from the waste collection agency shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department prior to the issuance of any building 
permit. 

24. SDP - OUTDOOR LIGHTING. All outdoor lighting fixtures shall be maintained in good 
condition. Light fixtures shall be shielded to prevent any light to flood onto adjacent 
properties. 

Photometric Plan. A photometric plan and exhibits of lighting fixtures shall be 
approved by the Planning Director prior to the issuance of any building permit. 
Lighting shall not flood or glare onto adjacent properties.   

25. SDP - ROOFTOP EQUIPMENT. All rooftop equipment shall be screened from public 
view. 

26. TPM & SDP - JURUPA AREA RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT. 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.  

27. TPM & SDP – IMPACT FEES. The applicant shall the pay the following impact fees 
(unless exempt) in accordance with Title 3 of the Municipal Code: 

a. Development Impact Fee (DIF) Program. Prior to final occupancy. 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. Prior 
to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall pay any owed 
MSHCP fees by the required deadline pursuant to Chapter 3.80 of the Municipal 
Code.  

c. Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Program. Prior to final 
occupancy.  The applicant shall show proof of payment of TUMF fees by the 
required deadline pursuant to Chapter 3.70 of the Municipal Code.  

28. SALE OF INDIVIDUAL BUILDINGS. No structure constructed on Project site may be 
sold until the subject Project on which the structure is located is divided and a final map 
recorded in accordance with the City’s subdivision regulations such that the structure is 
located on a separate legally divided parcel. 

ALUC CONDITIONS 

29. Any outdoor lighting that is installed shall be hooded or shielded so as to prevent either 
the spillage of lumens or reflection into the sky. 

30. The following uses shall be prohibited: 

a) Any use which would direct a steady light or flashing light of red, white, green, or 
amber colors associated with airport operations toward an aircraft: engaged in 
an initial straight climb following takeoff or toward an aircraft engaged in a 
straight final approach toward a landing at an airport, other than an FAA-
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approved navigational signal light, visual approach slope indicator, or such red 
light obstruction marking as may be permitted by the Federal Aviation 
Administration. 

b) Any use which would cause sunlight to be reflected towards an aircraft engaged 
in an initial straight climb following takeoff or towards an aircraft engaged in a 
straight final approach towards a landing at an airport. 

c) Any use which would generate smoke or water vapor or which would attract 
large concentrations of birds, or which may otherwise affect safe air navigation 
within the area, including landscaping utilizing water features, trash transfer 
stations that are open on one or more sides, recycling centers containing 
putrescible wastes, construction and demolition debris facilities, and 
incinerators. 

d) Any use which would generate electrical interference that may be detrimental to 
the operation of aircraft: and/or aircraft instrumentation. 

e) Children's schools, hospitals, nursing homes and other skilled nursing and care 
facilities, libraries, and day care centers, due to location within Compatibility 
Zone C. 

31. The attached notice shall be provided to all potential purchasers of the property and all 
potential tenants of the buildings and shall be recorded as a deed notice. 

32. Any new detention basins on the site shall be designed so as to provide for a maximum 
48-hour detention period following the conclusion of the storm event for the design 
storm (may be less, but not more), and to remain totally dry between rainfalls. 
Vegetation in and around the detention basin(s) that would provide food or cover for 
bird species that would be incompatible with airport operations shall not be utilized in 
project landscaping. 

33. Each landowner shall grant an avigation easement to the County of Riverside for the 
use of the general public. 

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 

1. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 
 

1.1. The use hereby conditioned is for a Tentative Parcel Map No. 37126 (TPM37126), Site 
Development Permit (SDP16043), General Plan Amendment (GPA16006), and Change 
of Zone (CZ16011); being a subdivision and development of a Portion of Lot 2 of the 
amended Map of the Indian Hill tract in Book 10, Page 3 of Maps, Records of Riverside 
County, California. Exhibits titled Tentative Parcel Map No. 37126, prepared by Curtis J. 
Dahle, Architect, dated October 1, 2020; and Site Plan, prepared by Curtis J. Dahle, 
Architect, dated October 1, 2020, are hereby referenced. 

 

1.2. It is assumed that any easements shown on the referenced exhibits 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.  
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1.3. All stormwater and water quality management post-construction facilities and 

features (BMPs) will require maintenance by a public agency or Property Owner’s 
Association (HOA/POA). To ensure that the general public is not unduly burdened 
with future costs, the Applicant shall develop a community facilities assessment 
district or other appropriate financing mechanism (i.e. CC&Rs, POA) to provide for 
maintenance of water quality treatment BMPs in perpetuity subject to the approval of 
the City Engineer. 

 
1.4. All offsite stormwater and water quality management post-construction facilities and 

features (BMPs) will require maintenance by a Public Agency. To ensure that the 
general public is not unduly burdened with future costs, the Applicant shall annex to 
Jurupa Valley L&LMD 89-1-C to provide for maintenance of water quality treatment 
BMPs in perpetuity subject to the approval of the City Engineer. 

 
1.5. The project shall be annexed to Jurupa Valley L&LMD 89-1-C for street lighting and 

maintenance of landscape/irrigation within the public right-of- way unless provided by a 
different public agency. 

 

1.6. All utility extensions within the subdivision and within the development shall be placed 
underground. 

 
1.7. Applicant shall provide mechanism to allow for cross-lot drainage. CC&Rs for this 

project shall capture the responsibilities and an easement will be required among 
parcel(s) as applicable and opportune. 

 
1.8. Applicant shall provide mechanism for reciprocal access among parcels. CC&Rs for this 

project shall capture the responsibilities and an easement will be required among 
parcel(s) as applicable and opportune. 

 
 

2. PRIOR TO GRADING PERMIT 
2.1. No grading permit, including mass, rough, and/or precise, shall be issued until the 

associated Planning application and pertinent permits are approved and 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. Grading shall be performed 
in accordance with the recommendations of the geotechnical report. Plans shall be 
approved by the city Engineer and securities shall be in place prior to permit issuance. 

2.2.1. Prior to approval of the grading plan, the Applicant shall submit a project specific 
final geotechnical report for review and approval of the Engineering department. 
The final geotechnical report should address comments provided during the 
entitlement review of the preliminary geotechnical report. 

2.2.2. Final Geotechnical report shall reference final/updated plans for the project.  

2.2.3. Prior to approval of the precise grading plan, the Applicant shall prepare a 
detailed final flood hazard/hydrology and hydraulics report for review and approval 
of the city engineer. 

2.2.4. Final hydrology report shall be for entire project site. 
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2.2.5. Final hydrology report shall verify protection of adjacent properties against site 
runoff. 

2.3. A hauling permit  may be  required  for  this  project  for  the  import/export  of material 
using city streets, the review and approval of the haul route by the Engineering 
Department will be required. Where grading involves import or export the Applicant 
shall obtain approval for the import/export location, from the Engineering Department if 
located in the City. All materials for import/export shall be approved in accordance 
with Title 8 of the City of Jurupa Valley Code of Ordinances.  If import/export location 
is outside of the City, the Applicant shall provide evidence that the jurisdictional 
agency has provided all necessary approvals for import/export to/from the site. 

2.4. The grading plan shall provide for acceptance and proper disposal of all off-site 
drainage flowing onto or through the site. Should the quantities  exceed  the  street  
capacity,   the   Applicant   shall   provide adequate drainage facilities and/or 
appropriate easements as approved by the city engineer. All drainage easements shall 
be shown on the grading plans and noted as follows: "Drainage Easement - no 
building, obstructions, or encroachments by landfills are allowed", drainage easement 
record information shall be shown on the plans. If quantities exceed the existing 
infrastructure capacity, the applicant is responsible to provide design and adequate 
sizing of the affected infrastructure. 

2.5. 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 tentative map exhibit. 

2.6. Temporary erosion control measures shall be implemented immediately following  
rough/mass  grading  to  prevent  transport  and  deposition  of debris  onto  
downstream  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. 

2.7. If  grading  is  required  offsite,  the  Applicant  shall  obtain  written permission  from  
the  property  owner(s)  to  grade  as  necessary  and provide a copy to the 
Engineering Department. 

2.8. It is assumed that the conceptual grading and the provisions for water  quality  
management  shown  on  the referenced exhibits and conceptual drawings 
accompanying this application  can comply with all requirements for a Final Water 
Quality Management Plan (F-WQMP) without substantial change. 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  (RCFC&WCD)  for approval of the city 
engineer. 

2.9. 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)  and  that  SWRCB issued  a WDID  number  which  shall  be  
included  on  the  face  of  the grading plan. 

2.10. Precise grading plans shall show all existing and proposed improvements and be 
consistent with the approved site plan and conditions of approval.  
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3. PRIOR TO PARCEL MAP RECORDATION  
3.1. Offsite improvements shall be constructed prior to map recordation; in such case the 

improvements are not completed prior to map recordation, the applicant shall place a 
bond(s) and securities for the construction of the improvements, in accordance with the 
City of Jurupa Municipal Code and Riverside County ordinances and standard 
practices. 

3.2. No Final Parcel Map shall be recorded until the Site Development Permit associated 
with this subdivision is approved. 

3.3. After approval of the Tentative Parcel map and prior to the expiration of said map, the 
Applicant shall cause the real property included within the Tentative Parcel map exhibit, 
or any part thereof, to be surveyed and a final map thereof prepared in accordance with 
the current City Engineer’s requirements, conditions of approval of the tentative map, 
and in accordance with Title 7 Subdivisions of the Municipal Code. 

3.3.1. Applicant shall provide copy of original parcels formation, current deeds, and 
supporting documents for the creation of the parcels at Final Parcel Map submittal. 

3.4. Easement for necessary streets and public utilities shall be dedicated and shown on the 
final parcel map in accordance with Title 7 of the Municipal Code and these conditions 
of approval. It is understood that the tentative map exhibit correctly shows   acceptable   
centerline elevations, all existing easements, traveled ways, and drainage courses with  
appropriate  Q’s,  and  that  the  omission  or  unacceptability  may require that the 
Applicant amend or revise the tentative map as may be necessary to allow a finding on 
the final map of substantial conformance. 

3.5. Prior to Final Parcel Map recordation, the applicant is required to submit, for review and 
approval of the City Engineer, a grading plan for the entire project site. 

3.6. Prior to parcel map recordation, the applicant is required to submit, for review and 
approval of the City Engineer a drainage study for the entire site. 

3.7. The applicant shall provide plans for approval of the City Engineer for all public and 
private improvements, including but not limited to, street improvements, sidewalk 
improvements, street lighting improvements, 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, 
applicant shall be responsible for referencing the Mitigation Measure associated with 
this project and show any other applicable improvements per the finding s the Traffic 
Impact Analysis. 

3.7.1. Crestmore Road shall be improved as a Local Street with 60-feet ultimate right-
of-way width. 

3.7.1.1. Dedication, along the project frontage, to provide ultimate half width (30-
feet) from centerline to property line is required. 

3.7.1.2. Applicant is responsible for improvements along the project frontage on 
Crestmore Road that include, but are not limited to, curb and gutter, smooth 
transition to existing improvements and infrastructure north of the site, and 10-
feet parkway that includes a 5-feet curb adjacent sidewalk. Additionally, 
pavement repairs as necessary for existing conditions and signing and striping 
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is required. 

3.7.1.3. Applicant is required to performed required improvements (striping) of 
Crestmore Road, south of Mission Boulevard, in order to meet road lane 
configuration approved by the City’s Traffic Safety Committee on May 30, 
2019, to include on-street parking and bike lanes. 

3.7.1.4. Applicant shall size the length of northbound right-turn lane on Crestmore 
Road, south of Mission Boulevard, based on the traffic demand, the opening 
to the right-turn lane shall be at least 90-feet. 

3.7.1.5. Applicant is required to design and provide for the improvement and 
relocation of school crossing at Twining Street to the east at Mintern Street 
and Mission Boulevard intersection. Construction of the crossing will require 
updates to include current ADA standards, pedestrian push button, and in-
pavement flashing markers. 

3.7.1.6. Plans shall provide for construction of ADA compliant depressed curbs 
and access ramps at all the appropriate intersections. 

3.8. The applicant shall submit to the City for review and approval of the City Attorney the 
covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CC&Rs) applicable for the project. 

3.9. The applicant shall provide plans for landscape and irrigation improvements for all 
public streets right-of-way prepared in accordance with the current City of Jurupa Valley 
standards and submitted to the City Engineer for review and approval. 

3.10. If this project is within any assessment/benefit district, the applicant shall make 
application for and pay for any reapportionment of the assessments or pay the unit fee 
in the assessment/benefit district. 

3.11. An Environmental Constraint Sheet is required for this parcel map. 

3.12. Applicant is required to annex into Jurupa Valley Landscape & Lighting 
Maintenance District 89-1-C for maintenance of the landscape parkway 
improvements. The Applicant shall submit landscape and irrigation plans for review 
and approval of the City Engineer. 

3.12.1. The annexation shall be in a manner approved by the City Engineer and City 
Attorney. 

3.12.2. For landscaping within public road rights-of-way separate landscape and 
irrigation plans shall be prepared for approval of the City Engineer. The 
improvements shall comply with the City’s Submittal Guideline and  Riverside 
County Ordinance 461, and Riverside County Ordinance 859, as adopted by the 
City. 

3.12.3. Landscaping plans shall depict ONLY such landscaping, irrigation and related 
facilities as are to be placed within the public rights-of-way. 

3.12.4. Applicant shall prepare Landscape and Irrigation plans for annexation. Plans 
shall be prepared per Riverside County Ordinance 859 and per the City’s 
submittal guidelines and package. 

3.12.5. Improvements to be included in the annexed zone include, but are not limited 
to, the maintenance of the following: 
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a) Parkway landscape maintenance; 
b) Parkway tree trimming; 
c) Streetlight maintenance (if not by different public agency). 

 
4. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMIT 

4.1. Rough grading must be completed as shown on the conceptual grading plans. 

4.2. The Geotechnical  Engineer  shall  certify  to  the  completion  of  grading  in 
conformance with the approved grading plans and the recommendations of the 
geotechnical report approved for this project and a licensed land surveyor shall certify 
to the completion of grading in conformance with the lines and grades shown on the 
approved grading plans. 

4.3. The Applicant shall prepare a precise grading plan for each phase of the project. 
The precise grading plan shall be approved by the city engineer and securities in 
place. 

4.4. The required water system, including fire hydrants, shall be installed and accepted by 
the appropriate service district prior to combustible materials being stored on site.  All 
utility extensions within the subdivision shall be placed underground unless otherwise 
specified or allowed by these Conditions of Approval. 

4.5. All offsite improvement plans shall be approved per these conditions of approval. 

4.6. Prior to issuance of building permit, the applicant shall record final parcel map, to adjust 
location of the property lines per approved Tentative Parcel Map.  

4.7. Applicant shall finish abandonment of any, if any, easements within the site that are 
required for the development of the site. 

4.8. Applicant shall have approved cost estimates for fair-share payments required from this 
project identified on these conditions of approval and the mitigation measures related to 
this project. Cost estimates shall be submitted, reviewed, and approved by the City 
Engineer. 

 

5. PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT FINAL INSPECTION/ CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY 
5.1. The Applicant is responsible for the completion of all grading and improvements for 

each parcel for which plans are required and shall comply with all requirements within 
public and private road rights-of-way shown on those Plans. Prior to the first certificate of 
occupancy, all improvements within the public right-of-way shall be completed and 
accepted by the City. 

5.2. Prior to the first certificate of occupancy, applicant shall ensure that all streetlights within 
the public right of way, required from this project, are energized. 

5.3. Prior to the first certificate of occupancy, applicant is responsible for providing all fair-
share payments identified on the TIA, including: 

5.3.1. Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) report dated April 16, 2018 data was accepted 
with the following comments: 

5.3.1.1. The following conclusion on the report is not accepted: report states that 
fair share mitigations may be waited if it is found to be infeasible or not 
proportional to the Project’s impact. 
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5.3.1.2. The following conclusion on the report is not accepted: report stated that 
mitigation at the intersection of Rubidoux Boulevard and Mission Boulevard 
is infeasible and there would be no impact mitigation. 

 The applicant is conditioned to contribute towards Rubidoux Boulevard and 

Mission Boulevard intersection improvements per fair share percentage 
shown in the TIA.  

5.3.1.3. The following conclusion on the report is not accepted: mitigation at the 
intersection of Crestmore Road and Mission Boulevard is stated as infeasible. 

The applicant is conditioned to contribute towards the city’s Capital Project to 
study and prepare corridor coordination improvements as part of the Mission 
Boulevard Bridge replacement project, contribution shall be per the project fair 
share percentage identified on the TIA. 

5.3.2.  The TIA identifies poor LOS conditions in the City of Riverside at several 
intersections. The applicant will need to coordinate with the City of Riverside the 
mitigation required, if any, for those impacts. Proof of resolution shall be provided 
to the Engineering Department.  

 

 

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: ___________ 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2020-10 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY, 

CALIFORNIA, APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE 

CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY OFFICIAL ZONING MAP 

CHANGING THE ZONE OF APPROXIMATELY 1.79 

ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE 

NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND 

CRESTMORE ROAD (APN: 179-330-005) FROM 

RUBIDOUX-VILLAGE COMMERCIAL (R-VC), MULTIPLE 

FAMILY DWELLINGS (R-2), AND LIGHT AGRICULTURE 

(A-1) ZONES TO RUBIDOUX-VILLAGE COMMERCIAL 

(R-VC) ZONE, APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE 

CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY OFFICIAL ZONING MAP 

CHANGING THE ZONE OF APPROXIMATELY 5.17 

ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE 

NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND 

CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004 AND -

006) FROM RUBIDOUX-VILLAGE COMMERCIAL (R-VC), 

MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLINGS (R-2), AND LIGHT 

AGRICULTURE (A-1) ZONES TO GENERAL 

RESIDENTIAL (R-3) ZONE, AND MAKING FINDINGS 

PURSUANT TO CEQA 

 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY DOES ORDAIN AS 

FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Project.  The City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley does hereby 

find, determine and declare that:  

(a) Northtown Housing Development (the “Applicant”) has applied for General 

Plan Amendment No. 16006, Change of Zone No. 16011, Tentative Parcel Map No. 37126, Site 

Development Permit No. 16043, and an overruling of an Airport Land Use Commission 

determination (collectively, Master Application No. 16224 or MA No. 16224) to permit the 

subdivision of approximately 6.93 gross acres into 2 parcels on real property located on the 

northeast corner of Mission Boulevard and Crestmore Road (APNs: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -

005, and -006) in the Rubidoux-Village Commercial (R-VC), Multiple Family Dwellings (R-2), 

and Light Agricultural (A-1) Zones and designated Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High 

Density Residential (MHDR) with Rubidoux Town Center (RTCO), Flabob Municipal Airport 

(FLO), and Santa Ana River Corridor (SRO) Overlays to allow for a mixed-use development 

project consisting of a 30,715 square foot commercial building on a 1.79 acre parcel and sixty-

eight (68) multi-family affordable housing dwelling units on a 5.14 acre parcel. 

(b) All of the components of Master Application No. 16224 shall collectively 

be known as the “Project.”  Change of Zone No. 16011 is the subject of this Ordinance. 
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Section 2. Change of Zone. 

(a) The Applicant is seeking approval of Change of Zone No. 16011 to rezone 

the proposed 1.79 acre commercial parcel (APN: 179-330-005) from Rubidoux-Village 

Commercial (R-VC), Multiple Family Dwellings (R-2), and Light Agriculture (A-1) Zones to 

Rubidoux-Village Commercial (R-VC) Zone and the proposed 5.17 acre residential parcel (APNs: 

179-330-002, -003, -004 and -006) from Rubidoux-Village Commercial (R-VC), Multiple Family 

Dwellings (R-2), and Light Agriculture (A-1) Zones to General Residential (R-3) Zone. 

(b) Section 9.285.010. of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that 

amendments to Title 9 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code must be made in accordance with the 

procedures set forth in Government Code Section 65800 et seq., as now enacted or hereafter 

amended, and with the requirements of Title 9.  Government Code Section 65853 provides that an 

amendment to a zoning ordinance, which amendment changes any property from one zone to 

another, shall be adopted in the manner set forth in Sections 65854 to 65857, inclusive. 

(c) Government Code Section 65854 provides that the planning commission 

must hold a public hearing on the proposed amendment to a zoning ordinance, with notice of the 

hearing given pursuant to Government Code Section 65090 and, if the proposed amendment to a 

zoning ordinance affects the permitted uses of real property, also given pursuant to Government 

Code Section 65091.  Additionally,  Sections 9.285.040.(1) and (2) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal 

Code provide that the Planning Commission shall hold a noticed public hearing on a proposed 

amendment to Title 9 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code that proposes to change property from 

one zone to another. 

(d) Government Code Section 65855 provides that after the hearing, the 

planning commission must render its decision in the form of a written recommendation to the 

legislative body, which must include the reasons for the recommendation, the relationship of the 

proposed amendment to applicable general and specific plans, and must transmit the 

recommendation to the legislative body in such form and manner as may be specified by the 

legislative body.  Additionally, Section 9.285.040.(3) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code 

provides that, 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 shall contain the reasons for the recommendation and the relationship of 

the proposed amendment to 2017 General Plan.  A copy of the recommendation shall be mailed to 

the applicant and proof thereof shall be shown on the original transmitted to the City Council. 

(e) Government Code Section 65856(a) provides that upon receipt of the 

recommendation of the planning commission, the legislative body must hold a public hearing. 

Additionally, Section 9.285.040.(4)(a) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code provides that upon 

receipt of a recommendation for approval by the Planning Commission, the City Clerk shall set 

the matter for public hearing before the City Council at the earliest convenient day, and give notice 

of the time and place of the hearing in the same manner as notice was given of the hearing before 

the Planning Commission. 

(f) Government Code Section 65857 provides that the legislative body may 

approve, modify, or disapprove the recommendation of the planning commission; provided that 
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any modification of the proposed ordinance or amendment by the legislative body not previously 

considered by the planning commission during its hearing, must first be referred to the planning 

commission for report and recommendation, but the planning commission shall not be required to 

hold a public hearing thereon. Additionally, Section 9.285.040.(5) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal 

Code provides that after closing the public hearing the City Council must render its decision within 

a reasonable time and may approve, modify, or disapprove the recommendation of the Planning 

Commission; provided, however, that any proposed modification of the Planning Commission’s 

recommendation not previously considered by the Planning Commission must first be referred 

back to the Planning Commission for a report and recommendation. 

Section 3. Procedural Findings.  The City Council of the City of Jurupa 

Valley does hereby find, determine, and declare that: 

(a) The application for MA No. 16224 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 May 27, 2020, the Planning Commission of the City of Jurupa Valley 

held a public hearing on MA No. 16224, 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.  Following a discussion of 

the Project the Planning Commission voted to recommend approval of MA No. 16224 by adopting 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 2020-05-27-03, a Resolution of the Planning Commission 

of the City of Jurupa Valley Recommending that the City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley 

Certify an Environmental Impact Report and Adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations and 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for a Mixed-Use Development Project on 

Approximately 6.93 Gross Acres Located on the Northeast Corner of Mission Boulevard and 

Crestmore Road (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, And -006), Overrule the Airport Land 

Use Commission’s Determination of Inconsistency, and Approve General Plan Amendment No. 

16006, Change of Zone No. 16011, Tentative Parcel Map No. 37126, and Site Development Permit 

No. 16043 to Permit the Subdivision of Approximately 6.93 Gross Acres Located on the Northeast 

Corner of Mission Boulevard and Crestmore Road (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, And -

006) Into 2 Parcels to Allow for a Mixed-Use Development Project. 

(c) On July 16, 2020, the City Council held a public hearing on MA No. 16224, 

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 continued 

the public hearing. 

(d) On August 6, 2020, the City Council held a public hearing on MA No. 

16224, 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 

continued the public hearing. 

(e) On September 3, 2020, the City Council held a public hearing on MA No. 

16224, 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 

continued the public hearing. 
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(f) On October 1, 2020, the City Council held a public hearing on MA No. 

16224, 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. 

(g) All legal preconditions to the adoption of this Ordinance have occurred. 

Section 4. California Environmental Quality Act Findings.  The City Council 

hereby makes the following environmental findings and determinations in connection with the 

approval of proposed Change of Zone No. 16011: 

(a)   Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Cal. 

Pub. Res. Code, § 21000 et seq.) and the State Guidelines (the “Guidelines”) (14 Cal. Code Regs. 

§ 15000 et seq.), City staff prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental effects of the 

approval of the Project.  Based upon the findings contained in that Study, the City issued a Notice 

of Preparation (NOP) on June 20, 2018.  The NOP was sent to the State Clearinghouse (SCH 

#2018061047), responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and interested parties and posted on the 

City’s website on June 20, 2018. 

(b) A Draft Environmental Impact Report (the “DEIR”) was prepared for the 

Project between June 2018 and January 2019.  In accordance with CEQA and the Guidelines 

promulgated with respect thereto, the City analyzed the Project’s potential impacts on the 

environment. 

(c) Consistent with Guidelines Section 15105, the City circulated the DEIR 

(including appendices) for the Project to the public and other interested parties for a 45-day 

comment period, from January 11, 2019, through February 25, 2019.   

(d) The City prepared written responses to all comments received on the DEIR 

during the comment period and those responses to comments are incorporated into the Final 

Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR”), which Final EIR was prepared in accordance with 

CEQA.  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). 

(e) The Final EIR, which is on file with the City Clerk and incorporated by 

reference into City Council Resolution No. 2020-54, is comprised of the DEIR dated January 7, 

2019, and all appendices thereto; the Comments and Response to Comments on the DEIR, addenda 

and errata to the DEIR, which are contained in a separate volume, and the Mitigation Monitoring 

and Reporting Program for the Project. 

(f) On May 27, 2020, the Planning Commission conducted duly noticed public 

hearings to consider the Project and the Final EIR, reviewed the staff report, accepted and 

considered public testimony.  After due consideration, the Planning Commission found that 

agencies and interested members of the public were afforded ample notice and opportunity to 

comment on the Final EIR and the Project and approved Resolution No. 2020-05-27-03 

recommending that City Council certify the Final EIR, adopt findings of fact pursuant to the 
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California Environmental Quality Act, adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and 

adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Project. 

(g) On October 1, 2020, the City Council, 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.  Based upon the evidence presented at the hearing, including 

the staff report and oral testimony, the City Council, by separate Resolution No. 2020-54, certified 

the Final EIR, adopted findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act for the 

Project as set forth in Exhibit “B” to City Council Resolution No. 2020-54, adopted a Statement 

of Overriding Considerations as set forth in Exhibit “B” to City Council Resolution No. 2020-54, 

and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project as set forth in Exhibit 

“B” to City Council Resolution No. 2020-54. 

(h) All actions taken by City have been duly taken in accordance with all 

applicable legal requirements, including CEQA, and all other requirements for notice, public 

hearings, findings, votes and other procedural matters. 

(i) The custodian of records for the Final EIR, Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and all other materials that constitute 

the record of proceedings upon which the City Council’s decision was based, including, without 

limitation, the staff reports for Master Application No. 16224, all of the materials that comprise 

and support the Final EIR and all of the materials that support the staff reports for Master 

Application No. 16224, is the City Clerk of the City of Jurupa Valley.  Those documents are 

available for public examination during normal business hours at the Office of the City Clerk, City 

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

Section 5. Findings for Approval of Change of Zone.  The City Council of the City 

of Jurupa Valley hereby finds and determines that CZ No. 16011 should be adopted because the 

proposed Change of Zone No. 16011 will be consistent with the City of Jurupa Valley General 

Plan, as amended by General Plan Amendment No. 16006, in that the proposed Rubidoux-Village 

Commercial (R-VC) zoning classification for the proposed 1.79 acre commercial parcel is 

consistent with the proposed Commercial Retail (CR) land use designation, and the proposed 

General Residential (R-3) zoning classification for the proposed 5.17 acre residential parcel is 

consistent with the proposed High Density Residential (HDR) land use designation. 

Section 6. Approval of Zone Change.  The City Council of the City of Jurupa Valley 

hereby rezones approximately 1.79 acres of real property located on the northeast corner of 

Mission Boulevard and Crestmore Road (APN: 179-330-005) from Rubidoux-Village 

Commercial (R-VC), Multiple Family Dwellings (R-2), and Light Agriculture (A-1) Zones to 

Rubidoux-Village Commercial (R-VC) Zone and approximately 5.17 acres of real property located 

on the northeast corner of Mission Boulevard and Crestmore Road (APNs: 179-330-002, -003, -

004 and -006) from Rubidoux-Village Commercial (R-VC), Multiple Family Dwellings (R-2), and 

Light Agriculture (A-1) Zones to General Residential (R-3) Zone, and directs the City Manager to 

revise the official City of Jurupa Valley Zoning Map to designate the property as being in this new 

zone. 
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Section 7. 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 

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 8. Effect of Ordinance.  This Ordinance is intended to supersede any 

ordinance or resolution of the County of Riverside incorporated by the City of Jurupa Valley that 

may in conflict with the terms of this Ordinance. 

Section 9. 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 10. 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 15th day of October 2020. 

______________________________ 

Anthony Kelly, Jr. 

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, City Clerk of the City of Jurupa Valley, do hereby certify that the 

foregoing Ordinance No. 2020-10 was introduced at a meeting of the City Council of the City of 

Jurupa Valley on the 1st day of October 2020 and thereafter at a regular meeting held on the 15th 

day of October 2020, 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 15th day of October 2020. 

 

________________________________ 

Victoria Wasko, City Clerk 

City of Jurupa Valley 
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120

STAFF REPORT

DATE: AUGUST 6, 2020

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

FROM: ROD BUTLER, CITY MANAGER
BY: THOMAS G. MERRELL, AICP, PLANNING DIRECTOR

SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO. 15.B

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER MASTER APPLICATION 
(MA) NO. 16224:  GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA) NO. 16006, 
CHANGE OF ZONE (CZ) NO. 16011, TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM) 
NO. 37126 AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP) NO. 16043 FOR 
MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA & MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS (A MIXED-
USE PROJECT CONSISTING OF COMMERCIAL AND 68-UNIT MULTI-
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT) LOCATED AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER 
OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-
002, 003, 004, 005 & 006); (APPLICANT: NORTHTOWN HOUSING 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION)

 RECOMMENDATION
1) That the City Council, by a 2/3 vote, adopt Resolution No. 2020-54, entitled:

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY, 
CALIFORNIA, CERTIFYING AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND 
ADOPTING A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR A MIXED-USE 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT ON APPROXIMATELY 6.93 GROSS ACRES LOCATED 
ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND CRESTMORE 
ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, AND -006), OVERRULING THE 
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION’S DETERMINATION OF INCONSISTENCY, 
AND APPROVING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 16006, TENTATIVE 
PARCEL MAP NO. 37126, AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 16043 TO 
PERMIT THE SUBDIVISION OF APPROXIMATELY 6.93 GROSS ACRES 
LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND 
CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, AND -006) INTO 2 
PARCELS TO ALLOW FOR A MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

2) That the City Council conduct a first reading and introduce Ordinance No. 2020-10,
entitled:
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AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY, 
CALIFORNIA, APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY 
OFFICIAL ZONING MAP CHANGING THE ZONE OF APPROXIMATELY 1.79 
ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF 
MISSION BOULEVARD AND CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -
004, -005, AND -006 ) FROM RUBIDOUX-VILLAGE COMMERCIAL (R-VC), 
MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLINGS (R-2), AND LIGHT AGRICULTURE (A-1) ZONES 
TO RUBIDOUX-VILLAGE COMMERCIAL (R-VC) ZONE, APPROVING AN 
AMENDMENT TO THE CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY OFFICIAL ZONING MAP 
CHANGING THE ZONE OF APPROXIMATELY 5.17 ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY 
LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND 
CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, -003, -004, -005, AND -006 ) FROM 
RUBIDOUX-VILLAGE COMMERCIAL (R-VC), MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLINGS (R-
2), AND LIGHT AGRICULTURE (A-1) ZONES TO GENERAL RESIDENTIAL (R-3) 
ZONE, AND MAKING FINDINGS PURSUANT TO CEQA 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Mission Gateway Plaza and Mission Gateway Villas (hereafter, the “Project”) is a 
proposed mixed-use development consisting of a 1.79-acre parcel for a 30,715 square 
foot commercial building and a 5.14-acre parcel for a 68-unit multi-family affordable 
housing development totaling 95,862 square feet. The Project includes ground level 
parking; landscaping; internal paving and walkways; community center and pool facility 
space.  

The Applicant (“Applicant” or “Northtown Housing Development Corporation”), has 
submitted the following applications:  

1. General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006: Change existing land use designation 
from Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR: 5 to 8 
dwelling units per acre) to Commercial Retail (CR) for the 1.79 acre commercial parcel 
and High Density Residential (HDR: 8 to 14 dwelling units per acre) for the 5.14-acre 
residential parcel. 

2. Change of Zone (CZ) No. 16011: Change the zone classification from R-VC 
(Rubidoux-Village Commercial), R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) and A-1 (Light 
Agriculture) to R-VC (Rubidoux-Village Commercial) for the 1.79 acre commercial 
parcel and R-3 (Multiple Family Dwellings) for the 5.14 acre residential parcel 

3. Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) No. 37126: Parcel map to merge five (5) parcels and 
create two (2) parcels:  Parcel 1 would be a 1.79-acre parcel for commercial 
development and Parcel 2 would be a 5.14-acre parcel for residential development.   

4. Site Development Permit (SDP) No. 16043:  For the construction of the (a) 
commercial development on a 1.79-acre parcel and (b) 68-unit multi-family 
affordable housing development with community center, pool and maintenance 
building, and covered and uncovered ground level parking, on a 5.14-acre parcel.  
The Project includes landscaping, internal paving and walkways.  
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The project site (comprised of five (5) parcels) is located at the northeast corner of Mission 
Boulevard and Crestmore Road within the Rubidoux Town Center Overlay. The site is 
bounded by Crestmore Road on the west followed by the County of Riverside Fleet 
Services facility further to the west, single-family residential development and vacant land 
to the north, the Santa Ana River to the east, Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District maintenance access road to the immediate south and Mission 
Boulevard to the south with a mobile home park and vacant land further to the south.  
Exhibit 1 provides an aerial view of the project site.  

EXHIBIT 1:  AERIAL VIEW 

 

BACKGROUND 
City Council Hearing 

At the July 16, 2020 Council hearing, the City Council opened the public hearing and 
continued this item to the August 6, 2020 Council meeting at the request of the Applicant 
in order to have all five (5) Councilmembers present to hear this item. 

Planning Commission Recommendation 

On May 27, 2020, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing to consider this 
Project and by a 4-0-1 vote, adopted Planning Commission Resolution No. 2020-05-27-
03, recommending that the City Council (1) certify the Environmental Impact Report and 
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program; (2) approve General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006; (3) approve Change 
of Zone (CZ) No. 16011; (4) approve Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) No. 37126; (5) approve 
Site Development Permit (SDP) No. 16043; and (6) overrule the Airport Land Use 

Subject Site 
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Commission’s (ALUC) Determination of Inconsistency in order to allow the construction 
of Mission Gateway Plaza and Mission Gateway Villas development project on the 
approximately 6.93-acre site. 

The staff report and the minutes from the May 27, 2020 Planning Commission meeting 
are respectively provided as attachments.  

ANALYSIS 
General Plan Amendment  
The General Plan Land Use Map designates the property as Commercial Retail (CR) and 
Medium High Density Residential (MHDR), which allows a density up to 8 dwelling units 
per acre.  The General Plan Amendment (GPA) proposes to keep the Commercial Retail 
(CR) designation for the 1.79-acre parcel and change the remaining 5.14-acre parcel to 
High Density Residential (HDR), which allows a density up to 14 dwelling units per acre.  
The Project proposes 13 dwelling units per acre and is in compliance with the proposed 
HDR land use designation.   

The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is used to describe non-residential land uses in terms of 
intensity, massing, and scale and to estimate non-residential floor area square footages 
for planning purposes. FARs are estimated ranges in the General Plan. The CR 
designation recommends local and regional serving retail and service uses with a range 
of 0.15 to 0.35. The commercial portion of the project is .40 FAR which is generally close 
to the recommended range. 

The Project adheres to and is consistent with the applicable goals and policies within the 
General Plan, specifically within the CR (Commercial Retail) and HDR (High Density 
Residential) land use designations, as follows:  

 Project is consistent with the goals and policies within the Rubidoux Town Center 
Overlay, specifically the Rubidoux Village Policy Area (RVPA), created to establish 
a general consensus and vision for the downtown Rubidoux area. 

 Per the Rubidoux Town Center Overlay, the Project promotes infill development 
and improvement of established town centers.  It also promotes a more urbanized, 
pedestrian-oriented mix of residential, commercial, office, entertainment, civic, 
transit, educational, and/or recreational uses, among others. 

 The proposed amendment contributes to the purpose of the General Plan by 
broadening commercial and higher density residential zones in the City, which 
would allow the development of general commercial land uses, add to the City’s 
affordable housing stock and promote revitalization within the Rubidoux Town 
Center Overlay. 

 The proposed amendment to a higher density land use will help meet the City’s 
RHNA (Regional Housing Needs Assessment) numbers and contributes to all the 
goals and policies within the General Plan’s Housing Element. One of policies 
includes encouraging construction of multi-family housing affordable to moderate, 
and lower income households. 
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 The amendment and the subsequent development would expand basic 
employment job opportunities and the ratio of jobs-to-workers in the City by 
providing jobs ranging from construction workers necessary for the development 
to the jobs necessary to operate the general commercial and office uses. This 
project would help promote jobs for people of all income levels, including low-
income residents. 

Change of Zone 

According to the Zoning Map, the Project site has three (3) zoning classifications: R-VC 
(Rubidoux-Village Commercial), R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) and A-1 (Light 
Agriculture). The Applicant has applied for a Change of Zone which will rezone the entire 
subject site as follows: R-VC (Rubidoux-Village Commercial) for the 1.79-acre 
commercial parcel and R-3 (General Residential) for the 5.14-acre residential parcel. 

Exhibit 2 depicts the existing Land Use Designation and Zoning Classification, while 
Exhibit 3 depicts the proposed changes.   

EXHIBIT 2:           
                        ZONING MAP                                      LAND USE MAP  
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EXHIBIT 3: 
PROPOSED ZONING                                                   PROPOSED LAND USE                                   

                        

R-VC (Rubidoux-Village Commercial) Zone 
The Project is consistent with the permitted uses and development standards within the 
R-VC (Rubidoux-Village Commercial) Zone. The development standards of this Zone are 
intended to ensure the redevelopment of properties within the Rubidoux Overlay with a 
variety of intense compact commercial and service uses appropriate for a community 
center.  As outlined in the Rubidoux Overlay and within the R-VC Zone, development 
within the overlay shall be subject to an architectural theme as illustrated in the Rubidoux 
Village Design Workbook (RVDW).  The subject site is located within the East Village 
Community Plan Designation as depicted within the RVDW.   

Table 1 provides a summary of the project’s compliance with development standards 
pertaining to setbacks, height and parking within the R-VC Zone.    

TABLE 1: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN R-VC ZONE 

Standards Does the Project comply 
with the standards? 

Supporting Information 

Minimum Lot Area: None Yes As shown on the site plan 

General Setbacks:  15 feet behind curb 
face. 

Yes As shown on the site plan 

Project Type 3 Setbacks:  No more than 
one hundred (100) linear feet of building 
may be located on the setback line or 
within four (4) feet of the setback line 
without a minimum four (4) foot deep by 
eight (8) feet long horizontal offset 

Yes As shown on the site plan 
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extending vertically the height of the first 
or ground floor from the ground to the 
ceiling or roof plate/line. 
Courtyard requirements  Yes As shown on the site plan 
Entry forecourt requirement  Yes As shown on the site plan 
No building or structure shall exceed fifty 
(50) feet in height.  Towers and non-
inhabitable thematic structures shall not 
exceed seventy (70) feet in height. 
 

Yes As shown on the elevations 

Parking as required by Section 
9.240.120, including shared parking 
provisions for the Rubidoux Village 
Policy Area:  136 spaces required 
 

Yes 
 

136 overall parking spaces 
provided as shown on the 
site plan and off-site street 
parking as shown on the 
600-foot parking radius map 

Compliance with Rubidoux Village 
Design Workbook 

Yes As shown on the site plan 
and elevations 

 
R-3 (General Commercial) Zone 
Section 9.080.020 of the JVMC lists uses permitted within the R-3 Zone, which include 
two-family dwellings, multiple-family dwellings, bungalow courts and apartment houses, 
subject to a Site Development Permit approved pursuant to Section 9.240.330 (Site 
Developments).  The Project is consistent with the development standards within the R-
3 Zone. 
Table 2 provides a summary of the project’s compliance with the residential development 
standards pertaining to setbacks, height and parking. 

TABLE 2: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN R-3 ZONE 

Standards Does the Project 
comply with the 

standards? 

Supporting Information 

Minimum Lot Area: 7,200 square feet  
Minimum Lot Width:  60 feet 
Minimum Lot Depth:  100 feet  

Yes As shown on the site plan 

Setbacks: Front and rear yards - 10 feet 
for buildings that do not exceed thirty-
five (35) feet in height; side yard – 5 feet  

Yes As shown on the site plan 

Maximum lot coverage 50% Yes As shown on the site plan 
Maximum floor area ratio of 2:1  Yes  As shown on the site plan 
Entry forecourt requirement  Yes  As shown on the site plan 
No building or structure shall exceed fifty 
(50) feet in height.   

Yes As shown on the elevations 

Parking as required by Section 
9.240.120:  177 parking spaces required 
 

Yes with the 
application of 

Government Code 
Section 65915 (p) (1), 

in addition to the 
shared parking per 
the Shared Parking 

Analysis 

156 overall parking spaces 
provided as shown on the site 
plan  
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Request for Parking Reduction based on Density Bonus Law (Section 65915) 
Government Code Section 65915(p)(1) provides that “upon the request of the developer, 
a city shall not require a vehicular parking ratio, inclusive of handicapped and guest 
parking, of a development meeting the criteria of subdivisions (b) and (c), that exceeds 
[specified] ratios.”  Specified parking ratios are outlined in the section above (139 parking 
spaces).   
The Applicant’s project description and Request for Modification of Parking Standards 
letter (both attached to this report) and site plan parking ratios all provide a request by the 
developer to apply this Government Code Section to reduce residential parking 
requirements.  The Government Code states that if a project meets the affordability ratios 
and guaranteed affordability in subdivisions (b) and (c) of Section 65915, then the project 
is eligible for this parking concession even if the Applicant is not seeking any density 
bonus for the same project. The Applicant is not seeking a density bonus for this project, 
however, is seeking parking concession.  
The proposed project meets the affordability ratio requirements of Section 65915(b) as 
outlined in the Applicant’s letter as the proposed project will target the 30%, 50%, or 60% 
Area Median Income (AMI) population, all lower income levels. Furthermore, all 68 units 
will be 100% affordable with tenants paying only 30% of their income towards housing 
costs. Subsidies will be from Section 8 vouchers and VASH vouchers for veterans. As 
such, the project also qualifies under the recently added category described in 
Government Code Section 65915(b)(1)(G) for projects where 100% of the housing units 
(other than manager’s units) are restricted to very low, lower and moderate income 
residents, with a maximum of 20% moderate.  
The proposed project also meets the affordability restriction requirements of Government 
Code Section 65915(c).  As mentioned in the Request for Parking Modification letter, the 
Applicant will have a 55-year Affordability Agreement with the County of Riverside 
Housing Authority and with the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee. This appears 
to also meet the Government Code Section 65915(c)(1)(A) requirement that the applicant 
agree to, and the City ensure, the continued affordability of all very low and low-income 
rental units that qualified the applicant for the award of the density bonus for 55 years or 
a longer period of time. 
Request for Parking Reduction based on Shared Parking Analysis 
The Applicant prepared a Shared Parking Analysis, attached to this report, which 
identifies 229 on-site parking spaces and 63 off-site street parking spaces within the 600-
foot radius from the project site as permitted by the R-VC Zone, for a total of 292 parking 
spaces available for the entire project. While the code requires a total of 315 overall 
parking spaces, the Shared Parking Analysis concluded that, based on the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE), the actual demand estimates for the Project amounted to 
246 parking spaces.   
The report further summarized that during peak evening periods, the residential demand 
for parking at nighttime could exceed residential parking supply by up to 18 vehicles.  If 
this higher evening residential parking demand occurs, then 18 residential parking spaces 
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could be shared with the commercial parking during the evenings, this of course would 
include the street parking spaces allowed within the R-VC Zone.   
Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) 
The Project requires a Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) to merge five (5) parcels and create 
two (2) parcels:  Parcel 1 would be a 1.79-acre parcel for commercial development and 
Parcel 2 would be a 5.14-acre parcel for residential development.   

Staff has found the TPM to be in conformance with Title 7 (Subdivisions) and in 
conformance with the City’s Zoning Code and General Plan Land Use designation and 
with the approval of General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006 and Change of Zone 
(CZ) No. 16011.  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.  
Furthermore, the Engineering Department has reviewed the project for access, 
circulation, grading, and drainage and has recommended conditions to comply with 
mandated regulations. 
Site Development Permit (SDP) 
The Project is subject to a Site Development Permit (SDP) for both the commercial and 
multi-family residential development.  The proposed 1.79-acre parcel proposes the 
following development: 

 2-story, 30,715 square foot commercial building with 24.8% lot coverage and .40 
FAR (floor area ratio). 

 46.3% paved and 28.9% landscaped areas 
 136 code required parking spaces consisting of 73 on-site parking spaces and 63 

off-site, street parking spaces within a 600-foot radius as permitted within the R-VC 
code.  

The proposed 5.14-acre parcel proposes the following multi-family residential 
development: 

 14 detached, 2-story residential buildings totaling 68 residential dwelling units 
 20.5% lot coverage; 39.5% paved area; 38% open space/walk area; and 2% patio 

areas 
 Density:  13.2 dwelling units per acre  

The site plan is provided as Exhibit 4 below and is included within the architectural set of 
plans as an Attachment to this report. 
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EXHIBIT 4:  PROPOSED SITE PLAN 

 

The Project conforms to all of the applicable goals and policies within the General Plan, 
including, but not limited to, promoting infill and improvement of established town centers, 
creating a more urbanized, pedestrian-oriented mix of residential, commercial, office, 
entertainment, civic, transit, educational, and/or recreational uses.  Additionally, the 
project complies with the development standards within both the R-VC and R-3 Zones, 
with the application of Government Code Section 65915(p)(1) and the Shared Parking 
Analysis. 

Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) 
The subject site is located within the Flabob Municipal Airport Overlay (FLO). On March 
2, 2017, staff circulated the development plans to ALUC for their review and comment.  
On May 11, 2017, the ALUC staff report found the proposed General Plan Amendment 
and Change of Zone “Consistent” with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), 
subject to the understanding that the number of dwelling units on this site will not exceed 
68.  ALUC summarized that, while the site would normally be restricted to a maximum 
residential density of 0.2 dwelling units per acre, the site previously accommodated a 66-
unit mobile home community and two single-family residences. ALUC concluded that the 
Project’s proposed 68 units would not increase the number of dwelling units that existed 
on the site at the time of adoption of the Flabob Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
(Flabob ALUCP).  
ALUC went on to summarize that the Project would not expose additional people to 
potential hazards from aircraft relative to the number of persons in the previously existing 
dwelling units and would not expose people to excessive noise levels, and that the project 
is located adjacent to the Santa Ana River, which provides a large amount of open area 
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for emergency landings.  ALUC’s May 11, 2017 staff report is provided as an attachment 
to this report.  
ALUC’s Inconsistency Decision 
ALUC, however, determined that the Site Development Permit (SDP) was inconsistent 
with the ALUCP based on the nonresidential intensity limits being exceeded by the 
proposed commercial building. Nonresidential intensity within Airport Compatibility Zone 
C in the Flabob Airport Influence Area is limited to an average intensity of 75 persons per 
acre and a maximum single-acre intensity of 150 persons.   
On July 13, 2017, ALUC found the entirety of the Project (i.e., GPA, CZ, and SDP) to be 
inconsistent with the 2004 Flabob ALUP due to the site’s location within Compatibility 
Zone C, which limits residential density to one dwelling unit per five acres and based also 
on the nonresidential intensity limits being exceeded by the proposed commercial 
building, which is a maximum occupancy of 150 persons per one acre. ALUC’s letter is 
listed as Appendix L to the Draft EIR (DEIR), provided as an Attachment to this report.  
Additionally, ALUC provided a comment letter dated February 21, 2019 to the DEIR which 
is incorporated in the Final EIR attached to this report. In that letter, ALUC restates its 
inconsistency findings with the Project as well as addresses items within the DEIR.  The 
City provided responses within the Final EIR (FEIR) to ALUC’s comment letter, in addition 
to five other letters received from other agencies. The City also prepared Facts and 
Findings regarding the Environmental Effects of the approval of the Project, see 
attachment to the FEIR included within this staff report, and concluded that the project 
warranted the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  
Overruling Inconsistency Decision 
Per the Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21676 (b), the local agency (City Council) 
may, after a public hearing, propose to overrule the commission (ALUC) by a two-thirds 
vote of its governing body if it makes specific findings that the proposed action is 
consistent with the purposes of this article stated in Section 21670.  At least 45 days prior 
to the decision to overrule the commission, the local agency governing body shall provide 
the commission and the division (State of California Department of Transportation 
Aeronautics Division) a copy of the proposed decision and findings.   
The commission and the division may provide comments to the local agency governing 
body within 30 days of receiving the proposed decision and findings.  If the commission 
or division’s comments are not available within this time limit, the local agency governing 
body may act without them.  The comments by the division or the commission are 
advisory to the local agency governing body.  The local agency governing body shall 
include comments from the commission and division in the public record of any final 
decision to overrule the commission, which may only be adopted by a two-thirds vote of 
the governing body. 
ALUC’s Response Letter to Proposed Overrule 
On June 2, 2020, staff provided ALUC and the State Department of Transportation 
Aeronautics Division the required 45-day notice advising these agencies of the City’s 
intent to overrule ALUC’s decision.  On June 8, 2020, ALUC prepared a response letter, 
attached to this report, which agreed with most of the findings made by the City with 
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respect to the Project’s building height and no penetration into the airport’s navigation 
obstruction criteria, as well as concurring with findings made with respect to no impacts 
to the Project from existing airport noise levels.  
ALUC’s letter summarized the following: 

In the event that the City Council deems it appropriate to overrule the determination 
of inconsistency and approve the project, the City is encouraged to apply the 
conditions included in ALUC's staff report on the project. Implementation of those 
conditions would not render the project consistent with the 2004 Flabob Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan. They are recommended in order to minimize impacts 
on the continued use of the airport and to notify the public of the risk and the aircraft 
overflights, but cannot eliminate vulnerability in the event of an aircraft accident. 

The conditions referenced in ALUC’s May 11, 2017 staff report (provided as an 
attachment to this report) are as follows: 

1. Any outdoor lighting that is installed shall be hooded or shielded so as to prevent 
either the spillage of lumens or reflection into the sky. 

2. The following uses shall be prohibited: 
(a) Any use which would direct a steady light or flashing light of red, white, 

green, or amber colors associated with airport operations toward an aircraft 
engaged in an initial straight climb following takeoff or toward an aircraft 
engaged in a straight final approach toward a landing at an airport, other 
than an FAA-approved navigational signal light, visual approach slope 
indicator, or such red light obstruction marking as may be permitted by the 
Federal Aviation Administration. 

(b) Any use which would cause sunlight to be reflected towards an aircraft 
engaged in an initial straight climb following takeoff oi- towards an aircraft 
engaged in a straight final approach towards a landing at an airport. 

(c) Any use which would generate smoke or water vapor or which would attract 
large concentrations of birds, or which may otherwise affect safe air 
navigation within the area, including landscaping utilizing water features, 
trash transfer stations that are open on one or more sides, recycling centers 
containing putrescible wastes, construction and demolition debris facilities, 
and incinerators. 

(d) Any use which would generate electrical interference that may be 
detrimental to the operation of aircraft and/or aircraft instrumentation. 

(e) Children's schools, hospitals, nursing homes and other skilled nursing and 
care facilities, libraries, and day care centers, due to location within 
Compatibility Zone C. 

3. The attached notice shall be provided to all potential purchasers of the property 
and all potential tenants of the buildings, and shall be recorded as a deed notice. 

4. Any new detention basins on the site shall be designed so as to provide for a 
maximum 48-hour detention period following the conclusion of the storm event for 
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the design storm (may be less, but not more), and to remain totally dry between 
rainfalls. Vegetation in and around the detention basin(s) that would provide food 
or cover for bird species that would be incompatible with airport operations shall 
not be utilized in project landscaping. 

Additionally, ALUC requested that each landowner grant an avigation easement to the 
County of Riverside for the use of the general public. 
Staff has reviewed ALUC’s suggested conditions and request. Staff has received 
confirmation that the Applicant has agreed to ALUC’s conditions and request. In addition 
to the Planning Commission’s recommended conditions, staff recommends the City 
Council to add these ALUC conditions. Exhibit C of Resolution No. 2020-54 includes both 
the Planning Commission’s recommended conditions and these ALUC conditions. ALUC 
conditions are listed as Condition Nos. 29 – 33. 
Findings for Overruling ALUC’S Inconsistency Decision 
The findings for overruling ALUC’s “Inconsistency” decision are outlined in detail within 
the May 27, 2020 Planning Commission staff report, provided as an attachment to this 
report.  Additionally, ALUC’s own findings within their May 11, 2017 staff report outlined 
the following “consistency” findings with their ALUCP: 
Noise: The site is located outside the area subject to average aircraft noise levels 
exceeding 55 CNEL. Beyond the 55 CNEL contour, standard construction methods are 
sufficient to achieve interior noise levels not exceeding 45 CNEL. Therefore, although 
Zone C normally requires special noise mitigation for residential and office development, 
no special measures to mitigate aircraft generated noise are required.  
PART 77: The elevation of Runway 6-24 at its nearest point to the project boundaries is 
approximately 766.8 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). At an approximate distance of 
2,640 feet to the property line and relevant slope of 5 0, any structure within the proposed 
project above 819. 6 feet AMSL would require FAA review. The site elevation is 780 feet 
above mean sea level, and the project plans indicate a maximum building height of 3 9 
feet, 6 inches. Therefore, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) obstruction evaluation 
review will not be required for the proposed project at this time. However, any increase in 
the finished floor elevation or tower height for the commercial building would require such 
review.  
Open Area: Compatibility Zone C requires that 20% of area within major projects (10 
acres or larger) be set aside as open land that could potentially serve as emergency 
landing areas. However, this project site is less than IO acres in size; therefore, open area 
requirements are not applicable.  
Section 3.3.6: The General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone to allow for high 
density residential development may be found consistent, based on the following findings 
of fact: 
a. At the time of adoption of the Flabob Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the 

proposed project area included a 66-space mobile home park and two residential 
dwellings. 
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b. The proposed 68-unit apartment project will not result in an increase in the number 
of residential units relative to the project area in 2004. 

c. The proximity of the Santa Ana River provides a nearby open area in the event of 
a need for a controlled emergency landing. 

d. The site is located beyond the limits of the 55 CNEL contour. 
e. On the basis of the above findings, the project will not result in excessive noise or 

safety hazards to the residents of the proposed dwelling units. 
Finally, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) issued a Determination of No Hazard to 
Air Navigation for all of the Project’s buildings.  The FAA conducted an aeronautical study 
of the proposed Project buildings under the provisions of 49 U.S.C. Section 44718 and, if 
applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77.  The study revealed that 
the Project buildings do not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a hazard to 
air navigation provided certain conditions are met.  Copies of the FAA letters are attached 
to the May 27, 2020 staff report, attached to this report. 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
Staff has prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project and is 
recommending that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council that it certify 
and adopt the EIR and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for this 
Project.  The EIR evaluated potential effects with respect to Aesthetics, Agriculture and 
Forest Resources, 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, Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities and Service 
Systems.  
The following provides a summary of the proposed Project’s environmental impacts, as 
required by CEQA Guidelines § 15123(a). After the application of all feasible mitigation 
measures (MMs), Plans, Policies, and Programs (PPPs), and Project Design Features 
(PDFs), the Project would result in the following unavoidable environmental effects:  

 Hazards: No feasible mitigation is available to eliminate the identified inconsistency 
of the Project with the Flabob ALUP, so potential impacts related to airport safety 
are significant and unavoidable on both a direct and cumulative basis, and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations for this impact will be required if the Project 
is approved.  

 Land Use and Planning: There is no feasible mitigation available related to the 
Project’s inconsistencies with various General Plan policies regarding land use 
(inconsistent with Flabob ALUP) and traffic (cannot install necessary road or 
intersection improvements to achieve City Level of Service (LOS) standards. 
Therefore, potential impacts of the Project related to consistency with City General 
Plan policies for the Flabob ALUP and the several policies contained in the General 
Plan Mobility Element are significant and unavoidable on both a direct and 
cumulative basis, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for this impact will 
be required if the Project is approved. 
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 Transportation and Traffic: Even with implementation of the recommended Mitigation 
Measures 4.3-1 through 4.3-5, there will still be significant Project-specific traffic 
impacts at several intersections and roadway segments as described in the EIR. 
Therefore 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. 

Public Review Period. The public comment period for the Draft EIR began on January 
11, 2019, and ended on February 25, 2019. Six 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 DEIR with MMRP and Appendices are 
available on the City’s website at:  
https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/Index/68. 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
The Planning Department mailed notices to surrounding property owners within a 1,000 
foot from the boundaries of the project site, and extended the radius to include all 
properties within the same block. Additionally, legal advertisements were published in the 
Press Enterprise.   
CONCLUSION 
The Project adheres to the applicable goals and policies within the General Plan and is 
consistent with the requirements in the City’s zoning code (with approval of the GPA, CZ, 
and overruling of ALUC’s inconsistency decision). The Project will revitalize a currently 
blighted and underutilized vacant parcel and will promote the vision within the Rubidoux 
Village Design Workbook, the Rubidoux Town Center Overlay and the R-VC Zone.  The 
Project encompasses village town center design elements and land uses which are 
consistent with the General Plan goals and policies. 
The Project’s attractive Craftsman architectural theme, multiple residential amenities, 
decorative perimeter walls/fencing, landscape screening, and overall site improvements 
makes this development a showcase project. Additionally, the Project will become a 
landmark development at the eastern gateway into the City as well as serve to revitalize 
the downtown Rubidoux village. Potential impacts have been analyzed within the EIR, 
Facts and Findings and also within the proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program to reduce any impacts to a “less than significant level.”   
FINANCIAL IMPACT 
Staff time to process this application will be covered by a developer application deposit.  
No additional costs to the City are anticipated. 
ALTERNATIVES 

1. Recommended Action: That the City Council adopt Resolution No. 2020-54 and 
introduce and conduct the first reading of Ordinance No. 2020-10 to do the 
following: 

a. Certify the Environmental Impact Report and adopt a Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program; 

b. Approve GPA16006, CZ16011, TPM37126 and SDP16043; and  





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 4 

Excerpt of the August 6, 2020  
City Council Minutes 

 



EXCERPT OF THE CITY COUNCIL MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 6, 2020 MEETING 
FOR MA16224  

15. PUBLIC HEARING 

B.  CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER MASTER APPLICATION (MA) 
NO. 16224:  GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA) NO. 16006, CHANGE OF 
ZONE (CZ) NO. 16011, TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (TPM) NO. 37126 AND SITE 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP) NO. 16043 FOR MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA 
& MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS (A MIXED-USE PROJECT CONSISTING OF 
COMMERCIAL AND 68-UNIT MULTI-HOUSING DEVELOPMENT) LOCATED 
AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND 
CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, 003, 004, 005 & 006); 
(APPLICANT: NORTHTOWN HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION) 
(CONTINUED FROM THE JULY 16, 2020 MEETING) 

City Attorney Peter Thorson announced that Mayor Pro Tem Lorena Barajas will 
abstain from voting on this matter because of a conflict of interest as her firm has 
contracts with the applicant’s firm.    

Mayor Pro Tem Lorena Barajas turned off her microphone and exited the room.  

Rocio Lopez, Senior Planner, presented the staff report.  

Thomas Merrell, Planning Director clarified the airport land use issue, noting that 
he has been in contact with the members of the Airport Land Use Commission 
and the discussions have been amicable.  He explained that the issue has to do 
with the City’s desire to meet its goal for affordable housing opportunities which 
is required by the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development which mandates the Housing Element and Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation, or RHNA. He added a letter from the Airport Land Use 
Commission has been included as part of the public record.  He noted that in 
order to overrule the Airport Land Use Commission’s determination, it will require 
all four of the participating Council Members to approve the application.  

Mayor Kelly opened the public hearing. 

Darrell Brown, representing Northtown Housing Development Corporation, 
(applicant) spoke in support of the project.  He gave an overview of the benefits 
of the project which will provide affordable home ownership, benefits and 
amenities for its residents, and opportunities for commercial development.   

Curtis Dally, architect for the Northtown Housing Development Corporation, 
(applicant) summarized the features that have been incorporated into the 
proposed commercial building.  

Doug Goodman, representing the applicant addressed a question regarding the 
boundary as shown on the site map and how that parcel would be developed.   



Further discussion followed regarding the parking analysis and the proposed 
parking plans. 

Darrell Brown, representing Northtown Housing Development Corporation, 
(applicant) clarified the delivery routes and access for the commercial buildings.   

Further discussion followed regarding placing a monument at the corner of 
Mission Boulevard and Crestmore as the project will provide a gateway entrance 
to the City of Jurupa Valley.   

Darrell Brown, representing Northtown Housing Development Corporation, 
(applicant) clarified their requirement to build a minimum number of housing units 
as a portion of the site is owned by the County of Riverside’s housing agency.    

Further discussion followed.  

Debi Myers, Housing Project Manager, Northtown Housing Development 
Corporation (applicant) suggested that members of the Council visit some of their 
apartment complexes in Rancho Cucamonga to see what they have built in other 
communities.  

Further discussion followed regarding eliminating or reducing the offsite parking, 
and considering an option for permit parking for the residents.   

A motion was made by Mayor Anthony Kelly, seconded by Council Member 
Chris Barajas, to continue this matter to the September 3, 2020 meeting.  A 
roll call vote was taken. 

Roll Call: 

Ayes:   C. Barajas, B. Berkson, M. Goodland, A. Kelly 
Noes:   None 
Absent:   None 
Abstained:    L. Barajas 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 5 

Letter from Applicant (September 9, 2020) 



10071 Feron Blvd., Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
909-484-7140 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
    
 September 9, 2020 
 
 Ms. Rocio Lopez 
 City of Jurupa Valley 
 Limonite Avenue 

Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 
 
 Re: City Council Requested Changes 
 
 Dear Rocio; 
  

At our City Council meeting on August 6, 2020, our project “Mission Gateway Villas & Plaza” 
was continued to October 1st in order to adequately address the comments and concerns which 
the City Council members had.  In order to address their comments, we revised our 
development plans as follows: 

1. Protect views to Mount Rubidoux:  The Site Plan was revised by eliminating two stories and 
making Residential Bldgs. 1, 2 and 3 all one story and by eliminating the 2nd floor of a 
portion of the Commercial Bldg. 15 to one story only.  Such change from two story to one 
story on these four (4) structures now allow views of Mt. Rubidoux from residential land 
uses on the west side of Crestmore Road.  

a. We reduced the heights of four (4) proposed buildings along Crestmore Road (3 
Residential and 1 Commercial), fronting residences, to one-story structures. This 
eliminated 11 residential dwelling units, from 68 to 57 units, and reduced the parking 
requirements from 177 spaces to 151 (includes 2 employee parking spaces). The 
reduction of 2 story units to one-story reduced the required parking without changing 
the Site Plan layout. The residential development contains 155 on-site parking 
spaces, which complies with the J.V.M.C. parking requirements, plus accommodates 
three (3) additional spaces above the required 151 spaces.  

b. With the elimination of a portion of the second floor for Commercial Bldg. 15, the 
building was reduced by 2,805 sq.ft.  Additionally, due to our engineer’s correction in 
the TPM boundary line, we were able to add five (5) additional parking spaces to the 
on-site commercial parking spaces.  As a result, per the JVMC, the commercial 
development now requires 125 parking spaces, 78 spaces are provided on site and 
47 are proposed as street parking (permitted by the RV-C zone within 600 feet of the 
subject site).  This is a reduction of 11 parking spaces from the original plan.   

 

 



              

 

            
 
 
 
 

Northtown Housing Development Corp. 
10071 Feron Blvd 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Phone: 909.484.7140 Fax: 909.579.3398 

 

 

2. Possible “spill-over” of Apartment and Commercial project parking onto residential streets:                                                                                             

a. As noted from Item No. 1 abovementioned, the Commercial property will now have 78 
on-site parking spaces which we anticipate a portion will not be utilized between 6:00 
pm and 8:00 am, as the office space will be closed after 6 pm. The retail spaces 
normally will close around 9 pm.  This should minimize the impact of parking on the 
surrounding area. An agreement with the commercial development will allow overflow 
parking from the Apartment project to utilize the available parking on the Commercial 
property in the evening and early morning, eliminating the need for the guests to park 
on the street in the surrounding neighborhood. However, since the residential project is 
now parked to meet JVMC requirements, this should not be an issue. 

3. Parking spaces proposed for Crestmore Road south of Mission Boulevard will require the 
pedestrians to cross Mission Boulevard where there is no crosswalk present.  

a. By reducing the square footage of a portion of Commercial Bldg. 15 from two to one-
story, we have omitted 20 proposed parking spaces on Crestmore Road south of 
Mission Boulevard. This also reduces the parking required for commercial use by 11 
spaces. In addition, five (5) additional parking spaces were added to the Commercial 
property due to an increase in the site area which was discovered during the civil 
engineer’s survey analysis. 

b. In response to Council’s concerns, on-street parking for the Commercial use has been 
reduced from 63 to 47 spaces, which are satisfied with 15 spaces on Mission Blvd., 15 
spaces along the south side of 37th Street adjacent to the former County’s fleet services 
facility, two (2) spaces on the west side of Crestmore between Mission Blvd and 37th 
Street, and 11 spaces along the east side of Crestmore adjacent to the project site.  
Our team also added one (1) street parking space on the west side of Crestmore and 
added three (3) additional spaces along the east side of Crestmore, directly in front of 
the Commercial and Residential project, please reference the Public Paking 600’ 
Radius Map. 

4. Lack of Rubidoux Village/Jurupa Valley entry identification: 

a. Our team has added proposed monument signage which will incorporate City 
identification at southeast corner of the property for vehicles traveling west bound 
along Mission Boulevard.  Please refer to the revised Site Plan for location. The sign 
could feature a “Welcome to Rubidoux Village in Jurupa Valley, CA” gateway 
monument sign, or other identification suggested by the City Council. 
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5. Permit Parking 

a. We are in support of having permit parking in the residential neighborhood to the west 
and north of our project which would prohibit the residents or commercial customers 
from parking in those areas. 

6. ALUC determination of “Inconsistent” with Land Use Policies in Zone C regarding the 
occupant load of the Commercial Building. 
 
a. The square footage of the Commercial Building was reduced by 2,805 sq. ft.by 

eliminating the second story on the portion of Building 15 along Crestmore Road. This 
lowers the total building Occupancy Load to 199 persons. Occupancy Load as 
determined by C.B.C. ÷ 2 = 200 persons. In addition, Riverside County ALUC has stated 
its intent to adopt California State numbers in the near future. As such, the revised 
project would comply with upcoming changes to the Airport Land Use Commission Plan 
(ALUCP).  

7. Increasing 6’ fence separating Residential and Commercial properties to 8’ (raising fencing 
where the residential zone is adjacent to R-VC Zone). 

a. In response to Council’s concerns to raise our existing fencing between both the 
commercial and residential parcels, we have made the following changes to the plans.  
We increased the proposed 6-foot high fence to 8-foot high from the main driveway 
entry into the project (after the monument signage) along the commercial driveway.  
We also increased the fence/wall height from 6 to 8 feet along the rear of the 
commercial parcel where it connects to the residential parcel adjacent to Building 14. 
Both fences connect to the Community Center Building. This will provide increased 
security to the residents within the Residential parcel. 

8. Planning Commission Involvement  

a. Over the last couple of years we have worked closely with staff and the Planning 
Commission through their workshop process to create a development that met the 
vision of the Rubidoux Village Design Guidelines and had components that allowed 
more pedestrian activity and access to the development. 

b. A part of that process was to allow the proposed development to utilize on-street 
public parking within a 600 ft. radius of our commercial property to accommodate 
percentage (not to exceed 50%) of the total spaces required by the Jurupa Valley 
Municipal Code and as permissible by the City’s parking ordinances and the Rubidoux 
Village Design Workbook. 

c. The result has been the development of an overall set of plans which the Planning 
Commission and City staff has wholeheartedly supported and is very excited about.  
We hope that with the changes and concessions made to our project will satisfy City 
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Council’s concerns and that we can begin our partnership journey with your City, 
residents and business community.   

We look forward to working with staff and the City Council to create a development that is beneficial for 
the city and its residents for many years to come.  Thank you very much for your consideration! 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Debi Myers 
Housing Project Manager 
Northtown Housing Development Corp. 
10071 Feron Blvd.  
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
909-767-7205 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 6 

Rubidoux Village Design Workbook 









































































































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 7 

Adopted Planning Commission Resolution  
No. 2020-05-27-03 without exhibits as these exhibits are the 

same as the one attached to Resolution No. 2020-54) 







































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 8 

Planning Commission Staff Report  
(May 27, 2020 with all attachments, except for Resolution 

No. 2020-05-27-03 and Project Plans) 
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STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE: MAY 27, 2020 

TO: CHAIR PRUITT AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

FROM: THOMAS G. MERRELL, AICP, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

BY: ROCIO LOPEZ, SENIOR PLANNER 

SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO.  6.3 

 MASTER APPLICATION (MA) NO. 16224:  GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
(GPA) NO. 16006, CHANGE OF ZONE (CZ) NO. 16011, TENTATIVE PARCEL 
MAP (TPM) NO. 37126 AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP) NO. 16043 

 PROPOSAL: MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA & MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS – 
MIXED USE PROJECT CONSISTING OF COMMERCIAL AND 68-UNIT 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 

 LOCATION: NORTHEAST CORNER OF MISSION BOULEVARD AND 
CRESTMORE ROAD (APNS: 179-330-002, 003, 004, 005 & 006) 

  APPLICANT: NORTHTOWN HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

By motion, adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 2020-05-27-03, recommending that the 
City Council (1) certify the Environmental Impact Report and adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program; (2) approve General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006; (3) approve 
Change of Zone (CZ) No. 16011; (4) approve Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) No. 37126; (5) 
approve Site Development Permit (SDP) No. 16043; and (6) overrule the Airport Land Use 
Commission’s (ALUC) Inconsistency decision in order to allow the construction of Mission 
Gateway Plaza and Mission Gateway Villas development project on the approximately 6.93-
acre site. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Mission Gateway Plaza and Mission Gateway Villas (hereafter, the “Project”) is a proposed 
mixed-use development consisting of a 1.79-acre parcel for a 30,715 square foot commercial 
building and a 5.14-acre parcel for a 68-unit multi-family affordable housing development 
totaling 95,862 square feet. The Project includes ground level parking; landscaping; internal 
paving and walkways; community center and pool facility space.  

The Applicant (“Applicant” or “Northtown Housing Development Corporation”), has submitted 
the following applications:  

1. General Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006: Change existing land use designation from 
Commercial Retail (CR) and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR: 5 to 8 dwelling 
units per acre) to Commercial Retail (CR) for the 1.79 acre commercial parcel and High Density 
Residential (HDR: 8 to 14 dwelling units per acre) for the 5.14-acre residential parcel. 

2. Change of Zone (CZ) No. 16011: Change the zone classification from R-VC (Rubidoux-
Village Commercial), R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) and A-1 (Light Agriculture) to R-VC 
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(Rubidoux-Village Commercial) for the 1.79 acre commercial parcel and R-3 (Multiple 
Family Dwellings) for the 5.14 acre residential parcel 

3. Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) No. 37126: Parcel map to merge five (5) parcels and create 
two (2) parcels:  Parcel 1 would be a 1.79-acre parcel for commercial development and 
Parcel 2 would be a 5.14-acre parcel for residential development.   

4. Site Development Permit (SDP) No. 16043:  For the construction of the (a) commercial 
development on a 1.79-acre parcel and (b) 68-unit multi-family affordable housing 
development with community center, pool and maintenance building, and covered and 
uncovered ground level parking, on a 5.14-acre parcel.  The Project includes landscaping 
and internal paving and walkways.  

TABLE 1: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION 

  TOTAL ACREAGE OF PROJECT SITE 6.93 combined gross acres 

  EXISTING GENERAL PLAN LAND USE   
  DESIGNATION 

Commercial Retail (CR) & Medium High Density 
Residential (MHDR):  5 to 8 dwelling units per acre 

  EXISTING GENERAL PLAN POLICY AREA 
Town Center Overlay (TCO); Flabob Municipal Airport 
Overlay (FLO); & Santa Ana River Overlay (SRO) 

  EXISTING ZONING 
R-VC (Rubidoux-Village Commercial); R-2 (Multiple 
Family Dwellings); & A-1 (Light Agricultural) 

  CURRENT LAND USE  Vacant 

 
TABLE 2:  PROPOSED CHANGES TO LAND USE DESIGNATION AND ZONING 

EXISTING GENERAL 
PLAN LAND USE 
DESIGNATION 

PROPOSED GENERAL 
PLAN LAND USE 
DESIGNATION 

EXISTING ZONING PROPOSED ZONING 

Commercial Retail 
(CR) & Medium High 
Density Residential 
(MHDR) 

Commercial Retail (CR) 
for the 1.79 acre 
commercial parcel and 
High Density 
Residential (HDR) for 
the 5.14 acre residential 
parcel 
 

R-VC (Rubidoux-Village 
Commercial), R-2 
(Multiple Family 
Dwellings) and A-1 
(Light Agriculture) 
 
 

R-VC (Rubidoux-
Village Commercial) 
for the 1.79 acre 
commercial parcel and 
R-3 (General 
Residential) for the 
5.14 acre residential 
parcel 

LOCATION AND SURROUNDING LAND USES 

As shown on Exhibit 1, the project site is located at the northeast corner of Mission Boulevard 
and Crestmore Road within the Rubidoux Town Center Overlay. The site is bounded by 
Crestmore Road on the west followed by the County of Riverside Fleet Services facility further 
to the west, single-family residential development and vacant land to the north, the Santa Ana 
River to the east, Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District maintenance 
access road to the immediate south and Mission Boulevard to the south with a mobile home 
park and vacant land further to the south. 

Exhibit 1 provides an aerial view of the project site.  Exhibit 2 provides the existing General Plan 
Land Use (GPLU) designations and zoning of the site and surrounding parcels, and Exhibit 3 
provides the Overlay Map.  
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EXHIBIT 1: SITE LOCATION MAP 

  
 

EXHIBIT 2:           
                     ZONING MAP                                                      LAND USE MAP  

     

                 

  

  

R-1 (One Family Dwellings) 
R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) 
A-1 (Light Agricultural) 
C-1/C-P (General Commercial) 
R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial) 
 

jR-V 

Subject Site 

Subject Site 

Subject Site 
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EXHIBIT 3:  OVERLAY MAP 

 

                                      

                                       

PROJECT BACKGOUND 

On February 10, 2016, the Planning Commission conducted a Study Session to review, discuss 
and provide feedback on the Applicant’s initial submittal under MA15105 (PROS1517).  The 
PROS (Professional Services) Application was submitted to receive an overview of the potential 
issues and cost estimates for the 68-unit, multi-family residential affordable housing project 
which consisted of a 16,019 square foot commercial building at the northeast corner of Mission 
Boulevard and Crestmore Road.  At the meeting, the Commissioners were overall supportive of 
the proposed project and encouraged the Applicant to consider their comments and submit a 
revised project as a formal application. The February 10, 2016 Minutes are attached to this 
report. 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF PROJECT SITE 

The Project site consists of approximately 6.95 net acres of vacant land.  According to the 
Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for this Project, the site was formerly 
undeveloped as early as 1901; developed with apparent residences from 1931 to 2016; 
developed with a hotel from approximately 1946 to 1959; and subsequently developed with a 
mobile home park from 1953 to 2010.  As of 2011, the site has remained vacant with only the 
paved access roads which serviced the former mobile home park.  

The ESA did not reveal any evidence of recognized environmental conditions or environmental 
issues in connection with the subject property. Based on the conclusions of this assessment, no 
further investigation of the subject property was recommended.  

ANALYSIS 

I. GENERAL PLAN 

The Project adheres to and is consistent with the applicable goals and policies within 
the General Plan, specifically within the CR (Commercial Retail) and HDR (High 
Density Residential) land use designations. The General Plan Policies are attached 

Subject Site 
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to this report. The Project includes the following objectives to achieve the vision of 
the General Plan for the project site: 

1.  Help revitalize the commercial area by giving high priority to infill development of 
vacant and deteriorated properties that provide for high-quality development of 
vacant infill properties that will stimulate economic development or the area 
served by Mission Boulevard.  

2.  Require development within the Village Center Overlay, to be compact, 
pedestrian-oriented, and designed to accommodate a broad range of uses, 
including commercial and residential uses, consistent with the Community’s 
historic character. 

3. Accommodate higher density residential development in walkable, pedestrian-
oriented areas near major transportation corridors, concentrated employment 
areas, and community and village centers, and promote the development of high 
quality apartments.  

4. Accommodate the development of structures and sites with a mix of housing and 
retail in areas designated as “Village Centers” on the General Plan. 

5. Facilitate the Housing Authority of the County of Riverside in its capacity as 
housing successor to the former Redevelopment Agency for the County of 
Riverside, to develop a mixed use project that will include affordable rental 
housing, with a preference for veteran households with related infrastructure 
improvements, and commercial facilities with commercial uses. 

The proposed Commercial Retail (CR) and High Density Residential (HDR) Land Use 
Designations will be consistent with the existing R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial) 
and proposed R-3 (General Residential) zone classifications.  

a. Land Use Designation 

The overall 6.93-acre site is located within the existing CR (Commercial Retail) 
and Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) (up to dwelling units/acre) land 
use designations.   

The proposed 1.79-acre commercial parcel has a zone designation of R-VC 
(Rubidoux Village Commercial) with development standards governed by the 
RVDW.  The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is used to describe non-residential land uses 
in terms of intensity, massing, and scale and to estimate non- residential floor 
area square footages for planning purposes. FARs are estimated ranges in the 
General Plan. The CR designation allows local and regional serving retail and 
service uses with a range of 0.15 to 0.35. The commercial portion of the project is 
.40 FAR which is generally within the range. 

As the 5.14-acre residential parcel is proposed to be change from MHDR to HDR, 
the HDR land use designation standards and policies would apply.  The HDR’s 
maximum density is 14 dwelling units per acre.  The Project proposes 13 dwelling 
units per acre and is in compliance with the proposed HDR land use designation.   

b. Rubidoux Town Center Overlay 

The Land Use Plan identifies specific areas within the communities of Rubidoux, 
Glen Avon and Pedley as town centers. The project site is located within the 
Rubidoux Town Center Overlay as identified within Exhibit 4. The County of 
Riverside originally established the Rubidoux Village Policy Area (RVPA) to 
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establish a general consensus and vision for the downtown Rubidoux area. To 
further implement these policies, the Rubidoux Village Commercial (R-VC) zone, 
a Rubidoux Village Sign Program and specialized shared parking provisions were 
established.   

In addition, any development within the RVPA is subject to an architectural theme 
as illustrated in the “Rubidoux Village Design Workbook” (RVDW), which includes 
design guidelines intended to improve the architectural aesthetics of downtown 
Rubidoux. Upon incorporation, the City Council adopted the RVDW as well as the 
R-VC zone specific to the desired form and character of the Rubidoux Town 
Center.  

The Town Center overlay, which includes Rubidoux, promotes infill development 
and improvement of established town centers.  It also promotes a more 
urbanized, pedestrian-oriented mix of residential, commercial, office, 
entertainment, civic, transit, educational, and/or recreational uses, among others.  

EXHIBIT 4:  RUBIDOUX OVERLAY MAP 

 

c. Santa Ana River Corridor Overlay (SAO) 

A slender portion of the eastern property boundary is located within the Santa 
Ana River Corridor Overlay (SAO).  The Santa Ana River is an integral part of the 
City’s and the region’s multi-purpose open space and trail systems which 
originates in the County of San Bernardino to the north and extends to the 
County of Orange to the south.  The SAO includes the Santa Ana River Trail that 
is designed for riding, hiking, and bicycling.  

While a small portion of the eastern property boundary is shown within the SAO, 
the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (RCFCWCD) 
owns the property bordering the Santa Ana River watershed as shown outlined in 
red on Exhibit 5.  

  

Subject Site 
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EXHIBIT 5:  RCFCWCD PROPERTY 

 

The project was routed to the Riverside County Regional Park and Open-Space 
District who maintains the Santa Ana River Trail.  The District informed Planning 
Department staff that the project, as proposed, will not have any impacts to the 
District’s facilities or Regional Trail network as the Santa Ana River Trail is 
proposed to be located on the Flood Control levee behind the project. When 
developed, the trail will be a soft surface trail for pedestrian and equestrian users.   

d. Flabob Municipal Airport Overlay – (FLO) 

The subject site is located within the FLO Overlay. To allow the continued, orderly 
operation and, where appropriate, expansion of airports, the City and the County 
have adopted land use measures that minimize the public’s exposure to 
excessive noise and safety hazards.  

To accomplish this, the State of California adopted the Airport Land Use Law, 
California Public Utilities Code Section 21670-21679.5. The General Plan is 
intended to implement and be consistent with the purposes of the Airport Land 
Use Law. The Airport Land Use Law provides for the creation of the Riverside 
County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC or Commission) and the adoption of 
airport land use compatibility plans by the Commission to assist the County and 
affected cities in land use planning in the vicinity of airports. The Commission has 
adopted an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for Western Riverside County 
(ALUP), which applies to all cities in Western Riverside County and includes 
polices and compatibility criteria for Flabob and the Riverside Municipal airports. 

The ALUP contains a Compatibility Map for the Flabob Airport, see Exhibit 8. 
Potential land use conflicts can occur primarily in Safety Zone C, where new 
residential development is limited to one dwelling per 5 acres, gross; and in Zone 
D, where residential densities are limited to a prescribed density range. That is, 
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residential density must be no greater than one dwelling per 5 acres or at least 
five dwellings per acre. 

EXHIBIT 6:  ALUP COMPATIBILITY MAP (FLABOB AIRPORT) 

 

ALUC Comments 

Staff circulated the development plans to ALUC for their review and comment.  
On July 13, 2017, ALUC found the Project to be Inconsistent with the 2004 
Flabob ALUP due to the site’s location within Compatibility Zone C, which limits 
residential density to one dwelling unit per five acres and based also on the 
nonresidential intensity limits being exceeded by the proposed commercial 
building, which is a maximum occupancy of 150 persons per one acre.  ALUC’s 
letter is listed as Appendix L to the Draft EIR (DEIR) and can be viewed on the 
City’s website at: 

https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/View/420/Appendix-L-Airport-Land-
Use-Commission-Development-Review-PDF.   

Additionally, ALUC provided a comment letter dated February 21, 2019 to the 
DEIR which is incorporated in the Final EIR attached to this report. In that letter, 
ALUC restates it’s Inconsistency findings with the Project as well as addresses 
items within the DEIR.  The City provided responses within the FEIR to ALUC’s 
comment letter, in addtion to five other letters received from other agencies. The 
City also prepared Facts and Findings regarding the Environmental Effects of the 
Approval of the Project, see attachment to the FEIR included in this report, and 
concluded that the project warranted the adoption of a Statement Of Overriding 
Considerations. See the Findings Section of this report for further detailed 
information.  

Subject Site 
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Additionally, per the Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21676 (b), the local 
agency (City Council) may, after a public hearing, propose to overrule the 
commission (ALUC) by a two-thirds vote of its governing body if it makes specific 
findings that the proposed action is consistent with the purposes of this article 
stated in Section 21670.  At least 45 days prior to the decision to overrule the 
commission, the local agency governing body shall provide the commission and 
the division (State of California Department of Transportation Aeronautics 
Division) a copy of the proposed decision and findings.   

The commission and the division may provide comments to the local agency 
governing body within 30 days of receiving the proposed decision and findings.  If 
the commission or division’s comments are not available within this time limit, the 
local agency governing body may act without them.  The comments by the 
division or the commission are advisory to the local agency governing body.  The 
local agency governing body shall include comments from the commission and 
division in the public record of any final decision to overrule the commission, 
which may only be adopted by a two-thirds vote of the governing body.  

II. ZONING  

The zoning map currently designates the 6.93-acre site as R-VC (Rubidoux-Village 
Commercial), R-2 (Multiple Family Dwellings) and A-1 (Light Agriculture).  The 
Applicant has applied for a Change of Zone which will rezone the entire subject site 
as follows: R-VC (Rubidoux-Village Commercial) for the 1.79 acre commercial parcel 
and R-3 (General Residential) for the 5.14-acre residential parcel. 

a. R-VC (Rubidoux-Village Commercial) Zone 

The development standards of this zone are intended to ensure the 
redevelopment of properties within the Rubidoux Overlay with a variety of intense 
compact commercial and service uses appropriate for a community center.  As 
outlined in the Rubidoux Overlay and within the R-VC zone, development within 
the overlay shall be subject to an architectural theme as illustrated in the 
Rubidoux Village Design Workbook (RVDW).  The subject site is located within 
the East Village Community Plan Designation as depicted within the RVDW.   

Section 9.140.020 of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code (JVMC) lists uses 
permitted within the R-VC zone. Within the East Village designation there are a 
variety of permitted commercial land uses, including office, retail, market and 
restaurant uses.  The proposed 30,715 square foot commercial development is 
proposing uses permitted within the East Village area, subject to a Site 
Development Permit approved pursuant to Section 9.240.330 (Site 
Developments).  Table 3 provides a summary of the project’s compliance with 
development standards pertaining to setbacks, height and parking within the R-
VC zone.    
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TABLE 3: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN R-VC ZONE 

Standards Does the Project 
comply with the 

standards? 

Supporting Information 

Minimum Lot Area: None Yes As shown on the site plan 

General Setbacks:  15 feet behind 
curb face. 

Yes As shown on the site plan 

Project Type 3 Setbacks:  No more 
than one hundred (100) linear feet of 
building may be located on the 
setback line or within four (4) feet of 
the setback line without a minimum 
four (4) foot deep by eight (8) feet 
long horizontal offset extending 
vertically the height of the first or 
ground floor from the ground to the 
ceiling or roof plate/line. 

Yes As shown on the site plan 

Courtyard requirements  Yes  As shown on the site plan 

Entry forecourt requirement  Yes  As shown on the site plan 

No building or structure shall exceed 
fifty (50) feet in height.  Towers and 
non-inhabitable thematic structures 
shall not exceed seventy (70) feet in 
height. 
 

Yes As shown on the 
elevations 

Parking as required by Section 
9.240.120, including shared parking 
provisions for the Rubidoux Village 
Policy Area:  136 spaces required 
 

Yes 
 

136 overall parking 
spaces provided as 
shown on the site plan 
and off-site street parking 
as shown on the 600-foot 
parking radius map 

Compliance with Rubidoux Village 
Design Workbook 

Yes  As shown on the site plan 
and elevations 

b. R-3 (General Commercial) Zone - Proposed 

Section 9.080.020 of the JVMC lists uses permitted within the R-3 zone, which 
include two-family dwellings, multiple-family dwellings, bungalow courts and 
apartment houses, subject to a Site Development Permit approved pursuant to 
Section 9.240.330 (Site Developments). Table 4 provides a summary of the 
project’s compliance with the residential development standards pertaining to 
setbacks, height and parking.  

TABLE 4: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN R-3 ZONE 

Standards Does the Project 
comply with the 

standards? 

Supporting Information 

Minimum Lot Area: 7,200 square 
feet  
Minimum Lot Width:  60 feet 

Yes As shown on the site plan 
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Minimum Lot Depth:  100 feet  

Setbacks: Front and rear yards - 10 
feet for buildings that do not exceed 
thirty-five (35) feet in height; side 
yard – 5 feet  

Yes As shown on the site plan 

Maximum lot coverage 50% Yes As shown on the site plan 

Maximum floor area ratio of 2:1  Yes  As shown on the site plan 

Entry forecourt requirement  Yes  As shown on the site plan 

No building or structure shall exceed 
fifty (50) feet in height.   

Yes As shown on the 
elevations 

Parking as required by Section 
9.240.120:  177 parking spaces 
required 
 

Yes with the 
application of 

Government Code 
Section 65915 (p) 
(1), in addition to 

the shared parking 
per the Shared 

Parking Analysis 
 

156 overall parking 
spaces provided as 
shown on the site plan  

 
c. Parking 

i. Residential Parking 

Per the parking standard for Multiple Family Residential Uses in Section 
9.240.120, 177 off-street residential parking spaces are required and 1 
space/employee for three or more bedrooms.   

Multiple Family Residential Uses:  

1. Two bedrooms/ dwelling unit:  2.25 spaces/unit or 50 required 
spaces 

2. Three or more bedrooms/ dwelling unit: 2.75 spaces/unit; and 1 
space/ employee; or 127 required parking spaces (plus any 
employee spaces) 

The project provides for 156 parking spaces which is less than the 
minimum 177 parking spaces required. This does not include the required 
employee parking spaces.  

The Applicant has requested to apply Government Code Section 65915 
(p) (1) which reduces the required number of parking spaces and 
proposed the following standards: 

a. 2 Bedroom:  2 spaces per unit x 22 units = 44 spaces 

b. 3 Bedroom:  2 spaces per unit x 40 units = 80 spaces 

c. 4 Bedroom:  2.5 spaces per unit x 6 units = 15 spaces 

Total spaces required under Section 65915 are 139 spaces.  The site plan 
also includes 17 unassigned guest / tenant parking spaces for a total of 
156 parking spaces within the 5.16-acre parcel and a total of four (4) staff 
and visitor spaces shared with the 1.79-acre commercial site.  
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Request for Parking Reduction based on Density Bonus Law (Section 
65915) 

Government Code Section 65915 (p) (1) provides that “upon the request 
of the developer, a city shall not require a vehicular parking ratio, inclusive 
of handicapped and guest parking, of a development meeting the criteria 
of subdivisions (b) and (c), that exceeds [specified] ratios.”  Specified 
parking ratios are outlined in the section above (139 parking spaces).   

The Applicant’s project description and Request for Modification of 
Parking Standards letter (both attached to this report) and site plan 
parking ratios all provide a request by the developer to apply this 
Government Code Section to reduce residential parking requirements.  
The Government Code states that if a project meets the affordability ratios 
and guaranteed affordability in subdivisions (b) and (c) of Section 65915, 
then the project is eligible for this parking concession even if the Applicant 
is not seeking any density bonus for the same project. The Applicant is 
not seeking a density bonus for this project, but is seeking parking 
concession.  

The proposed project meets the affordability ratio requirements of Section 
65915(b) as outlined in the Applicant’s letter as the proposed project will 
target the 30%, 50%, or 60% Area Median Income (AMI) population, all 
lower income levels. Furthermore, all 68 units will be 100% affordable with 
tenants paying only 30% of their income towards housing costs. Subsidies 
will be from Section 8 vouchers and VASH vouchers for veterans. As 
such, the project also qualifies under the recently added category 
described in Government Code Section 65915(b)(1)(G) for projects where 
100% of the housing units (other than manager’s units) are restricted to 
very low, lower and moderate income residents, with a maximum of 20% 
moderate.  

The proposed project also meets the affordability restriction requirements 
of Government Code Section 65915(c).  As mentioned in the Request for 
Parking Modification letter, the Applicant will have a 55-year Affordability 
Agreement with the County of Riverside Housing Authority and with the 
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee. This appears to also meet the 
Government Code Section 65915(c)(1)(A) requirement that the applicant 
agree to, and the City ensure, the continued affordability of all very low 
and low-income rental units that qualified the applicant for the award of 
the density bonus for 55 years or a longer period of time.  

ii. Request for Parking Reduction based on Shared Parking Analysis 

The Applicant prepared a Shared Parking Analysis, attached to this 
report, which identifies 229 on-site parking spaces and 63 off-site street 
parking spaces within the 600-foot radius from the project site as 
permitted by the R-VC zone, for a total of 292 parking spaces available for 
the entire project. While the code requires a total of 315 overall parking 
spaces, the Shared Parking Analysis concluded that, based on the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), the actual demand estimates 
for the Project amounted to 246 parking spaces.   
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The report further summarized that during peak evening periods, the 
residential demand for parking at nighttime could exceed residential 
parking supply by up to 18 vehicles.  If this higher evening residential 
parking demand occurs, then 18 residential parking spaces could be 
shared with the commercial parking during the evenings, this of course 
would include the street parking spaces allowed within the R-VC zone.   

III. PROPOSAL 

In response to the February 10, 2016 Study Session, the project was revised to 
incorporate many of the Planning Commissioner’s comments and suggestions. The 
overall 6.93-acre property will be developed as a mixed-use project consisting of a 
1.79-acre parcel for commercial development and a 5.14-acre parcel for the multi-
family affordable housing development.  The proposed 1.79-acre parcel proposes 
the following development: 

 2-story, 30,715 square foot commercial building with 24.8% lot coverage and 
.40 FAR (floor area ratio). 

 46.3% paved and 28.9% landscaped areas 

 136 code required parking spaces consisting of 73 on-site parking spaces 
and 63 off-site, street parking spaces within a 600-foot radius as permitted 
within the R-VC code.  

The proposed 5.14-acre parcel proposes the following multi-family residential 
development: 

 14 detached, 2-story residential buildings totaling 68 residential dwelling units 

 20.5% lot coverage; 39.5% paved area; 38% open space/walk area; and 2% 
patio areas 

 Density:  13.2 dwelling units per acre  

Tables below depict the building types, sizes and unit mix:  

TABLE 5:  RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION 

Building Units / Bldg. No. of Bldgs. Total Units Total Bldg. Square Footage 

“A”: Unit Types 3 & 5 6 8 48 62,672  

“B”: Unit Types 4 & 5 6 2 12 15,444  

“C”:  Unit Types 2 & 6 8 1 8 12,539 

Community Center 1 1 N/A 3,818 

Pool Bldg.  1 1 N/A 1,053 

Maintenance Bldg. 1 1 N/A 336 

Total 14 68 95,862 

 
TABLE 6:  RESIDENTIAL UNIT MIX 

Unit Type No. of Units Unit Square Footage 

Unit 2 (2 bedroom / 1 bath) 2 927 

Unit 3: (2 bedroom / 1 bath) 12 942 

Unit 4: (2 bedroom / 1 bath) 8 958 
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Unit 5: (3 bedroom / 2 bath) 40 1,232 

Unit 6: (4 bedroom / 2 bath) 6 1,381 

 
The site plan is provided as the exhibit below and is included within the architectural set of plans 
as an Attachment to this report:  

EXHIBIT 7:  SITE PLAN 

 

The Project’s commercial and residential development demonstrates compliance with all 
development standards set forth in Sections 9.140.030 and 9.080.030 (Development 
Standards) of the R-VC and R-3 zones, see Tables 3 and 4. The proposed development 
is classified as a Project Type 3: Improvements based on vacant or cleared land 
requiring new construction. Tables 3 and 4 provide a summary of the project’s 
compliance with development standards pertaining to setbacks, height and parking 
within both the R-VC and R-3 zones.    

a. Proposed Rents 

As the multi-family housing development is proposed to be 100% affordable housing, 
rental rates at Mission Villas will be based on 30% to 60% of the Area Median 
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Income (AMI).  As such the 2-bedroom units would be $1,616; the 3-bedrooms would 
be $1,866 and the 4-bedrooms at $2,082.  Tenants would only be responsible for 
paying 30% of their income towards housing costs. Subsidies will be from Section 8 
vouchers and VASH (Veterans Affairs and Supportive Housing) vouchers for 
veterans. 

The Applicant will own and manage the multi-family property and hire and manage 
all property management staff including property manager, assistant manager, and 
maintenance technicians, and porters. The Applicant will also hire and manage the 
resident services coordinator and the program specialist who will oversee the 
contracted resident services.  The mix of resident services will be determined by 
community demographics and the Applicant will provide regular courtesy security 
patrols based on the community needs. 

The Applicant will also retain ownership of the commercial property leasing out retail 
and office space based on the market conditions and needs based on the 
community.  

b. Site Layout 

The site has been designed to maximize the use of the overall property, while also 
designed to minimize any impacts to the adjacent single-family residential land uses.  
Both the commercial and residential structures are oriented towards Crestmore Road 
with direct access to the public sidewalk to promote a pedestrian friendly access in 
keeping with the RVDW guidelines. Anticipated commercial land uses include retail, 
restaurant and office type of uses. 

The commercial development features open courtyards, an entry forecourt and a 
raised pool fountain.  The 11, 2-story detached residential buildings are evenly 
distributed throughout the 5.16-acre parcel within a gated community. The residential 
development provides the following amenities: 

 two children’s tot lots 

 community pool and spa 

 large turf area 

 pool building 

 community building which will provide an after-school program, computer 
classes, business center and fitness room 

 numerous bike racks throughout the site  

c. Site Access and Circulation 

Access to the site will be provided via two (2) proposed driveways along Crestmore 
Road.  The primary 48-foot wide driveway will be shared for both the commercial and 
residential uses and will align with the existing 37th Street and include a stop sign.  
The 25-foot wide driveway located at the northern portion of the site will be 
exclusively utilized as an exit only driveway and will include a stop sign.  

Both driveways will feature stamped and stained concrete entries. Staff is 
recommending a condition to require reciprocal access for the primary driveway 
access. The site contains adequate traffic circulation as determined by the Jurupa 
Valley Municipal Code (JVMC) the City’s Traffic Engineer and the County Fire 
Department.  
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Furthermore, staff circulated the development plans to various internal City 
departments and external agencies for comment and recommended conditions. 
Comments from the departments and agencies have been considered and 
incorporated as modifications and/or conditions to this project as deemed 
appropriate by Planning staff, including a condition to limit deliveries to this location 
during “off-peak” business hours.   

d. Architectural Style 

The site is located within the Rubidoux Town Center Overlay and within the R-VC 
zone.  Development within the overlay shall be subject to an architectural theme as 
illustrated in the Rubidoux Village Design Workbook (RVDW). The subject site is also 
located within the East Village Community Plan Designation as depicted within the 
RVDW.   

The RVDW includes three distinct architectural styles (Monterey Style, Architecture 
of Irving Gill, and Spanish Revival of the 1920s) for commercial land uses and the 
Planning Department’s style sheets (attached to this report) consists of a broader 
architectural selection for residential including a Craftsman.  

At the 2016 study session, the Planning Commission suggested that the project 
should have a more defined architectural theme. The Applicant subsequently worked 
on the design with staff and the Craftsman theme was ultimately selected. Since the 
residential development was proposed with this Craftsman theme, Planning staff 
recommended that the commercial development also include this theme to create a 
downtown village concept that is unique to this mixed-use project. Because 
Craftsman is one of the architectures of Irving Gill, the project is consistent with the 
architectural style of RVDW. 

In keeping with the Craftsman theme, the development incorporates various building 
materials typically associated with this type of architectural style such as extended 
eaves, exposed rafters, eyebrows, shingle wall and clapboard siding, flared out 
pillars and stone ledge veneering throughout. See Colors and Materials sheet 
Attachment and Colored Elevations within the Architectural Plans Attachment.  

In addition to the structures, other project details, such as trash enclosure units, on-
site lighting fixtures, trellises, walkways, low walls, will also be designed consistent 
with the overall Craftsman theme, see the Architectural and Landscape plans 
attached to this report.  As demonstrated in Tables 3 and 4, the development meets 
the zoning code parking requirements per Section 9.120.240 (Off-Street Vehicle 
Parking), specifically with the application of Government Code Section 65915.  

Since the Project is located at the entrance to the Rubidoux Village, the design is 
consistent with the RVDW “village concept”, which is to unify the development and 
create a neighborhood village.  

e. Landscaping and Walls  

The Conceptual Landscape Plan features a variety of 24-inch box shade trees, large 
screen shrubs, a variety of groundcovers and colorful plant materials to accent the 
site with an overall coverage area of 28.9% for the commercial parcel and 38% for 
the residential parcel.  Additionally, a minimum of 50% of the parking area will be 
shaded by tree canopies. Along the northern property line, large screen trees will be 
planted 25 feet on center along with a solid six (6) foot high split face wall with 
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decorative caps and pilasters at 40 feet on center to adequately screen the Project 
from adjacent residential land uses.  

The plan was reviewed by the City’s Landscape Architect who approved the concept 
plan.  Formal landscape and irrigation plans will be subject to final review and 
approval by the City’s Landscape Architect. The Conceptual Landscape Plan is 
provided within the Architectural set of plans.  

In addition to the northern wall along the property line, the Project will include 10-foot 
high tubular steel fencing along the entire western property line which includes 2-foot 
Shepard’s crook at the top for added security; six (6) foot high tubular steel fencing 
with split face pilasters along the frontage of the residential parcel; six foot high 
motorized gates at the northern driveway and at the primary residential entry gate; as 
well as six (6) foot high pedestrian gates throughout the development. Staff has 
recommended a condition to require all walls to have an anti-graffiti coating. Walls 
and materials are shown within site plan, fence and wall plan and landscape plan, all 
included within the Architectural set of plans attached to this report.  

f. Signage 

Staff has recommended a condition of approval to require that the Applicant submit a 
Master Sign Program for the commercial center to ensure the signs are compatible 
and consistent with the overall architecture of the center. A Site Development Permit 
(SDP) for the overall signage must be approved prior to the issuance of first building 
permit. 

g. On-Site Utility and Drainage Improvements 

Water and sewer service to the Project site will be provided by the Rubidoux 
Community Services District (RCSD). Water and sewer facilities are available to 
serve the Project site from existing facilities in Crestmore Road. No sewer or water 
infrastructure extensions are required other than to connect to the existing facilities. 

h. Drainage Improvements 

Many of the proposed parking stalls will be constructed with pervious, open-jointed 
pavers. In the commercial area the pavers will function as stormwater Best 
Management Practices (BMP’s), but in the residential area their primary function is to 
reduce the amount of impervious surface. The drainage pattern is generally from 
northeast to southwest. Inlets on site will convey stormwater to the proposed 
underground detention chambers. The chambers will have an underdrain because 
infiltration is not feasible onsite due to high groundwater concerns. The chamber 
volumes and the volumes under the pervious pavers are required to mitigate the 
hydrologic conditions of concern in addition to stormwater treatment. 

The Project also proposes to construct a 30” storm drain in Crestmore Road from the 
terminus of the existing 30” storm drain at the northeast corner of Crestmore Road 
and Mission Boulevard, to the northerly property line. This new storm drain will 
convey runoff from the underground detention chambers described above and will 
accept runoff that reaches the site from the adjacent property to the north. 

i. Public Right-of-Way Improvements 

The project requires public right-of-way (ROW) dedication to accommodate 30 feet 
from the median centerline to the property line along the entire project frontage on 
Crestmore Road.   ROW parkway improvements along Crestmore Road include, but 
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are not limited to, a new six (6) foot wide sidewalk, curb adjacent landscaping, and 
curb and gutter.   

Proposed parkway landscaping will serve as a safety buffer between moving 
vehicles and pedestrians It will also provide a shaded and continuously level 
pathway for pedestrians, thereby increasing aesthetic value of the area.   

Staff is recommending a condition to require a Commercial/Industrial Landscape 
Maintenance Agreement for the continual maintenance of the landscaping in the 
public right-of-way.  See Exhibit 8 for a view of the street section. 

 
EXHIBIT 8:  CRESTMORE ROAD STREET SECTION 
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IV. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL TO OVERRIDE ALUC’S INCONSISTENCY 
DECISION 

Public Utilities Code Section 21676(b) provides that prior to amending a general plan 
within the planning boundary established by an airport land use commission, a local 
agency must first refer the proposed general plan amendment to the commission.  
The commission must notify the local agency if it determines that the proposed 
general plan amendment is inconsistent with the commission’s airport land use 
compatability plan. 

Section 21676(b) futher provides that the local agency may, after a public hearing, 
propose to overrule the commission’s determination of inconsistency by a two-thirds 
vote of its governing body if it makes certain specific findings.  

The specific findings required to overrule a commission’s inconsistency 
determination are specified in Public Utilities Code Section 21670(a)(2) as follows: “It 
is the purpose of this article to protect public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring 
the orderly expansion of airports and the adoption of land use measures that 
minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards within areas 
around public airports to the extent that these areas are not already devoted to 
incompatible uses.” 

On January 23, 2018, Williams Aviation Consultants prepared a detailed aviation 
report which determined that the project would not expose the public to excessive 
noise and safety hazards at the proposed subject location. The report is included as 
an Attachment to this staff report.   Additonally, the City prepared Facts and Findings 
regarding the Environmental Effects of the Approval of the Project, see attachment to 
the FEIR included in this report, and concluded that the project warranted the 
adoption of a Statement Of Overriding Considerations.   

Based on the facts and findings within the Williams Aviation Consultants report and 
the Findings prepared for the EIR, staff recommends that the City Council find and 
determine that the Project will not have an impact on the public health, safety and 
welfare based on the following findings: 

1. As identified in the Williams Aviation Consultants report, at the study location, a 
proposed building will not penetrate the Flabob Airport (RIR) Obstruction Criteria 
if it does not exceed approximately 887' Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL) on the 
south west corner and increases in height to the east.  The RIR Obstruction 
Surfaces over the property are approximately 780' Above Ground Level (AGL). A 
proposed 39' 6" building will not penetrate this surface.  

The Project will therefore not have an impact on the Flabob Airport nor the public 
health, safety and welfare in that none of the on-site structures penetrate the 
airport’s obstruction criteria. 

2. As identified in the Williams Aviation Consultants report, the proposed project is 
located outside of the Flabob Airport (RIR) Area of Navigation (RNAV) (GPS) 
Obstacle Clearance Surfaces (OCS).  

The Project will therefore not have an impact on the Flabob Airport nor the public 
health, safety and welfare in that none of the on-site structures penetrate the 
airport’s area of navigation. 
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3. As identified in the Williams Aviation Consultants report, at the study location, a 
proposed building will not penetrate Circle-to-Land Obstacle Clearance Surfaces 
(OCS) at the Flabob Airport (RIR) if it does not exceed 1,560' AMSL 
(approximately 780' AGL (Above Ground Level)). 

The Project will therefore not have an impact on the Flabob Airport nor the public 
health, safety and welfare in that the highest building elevation for any of the on-
site structures is 39’-6” vs. the required 780’ maximum height.  

4. As identified in the Williams Aviation Consultants report, at the study location, 
proposed buildings will not penetrate Departure Initial Climb Area (ICA) Standard 
Climb Gradient of 200 ft. per Nautical Mile (NM) at RIR if it does not exceed 832' 
AMSL (approximately 52' AGL).  Additionally, at the study location, proposed 
buildings will not penetrate Departure ICA Climb Gradient of 480 ft. per NM at 
RIR if it does not exceed 922' AMSL (approximately 142' AGL).  

The Project will therefore not have an impact on the Flabob Airport nor to the 
public health, safety and welfare in that, with an approximate ground elevation of 
780' Above Ground Level (AGL) a proposed 39'-6" building will not exceed 
Runway 06 Departure ICA. Thus, the Flabob Airport would not have to modify its 
departure procedures. 

5. As identified in the Williams Aviation Consultants report, at the study location, a 
proposed building will not penetrate RIR VFR (Visual Flight Rule) Traffic Pattern if 
it does not exceed approximately 887' AMSL on the south west corner and 
increases in height to the east.  With an approximate ground elevation of 780' 
Above Ground Level (AGL) a proposed 39' 6" building will not penetrate the RIR 
VFR Traffic Pattern.   

The Project will therefore not have an impact on the Flabob Airport nor the public 
health, safety and welfare in that, with an approximate ground elevation of 780' 
Above Ground Level (AGL) a proposed 39'-6" building will not penetrate the RIR 
VFR Traffic Pattern.   

6. As identified in the Williams Aviation Consultants report, most land uses are 
considered to be compatible with airport noise that does not exceed 65 dB, 
although Part 150 declares that "acceptable" sound levels should be subject to 
local conditions and community decisions.  Nevertheless, a 65 dB is generally 
identified as the threshold level of aviation noise, and other sounds of community 
noise, which are "significant."   

Based on the 2004 noise contour map for RIR (Figure 1), it is clearly shown that 
the proposed project is located outside the 65 DNL noise contour.  

The Project will therefore not have an impact on the Flabob Airport nor the public 
health, safety and welfare in that the Project area is located outside of the Flabob 
Airport’s 65 DNL noise contour mapped area.  As such, the Project would not be 
exposed to noise levels which exceed the daily noise limits set by the ALUP.  

7. The Project will not create a hazard nor have an impact on the Flabob Airport, 
nor the public health, safety and welfare in that the area adjacent to the property 
is primarily residential with some commercial/industrial use. The area between 
the airport and the development is open space near the airport and 
predominately residential thereafter (see Figure 2). The area to the east of the 
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development is open space (The Santa Ana River). The open space near the 
airport, combined with the large undeveloped space along the Santa Ana River 
provides an unusually large area in case an aircraft suffering a catastrophic 
failure required an emergency landing location. The proposed development does 
not, in any way, diminish this opportunity.  

Figure 1:  Flabob Airport – Noise Contours Map 

 

While the ALUP Safety Zone C limits new residential development to a density of 
only one dwelling per 5 acres and limits the maximum commercial occupancy to 
150 persons per 1 acre, the plan is clearly inconsistent with the goals and policies 
within the Rubidoux Overlay, the R-VC zone and the RVDW which encourages 
neighborhood town centers with FARs up .70 and high density housing 
developments.  Furthermore, the ALUP is inconsistent with the Housing Element 
of the General Plan which promotes high density, affordable housing units.   

Furthermore, the proposed development is consistent with the criteria contained 
in the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUP) as related to 
RIR airport and does not propose to contain any of the “Prohibited Uses” 
established by the ALUCP, see Figure 3. 
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Figure 2: Land Uses Adjacent to Project Site 

             

Figure 3: Zone C Compatibility Zone Factors 
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V. CHANGE OF ZONE 

Section 9.285.020 of the JVMC provides two requirements that must be met before 
setting a Change of Zone for a public hearing.  Planning staff has determined that the 
two requirements below have been satisfied: 

1. All procedures required by the Jurupa Valley Rules Implementing the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) to hear 
a matter have been completed.  

This item is in the affirmative:  the City prepared an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR). See Attachment 1 (a). 

2. The requested Change of Zone is consistent with the Jurupa Valley General 
Plan. 

The proposed R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial) and R-3 (General 
Residential) zones would be consistent with the proposed Commercial Retail 
(CR) and High Density Residential (HDR) General Plan Land Use Designations if 
approved. 

VI. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

Per Section 9.30.40 of the JVMC Section (F) (2), a Planning Commission resolution 
recommending approval of a General Plan Amendment and a City Council 
resolution approving a General Plan Amendment shall include the following 
findings:   

1. The proposed amendment would either contribute to the purposes of the 
General Plan or, at a minimum, would not be detrimental to them. 

The subject site has a General Plan Land Use Designation of Commercial 
Retail (CR) for the 1.79-acre parcel and a proposed land use designation of 
High Density Residential (HDR) for the 5.14-acre parcel. The proposed 
amendment contributes to the purpose of the General Plan by broadening 
commercial and higher density residential zones in the City, which would allow 
the development of general commercial land uses, add to the City’s affordable 
housing stock and promote revitalization within the Rubidoux Town Overlay.  

2. An amendment is required to comply with an update of the Housing Element or 
change in State Housing Element law. 

The proposed amendment to a higher density land use will help meet the City’s 
RHNA (Regional Housing Needs Assessment) numbers and contributes to all 
the goals and policies within the General Plan’s Housing Element. One of 
policies includes encouraging construction of multi-family housing affordable to 
moderate and lower income households.  

3. An amendment is required to expand basic employment job opportunities (jobs 
that contribute directly to the city's economic base) and that would improve the 
ratio of jobs-to-workers in the city. 

The amendment and the subsequent development would expand basic 
employment job opportunities and the ratio of jobs-to-workers in the City by 
providing jobs ranging from construction workers necessary for the development 
to the jobs necessary to operate the general commercial and office uses. This 
project would help promote jobs for people of all income levels, including low-
income residents. 
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VII. 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: 

1. The proposed use must conform to all the requirements of the Jurupa Valley 
General Plan and with all applicable requirements of State law and the 
ordinances of the City.  

The subject site has a General Plan Land Use Designation of Commercial Retail 
(CR) for the 1.79-acre parcel and a proposed land use designation of High 
Density Residential (HDR) for the 5.14-acre parcel. The proposed development 
demonstrates consistency with the General Plan and compliance with Title 9 
(Planning and Zoning) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code. 

The Project conforms to all of the applicable goals and policies within the 
General Plan, including but not limited to, promoting infill and improvement of 
established town centers, creating a more urbanized, pedestrian-oriented mix of 
residential, commercial, office, entertainment, civic, transit, educational, and/or 
recreational uses.  

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.  

The Project has been designed to minimize any potential impacts to adjacent 
residential land uses including orienting the parking within the interior of the 
project site, incorporating dense landscape screening and decorative masonry 
walls and fencing around the perimeter of the site.    

The proposed project is compatible with other surrounding commercial land uses 
and with residential land uses within the Rubidoux Town Overlay.  Furthermore, 
the project will enhance the community with its attractive architecture, dense 
landscaping, new trees, and decorative perimeter walls. The project will require 
public improvements in the form of new landscaped parkway, new street lighting, 
curb and gutter, new sidewalk and pedestrian walkways connecting to the center. 
The creation of a new sidewalk along the property’s entire frontage (Crestmore 
Road) will enable pedestrians to safely access the shopping center and the 
residential development.  Furthermore, the site will be graded and will drain per 
Engineering conditions. 

3. All site development permits 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 in such a manner that each 
building is located on a separate legally divided parcel. 

https://library.municode.com/ca/jurupa_valley/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT7SU
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A condition of approval shall be included to prohibit the sale of any existing or 
subsequently constructed structures on the parcel until the parcel is divided per 
Title 7 (Subdivisions) of the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code. 

VIII. FINDINGS FOR TENTATIVE LAND DIVISION MAPS (SECTION 7.15.180) 

Pursuant to Title 7 (Subdivisions) – Chapter 7.15. - Tentative Maps, Section 
7.15.180, a tentative tract map shall be denied if it does not meet all requirements of 
this title, or if any of the following findings are made:  

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

The proposed map is consistent with the requirements of the existing Commercial 
Retail (CR) and proposed High Density Residential (HDR) General Plan Land 
Use designations which permits up to 14 dwelling units per acre within the HDR 
designation.  The map will facilitate the future construction of a 30,715 square 
foot commercial building and a 5.14-acre parcel for a 68-unit multi-family 
affordable housing development (total 95,862 square feet).  The proposed 
residential density is 13.2 dwelling units per acre, which is below the maximum 
allowable density. Furthermore, the map complies with Title 7 (Subdivisions) and 
Title 9 (Planning and Zoning), with the approval of General Plan Amendment 
(GPA) No. 16006 and Change of Zone (CZ) No. 16011. 

B. That the design or improvement of the proposed land division is not consistent 
with applicable General and Specific Plans.  

The proposed layout of the Project site is consistent with the General Plan (with 
approval of GPA No. 16006 and CZ No. 16011); all proposed parcels meet the 
development standards within the R-VC (Rubidoux Village Commercial) and the 
R-3 (General Residential) zones.  

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

The combined 6.93-acre site is physically suitable as it is a relatively flat, 
undeveloped, vacant lot that is adjacent to other residential and commercial land 
uses.  The site is physically suitable to accommodate the subdivision and future 
development of the commercial building and the 68-unit multi-family residential 
development 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 not physically suitable for the 
proposed density of the development. 

The project is physically suitable for the proposed density of the development in 
that it proposes commercial development and proposes 68 multi-family 
residential dwelling units at a density of 13.2 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 
likely to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably 
injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. 

The project is not likely to cause substantial environmental damage or 
substantially injure fish or wildlife of their habitat, in that the site is highly 
disturbed and occupied by ruderal flora and bare ground. Because of the existing 
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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 
likely to cause serious public health problems. 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared that evaluated potential 
effects with respect to Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, 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, Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities and 
Service Systems. The EIR determined that although the proposed Project could 
have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect 
in this case because mitigation measures have been required or revisions in the 
Project have been made or agreed to by the Applicant. 

Furthermore, a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) report prepared 
for this project did not reveal evidence of a recognized environmental condition in 
connection with this project site.  The EIR 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 
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 Crestmore Road and all proposed utilities will 
be required to be undergrounded.    

A Tentative Tract Map shall be denied if it does not meet all requirements of this title, 
or if any of the above findings are made. Staff has found the subdivision to be in 
conformance with Title 7 (Subdivisions) and none of the above findings are made. 

Furthermore, the map is in conformance with the City’s Zoning Code and General 
Plan Land Use designation and with the approval of General Plan Amendment (GPA) 
No. 16006 and Change of Zone (CZ) No. 16011.  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.  

Furthermore, the Engineering Department has reviewed the project for access, 
circulation, grading, and drainage and has recommended conditions to comply with 
mandated regulations. 
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IX. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  

Staff has prepared an Environmental Impact Report EIR) for the project and is 
recommending that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council that it 
certify and adopt the EIR and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
for this Project.  The EIR evaluated potential effects with respect to Aesthetics, 
Agriculture and Forest Resources, 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, Transportation/Traffic, 
and Utilities and Service Systems.  

The following provides a summary of the proposed Project’s environmental impacts, 
as required by CEQA Guidelines § 15123(a). After the application of all feasible 
mitigation measures (MMs), Plans, Policies, and Programs (PPPs), and Project 
Design Features (PDFs), the Project would result in the following unavoidable 
environmental effects:  

 Hazards: No feasible mitigation is available to eliminate the identified 
inconsistency of the Project with the Flabob ALUP, so potential impacts 
related to airport safety are significant and unavoidable on both a direct and 
cumulative basis, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for this impact 
will be required if the Project is approved.  

 Land Use and Planning: There is no feasible mitigation available related to the 
Project’s inconsistencies with various General Plan policies regarding land use 
(inconsistent with Flabob ALUP) and traffic (cannot install necessary road or 
intersection improvements to achieve City Level of Service (LOS) standards. 
Therefore, potential impacts of the Project related to consistency with City 
General Plan policies for the Flabob ALUP and the several policies contained 
in the General Plan Mobility Element are significant and unavoidable on 
both a direct and cumulative basis, and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for this impact will be required if the Project is approved. 

 Transportation and Traffic: Even with implementation of the recommended 
Mitigation Measures 4.3-1 through 4.3-5, there will still be significant Project-
specific traffic impacts at several intersections and roadway segments as 
described in the EIR. Therefore 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. 

Public Review Period. The public comment period for the Draft EIR began on June 20, 
2018 and ended on July 19, 2018. Six 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 DEIR with MMRP and Appendices are available 
on the City’s website at: https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/Index/68. 

X. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

The Planning Department mailed notices to surrounding property owners within a 
1,000 foot from the boundaries of the project site, and extended the radius to include 
all properties within the same block. The radius map is included as an attachment to 
this report.  Additionally, legal advertisements were published in the Press Enterprise.  
To date, no comments have been received.  

https://www.jurupavalley.org/DocumentCenter/Index/68
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CONCLUSION 

The Project adheres to the applicable goals and policies within the General Plan and is 
consistent with the requirements in the City’s zoning code (with approval of the GPA, CZ, and 
overruling of ALUC’s inconsistency decision). The Project will revitalize a currently blighted and 
underutilized vacant parcel and will promote the vision within the Rubidoux Village Design 
Workbook, the Rubidoux Town Center Overlay and the R-VC zone.  The Project encompasses 
village town center design elements and land uses which are consistent with the General Plan 
goals and policies. 

The Project’s attractive Craftsman architectural theme, multiple residential amenities, decorative 
perimeter walls/fencing, landscape screening, and overall site improvements makes this 
development a showcase project. Additionally, the Project will become a landmark development 
at the eastern gateway into the City as well as serve to revitalize the downtown Rubidoux 
village. Potential impacts have been analyzed within the EIR, Facts and Findings and also 
within the proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program to reduce any impacts to a 
“less than significant level.”   

Based upon the findings set forth in the attached Resolution No. 2020-05-27-03, staff 
recommends that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council approve General 
Plan Amendment (GPA) No. 16006, Change Of Zone (CZ) No. 16011, Tentative Parcel Map 
(TPM) No. 37126 and Site Development Permit (SDP) No. 16043, subject to the conditions of 
approval.  

 
 
Prepared by:  Submitted by:  
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
___________________________ 

 

Rocio Lopez  Thomas G. Merrell, AICP  
Senior Planner  Planning Director  
 

 

Reviewed by: 

 

___//s// Serita Young____________ 

Serita Young 
Deputy City Attorney 
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ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution No. 2020-05-27-03 

a. Exhibit A. “Draft EIR” 

b. Exhibit B. “Final EIR, Fact and Findings and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations” 

c. Exhibit C. Recommended Conditions of Approval 

2. GPA and CZ Colored Exhibits 

3. Excerpt from the February 10, 2016 Planning Commission Hearing 

4. General Plan Policies 

5. Applicant’s Project Description 

6. Request for Modification of Parking Standards 

7. Shared Parking Analysis Report 

8. Government Section 65915  

9. Williams Aviation Consultants Report 

10. 1,000 Foot Radius Map with Extended Areas 

11. Project Plans (Architectural Set; Tentative Parcel Map, Civil Set and Concept Landscape 
Plan Set) dated December 26, 2019 

12. Letter of Support from Riverside County Housing Authority 

13. Letters of “Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation” from the FAA (Federal Aviation 
Administration) 

14. Letter of Support from the City of Rancho Cucamonga 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 2 

GPA and CZ Colored Exhibits 



GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT EXHIBIT

 



CHANGE OF ZONE EXHIBIT

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 3 

Excerpt from the February 10, 2016  
Planning Commission Hearing 



EXCERPT OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF THE 
FEBRUARY 10, 2016 MEETING FOR MA15105  

7. COMMISSION BUSINESS 

7.1  STUDY SESSION: MA15105/PROS1517 - 68-UNIT MULTI-FAMILY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECT WITH 16,019 SQ.-FT. COMMERCIAL 
BUILDING LOCATED AT 5171 MISSION BLVD. 

Principal Planner Tamara Campbell provided a power point presentation of the proposal 
to be considered for Planning Commission review and discussion. 

Mr. Curtis Dahle, Representative for Northtown Housing, presented a power point 
presentation of the proposed project. 

COMMISSIONERS DELIBERATON 

Commissioner Lopez expressed her support of the project but indicated that the density 
was too high and building too plain. She felt that this site is particularly important as a 
"Gateway" to the community. She also stated that it does not conform with the rest of 
the Rubidoux area. 

Commissioner West asked about the proposed commercial uses and tenant screening 
and income qualifications. 

Commissioner Ruiz expressed concerns with a potential conflict of interest. Assistant 
City Attorney, Serita Young, explained the process for determining "conflict of interests." 

Commissioner Burris would like to see the commercial building front on Crestmore 
Road and asked that the configuration of the project be revised. He indicated that the 
design needs work, and that he supports the project; but the configuration is not right. 
He wants special consideration given to this site as an important edge and anchor to the 
Rubidoux Village.  He would like to see the City really build that corner of the town as a 
Village and Town Center. 

The Commissioners overall were supportive of the proposal and encouraged the 
applicant to consider their comments and submit a revised project as a formal 
application. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 4 

General Plan Policies 



GENERAL PLAN POLICIES 

The Project has been reviewed by Staff and found to be consistent with the goals and polices 
within the General Plan including the following: 

CR - Land Use Policies  
The General Plan land use designation is Commercial Retail (CR) which allows for commercial 
development. The project has been reviewed and evaluated for consistency with the City’s 
General Plan policies that apply to this project. The following policies relating to design, 
infrastructure, and mitigation of potential impacts apply to this project: 

LUE 3.1: Commercial Development: Accommodate the development of commercial uses in 
areas designated by the General Plan, specific plans, and community and town center plans. 

The Project will be located within a 6.95-acre site which has been vacant now for over nine (9) 
years.  The proposed commercial development will enable the revitalization of this underutilized 
property, while promoting economic development, sales tax and job creation which will benefit 
the Rubidoux town center.  

LUE 3.2: Accessibility: In pedestrian areas, such as Town Centers and commercial and 
industrial parks, buildings should face and be directly accessible from the public sidewalk. 

The development has been designed so that the commercial building is oriented towards the 
public right-of-way along the Crestmore Road frontage. Additionally, the adjacent 68-unit 
residential development will enable increased pedestrian activity between both the commercial 
and residential land uses.  The commercial building is conveniently located and conveniently 
accessible to pedestrians who reside within walking distance from this future neighborhood 
retail center.  

LUE 3.4 Transit and Housing: Locate commercial uses near transit facilities and residential 
areas, and require the incorporation of facilities such as bus turnout lanes and bus shelters to 
promote use of public transit.  

The proposed commercial and high density residential project will be within close proximity to 
numerous existing Riverside Transit Authority (RTA) bus stops along Mission Blvd., including 
two in close proximity to the intersection of Mission Blvd. and Crestmore Road. As a result, the 
project does not require a bus turn out along the Crestmore project frontage as determined by 
the RTA. The project, as proposed, is consistent with the intent of this policy.  

LUE 3.5 Residential Compatibility: Commercial uses abutting residential properties shall be 
designed to protect the residential use from the impacts of noise, vibration, light, fumes, odors, 
vehicular traffic, parking, and safety hazards. 

The Project includes a 68-unit multi-family residential development in addition to the existing 
single family residential properties located to the north and west of the subject site. To buffer the 
commercial use from these residential land uses, the Project incorporates dense landscaping 
within the parking area and the commercial building is oriented towards Crestmore Road which 
provides a buffer into the parking area.  Additionally, the project includes six (6) foot high solid 
masonry walls and tubular steel fencing and landscape buffering along the perimeter of the 
commercial and residential development.    

Additionally, the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP) provides mitigation 
measures to reduce potential impacts such as, but not limited to, noise, air pollution, traffic, etc. 
to levels of non-significance.   



LUE 3.7 Mixed Uses: Allow mixed-use projects to develop in commercially designated areas in 
accordance with the Design Guidelines of the Town Center Overlay and the Mixed Use Overlay, 
and with consideration of potential impacts to adjacent uses. 

The Project has been designed in accordance with the RVDW and is consistent with the R-VC 
zone development standards which emphasize the policies within the Town Center Overlay.  
The Project incorporates complementary architectural design elements, perimeter walls and 
landscaping which not only reduce impacts to adjacent land uses but enhance the 
neighborhood. 

HDR Land Use Policies 
LUE 2.2 Higher Density Residential: Accommodate higher density residential development in 
walkable, pedestrian oriented areas near major transportation corridors, concentrated 
employment areas, and community and town centers, and promote the development of high 
quality apartments and condominiums that will encourage local investment and pride of 
ownership. 

The Project proposes a higher density, architecturally attractive, high end quality development 
which includes many residential amenities and includes a pedestrian oriented layout.  The 
Project is located within the downtown area of Rubidoux Village near major transportation 
corridors and concentrated retail and employment areas.  As such, the Project meets the goals 
of this policy.  

LUE 2.3 Infrastructure: Ensure that circulation facilities, water resources, sewer and storm 
drainage facilities, and other utilities available or provided by the developer are adequate to 
meet the demands of a proposed residential land use in addition to those services and 
resources required to serve existing residents and businesses. 

The Rubidoux Community Services District (RCSD) had provided a Will-Serve letter for the 
Project, ensuring that there is adequate water, sewer and drainage capacity to support the 
development of this Project.  Additionally, the Project was reviewed by the Fire Department 
which did not oppose the development.  

LUE 2.5 Connectivity: Integrate residential development with a continuous network of parks, 
open space, public areas, bicycle trails, equestrian trails, public transit routes, and pedestrian 
paths to connect neighborhoods and communities with key nodes. Key nodes include parks and 
recreation facilities, schools, town and neighborhood centers, and other in-city communities and 
surrounding cities and points of interest. 

The Project features a variety of recreational amenities for the future residents including two 
children’s tot lots, a community pool and spa, a large turf area, a pool building and a community 
building which will provide an after-school program, computer classes, business center and 
fitness room and numerous bike racks throughout the site. 

Housing Element Policies 
HE 1 Encourage Development of Quality Housing That Meets the City’s Affordable 
Housing Needs 

The Project is a high-quality multi-family housing development with an attractive Craftsman 
architectural theme and includes dense landscaping, with a variety of trees, shrubs and ground 
covers as well as decorative perimeter landscaping. Additionally, all 68 residential units are 
proposed to be 100% affordable housing with tenants paying only 30% of their income to 
housing.  



HE 2 Conserve and Improve the Housing Stock, Particularly Housing Affordable to Lower 
Income and Special Housing Needs Households 

The Project is proposed on vacant site which was once the location of a low-income mobile 
home park with up to 66 mobile homes.  The 68-units are proposed to be 100% affordable 
housing units which would serve the lower income population of the community.  

HE 3 Promote Equal Housing Opportunities for All Persons 

The Applicant intends to own and operate the 68-unit rental property and has agreements in 
place with the County of Riverside Housing Authority and the Federal Government to accept 
Section 8 vouchers and VASH veteran vouchers as subsidies for each of the future tenants.  

HE 4 Maintain and Enhance Residential Neighborhoods and Remove Blight 

The Project is a high-quality multi-family housing and commercial development which, when 
completed, will remove the on-going homeless encampment which is currently located on the 
vacant property.  The project will not only enhance the gateway into the City from City of 
Riverside and residential neighborhood, but will help to increase property values and add much 
needed commercial and office space to this part of downtown Rubidoux.  

HE 5  Reduce Residential Energy and Water Use 

In compliance with State energy-efficient requirements, the project has been designed and will 
include building materials which promote energy-savings through sustainable design that meet 
or exceed minimum requirements in state law. 

ES 5.8 Diverse Job Opportunities: Help promote job opportunities for people of all income 
levels, including low income residents. 

The commercial development will help promote job opportunities for residents within the 
community, which includes people of all income levels and low-income residents.  Additionally, 
the community center at the residential development proposes to employ four (4) staff 
members. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 5 

Applicant’s Project Description 



MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA AND MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

 
Mission Gateway Villas Apartments in located in the Community of Jurupa Valley in 
Western Riverside County, CA. The Santa Ana River binds the project site on the 
southeast; southwest by Mission Boulevard; on the northwest by Crestmore Road; 
on the northeast by single-family residences. It is approximately 6.95 acres in size 
and relatively level. 
 
Mission Gateway Villas Apartments consists of 68 affordable rental units and a 
community center in 13 two-story buildings, with a pool, pool building, volleyball 
court, 2 tot lots, and barbeque areas. 
 

 22 - Two bedroom, one-bath units of approximately ranging from 927, 
942 or 958 s.f. each. 

 40 - Three bedroom, two-bath units of approximately 1,232 s.f. each. 
 6 - Four bedroom, two-bath units of approximately 1,381 s.f. each. 

 
Each apartment will have a private balcony or patio area. We will provide 156 on-
site parking spaces, 81 of these are covered spaces. The remaining 105 spaces will 
be on a first come first serve basis.  One of the apartments will be designated for an 
on-site manager. 
 
The Community Building of approximately 3,818 s.f.  will provide offices for 
property management staff and resident services. There will be a community 
meeting area, computer lab, restrooms, and kitchen and storage areas. 
 
Northtown Housing Development Corporation is purchasing all five properties from 
their respective owners.  NHDC has enter into an Exclusive Negotiating Agreement 
with the Housing Authority of the County of Riverside for the purchase of their three 
(3) properties located in Jurupa Valley (APN’s 179-330-002, 179-330-003 & 179-
330-005). NHDC has also entered into a Purchase and Sale Agreement to purchase 
the remaining two properties owned by Joseph, John & James Averna and Barbara 
Bucher  (APN’s 179-330-004 & 179-330-006). 
 
Mission Gateway Villas will be built in conjunction with 9% Low Income Tax Credits, 
and all 68 units will be covered through the California Tax Credit Allocation 
Committee (CTCAC). Mission Gateway Villas will be a Crime Free, Drug Free and 
Smoke Free Community. We will accept Section 8 Vouchers (tenant based), and 
VASH Vouchers for Veterans.  All 68 units are 100% affordable with rents at 30%, 
40%, 50% and 60% of Riverside County’s Area Median Income (AMI) (see 
breakdown attached). Tenants will pay approximately 30% of their income in 
housing costs. Per CTCAC guidelines there will be a reduction for certain utilities.  
Northtown Housing prides itself on providing affordable workforce housing 



solutions for those tenants who qualify based on income, family size and 
background checks. 
 
Apartment Complex – Mission Gateway Villas: Northtown Housing Development 
Corporation will own and manage the property and hire and manage all property 
management staff including property manager, assistant manager, and maintenance 
technicians, and porters. NHDC will also hire and manage the Resident Services 
Coordinator and the Program Specialist who will oversee the contracted resident 
services.  The mix of resident services will be determined by community 
demographics. We will provide regular courtesy security patrols based on the 
community needs.  
 
Commercial Property – Mission Gateway Plaza: Northtown will retain ownership of 
the commercial property leasing out retail and office space based on the market 
conditions and needs based on the community.  We have also reviewed the Business 
Expansion Recruitment Program prepared by Kosmont Companies for the City of 
Jurupa Valley in 2015. NHDC will review the BERP in depth and discuss with the city 
the best implementation of its findings for this commercial site based on the 
suggested focus areas for implementation and the retail vacancy by market sections 
of the report. 

The creation of Northtown Housing Development Corporation (NHDC) in 1993 was 
premised on a vision to revitalize the Northtown community located in the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga. Twenty-four years later, NHDC represents a success story of 
neighborhood activism, community revitalization and a commitment toward 
creating quality housing and home ownership pride for low-income families. When 
the City of Rancho Cucamonga formed the Citizens Housing Task Force to determine 
the use of Redevelopment Agency Housing Set-Aside funds to provide low-income 
affordable housing, Nacho Gracia, Original Founding member advocated for the 
startup Northtown Housing nonprofit corporation as a development entity for the 
Northtown area. 

To date, NHDC has created a diversified real estate portfolio. NHDC has built 523 
affordable rental units. Two award winning affordable residential villages totaling 
102 rental units. Villa del Norte (9997 Feron Blvd., Rancho Cucamonga), an 88-unit 
townhouse community, offering three, four and five bedrooms with attached 
garages. At Villa Del Norte, there is also an on-site childcare center, Villa Del Ninos. 
The other is Las Casitas (9789 Main Street) offering 14 affordable apartment rentals 
that are one and two bedrooms. 

Olen Jones (7125 Amethyst Ave., Rancho Cucamonga) is a 96 unit senior housing 
community consisting of one and two bedroom affordable apartment units, offering 
social services through our Social Service Coordinator on-site. NHDC has also built 
49 new single-family houses and renovated another 15 existing houses. San Sevaine 
Villas Family Apartments (13247 Foothill Blvd., Rancho Cucamonga), a 225-unit 
community, provides 1,2 & 3 bedroom units to the workforce community. A 



community building provides an after-school program, computer classes, business 
center, fitness room and swimming pool. 

NHDC also offered a multifaceted home ownership program. The first-time 
homebuyer program provided financial resources to low-income families to buy 
their first home. In all, our financing program has helped 59 families realize their 
dream of home ownership. 

Community revitalization is not complete without a Community Center where social 
services and cultural events take place. A 3,818 square foot community center, 
which offers after-school recreation, tutoring and mentoring programs. Adults and 
seniors are offered computer and ESL classes. We partner with Cocinando Amigos 
Saludables Y Alegres (CASA) and have cooking classes for both kids and adults 
weekly. We have annual events for all of the following; Easter Egg Hunt, Cinco de 
Mayo festival, Summer Camp, Veteran’s Day, Thanksgiving Community Dinner, 
Annual Tamale making for our Holiday Dinner and Christmas toy give away. We 
partner with the Rotary Club to give our community kids shoes, with Frito Lay to 
give our community kids backpacks, IEHP to give expecting parents child car seats, 
and Camp Fire for after school program snacks. 
 
 
  
    
      

      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
   
  
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 6 

Request for Modification of Parking Standards 

 



 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
January 23, 2020 
 
Mr. Tom Merrell, Planning Director 
City of Jurupa Valley 
8930 Limonite Avenue 
Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 
 
RE: MASTER APPLICATION MA-16224 APNS: 179-330-002, 003, 004, 005 & 006 
       REQUEST FOR MODIFICATION OF PARKING STANDARDS 
 
Dear Mr. Tom Merrell 
 
Please accept this letter as a formal request to allow our proposed development to utilize on-street public 
parking within a 600 ft. radius of our commercial property to accommodate 46% of the total spaces 
required by the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code, as permissible by the City’s parking ordinances and the 
Rubidoux Village Design Workbook. The project is proposing the following development: 

 30,715 sq. ft 2 story commercial building, 1
st
 floor will be retail (18,345 sq. ft.), 2

nd
 floor will be 

offices (12,370 sq. ft.) 

 11 residential buildings (90,655 sq. ft.), with 68-units 

 1 community building with offices and lounge area (3,818 sq. ft.) 

 1 pool building (1,053 sq. ft.) 

 1 maintenance building (336 sq. ft.) 
Total parking required for both land uses = 315 spaces 
Total parking provided for both land uses = 292 spaces 

 
       The Commercial project code required parking requirements are 136 parking spaces, currently we have 
       136 spaces: 

 73 on-site parking spaces 

 63 off-site parking spaces 

 4 of the 73 on-site spaces will be shared spaces with the residential property; 2 spaces for staff 
and 2 spaces for visitors (1 space will be a disabled parking space) 

         
        The Residential project on-site code required parking requirements are 177 parking spaces, plus 2 spaces 
        for staff, currently we have 179 spaces: 

 139 on-site parking spaces (includes 86 covered spaces & 53 spaces uncovered) 

 17 on-site spaces for unassigned tenants/guests (includes 6 accessible spaces) 

 4 on-site shared spaces for Staff/Visitor parking (includes 1 accessible space) 

 We have a deficiency of 23 spaces per required code 

            
       Mission Gateway Villas is an Affordable Housing Community that will target households whose incomes are 
       30%, 50% or 60% of Riverside County’s Area Median Income. This is a Workforce Affordable Housing 
       Development and will have a 55-year Affordability Agreement with the City of Jurupa Valley and the  
       California Tax Allocation Committee. We are also utilizing California Administrative Code, Title 7, Division 1, 
       Chapter 4.3: Density Bonuses and Other Incentives; Section 65915, Subdivision (p), Item (I): “Except as 
       provided in paragraphs (2) and (3) upon the request of the developer, a city, county, or city and county shall  
       not require a vehicle parking ratio, inclusive of handicapped and guest parking, of a development meeting 
       the criteria of subdivisions (b) and (c), that exceeds the following ratios:       



              

 

            
 
 
 
 

Northtown Housing Development Corp. 
10071 Feron Blvd 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Phone: 909.484.7140 Fax: 909.579.3398 

 

Northtown Housing is applying Government Code Section 65915 (p) (1) for parking concession for reduced 
residential parking standards for this project as follows: 

1. 2 Bedroom:  2 spaces per unit x 22 units = 44 spaces 
2. 3 Bedroom:  2 spaces per unit x 40 units = 80 spaces 
3. 4 Bedroom:  2.5 spaces per unit x 6 units = 15 spaces 

      Total required per Government Code Section 65915 (p) (1) is 139 parking spaces. 
 

Northtown Housing is applying Government Code Section 65915 (p) (1) which reduces the required number 
of parking spaces from the JVMC requirement below: 

Multiple Family Residential Uses: 

1. Two bedrooms/ dwelling unit:  2.25 spaces/unit or 50 required spaces 
2. Three or more bedrooms/ dwelling unit: 2.75 spaces/unit; and 1 space/ employee; or 127 

required parking spaces (plus any employee spaces) 

Total required per JVMC is 177 parking spaces. 

       Mission Gateway Plaza’s Commercial project on-site parking requirements meet the Rubidoux Village 
       Design Workbook Guidelines and the City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code Section 9.240.120 Off-Street  
       Vehicle Parking.  
 
       A Shared Parking Analysis, prepared by Urban Crossroads, and updated on December 19, 2019 (a copy of 
       which was provided to our assigned planner Rocio Lopez, MPA). The Parking Analysis shows that if the 
       peak demand for residential parking exceeds the actual parking spaces available within the Residential 
       project, they can be accommodated on the Commercial Parcel with a shared parking Agreement between  
       the two properties. Using the Jurupa Valley Municipal Code requirements, we currently have a deficiency of  
       23 on-site parking spaces which has been reduced to 18 spaces by the Shared Parking Analysis. 
 
       In addition to the street parking utilization by the commercial land use, we request that shared parking for 
       the deficient 18 parking spaces for the residential land use (as identified in the Shared Parking  
       Analysis) be accommodated by street parking spaces during evening hours. Please refer to the Shared  
       Parking Analysis prepared for this project, specifically Table 11 (Scenario 2), whereby the analysis shows  
       that there is adequate daytime on-site and off-site parking provided for both commercial and residential land 
       uses. If the evening coverage of 18 vehicles for Scenario 2 is not allowed to be accommodated on adjacent 
       streets, then a formal shared parking arrangement would need to be implemented to allow resident use of  
       commercial parking spaces on a time-restricted and permit issued basis. 
 
       We are requesting a modification of the City’s Parking Regulations, JVMC Section 9.240.120, to allow a 
       reduction in on-site commercial parking of 63 spaces, or 46% of the total spaces required, and to allow us 
       to utilize public street parking within a 600 ft. radius to provide the additional 63 parking spaces under a  
       shared parking agreement with the City. 
 
        Sincerely, 
 
        Debi Myers, Housing Project Manager 

      cc:  Mission Gateway /  Curtis Dahle, Architect 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 7 

Shared Parking Analysis Report 



Ofc:   1001 Dove St.      Suite 260      Newport Beach, CA 92660 
Main:    260 E. Baker St.      Suite 200      Costa Mesa, CA 92626
urbanxroads.com
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December 19, 2019 
 
Ms. Debi Myers 
Northtown Housing Development Corp 
10071 Feron Blvd.  
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

 
SUBJECT:  MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA & VILLAS SHARED PARKING ANALYSIS  

Dear Ms. Debi Myers: 

Urban  Crossroads,  Inc.  is  pleased  to  submit  this  shared  parking  analysis  to  Northtown  Housing 
Development Corp for the proposed Mission Gateway Plaza & Villas (“Project”), which is located north 
of Mission Boulevard and east of Crestmore Road in the City of Jurupa Valley.  The Project proposes a 
mix of  retail, office,  and  residential uses within  a  reasonable walking distance of one  another,  and 
when  combined  with  appropriate  pedestrian  and  vehicular  connectivity,  the  opportunity  to  share 
parking spaces between these land uses can be achieved.   

The Project is proposed to consist of the following uses: 

Residential 

 68 multi‐family apartment units 

Non‐Residential 

 15,351 square foot of retail lease area 

 10,462 square foot of office lease area 

PROPOSED NON‐RESIDENTIAL PARKING SUPPLY 

The  Project  is  proposing  the  use  of  shared  parking  considerations  for  the  non‐residential  uses  in 
comparison  to  City  of  Jurupa  Valley  isolated‐use  parking  rates  (discussed  below).    As  mentioned 
previously, the project is proposed to consist of retail, office, and residential uses within a reasonable 
walking distance of one another.   

A total of 229 parking spaces are proposed to be  located on‐site, and 63 parking spaces are available 
off‐site within 600 feet of the Project entry (see attached Exhibit A), with 20 new spaces on Crestmore, 
south  of Mission  Blvd.;  11  new  spaces  on  Crestmore,  north  of Mission;  and  32  existing  spaces  on 
Crestmore, 37th Street and Mission Blvd.   For the 229 on‐site parking spaces, 156 are  for residential 
use only and 73 are for the retail and office uses, of which four (4) are shared with residential land use 
(2 visitor and 2 staff).    



Ms. Debi Myers 
Northtown Housing Development Corp  
May 4, 2020 
Page 2 
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CITY CODE REQUIREMENTS AND ITE PARKING DEMAND ESTIMATES  

Table 1 shows the isolated‐use parking rates applicable to the Project based upon City of Jurupa Valley 
code requirements.   As shown  in Table 1, the overall City Code parking requirement amounts to 315 
parking spaces. 

For comparison purposes, parking demand  rates  from  the  Institute of Transportation Engineers  (ITE) 
Parking Generation  ‐ 4th Edition manual for multifamily housing (ITE Land Use Code: 220), retail   (ITE 
Land Use Code: 820), and office (ITE Land Use Code: 701) uses are presented in Table 2.  As shown in 
Table 2, the ITE parking demand for the Project amounts to 246 spaces. 

POTENTIAL TRANSIT USAGE 

Transit service in the study area is provided by Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) Route 49 along Mission 
Boulevard.   A  bus  stop  is  located  on  the  south  (eastbound)  side  of  Mission  Boulevard  west  of 
Crestmore  Road,  and  in  the  reverse  direction  a  bus  stop  is  located  on Mission  Boulevard  east  of 
Wallace Street. 

Riverside Transit Agency provides advanced reservation transportation Dial‐A‐Ride service for seniors 
and persons with disabilities.  Dial‐A‐Ride vehicles travel to areas within three‐quarters of a mile of an 
RTA  local  fixed  route.    According  to  the  2009 National  Household  Travel  Survey  (Federal  Highway 
Administration),  individuals  in  low‐income  housing  take  about  three  times  as many  transit  trips  as 
those in higher income groups.  

CAR OWNERSHIP VARIATIONS 

National  Household  Travel  Survey  data  indicates  that  vehicle  ownership  is  lower  for  low‐income 
housing residents.  Up to 24% of households in low‐income housing do not own a vehicle, whereas 98% 
of households earning over $100,000 own a vehicle.  

Approximately 23% of non‐workers with disabilities  live  in zero‐vehicle households (in comparison to 
10% of non‐workers without disabilities). Approximately 12% of workers with disabilities  live  in zero‐
vehicle households (in comparison to 4% of workers without disabilities). 

PROJECT ESTIMATES OF PARKING DEMAND FOR ISOLATED USES 

Table 3 shows a stratification of weekday and weekend parking demands estimated  for each project 
land use, prior  to  consideration of  shared parking  spaces.   Peak parking demands  for  residents and 
guests and/or visitors and employees are estimated separately  for each  land use, based upon Urban 
Land  Institute data  sources.    To  account  for  the unique  characteristics of  this  residential project  in 
terms of transit access and reduced auto ownership, for project residents it is estimated that up to 10% 
of travel activity will occur by non‐automobile mode as discussed above.   



Ms. Debi Myers 
Northtown Housing Development Corp  
December 19, 2019 
Page 3 
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ULI  procedures  allow  for  testing  of  alternative  parking  demand  scenarios,  and  the  following  two 
alternatives are addressed in this analysis: 

Scenario  1  –  Moderate  Evening  Residential  Parking  Accumulation.    This  scenario  involves  more 
residential parking spaces  than  the  ITE parking generation estimates  for  the Project  (156 vs 132), but 
less  spaces  than  dictated  by  City  single  land  use  requirements  (156  vs  179).    When  these 
resident/visitor/employee  conditions  are  considered,  the  total weekday parking demand  amounts  to 
285  spaces, and  the  total weekend parking demand amounts  to 261  spaces prior  to  consideration of 
shared parking. 

Scenario  2  – Higher  Evening  Residential  Parking Accumulation.    This  scenario  assumes more  parking 
spaces than the City single land use requirements (191 vs 179).  With an increased parking demand for 
the residential portion of the Project,  the total weekday parking demand amounts to 316 spaces, and 
the total weekend parking demand amounts to 292 spaces prior to consideration of shared parking. 

City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code Section 9.240.120 allows the use of nearby public street parking 
for projects within  the "Rubidoux Village Policy Area" of  the  Jurupa Area Plan which are zoned R‐VC 
(Rubidoux‐Village Commercial) at the discretion of the Planning Director as follows: 

 Individual lots in excess of fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet may use street and public area 
parking to meet no more than fifty (50) percent of the parking requirement. 

 When street parking is used to meet the parking requirement, all regular and handicap stalls on 
the street within six hundred (600) feet of the boundaries of the project may be counted. This 
provision  applies  to  parking  along Mission  Boulevard,  as well  as  the  local  streets  that  serve 
Mission Boulevard. 

SHARED PARKING  

As some of the proposed uses have parking demands that reach their peak occupancy during different 
times of the day, and Project residents will walk to the adjacent Project retail and office uses, there is 
an opportunity for the proposed residential, retail, and office uses to “share” parking with each other. 

City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code Section 9.240.120 allows residential and commercial projects, at 
the  discretion  of  the  Planning  Director,  to  account  for  shared  use  of  parking  facilities  under  the 
following conditions: 

a. Sufficient  evidence  shall  be  presented  to  the  Planning  Director  to  demonstrate  that  no 
substantial conflict in the principal hours or periods of peak demand will exist between the uses 
or structures which propose to share parking. 

b. The building or use for which an application for shared parking  is being made shall be  located 
within one hundred and fifty (150) feet of the parking area to be shared. 



Ms. Debi Myers 
Northtown Housing Development Corp  
December 19, 2019 
Page 4 
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c. No more than fifty (50) percent of the parking space requirement shall be met through shared 
parking. 

d. Parties  sharing  off‐street  parking  facilities  shall  provide  evidence  of  a  reciprocal  parking 
agreement for such  joint use by a proper  legal  instrument recorded  in the office of the County 
Recorder with  the number of  copies as  required and  thereof  filed with  the City Building and 
Safety Division. 

Tables  4  through  7  documents  the  time  of  day  factors  for  the  land  uses  on  site  during 
weekdays/weekend  and daytime/evening  conditions  for  scenarios  1  and  2.    In  general,  the parking 
demands for retail and office uses are higher during the daytime hours, while the parking demands for 
residential uses peak at night.   

As shown on the attached Tables 8 and 9, a “non‐captive ratio” is assigned to each separate land use to 
indicate  the  percentage  of  parkers  at  the mixed‐use  development who  are  not  already  counted  as 
being  parked  at  another  of  the  land  uses.    For  example,  when  residents  walk  to  the  adjacent 
commercial uses,  there  is not any additional parking demand generated.   This describes a “captive” 
parked vehicle and does not  require an additional parking  space.   Other vehicles coming  to  the  site 
specific to a single use are considered “non‐captive.”  As such, if the non‐captive ratio for retail visitors 
equals  75%,  this means  that  75%  of  parkers will  arrive  and  park  for  only  a  retail  visit, while  the 
remaining 25% which are arriving from the adjacent residential area can be considered captive (using 
only the resident parking). 

Tables 8 and 9 also present the “mode adjustment” assigned to each separate  land use to represent 
the  travelers who drive  to  the  site  rather  than use  an  alternative means of  transportation,  such  as 
riding fixed‐route or Dial‐A‐Ride transit, riding a bicycle, hailing a ride (e.g. Lyft or Uber), or walking / 
using a mobility device.   The mode adjustment ratio  for project residents of 90% means that 90% of 
typical parking demand will occur, while the remaining 10% of travel activity does not require parked 
vehicle provisions on‐site due to lower auto ownership corresponding with lower income, senior, and 
residents with disabilities. 

For Scenario 1, the shared parking calculations are summarized in Table 8.  Assuming more residential 
parking spaces than the ITE parking generation estimates, but fewer spaces than dictated by City single 
land use requirements, a total of 240 parking spaces are needed for the overall Project during daytime 
on weekdays and 207   parking spaces during the evening on weekends with consideration of shared 
parking.  

For Scenario 2, the shared parking calculations are presented  in Table 9.   Assuming more residential 
parking spaces than the City single land use requirements, a total of 254  parking spaces are needed for 
the overall Project during  the daytime on weekdays and 235   parking  spaces during  the evening on 
weekends with consideration of shared parking. 
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Tables 10 and 11 depict the distribution of both parking demands and parking provided/available for 
Scenarios 1 and 2, respectively.  As shown in Table 10 the 229 on‐site parking spaces provided by the 
Project and 63 adjacent  street parking  spaces adequately  serve both  the daytime and evening peak 
demands.    Retail  and  office  visitors/employees  can  utilize  the  63  available  adjacent  street  parking 
spaces  during  daytime  hours,  and  adequate  residential  parking  is  also  available  for  the  Scenario  1 
residential peak parking demand. 

As shown  in Table 11  the 229 on‐site parking spaces provided by  the Project and 63 adjacent street 
parking spaces adequately serve daytime peak demands.  However, the Scenario 2 residential demand 
for parking in the nighttime exceeds residential parking supply by 18 vehicles.  If the evening overage 
of 18 vehicles  for Scenario 2  is not allowed  to be accommodated on adjacent streets,  then a  formal 
shared  parking  arrangement would  need  to  be  implemented  to  allow  resident  use  of  commercial 
parking spaces on a time‐restricted basis.   

Scenario  2  (described  above)  potentially  results  in  an  excess  peak  demand  for  resident  and  guest 
parking  which  exceeds  available  residential  spaces  during  the  evening.    If  this  scenario  unfolds,  
consideration could be given to the  identification of up to 18 commercial parking spaces for resident 
use during the evenings  on a permit basis. 

FINDINGS 

The  Project  is  proposing  the  use  of  shared  parking  considerations  for  the  non‐residential  uses  in 
comparison to the parking rates provided  in the City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code and ITE Parking 
Generation Manual  (4th Edition).   The City Code parking requirements amount  to 315 spaces  for  the 
Project, and ITE parking demand estimates for the Project amount to 246 spaces (compared to the 292 
spaces provided on‐site and off‐site).   

As some of the proposed uses have parking demands that reach their peak occupancy during different 
times of the day, and Project residents will walk to the adjacent Project retail and office uses, there is 
an opportunity for the proposed residential, retail, and office uses to “share” parking with each other.  
The  shared  parking  methodology  (consistent  with  City  of  Jurupa  Valley  Municipal  Code  Section 
9.240.120)  indicates  that  for  Scenario  1,  the  peak  demand  amounts  to  240  parking  spaces  during 
daytime on weekdays and 207 parking spaces during  the evening on weekends.   For scenario 2,  the 
peak demand  amounts  to 254 parking  spaces during daytime on weekdays  and 235 parking  spaces 
during the evening on weekends.   

A  total of 229 parking  spaces  (156  for  residential use only and 73  for  the  retail and office uses) are 
proposed to be located on‐site.  The combination of 229 on‐site parking spaces and 63 adjacent street 
parking spaces adequately serve peak parking demands for the Scenario 1 moderate evening parking 
accumulation  (described  above).    For  Scenario  1,  33  of  the  adjacent  street  parking  spaces  are 
estimated to be absorbed by the project in the daytime, while few of these adjacent spaces would be 
used during the evening.   
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For the Scenario 2 higher evening residential parking accumulation (described above), the residential 
demand  for parking  in  the nighttime exceeds  residential parking supply by up  to 18 vehicles.    If  this 
higher evening residential parking demand occurs,  consideration could be given to the identification of 
up to 18 commercial parking spaces for resident use during the evenings  on a permit basis. 

If you have any questions, please contact John Kain at (949) 336‐5990 or Marlie Whiteman (949) 336‐ 
5991. 

Respectfully submitted, 

URBAN CROSSROADS, INC. 

 

 
John Kain, AICP                                                                   Marlie Whiteman, PE 
Principal    Senior Associate 
 
JN: 12261 Mission Gateway Plaza & Villas 
Attachments 
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Multi‐Family Residential

   Two Bedrooms 22 DU

          Residents/Visitors Rate 2.25 SP/DU 50

   Three or more Bedrooms 46 DU

          Residents/Visitors Rate 2.75 SP/DU 129

Residential Subtotal 68 DU 179

Retail 15,351 SF Lease Area

      Visitors/Employees Rate 5.5 SP/TSF 84

Office 10,462 SF Lease Area

      Visitors/Employees Rate 5 SP/TSF 52

Retail/Office Subtotal 25,813 SF 136

Total Parking Spaces 315

1 Parking Rate Source:  City of Jurupa Valley Municipal Code Section 9.240.120  Off‐Street Vehicle Parking.
2 SP = Space; SF = Square Feet; TSF = Thousand Square Feet

R:\UXRjobs\_12100‐12500\12261\Excel\Parking\[12261‐03 Parking Study ‐ Results.xlsx]Code

TABLE 1: CITY PARKING CODE REQUIREMENTS
1

Code Parking SpacesLand Use Quantity2
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Multi‐Family Residential (ITE LU Code: 221) 68 DU

          Weekday Peak Period Parking Demand 1.94 SP/DU 132

Residential Subtotal 68 DU 132

Retail  (ITE LU Code: 820) 15,351 SF GLA

          Weekday Peak Period Parking Demand 5.05 SP/TSF 78

Office (ITE LU Code: 701) 10,462 SF GFA

          Weekday Peak Period Parking Demand 3.45 SP/TSF GFA 36

Retail/Office Subtotal 25,813 DU 114

Total Parking Spaces 246

R:\UXRjobs\_12100‐12500\12261\Excel\Parking\[12261‐03 Parking Study ‐ Results.xlsx]ITE

TABLE 2: ITE PARKING GENERATION
1

Demand‐Based 

Parking SpacesLand Use Quantity2

2 SP = Space; SF = Square Feet; TSF = Thousand Square Feet; GFA = Gross Leasable Area; GFA = Gross Floor Area

1 Parking Demand Rate Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation, 4th Edition.

    The 85th percentile parking demand rate is utilized. 
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Weekday Weekend Weekday Weekend

Residential, 2BR ‐ Shared 22 DU

  Resident/Reserved 2.00 SP/DU 44 44 2.00 SP/DU 44 44

  Resident/Shared NOM SP/DU ‐ ‐ 0.15 SP/DU 3 3

  Guest/Shared 0.15 SP/DU 3 3 0.35 SP/DU 8 8

47 47 55 55

Residential, 3BR or More 46 DU

  Resident/Reserved 2.00 SP/DU 92 92 2.00 SP/DU 92 92

  Resident/Shared 0.30 SP/DU 14 14 0.60 SP/DU 28 28

  Guest/Shared 0.15 SP/DU 7 7 0.35 SP/DU 16 16

113 113 136 136

Retail 15,351 SF Lease Area

  Visitor 4.80 SP/TSF 74 81 4.80 SP/TSF 74 81

  Employee 0.70 SP/TSF 11 12 0.70 SP/TSF 11 12

85 93 85 93

Office 10,462 SF Lease Area

  Visitor 0.30 SP/TSF 3 1 0.30 SP/TSF 3 1

  Employee 3.5 SP/TSF 37 7 3.5 SP/TSF 37 7

40 8 40 8

Subtotal Retail & Office Visitor Spaces 77 82 77 82

Subtotal Retail & Office Employee Spaces 48 19 48 19

Subtotal Resident Reserved Spaces 136 136 136 136

Subtotal Residential Guest & Shared Spaces 24 24 55 55

Total Parking Spaces Without Mode or Mixed‐Use Adjustments 285 261 316 292

1 DU = Dwelling Unit; SP = Space; BR = Bedroom; SF = Square Feet; TSF = Thousand Square Feet; NOM = Nominal

R:\UXRjobs\_12100‐12500\12261\Excel\Parking\Scenario2\[12261‐03 Parking Study ‐ Results_sc2.xlsx]5‐Shared

TABLE 3: PEAK PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS WITHOUT SHARED PARKING 

OR MULTIPLE USE REDUCTION (SCENARIO 1 & SCENARIO 2)

Quantity1

Residential, 2BR, Subtotal

Residential, 3BR OR More Subtotal

Retail Subtotal

Office Subtotal

Weekday

 Rate1
Weekday

 Rate1

SCENARIO 1

Land Use

SCENARIO 2

Max Parking SpacesMax Parking Spaces
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6 AM 7 AM 8 AM 9 AM 10 AM 11 AM 12 PM 1 PM 2 PM 3 PM 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM 10 PM 11 PM 12 AM

Residential

Resident/Reserved 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Resident/Shared 100% 90% 85% 80% 75% 70% 65% 70% 70% 70% 75% 85% 90% 97% 98% 99% 100% 100% 100%

Guest/Shared ‐ 10% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 40% 60% 100% 100% 100% 100% 80% 50%

Retail

Customer 1% 5% 15% 35% 65% 85% 95% 100% 95% 90% 90% 95% 95% 95% 80% 50% 30% 10% ‐

Employee 10% 15% 40% 75% 85% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 95% 95% 95% 90% 75% 40% 15% ‐

Office

Visitor ‐ 1% 20% 60% 100% 45% 15% 45% 100% 45% 15% 10% 5% 2% 1% ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Employee 3% 30% 75% 95% 100% 100% 90% 90% 100% 100% 90% 50% 25% 10% 7% 3% 1% ‐ ‐

6 AM 7 AM 8 AM 9 AM 10 AM 11 AM 12 PM 1 PM 2 PM 3 PM 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM 10 PM 11 PM 12 AM

Residential

Resident/Reserved 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136

Resident/Shared 14 13 12 11 11 10 9 10 10 10 11 12 13 14 14 14 14 14 14

Guest/Shared ‐ 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 4 6 10 10 10 10 8 5

Retail

Customer 1 4 11 26 48 63 70 74 70 67 67 70 70 70 59 37 22 7 ‐

Employee 1 2 4 8 9 10 11 11 11 11 11 10 10 10 10 8 4 2 ‐

Office

Visitor ‐ 0 1 2 3 1 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Employee 1 11 28 35 37 37 33 33 37 37 33 19 9 4 3 1 0 ‐ ‐

Total Parking Spaces 153 167 194 220 246 259 261 267 269 264 260 251 244 244 232 206 186 167 155

269 = Daytime Peak Hour (6 AM ‐ 6 PM) Parking Demand (prior shared parking or multiple use reduction)

244 = Evening Peak Hour (6 PM ‐ 12 AM) Parking Demand (prior shared parking or multiple use reduction)

R:\UXRjobs\_12100‐12500\12261\Excel\Parking\Scenario2\[12261‐03 Parking Study ‐ Results_sc2.xlsx]3‐Hour

Land Use

TABLE 4:  WEEKDAY TIME OF DAY ADJUSTMENTS (SCENARIO 1)

Time‐of‐Day Factors for Weekday Demand

Time‐of‐Day Weekday Parking Results Without Shared Parking or Multiple Use Reduction

Land Use
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6 AM 7 AM 8 AM 9 AM 10 AM 11 AM 12 PM 1 PM 2 PM 3 PM 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM 10 PM 11 PM 12 AM

Residential

Resident/Reserved 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Resident/Shared 100% 90% 85% 80% 75% 70% 65% 70% 70% 70% 75% 85% 90% 97% 98% 99% 100% 100% 100%

Guest/Shared ‐ 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 40% 60% 100% 100% 100% 100% 80% 50%

Retail

Customer 1% 5% 10% 30% 50% 65% 80% 90% 100% 100% 95% 90% 80% 75% 65% 50% 35% 15% ‐

Employee 10% 15% 40% 75% 85% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 95% 85% 80% 75% 65% 45% 15% ‐

Office

Visitor ‐ 20% 60% 80% 90% 100% 90% 80% 60% 40% 20% 10% 5% ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Employee ‐ 20% 60% 80% 90% 100% 90% 80% 60% 40% 20% 10% 5% ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

6 AM 7 AM 8 AM 9 AM 10 AM 11 AM 12 PM 1 PM 2 PM 3 PM 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM 10 PM 11 PM 12 AM

Residential

Resident/Reserved 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136

Resident/Shared 14 13 12 11 11 10 9 10 10 10 11 12 13 14 14 14 14 14 14

Guest/Shared ‐ 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 4 6 10 10 10 10 8 5

Retail

Customer 1 4 8 24 41 53 65 73 81 81 77 73 65 61 53 41 28 12 ‐

Employee 1 2 5 9 10 11 12 12 12 12 12 11 10 10 9 8 5 2 ‐

Office

Visitor ‐ 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Employee ‐ 1 4 6 6 7 6 6 4 3 1 1 0 ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Total Parking Spaces 152 158 168 189 207 220 231 240 246 244 239 237 230 231 222 209 193 172 155

246 = Daytime Peak Hour (6 AM ‐ 6 PM) Parking Demand (prior shared parking or multiple use reduction)

231 = Evening Peak Hour (6 PM ‐ 12 AM) Parking Demand (prior shared parking or multiple use reduction)

R:\UXRjobs\_12100‐12500\12261\Excel\Parking\Scenario2\[12261‐03 Parking Study ‐ Results_sc2.xlsx]3‐Hour

Land Use

TABLE 5: WEEKEND TIME OF DAY ADJUSTMENTS (SCENARIO 1)

Time‐of‐Day Factors for Weekend Demand

Land Use

Time‐of‐Day Weekend Parking Results Without Shared Parking or Multiple Use Reduction
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6 AM 7 AM 8 AM 9 AM 10 AM 11 AM 12 PM 1 PM 2 PM 3 PM 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM 10 PM 11 PM 12 AM

Residential

Resident/Reserved 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Resident/Shared 100% 90% 85% 80% 75% 70% 65% 70% 70% 70% 75% 85% 90% 97% 98% 99% 100% 100% 100%

Guest/Shared ‐ 10% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 40% 60% 100% 100% 100% 100% 80% 50%

Retail

Customer 1% 5% 15% 35% 65% 85% 95% 100% 95% 90% 90% 95% 95% 95% 80% 50% 30% 10% ‐

Employee 10% 15% 40% 75% 85% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 95% 95% 95% 90% 75% 40% 15% ‐

Office

Visitor ‐ 1% 20% 60% 100% 45% 15% 45% 100% 45% 15% 10% 5% 2% 1% ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Employee 3% 30% 75% 95% 100% 100% 90% 90% 100% 100% 90% 50% 25% 10% 7% 3% 1% ‐ ‐

6 AM 7 AM 8 AM 9 AM 10 AM 11 AM 12 PM 1 PM 2 PM 3 PM 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM 10 PM 11 PM 12 AM

Residential

Resident/Reserved 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136

Resident/Shared 31 28 26 25 23 22 20 22 22 22 23 26 28 30 30 31 31 31 31

Guest/Shared ‐ 2 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 10 14 24 24 24 24 19 12

Retail

Customer 1 4 11 26 48 63 70 74 70 67 67 70 70 70 59 37 22 7 ‐

Employee 1 2 4 8 9 10 11 11 11 11 11 10 10 10 10 8 4 2 ‐

Office

Visitor ‐ 0 1 2 3 1 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Employee 1 11 28 35 37 37 33 33 37 37 33 19 9 4 3 1 0 ‐ ‐

Total Parking Spaces 170 183 211 237 261 274 275 282 284 279 275 271 267 274 262 237 217 195 179

284 = Daytime Peak Hour (6 AM ‐ 6 PM) Parking Demand (prior shared parking or multiple use reduction)

274 = Evening Peak Hour (6 PM ‐ 12 AM) Parking Demand (prior shared parking or multiple use reduction)

 

R:\UXRjobs\_12100‐12500\12261\Excel\Parking\Scenario2\[12261‐03 Parking Study ‐ Results_sc2.xlsx]3‐Hour

Land Use

TABLE 6:  WEEKDAY TIME OF DAY ADJUSTMENTS (SCENARIO 2)

Time‐of‐Day Factors for Weekday Demand

Time‐of‐Day Weekday Parking Results Without Shared Parking or Multiple Use Reduction

Land Use
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6 AM 7 AM 8 AM 9 AM 10 AM 11 AM 12 PM 1 PM 2 PM 3 PM 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM 10 PM 11 PM 12 AM

Residential

Resident/Reserved 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Resident/Shared 100% 90% 85% 80% 75% 70% 65% 70% 70% 70% 75% 85% 90% 97% 98% 99% 100% 100% 100%

Guest/Shared ‐ 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 40% 60% 100% 100% 100% 100% 80% 50%

Retail

Customer 1% 5% 10% 30% 50% 65% 80% 90% 100% 100% 95% 90% 80% 75% 65% 50% 35% 15% ‐

Employee 10% 15% 40% 75% 85% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 95% 85% 80% 75% 65% 45% 15% ‐

Office

Visitor ‐ 20% 60% 80% 90% 100% 90% 80% 60% 40% 20% 10% 5% ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Employee ‐ 20% 60% 80% 90% 100% 90% 80% 60% 40% 20% 10% 5% ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

6 AM 7 AM 8 AM 9 AM 10 AM 11 AM 12 PM 1 PM 2 PM 3 PM 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM 10 PM 11 PM 12 AM

Residential

Resident/Reserved 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136

Resident/Shared 31 28 26 25 23 22 20 22 22 22 23 26 28 30 30 31 31 31 31

Guest/Shared ‐ 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 10 14 24 24 24 24 19 12

Retail

Customer 1 4 8 24 41 53 65 73 81 81 77 73 65 61 53 41 28 12 ‐

Employee 1 2 5 9 10 11 12 12 12 12 12 11 10 10 9 8 5 2 ‐

Office

Visitor ‐ 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Employee ‐ 1 4 6 6 7 6 6 4 3 1 1 0 ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Total Parking Spaces 169 176 185 206 222 235 245 255 261 259 254 257 253 261 252 240 224 200 179

261 = Daytime Peak Hour (6 AM ‐ 6 PM) Parking Demand (prior shared parking or multiple use reduction)

261 = Evening Peak Hour (6 PM ‐ 12 AM) Parking Demand (prior shared parking or multiple use reduction)

R:\UXRjobs\_12100‐12500\12261\Excel\Parking\Scenario2\[12261‐03 Parking Study ‐ Results_sc2.xlsx]3‐Hour

Land Use

TABLE 7: WEEKEND TIME OF DAY ADJUSTMENTS (SCENARIO 2)

Time‐of‐Day Factors for Weekend Demand

Land Use

Time‐of‐Day Weekend Parking Results Without Shared Parking or Multiple Use Reduction
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PEAK MONTH:  DECEMBER  ‐‐  PEAK PERIODS:  2 PM & 6 PM, WEEKDAY 

Non‐ Non‐

Base  Mode Captive Project Base  Mode Captive Project Est. Parking  Est. Parking  Est. Parking  Est. Parking 

Rate Adj. Ratio Rate Unit Rate Adj Ratio Rate Unit Demand Demand Demand Demand

Residential, 2BR ‐ Shared 22 DU

  Resident/Reserved 2.00 0.90 1.00 1.80 /DU 2.00 0.90 1.00 2.00 /DU 1.00 40 1.00 40 1.00 40 1.00 40

  Resident/Shared 0.00 0.90 1.00 0.00 /DU 0.00 0.90 1.00 0.00 /DU 0.70 0 0.90 0 0.70 0 0.90 0

  Guest/Shared 0.15 1.00 1.00 0.15 /DU 0.15 1.00 1.00 0.00 /DU 0.20 1 0.60 2 0.20 1 0.60 2

Residential, 3BR or More 46 DU

  Resident/Reserved 2.00 0.90 1.00 1.80 /DU 2.00 0.90 1.00 1.80 /DU 1.00 83 1.00 83 1.00 83 1.00 83

  Resident/Shared 0.30 0.90 1.00 0.27 /DU 0.30 0.90 1.00 0.27 /DU 0.70 9 0.90 11 0.70 9 0.90 11

  Guest/Shared 0.15 1.00 1.00 0.15 /DU 0.15 1.00 1.00 0.00 /DU 0.20 1 0.60 4 0.20 1 0.60 4

Retail 15,351 sf

  Visitor 4.80 1.00 0.75 3.60 /tsf 5.27 1.00 0.85 4.48 /tsf 1.00 56 0.80 44 1.00 69 0.80 55

  Employee 0.70 1.00 0.95 0.67 /tsf 0.80 1.00 0.95 0.76 /tsf 1.00 10 0.95 10 1.00 11 0.85 10

Office 10,462 sf

  Visitor 0.30 1.00 1.00 0.30 /DU 0.06 1.00 1.00 0.06 /DU 1.00 3 0.05 1 0.60 1 0.05 1

  Employee 3.50 1.00 1.00 3.50 /DU 0.70 1.00 1.00 0.70 /DU 1.00 37 0.25 9 0.60 4 0.05 1

ULI base data have been modified from default values. 123 123 123 123

11 17 11 17
1 DU = Dwelling Unit; SP = Space; BR = Bedroom; SF = Square Feet; TSF = Thousand Square Feet 47 19 15 11
2 The total shared parking reduction reflects time‐of‐day characteristics as well as 5‐25% of residents 59 45 70 56

    using only the resident parking while accessing the nearby commercial area 240 204 219 207

Shared Parking Reduction 2
15.8% 28.4% 23.2% 27.4%

Total

Evening Peak ‐ 6 PM

Peak Hr

 Adj

Peak Hr

 Adj

Peak Hr

 Adj

Peak Hr

 Adj

Resident/Reserved

Resident & Guest Shared

Employee

Visitor

TABLE 8: SHARED PARKING DEMAND SUMMARY (SCENARIO 1)

Land Use

Weekday Weekend Weekday Weekend

Project Data

Daytime Peak ‐ 2 PM Evening Peak ‐ 6 PM Daytime Peak ‐ 2 PM

Quantity1

15



PEAK MONTH:  DECEMBER  ‐‐  PEAK PERIODS:  2 PM & 7 PM, WEEKDAY 

Non‐ Non‐

Base  Mode Captive Project Base  Mode Captive Project Est. Parking  Est. Parking  Est. Parking  Est. Parking 

Rate Adj. Ratio Rate Unit Rate Adj Ratio Rate Unit Demand Demand Demand Demand

Residential, 2BR ‐ Shared 22 DU

  Resident/Reserved 2.00 0.90 1.00 1.80 /DU 2.00 0.90 1.00 2.00 /DU 1.00 40 1.00 40 1.00 40 1.00 40

  Resident/Shared 0.15 0.90 1.00 0.14 /DU 0.15 0.90 1.00 0.14 /DU 0.70 2 0.97 3 0.70 2 0.97 3

  Guest/Shared 0.35 1.00 1.00 0.35 /DU 0.35 1.00 1.00 0.00 /DU 0.20 2 1.00 8 0.20 2 1.00 8

Residential, 3BR or More ‐ Shar 46 DU

  Resident/Reserved 2.00 0.90 1.00 1.80 /DU 2.00 0.90 1.00 1.80 /DU 1.00 83 1.00 83 1.00 83 1.00 83

  Resident/Shared 0.60 0.90 1.00 0.54 /DU 0.60 0.90 1.00 0.54 /DU 0.70 18 0.97 24 0.70 18 0.97 24

  Guest/Shared 0.35 1.00 1.00 0.35 /DU 0.35 1.00 1.00 0.00 /DU 0.20 3 1.00 16 0.20 3 1.00 16

Retail 15,351 sf

  Visitor 4.80 1.00 0.75 3.60 /tsf 5.27 1.00 0.85 4.48 /tsf 1.00 56 0.75 42 1.00 69 0.75 52

  Employee 0.70 1.00 0.95 0.67 /tsf 0.80 1.00 0.95 0.76 /tsf 1.00 10 0.95 10 1.00 11 0.80 9

Office 10,462 sf

  Visitor 0.30 1.00 1.00 0.30 /DU 0.06 1.00 1.00 0.06 /DU 1.00 3 0.02 1 0.60 1 0.00 0

  Employee 3.50 1.00 1.00 3.50 /DU 0.70 1.00 1.00 0.70 /DU 1.00 37 0.10 4 0.60 4 0.00 0

ULI base data have been modified from default values. 123 123 123 123

25 51 25 51
1 DU = Dwelling Unit; SP = Space; BR = Bedroom; SF = Square Feet; TSF = Thousand Square Feet 47 14 15 9
2 The total shared parking reduction reflects time‐of‐day characteristics as well as 5‐25% of residents 59 43 70 52

    using only the resident parking while accessing the nearby commercial area 254 231 233 235

Shared Parking Reduction 2
19.6% 26.9% 26.3% 25.6%

TABLE 9: SHARED PARKING DEMAND SUMMARY (SCENARIO 2)

Project Data

Quantity1Land Use

Weekend Weekday

Peak Hr

 Adj

Daytime Peak ‐ 2 PM Evening Peak ‐ 7 PM

Weekday

Peak Hr

 Adj

Weekend

Daytime Peak ‐ 2 PM Evening Peak ‐ 7 PM

Peak Hr

 Adj

Peak Hr

 Adj

Resident & Guest Shared

Resident/Reserved

Employee

Visitor

Total

16



  Resident/Reserved (On‐Site) 123 123 123 123

  Resident/Shared (On‐Site) 9 29 13 29

  Guest/Shared (On‐Site) 2 4 4 4

  Resident/Guest (Adjacent Streets) 0 0 0 0

Residential Subtotal 134 156 140 156

Visitor (On‐Site) 39 39 55 39

Visitor (Adjacent Streets) 17 33 0 33

Employee (On‐Site) 5 5 10 5

Employee (Adjacent Streets) 5 5 0 5

Retail Subtotal 66 82 65 82

Visitor (On‐Site) 3 3 1 3

Employee (On‐Site) 26 26 1 26

Employee (Adjacent Streets) 11 25 0 25

Office Subtotal 40 54 2 54

Residential On‐Site Subtotal 134 156 140 156

Residential Adjacent Street Subtotal 0 0 0 0

Retail/Office On‐Site Subtotal 73 73 67 73

Retail/Office Adjacent Street Subtotal 33 63 0 63

207 229 207 229

33 63 0 63

240 292 207 292

R:\UXRjobs\_12100‐12500\12261\Excel\Parking\[12261‐03 Parking Study ‐ Results.xlsx]5‐Shared

TABLE 10: SHARED PARKING SUMMARY (SCENARIO 1)

Parking

Daytime Peak ‐ 2 PM, Weekday Evening Peak ‐ 6 PM, Weekend

Peak Shared 

Parking Demand

(Spaces)

Parking Provided/

Available

Spaces

Office

Parking 

Area

On‐Site Total

Adjacent Street Total

TOTAL PARKING SPACES

Peak Shared 

Parking Demand

(Spaces)

Parking Provided/

Available

Spaces

Residential

Retail

17



  Resident/Reserved (On‐Site) 123 123 123 123

  Resident/Shared (On‐Site) 21 29 29 29

  Guest/Shared (On‐Site) 4 4 4 4

  Resident/Guest (Adjacent Streets) 0 0 18 18

Residential Subtotal 148 156 174 174

Visitor (On‐Site) 39 39 52 64

Visitor (Adjacent Streets) 17 33 45

Employee (On‐Site) 5 5 9 9

Employee (Adjacent Streets) 5 5

Retail Subtotal 66 82 61 118

Visitor (On‐Site) 3 3 0 0

Employee (On‐Site) 26 26 0 0

Employee (Adjacent Streets) 11 25 0 0

Office Subtotal 40 54 0 0

Residential On‐Site Subtotal 148 156 156 156

Residential Adjacent Street Subtotal 0 0 18 18

Retail/Office On‐Site Subtotal 73 73 61 73

Retail/Office Adjacent Street Subtotal 33 63 0 45

221 229 217 229

33 63 18 63

254 292 235 292

R:\UXRjobs\_12100‐12500\12261\Excel\Parking\Scenario2\[12261‐03 Parking Study ‐ Results_sc2.xlsx]5‐Shared

TOTAL PARKING SPACES

Parking Provided/

Available

Spaces

Residential

Retail

Office

On‐Site Total

Adjacent Street Total

TABLE 11: SHARED PARKING SUMMARY (SCENARIO 2)

Parking

Parking 

Area

Daytime Peak ‐ 2 PM, Weekday Evening Peak ‐ 7 PM, Weekend

Peak Shared 

Parking Demand

(Spaces)

Parking Provided/

Available

Spaces

Peak Shared 

Parking Demand

(Spaces)

18



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 8 

Government Section 65915   



GOVERNMENT CODE - GOV 
TITLE 7. PLANNING AND LAND USE [65000 - 66499.58] 
  ( Heading of Title 7 amended by Stats. 1974, Ch. 1536. ) 

DIVISION 1. PLANNING AND ZONING [65000 - 66210] 
  ( Heading of Division 1 added by Stats. 1974, Ch. 1536. ) 

 
CHAPTER 4.3. Density Bonuses and Other Incentives [65915 - 65918] 
  ( Chapter 4.3 added by Stats. 1979, Ch. 1207. ) 

 
65915. 
   

(a) (1) When an applicant seeks a density bonus for a housing development within, 

or for the donation of land for housing within, the jurisdiction of a city, county, or 
city and county, that local government shall comply with this section. A city, 

county, or city and county shall adopt an ordinance that specifies how compliance 
with this section will be implemented. Failure to adopt an ordinance shall not relieve 
a city, county, or city and county from complying with this section. 

(2) A local government shall not condition the submission, review, or approval of an 
application pursuant to this chapter on the preparation of an additional report or 

study that is not otherwise required by state law, including this section. This 
subdivision does not prohibit a local government from requiring an applicant to 
provide reasonable documentation to establish eligibility for a requested density 

bonus, incentives or concessions, as described in subdivision (d), waivers or 
reductions of development standards, as described in subdivision (e), and parking 

ratios, as described in subdivision (p). 
(3) In order to provide for the expeditious processing of a density bonus 
application, the local government shall do all of the following: 

(A) Adopt procedures and timelines for processing a density bonus application. 
(B) Provide a list of all documents and information required to be submitted with 

the density bonus application in order for the density bonus application to be 
deemed complete. This list shall be consistent with this chapter. 
(C) Notify the applicant for a density bonus whether the application is complete in a 

manner consistent with the timelines specified in Section 65943. 
(D) (i) If the local government notifies the applicant that the application is deemed 

complete pursuant to subparagraph (C), provide the applicant with a determination 
as to the following matters: 
(I) The amount of density bonus, calculated pursuant to subdivision (f), for which 

the applicant is eligible. 
(II) If the applicant requests a parking ratio pursuant to subdivision (p), the 

parking ratio for which the applicant is eligible. 
(III) If the applicant requests incentives or concessions pursuant to subdivision (d) 
or waivers or reductions of development standards pursuant to subdivision (e), 

whether the applicant has provided adequate information for the local government 
to make a determination as to those incentives, concessions, or waivers or 

reductions of development standards. 
(ii) Any determination required by this subparagraph shall be based on the 
development project at the time the application is deemed complete. The local 

government shall adjust the amount of density bonus and parking ratios awarded 
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pursuant to this section based on any changes to the project during the course of 
development. 

(b) (1) A city, county, or city and county shall grant one density bonus, the amount 
of which shall be as specified in subdivision (f), and, if requested by the applicant 

and consistent with the applicable requirements of this section, incentives or 
concessions, as described in subdivision (d), waivers or reductions of development 
standards, as described in subdivision (e), and parking ratios, as described in 

subdivision (p), when an applicant for a housing development seeks and agrees to 
construct a housing development, excluding any units permitted by the density 

bonus awarded pursuant to this section, that will contain at least any one of the 
following: 
(A) Ten percent of the total units of a housing development for lower income 

households, as defined in Section 50079.5 of the Health and Safety Code. 
(B) Five percent of the total units of a housing development for very low income 

households, as defined in Section 50105 of the Health and Safety Code. 
(C) A senior citizen housing development, as defined in Sections 51.3 and 51.12 of 
the Civil Code, or a mobilehome park that limits residency based on age 

requirements for housing for older persons pursuant to Section 798.76 or 799.5 of 
the Civil Code. 

(D) Ten percent of the total dwelling units in a common interest development, as 
defined in Section 4100 of the Civil Code, for persons and families of moderate 

income, as defined in Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code, provided that 
all units in the development are offered to the public for purchase. 
(E) Ten percent of the total units of a housing development for transitional foster 

youth, as defined in Section 66025.9 of the Education Code, disabled veterans, as 
defined in Section 18541, or homeless persons, as defined in the federal McKinney-

Vento Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 11301 et seq.). The units described 
in this subparagraph shall be subject to a recorded affordability restriction of 55 
years and shall be provided at the same affordability level as very low income units. 

(F) (i) Twenty percent of the total units for lower income students in a student 
housing development that meets the following requirements: 

(I) All units in the student housing development will be used exclusively for 
undergraduate, graduate, or professional students enrolled full time at an 
institution of higher education accredited by the Western Association of Schools and 

Colleges or the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges. In 
order to be eligible under this subclause, the developer shall, as a condition of 

receiving a certificate of occupancy, provide evidence to the city, county, or city or 
county that the developer has entered into an operating agreement or master lease 
with one or more institutions of higher education for the institution or institutions to 

occupy all units of the student housing development with students from that 
institution or institutions. An operating agreement or master lease entered into 

pursuant to this subclause is not violated or breached if, in any subsequent year, 
there are not sufficient students enrolled in an institution of higher education to fill 
all units in the student housing development. 

(II) The applicable 20-percent units will be used for lower income students. For 
purposes of this clause, “lower income students” means students who have a 

household income and asset level that does not exceed the level for Cal Grant A or 
Cal Grant B award recipients as set forth in paragraph (1) of subdivision (k) of 



Section 69432.7 of the Education Code. The eligibility of a student under this clause 
shall be verified by an affidavit, award letter, or letter of eligibility provide d by the 

institution of higher education that the student is enrolled in, as described in 
subclause (I), or by the California Student Aid Commission that the student 

receives or is eligible for financial aid, including an institutional grant or fee waiver, 
from the college or university, the California Student Aid Commission, or the federal 
government shall be sufficient to satisfy this subclause. 

(III) The rent provided in the applicable units of the development for lower income 
students shall be calculated at 30 percent of 65 percent of the area median income 

for a single-room occupancy unit type. 
(IV) The development will provide priority for the applicable affordable units for 
lower income students experiencing homelessness. A homeless service provider, as 

defined in paragraph (3) of subdivision (d) of Section 103577 of the Health and 
Safety Code, or institution of higher education that has knowledge of a person’s 

homeless status may verify a person’s status as homeless for purposes of this 
subclause. 
(ii) For purposes of calculating a density bonus granted pursuant to this 

subparagraph, the term “unit” as used in this section means one rental bed and its 
pro rata share of associated common area facilities. The units described in this 

subparagraph shall be subject to a recorded affordability restriction of 55 years. 
(2) For purposes of calculating the amount of the density bonus pursuant to 

subdivision (f), an applicant who requests a density bonus pursuant to this 
subdivision shall elect whether the bonus shall be awarded on the basis of 
subparagraph (A), (B), (C), (D), (E), or (F) of paragraph (1). 

(3) For the purposes of this section, “total units,” “total dwelling units,” or “total 
rental beds” does not include units added by a density bonus awarded pursuant to 

this section or any local law granting a greater density bonus. 
(c) (1) An applicant shall agree to, and the city, county, or city and county shall 
ensure, the continued affordability of all very low and low-income rental units that 

qualified the applicant for the award of the density bonus for 55 years or a longer 
period of time if required by the construction or mortgage financing assistance 

program, mortgage insurance program, or rental subsidy program. Rents for the 
lower income density bonus units shall be set at an affordable rent as defined in 
Section 50053 of the Health and Safety Code. 

(2) An applicant shall agree to, and the city, county, or city and county shall ensure 
that, the initial occupant of all for-sale units that qualified the applicant for the 

award of the density bonus are persons and families of very low, low, or moderate 
income, as required, and that the units are offered at an affordable housing cost, as 
that cost is defined in Section 50052.5 of the Health and Safety Code. The local 

government shall enforce an equity sharing agreement, unless it is in conflict with 
the requirements of another public funding source or law. The following apply to the 

equity sharing agreement: 
(A) Upon resale, the seller of the unit shall retain the value of any improvements, 
the downpayment, and the seller’s proportionate share of appreciation. The local 

government shall recapture any initial subsidy, as defined in subparagraph (B), and 
its proportionate share of appreciation, as defined in subparagraph (C), which 

amount shall be used within five years for any of the purposes described in 



subdivision (e) of Section 33334.2 of the Health and Safety Code that promote 
home ownership. 

(B) For purposes of this subdivision, the local government’s initial subsidy shall be 
equal to the fair market value of the home at the time of initial sale minus the 

initial sale price to the moderate-income household, plus the amount of any 
downpayment assistance or mortgage assistance. If upon resale the market value is 
lower than the initial market value, then the value at the time of the resale shall be 

used as the initial market value. 
(C) For purposes of this subdivision, the local government’s proportionate share of 

appreciation shall be equal to the ratio of the local government’s initial subsidy to 
the fair market value of the home at the time of initial sale. 
(3) (A) An applicant shall be ineligible for a density bonus or any other incentives or 

concessions under this section if the housing development is proposed on any 
property that includes a parcel or parcels on which rental dwelling units are or, if 

the dwelling units have been vacated or demolished in the five-year period 
preceding the application, have been subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or 
law that restricts rents to levels affordable to persons and families of lower or very 

low income; subject to any other form of rent or price control through a public 
entity’s valid exercise of its police power; or occupied by lower or very low income 

households, unless the proposed housing development replaces those units, and 
either of the following applies: 

(i) The proposed housing development, inclusive of the units replaced pursuant to 
this paragraph, contains affordable units at the percentages set forth in subdivision 
(b). 

(ii) Each unit in the development, exclusive of a manager’s unit or units, is 
affordable to, and occupied by, either a lower or very low income household. 

(B) For the purposes of this paragraph, “replace” shall mean either of the following: 
(i) If any dwelling units described in subparagraph (A) are occupied on the date of 
application, the proposed housing development shall provide at least the same 

number of units of equivalent size to be made available at affordable rent or 
affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, persons and families in the same or 

lower income category as those households in occupancy. If the income category of 
the household in occupancy is not known, it shall be rebuttably presumed that 
lower income renter households occupied these units in the same proportion of 

lower income renter households to all renter households within the jurisdiction, as 
determined by the most recently available data from the United States Department 

of Housing and Urban Development’s Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy 
database. For unoccupied dwelling units described in subparagraph (A) in a 
development with occupied units, the proposed housing development shall provide 

units of equivalent size to be made available at affordable rent or affordable 
housing cost to, and occupied by, persons and families in the same or lower income 

category as the last household in occupancy. If the income category of the last 
household in occupancy is not known, it shall be rebuttably presumed that lower 
income renter households occupied these units in the same proportion of lower 

income renter households to all renter households within the jurisdiction, as 
determined by the most recently available data from the United States Department 

of Housing and Urban Development’s Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy 
database. All replacement calculations resulting in fractional units shall be rounded 



up to the next whole number. If the replacement units will be rental dwelling units, 
these units shall be subject to a recorded affordability restriction for at least 55 

years. If the proposed development is for-sale units, the units replaced shall be 
subject to paragraph (2). 

(ii) If all dwelling units described in subparagraph (A) have been vacated or 
demolished within the five-year period preceding the application, the proposed 
housing development shall provide at least the same number of units of equivalent 

size as existed at the highpoint of those units in the five-year period preceding the 
application to be made available at affordable rent or affordable housing cost to, 

and occupied by, persons and families in the same or lower income category as 
those persons and families in occupancy at that time, if known. If the incomes of 
the persons and families in occupancy at the highpoint is not known, it shall be 

rebuttably presumed that low-income and very low income renter households 
occupied these units in the same proportion of low-income and very low income 

renter households to all renter households within the jurisdiction, as determined by 
the most recently available data from the United States Department of Housing and 
Urban Development’s Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy database. All 

replacement calculations resulting in fractional units shall be rounded up to the next 
whole number. If the replacement units will be rental dwelling units, these units 

shall be subject to a recorded affordability restriction for at least 55 years. If the 
proposed development is for-sale units, the units replaced shall be subject to 

paragraph (2). 
(C) Notwithstanding subparagraph (B), for any dwelling unit described in 
subparagraph (A) that is or was, within the five-year period preceding the 

application, subject to a form of rent or price control through a local government’s 
valid exercise of its police power and that is or was occupied by persons or families 

above lower income, the city, county, or city and county may do either of the 
following: 
(i) Require that the replacement units be made available at affordable rent or 

affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, low-income persons or families. If the 
replacement units will be rental dwelling units, these units shall be subject to a 

recorded affordability restriction for at least 55 years. If the proposed development 
is for-sale units, the units replaced shall be subject to paragraph (2). 
(ii) Require that the units be replaced in compliance with the jurisdiction’s rent or 

price control ordinance, provided that each unit described in subparagraph (A) is 
replaced. Unless otherwise required by the jurisdiction’s rent or price control 

ordinance, these units shall not be subject to a recorded affordability restriction. 
(D) For purposes of this paragraph, “equivalent size” means that the replacement 
units contain at least the same total number of bedrooms as the units being 

replaced. 
(E) Subparagraph (A) does not apply to an applicant seeking a density bonus for a 

proposed housing development if his or her application was submitted to, or 
processed by, a city, county, or city and county before January 1, 2015. 
(d) (1) An applicant for a density bonus pursuant to subdivision (b) may submit to 

a city, county, or city and county a proposal for the specific incentives or 
concessions that the applicant requests pursuant to this section, and may request a 

meeting with the city, county, or city and county. The city, county, or city and 
county shall grant the concession or incentive requested by the applicant unless the 



city, county, or city and county makes a written finding, based upon substantial 
evidence, of any of the following: 

(A) The concession or incentive does not result in identifiable and actual cost 
reductions, consistent with subdivision (k), to provide for affordable housing costs, 

as defined in Section 50052.5 of the Health and Safety Code, or for rents for the 
targeted units to be set as specified in subdivision (c). 
(B) The concession or incentive would have a specific, adverse impact, as defined in 

paragraph (2) of subdivision (d) of Section 65589.5, upon public health and safety 
or the physical environment or on any real property that is listed in the California 

Register of Historical Resources and for which there is no feasible method to 
satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific, adverse impact without rendering the 
development unaffordable to low-income and moderate-income households. 

(C) The concession or incentive would be contrary to state or federal law. 
(2) The applicant shall receive the following number of incentives or concessions: 

(A) One incentive or concession for projects that include at least 10 percent of the 
total units for lower income households, at least 5 percent for very low income 
households, or at least 10 percent for persons and families of moderate income in a 

common interest development. 
(B) Two incentives or concessions for projects that include at least 20 percent of 

the total units for lower income households, at least 10 percent for very low income 
households, or at least 20 percent for persons and families of moderate income in a 

common interest development. 
(C) Three incentives or concessions for projects that include at least 30 percent of 
the total units for lower income households, at least 15 percent for very low income 

households, or at least 30 percent for persons and families of moderate income in a 
common interest development. 

(3) The applicant may initiate judicial proceedings if the city, county, or city and 
county refuses to grant a requested density bonus, incentive, or concession. If a 
court finds that the refusal to grant a requested density bonus, incentive, or 

concession is in violation of this section, the court shall award the plaintiff 
reasonable attorney’s fees and costs of suit. Nothing in this subdivision shall be 

interpreted to require a local government to grant an incentive or concession that 
has a specific, adverse impact, as defined in paragraph (2) of subdivision (d) of 
Section 65589.5, upon health, safety, or the physical environment, and for which 

there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse 
impact. Nothing in this subdivision shall be interpreted to require a local 

government to grant an incentive or concession that would have an adverse impact 
on any real property that is listed in the California Register of Historical Resources. 
The city, county, or city and county shall establish procedures for carrying out this 

section, that shall include legislative body approval of the means of compliance with 
this section. 

(4) The city, county, or city and county shall bear the burden of proof for the denial 
of a requested concession or incentive. 
(e) (1) In no case may a city, county, or city and county apply any development 

standard that will have the effect of physically precluding the construction of a 
development meeting the criteria of subdivision (b) at the densities or with the 

concessions or incentives permitted by this section. An applicant may submit to a 
city, county, or city and county a proposal for the waiver or reduction of 



development standards that will have the effect of physically precluding the 
construction of a development meeting the criteria of subdivision (b) at the 

densities or with the concessions or incentives permitted under this section, and 
may request a meeting with the city, county, or city and county. If a court finds 

that the refusal to grant a waiver or reduction of development standards is in 
violation of this section, the court shall award the plaintiff reasonable attorney’s 
fees and costs of suit. Nothing in this subdivision shall be interpreted to require a 

local government to waive or reduce development standards if the waiver or 
reduction would have a specific, adverse impact, as defined in paragraph (2) of 

subdivision (d) of Section 65589.5, upon health, safety, or the physical 
environment, and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or 
avoid the specific adverse impact. Nothing in this subdivision shall be interpreted to 

require a local government to waive or reduce development standards that would 
have an adverse impact on any real property that is listed in the California Register 

of Historical Resources, or to grant any waiver or reduction that would be contrary 
to state or federal law. 
(2) A proposal for the waiver or reduction of development standards pursuant to 

this subdivision shall neither reduce nor increase the number of incentives or 
concessions to which the applicant is entitled pursuant to subdivision (d). 

(f) For the purposes of this chapter, “density bonus” means a density increase over 
the otherwise maximum allowable gross residential density as of the date of 

application by the applicant to the city, county, or city and county, or, if elected by 
the applicant, a lesser percentage of density increase, including, but not limited to, 
no increase in density. The amount of density increase to which the applicant is 

entitled shall vary according to the amount by which the percentage of affordable 
housing units exceeds the percentage established in subdivision (b). 

(1) For housing developments meeting the criteria of subparagraph (A) of 
paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), the density bonus shall be calculated as follows: 

Percentage Low-Income Units 

Percentage Density 

Bonus 

10 20  

11 21.5 

12 23  

13 24.5 

14 26  

15 27.5 

17 30.5 

18 32  

19 33.5 



20 35  

(2) For housing developments meeting the criteria of subparagraph (B) of 

paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), the density bonus shall be calculated as follows: 

Percentage Very Low Income Units Percentage Density Bonus 

5 20  

6 22.5 

7 25  

8 27.5 

9 30  

10 32.5 

11 35  

(3) (A) For housing developments meeting the criteria of subparagraph (C) of 
paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), the density bonus shall be 20 percent of the 

number of senior housing units. 
(B) For housing developments meeting the criteria of subparagraph (E) of 
paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), the density bonus shall be 20 percent of the 

number of the type of units giving rise to a density bonus under that subparagraph. 
(C) For housing developments meeting the criteria of subparagraph (F) of 

paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), the density bonus shall be 35 percent of the 
student housing units. 
(4) For housing developments meeting the criteria of subparagraph (D) of 

paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), the density bonus shall be calculated as follows: 

Percentage Moderate-Income Units Percentage Density Bonus 

10 5 

11 6 

12 7 

13 8 

14 9 

15 10 

16 11 

17 12 

18 13 



19 14 

20 15 

21 16 

22 17 

23 18 

24 19 

25 20 

26 21 

27 22 

28 23 

29 24 

30 25 

31 26 

32 27 

33 28 

34 29 

35 30 

36 31 

37 32 

38 33 

39 34 

40 35 

(5) All density calculations resulting in fractional units shall be rounded up to the 

next whole number. The granting of a density bonus shall not require, or be 
interpreted, in and of itself, to require a general plan amendment, local coastal plan 

amendment, zoning change, or other discretionary approval. 
(g) (1) When an applicant for a tentative subdivision map, parcel map, or other 
residential development approval donates land to a city, county, or city and county 

in accordance with this subdivision, the applicant shall be entitled to a 15-percent 



increase above the otherwise maximum allowable residential density for the entire 
development, as follows: 

Percentage Very Low Income Percentage Density Bonus 

10 15 

11 16 

12 17 

13 18 

14 19 

15 20 

16 21 

17 22 

18 23 

19 24 

20 25 

21 26 

22 27 

23 28 

24 29 

25 30 

26 31 

27 32 

28 33 

29 34 

30 35 

(2) This increase shall be in addition to any increase in density mandated by 

subdivision (b), up to a maximum combined mandated density increase of 35 
percent if an applicant seeks an increase pursuant to both this subdivision and 

subdivision (b). All density calculations resulting in fractional units shall be rounded 
up to the next whole number. Nothing in this subdivision shall be construed to 
enlarge or diminish the authority of a city, county, or city and county to require a 



developer to donate land as a condition of development. An applicant shall be 
eligible for the increased density bonus described in this subdivision if all of the 

following conditions are met: 
(A) The applicant donates and transfers the land no later than the date of approval 

of the final subdivision map, parcel map, or residential development application. 
(B) The developable acreage and zoning classification of the land being transferred 
are sufficient to permit construction of units affordable to very low income 

households in an amount not less than 10 percent of the number of residential units 
of the proposed development. 

(C) The transferred land is at least one acre in size or of sufficient size to permit 
development of at least 40 units, has the appropriate general plan designation, is 
appropriately zoned with appropriate development standards for development at 

the density described in paragraph (3) of subdivision (c) of Section 65583.2, and is 
or will be served by adequate public facilities and infrastructure. 

(D) The transferred land shall have all of the permits and approvals, other than 
building permits, necessary for the development of the very low income housing 
units on the transferred land, not later than the date of approval of the final 

subdivision map, parcel map, or residential development application, except that 
the local government may subject the proposed development to subsequent design 

review to the extent authorized by subdivision (i) of Section 65583.2 if the design is 
not reviewed by the local government before the time of transfer. 

(E) The transferred land and the affordable units shall be subject to a deed 
restriction ensuring continued affordability of the units consistent with paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of subdivision (c), which shall be recorded on the property at the time 

of the transfer. 
(F) The land is transferred to the local agency or to a housing developer approved 

by the local agency. The local agency may require the applicant to identify and 
transfer the land to the developer. 
(G) The transferred land shall be within the boundary of the proposed development 

or, if the local agency agrees, within one-quarter mile of the boundary of the 
proposed development. 

(H) A proposed source of funding for the very low income units shall be identified 
not later than the date of approval of the final subdivision map, parcel map, or 
residential development application. 

(h) (1) When an applicant proposes to construct a housing development that 
conforms to the requirements of subdivision (b) and includes a child care facility 

that will be located on the premises of, as part of, or adjacent to, the project, the 
city, county, or city and county shall grant either of the following: 
(A) An additional density bonus that is an amount of square feet of residential 

space that is equal to or greater than the amount of square feet in the child care 
facility. 

(B) An additional concession or incentive that contributes significantly to the 
economic feasibility of the construction of the child care facility. 
(2) The city, county, or city and county shall require, as a condition of approving 

the housing development, that the following occur: 
(A) The child care facility shall remain in operation for a period of time that is as 

long as or longer than the period of time during which the density bonus units are 
required to remain affordable pursuant to subdivision (c). 



(B) Of the children who attend the child care facility, the children of very low 
income households, lower income households, or families of moderate income shall 

equal a percentage that is equal to or greater than the percentage of dwelling units 
that are required for very low income households, lower income households, or 

families of moderate income pursuant to subdivision (b). 
(3) Notwithstanding any requirement of this subdivision, a city, county, or city and 
county shall not be required to provide a density bonus or concession for a child 

care facility if it finds, based upon substantial evidence, that the community has 
adequate child care facilities. 

(4) “Child care facility,” as used in this section, means a child day care facility other 
than a family day care home, including, but not limited to, infant centers, 
preschools, extended day care facilities, and schoolage child care centers. 

(i) “Housing development,” as used in this section, means a development project 
for five or more residential units, including mixed-use developments. For the 

purposes of this section, “housing development” also includes a subdivision or 
common interest development, as defined in Section 4100 of the Civil Code, 
approved by a city, county, or city and county and consists of residential units or 

unimproved residential lots and either a project to substantially rehabilitate and 
convert an existing commercial building to residential use or the substantial 

rehabilitation of an existing multifamily dwelling, as defined in subdivision (d) of 
Section 65863.4, where the result of the rehabilitation would be a net increase in 

available residential units. For the purpose of calculating a density bonus, the 
residential units shall be on contiguous sites that are the subject of one 
development application, but do not have to be based upon individual subdivision 

maps or parcels. The density bonus shall be permitted in geographic areas of the 
housing development other than the areas where the units for the lower income 

households are located. 
(j) (1) The granting of a concession or incentive shall not require or be interpreted, 
in and of itself, to require a general plan amendment, local coastal plan 

amendment, zoning change, study, or other discretionary approval. For purposes of 
this subdivision, “study” does not include reasonable documentation to establish 

eligibility for the concession or incentive or to demonstrate that the incentive or 
concession meets the definition set forth in subdivision (k). This provision is 
declaratory of existing law. 

(2) Except as provided in subdivisions (d) and (e), the granting of a density bonus 
shall not require or be interpreted to require the waiver of a local ordinance or 

provisions of a local ordinance unrelated to development standards. 
(k) For the purposes of this chapter, concession or incentive means any of the 
following: 

(1) A reduction in site development standards or a modification of zoning code 
requirements or architectural design requirements that exceed the minimum 

building standards approved by the California Building Standards Commission as 
provided in Part 2.5 (commencing with Section 18901) of Division 13 of the Health 
and Safety Code, including, but not limited to, a reduction in setback and square 

footage requirements and in the ratio of vehicular parking spaces that would 
otherwise be required that results in identifiable and actual cost reductions, to 

provide for affordable housing costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 of the Health 



and Safety Code, or for rents for the targeted units to be set as specified in 
subdivision (c). 

(2) Approval of mixed-use zoning in conjunction with the housing project if 
commercial, office, industrial, or other land uses will reduce the cost of the housing 

development and if the commercial, office, industrial, or other land uses are 
compatible with the housing project and the existing or planned development in the 
area where the proposed housing project will be located. 

(3) Other regulatory incentives or concessions proposed by the developer or the 
city, county, or city and county that result in identifiable and actual cost reductions 

to provide for affordable housing costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 of the Health 
and Safety Code, or for rents for the targeted units to be set as specified in 
subdivision (c). 

(l) Subdivision (k) does not limit or require the provision of direct financial 
incentives for the housing development, including the provision of publicly owned 

land, by the city, county, or city and county, or the waiver of fees or dedication 
requirements. 
(m) This section does not supersede or in any way alter or lessen the effect or 

application of the California Coastal Act of 1976 (Division 20 (commencing with 
Section 30000) of the Public Resources Code). Any density bonus, concessions, 

incentives, waivers or reductions of development standards, and parking ratios to 
which the applicant is entitled under this section shall be permitted in a manner 

that is consistent with this section and Division 20 (commencing with Section 
30000) of the Public Resources Code. 
(n) If permitted by local ordinance, nothing in this section shall be construed to 

prohibit a city, county, or city and county from granting a density bonus greater 
than what is described in this section for a development that meets the 

requirements of this section or from granting a proportionately lower density bonus 
than what is required by this section for developments that do not meet the 
requirements of this section. 

(o) For purposes of this section, the following definitions shall apply: 
(1) “Development standard” includes a site or construction condition, including, but 

not limited to, a height limitation, a setback requirement, a floor area ratio, an 
onsite open-space requirement, or a parking ratio that applies to a residential 
development pursuant to any ordinance, general plan element, specific plan, 

charter, or other local condition, law, policy, resolution, or regulation. 
(2) “Maximum allowable residential density” means the density allowed under the 

zoning ordinance and land use element of the general plan, or, if a range of density 
is permitted, means the maximum allowable density for the specific zoning range 
and land use element of the general plan applicable to the project. If the density 

allowed under the zoning ordinance is inconsistent with the density allowed under 
the land use element of the general plan, the general plan density shall prevail. 

(p) (1)  Except as provided in paragraphs (2) and (3) upon the request of the 
developer, a city, county, or city and county shall not require a vehicular parking 
ratio, inclusive of handicapped and guest parking, of a development meeting the 

criteria of subdivisions (b) and (c), that exceeds the following ratios: 
(A) Zero to one bedroom: one onsite parking space. 

(B) Two to three bedrooms: two onsite parking spaces. 
(C) Four and more bedrooms: two and one-half parking spaces. 



(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if a development includes the maximum 
percentage of low-income or very low income units provided for in paragraphs (1) 

and (2) of subdivision (f) and is located within one-half mile of a major transit stop, 
as defined in subdivision (b) of Section 21155 of the Public Resources Code, and 

there is unobstructed access to the major transit stop from the development, then, 
upon the request of the developer, a city, county, or city and county shall not 
impose a vehicular parking ratio, inclusive of handicapped and guest parking, that 

exceeds 0.5 spaces per bedroom. For purposes of this subdivision, a development 
shall have unobstructed access to a major transit stop if a resident is able to access 

the major transit stop without encountering natural or constructed impediments. 
(3) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if a development consists solely of rental units, 
exclusive of a manager’s unit or units, with an affordable housing cost to lower 

income families, as provided in Section 50052.5 of the Health and Safety Code, 
then, upon the request of the developer, a city, county, or city and county shall not 

impose a vehicular parking ratio, inclusive of handicapped and guest parking, that 
exceeds the following ratios: 
(A) If the development is located within one-half mile of a major transit stop, as 

defined in subdivision (b) of Section 21155 of the Public Resources Code, and there 
is unobstructed access to the major transit stop from the development, the ratio 

shall not exceed 0.5 spaces per unit. 
(B) If the development is a for-rent housing development for individuals who are 62 

years of age or older that complies with Sections 51.2 and 51.3 of the Civil Code, 
the ratio shall not exceed 0.5 spaces per unit. The development shall have either 
paratransit service or unobstructed access, within one-half mile, to fixed bus route 

service that operates at least eight times per day. 
(C) If the development is a special needs housing development, as defined in 

Section 51312 of the Health and Safety Code, the ratio shall not exceed 0.3 spaces 
per unit. The development shall have either paratransit service or unobstructed 
access, within one-half mile, to fixed bus route service that operates at least eight 

times per day. 
(4) If the total number of parking spaces required for a development is other than a 

whole number, the number shall be rounded up to the next whole number. For 
purposes of this subdivision, a development may provide onsite parking through 
tandem parking or uncovered parking, but not through onstreet parking. 

(5) This subdivision shall apply to a development that meets the requirements of 
subdivisions (b) and (c), but only at the request of the applicant. An applicant may 

request parking incentives or concessions beyond those provided in this subdivision 
pursuant to subdivision (d). 
(6) This subdivision does not preclude a city, county, or city and county from 

reducing or eliminating a parking requirement for development projects of any type 
in any location. 

(7) Notwithstanding paragraphs (2) and (3), if a city, county, city and county, or an 
independent consultant has conducted an areawide or jurisdictionwide parking 
study in the last seven years, then the city, county, or city and county may impose 

a higher vehicular parking ratio not to exceed the ratio described in paragraph (1), 
based upon substantial evidence found in the parking study, that includes, but is 

not limited to, an analysis of parking availability, differing levels of transit access, 
walkability access to transit services, the potential for shared parking, the effect of 



parking requirements on the cost of market-rate and subsidized developments, and 
the lower rates of car ownership for low-income and very low income individuals, 

including seniors and special needs individuals. The city, county, or city and county 
shall pay the costs of any new study. The city, county, or city and county shall 

make findings, based on a parking study completed in conformity with this 
paragraph, supporting the need for the higher parking ratio. 
(8) A request pursuant to this subdivision shall neither reduce nor increase the 

number of incentives or concessions to which the applicant is entitled pursuant to 
subdivision (d). 

(q) Each component of any density calculation, including base density and bonus 
density, resulting in fractional units shall be separately rounded up to the next 
whole number. The Legislature finds and declares that this provision is declaratory 

of existing law. 
(r) This chapter shall be interpreted liberally in favor of producing the maximum 

number of total housing units. 
(Amended by Stats. 2018, Ch. 937, Sec. 1.3. (SB 1227) Effective January 1, 2019.) 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 9 

Williams Aviation Consultants Report 



 

18521 E. Queen Creek Rd. #105-491. ⬧ Queen Creek, AZ 85142 ⬧ Office (480) 987-7823 ⬧ Fax (602) 513-7388 

January 23rd, 2018 

Summary 

 

Williams Aviation Consultants, Inc. (WAC) was retained to complete an obstruction evalua-

tion and airspace analysis of a proposed project located North East of Flabob Airport (RIR) in 

Riverside, CA. The project will consist of multi-family residential consisting of fifteen buildings 

with 2 to 4 bedrooms.  This portion of the project had been approved.  The commercial aspect of 

the project consists of a two story wood frame and stucco building. The first floor is 19,198 

square feet and the second floor is 12,177 square feet.  The height of the structure will be slightly 

under 35 feet in height.  Figure 1 shows the site plan for the entire project. 

 

 
 

Figure 1 – Conceptual Site Plan for Plaza and Villas 
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The purpose of the analysis was to determine the maximum elevation to which a building can 

be erected at the project site without having an adverse effect upon the safe and efficient use of 

the navigable airspace surrounding Flabob Airport (RIR). The proposed project's location in 

relation to RIR is shown in Figure 2 and the distance from RIR to the project site is shown in 

Figure 3. 
 

 

Figure 2 - Study Area in Relation to Flabob Airport (RIR) 

 

Figure 3 – Distance from RIR to Project Site 
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FAA Review Process 

The FAA utilizes the criteria contained in FAR Part 77 to determine reporting requirements, the 

impact of a proposed structure on navigable airspace, and whether the structure, if constructed, 

will require lighting and/or marking.  FAR Part 77 defines the criteria for determining if a struc-

ture will require reporting to the FAA, if the structure exceeds the stated criteria and requires the 

submittal of FAA Form 7460-1, and/or whether or not the structure has an impact on navigable 

airspace.  

If the FAA determines that there is an impact to navigable airspace, a Notice of Presumed Haz-

ard (NPH) will be issued and an aeronautical study will be conducted.  Concurrent with the NPH 

the project is distributed to the FAA divisions having the responsibility for air traffic control, 

flight procedures, airport infrastructure and navigational aids.  Each of these divisions then eval-

uates the project for impacts within their area of jurisdiction.  These divisions submit their com-

ments to the Air Traffic division who will issue a determination.   

If the FAA determines that the proposed structure has a substantial adverse impact they will is-

sue a Determination of Hazard.  In some cases they will offer the project proponent options to 

mitigate the adverse impact, i.e., lower the structure, redesign etc. 

It is not uncommon for the FAA’s initial analysis to disregard factors unique to a specific airport 

such as existing structures or special procedures that have been developed for that airport. Once 

the FAA’s initial analysis is complete, additional data can be presented to the FAA for their con-

sideration which may result in the approval of the proposed structure.  

RIR Analysis 

RIR airspace compatibility analysis includes a review of the following criteria to determine pos-

sible adverse impacts to aeronautical operations: 

1. Public and private airports in the vicinity of the proposed structure. 

2. Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace. 

3. Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS) including instrument approach and depar-

ture procedures. 

4. Visual Flight Rule (VFR) Traffic Pattern Airspace. 
 

Public/Private Airports: 

RIR is located approximately 2,815 Feet  West South West of the proposed site location (Figure 

3).  RIR is a privately-owned, public use airport located within the City of Riverside, CA. The 

airport currently maintains one runway; Runway 06/24 with a length of 3,190 feet. 
 

Riverside Municipal Airport (RAL) is located approximately 3.46 Nautical Miles South West of 

the proposed site location, however only RIR was identified as requiring detailed analysis to de-

termine whether or not the proposed structures would have a significant adverse impact on flight 

procedures. 
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FAR Part 77 Analysis 
 

FAR Part 77 Reporting Requirements and Obstruction Standards 
 

A notification surface with a 50:1 slope from the end of the runway is used to determine if a pro-

posed project needs to be submitted to the FAA.  Analysis of the FAR Part 77 reporting require-

ments was conducted and it was determined that the proposed project would require formal sub-

mission to the FAA.   
 

An analysis of FAR Part 77 obstruction standards was completed to determine the maximum el-

evation and height to which a structure could be erected without exceeding FAR Part 77 Ob-

struction Standards. As stated in FAA Order 7400.2 Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters 

paragraph 6-3-9b: 

“Obstruction standards are used to identify potential adverse effects and are not the basis for a determi-

nation. The criteria used in determining the extent of adverse affect are those established by the FAA to 

satisfy operational, procedural, and electromagnetic requirements. These criteria are contained in regu-
lations, advisory circulars, and orders (e.g., the 8260 Order series and Order 7110.65). Obstruction 

evaluation personnel must apply these criteria in evaluating the extent of adverse effect to determine if the 

structure being studied would actually have a substantial adverse effect and would constitute a hazard to 

air navigation.”   

FAR Part 77 Obstruction Criteria is not used to determine if a structure will be a hazard to air 

navigation, rather, structures exceeding this criteria are studied closely by the FAA to determine 

if the structure will require mitigation or if the structure will impact terminal instrument proce-

dures or visual flight rule traffic pattern airspace. Generally, a structure that exceeds FAR Part 77 

Obstruction Standards will require mitigation such as lighting and/or marking in order to make it 

more conspicuous to airmen.  

Figure 4 displays the FAR Part 77 Obstruction Standards Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL) 

heights for RIR. 
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Figure 4 - Overview of Obstruction Standards for RIR 

Conclusion: At the study location, a proposed building will not penetrate RIR Obstruction Cri-

teria if it does not exceed approximately 887' AMSL on the South West corner and increases 

in height to the East.  The RIR Obstruction Surfaces over the property are approximately 780' 

Above Ground Level (AGL). A proposed 39' 6" building will not penetrate this surface. 

Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS) 

An analysis of the Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS) criteria was completed to determine 

the maximum elevation to which a structure could be erected without impacting RIR instrument 

approach and departure procedures. 

Instrument Approach Procedures  

A penetration to the Obstacle Clearance Surfaces (OCS) by a proposed structure would result in 

the need to increase the procedure’s Minimum Descent Altitude (MDA) (the lowest altitude that 

a pilot can descend on an approach) and would likely receive a Hazard Determination from  the 

FAA.   

RIR Instrument Arrival Procedures 

A review of RIR's Instrument Approach Procedures (IAP) revealed that there is only one RNAV 

(GPS)-A approach to RIR.  

Figure 5 displays an overview of the RIR RNAV (GPS)-A OCS. 
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Figure 5 - RIR RNAV (GPS)-A Overview 

 Conclusion: The proposed project is located outside of the RIR RNAV (GPS)-A OCS. 

Circle-to-Land Instrument Approach Procedure  
 

Each instrument approach procedure to RIR contains a circle-to-land option. The circle-to-land 

portion of the procedure allows a pilot to approach the airport in instrument conditions then, once 

he has the airport environment in sight, the pilot can maneuver the aircraft to the opposite end of 

the runway to land. A pilot would execute this type of instrument approach procedure if the 

winds were not favorable for landing on the primary runway for which the procedure was de-

signed.  
 

The surfaces which protect the circle-to-land consist of horizontal circular surfaces which extend 

from the end of each runway. The radius of each circle is dependent on the category of aircraft 

utilizing the circle-to-land approach.  

Figure 6 displays an overview of the lowest OCS associated with the Circle-to-Land Category A 

aircraft approaching Runway 06/24. 
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Figure 6 – Overview of Circle-to-Land OCS 

Conclusion: At the study location, a proposed building will not penetrate Circle-to-Land OCS 

at RIR if it does not exceed 1560' AMSL (approximately 780' AGL). 

Instrument Departure Procedures  

The Initial Climb Area (ICA) associated with RIR's departure procedures were analyzed. A  

standard Climb Gradient of 200 ft per Nautical Mile (NM) for aircraft departing Runway 06 was 

analyzed as well as RIR's minimum Climb Gradient of 480 ft per NM.  A penetration to the de-

parture procedure ICA could result in the need for the departure procedure to be modified.  

Figures 7 through 10 displays the Departure ICA for Runway 06 at RIR. 
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Figure 7 – Overview of Departure Runway 06 ICA with 200' per NM 

 

Figure 8 –Departure Runway 06 with 200' per NM AMSL Heights 
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Figure 9 – Overview of Departure Runway 06 ICA with 480' per NM 

 

Figure 10 –Departure Runway 06 with 480' per NM AMSL Heights 
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Conclusion: At the study location, proposed buildings will not penetrate Departure ICA 

Standard Climb Gradient of 200 ft per NM at RIR if it does not exceed 832' AMSL (approxi-

mately 52' AGL). 

At the study location, proposed buildings will not penetrate Departure ICA Climb Gradient of 

480 ft per NM at RIR if it does not exceed 922' AMSL (approximately 142' AGL). 

With an approximate ground elevation of 780' Above Ground Level (AGL) a proposed 39' 6" 

building will not exceed RWY 06 Departure ICA. 

Visual Flight Rule (VFR) Traffic Pattern Airspace 

An analysis of RIR's VFR Traffic Pattern Airspace was completed to determine the maximum 

elevation to which a building could be erected without impacting aircraft operating in visual 

conditions at RIR. A building that exceeds FAR Part 77 Obstruction Criteria (as applied to visual 

approach runways) could have an impact on aircraft operating in an airport’s VFR Traffic Pat-

tern.  

Figure 11 displays the elevation to which a proposed building could be erected without penetrat-

ing the surfaces associated with obstruction standards (as applied to visual approach runways).  

 

Figure 11 - VFR Traffic Pattern at RIR 
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Conclusion: At the study location, a proposed building will not penetrate RIR VFR Traffic 

Pattern if it does not exceed approximately 887' AMSL on the South West corner and increas-

es in height to the East.  With an approximate ground elevation of 780' Above Ground Level 

(AGL) a proposed 39' 6" building will not penetrate the RIR VFR Traffic Pattern.  

Noise Issues (Part 150) 

 

NOISE CONTROL AND COMPATIBILITY PLANNING FOR AIRPORTS 
 

The Department of Transportation’s Federal Aviation Administration publishes Advisory Circu-

lar AC No: 150/5020-1 which provides guidance for Noise Control and Compatibility Planning 

for airports under Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150 and the Aviation Safety and 

Noise Abatement Act of 1979 (ASNA) (P.L. 96-193). It is intended for use by airport operators, 

state/local planners and other officials, and interested citizens who may engage in noise control 

planning. Airport noise compatibility planning has the goals of reducing existing non-compatible 

land uses around airports and of preventing the introduction of additional non-compatible land 

uses through the cooperative efforts of all those involved. The Part 150 program is voluntary and 

airport operators are encouraged to participate. 
 

FAR Part 150 implements portions of Title I of the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 

1979. It establishes a single system for the measurement of airport (and background) noise, a 

single system for determining the exposure of individuals to airport noise, and a standardized 

airport noise compatibility planning program. The planning program includes (1) provision for 

the development and submission to the FAA of Noise Exposure Maps and Noise Compatibility 

Programs by airport operators; (2) standard noise units, methods and analytical techniques for 

use in airport assessments; (3) identification of land uses which are normally considered compat-

ible (or non-compatible) with various levels of noise around airports; and (4) procedures and cri-

teria for FAA approval or disapproval of noise compatibility programs by the Administrator.  
 

The Federal Aviation Administration’s Office of Environment and Energy (AEE) issued a doc-

ument titled Aircraft Noise.  The document states in part that federal agencies have certain guide-

lines for compatible land uses and environmental sound levels. Land use is normally determined 

by property meaning, such as residential, industrial, or commercial. Noise levels that are unac-

ceptable for homes may be quite acceptable for stores or factories. The Federal Aviation Admin-

istration has issued these guidelines as part of its Airport Noise Compatibility Program, found in 

Part 150 of the Federal Aviation Regulations.  The FAA provides guidance within Title 14, Code 

of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 150 and 77. Part 150 guidance is based on aircraft noise lev-

els near an airport. This guidance is shown in Figure 12. 
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Figure 12 – Land Use Based on Airport Noise 

In general, most land uses are considered to be compatible with airport noise that does not ex-

ceed 65 dB, although Part 150 declares that "acceptable" sound levels should be subject to local 

conditions and community decisions.  Nevertheless, a 65 dB is generally identified as the thresh-

old level of aviation noise, and other sounds of community noise, which are "significant."  
 

Conclusion:  A 2004 noise contour map for RIR (Figure 13) shows that the proposed project is 

located outside the 65 DNL noise contour. 
 

If the project was located in a valid 65 DNL noise contour based on current air traffic activity, 

it is our experience that normal construction materials and techniques will achieve any noise 

reduction required for residential units in a 65 DNL contour. 
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Figure 13 - RIR Noise Contours 
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Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

 

Figure 14 - RIR Airport Land Use Compatibility Map 
 

 

 

Figure 15 - Compatibility Zone Factors 
 

 

Figure 16 - Zone C Compatibility 
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Figure 17 - Revised Zone C Compatibility Zone Factors 
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Figure 18-Land Uses Adjacent to Project Site 

The area adjacent to the property is primarily residential with some commercial/industrial use. 

The area between the airport and the development is open space near the airport and predom-

inately residential thereafter (Figure 18). The area to the east of the development is open space 

(The Santa Ana River). The open space near the airport, combined with the large undeveloped 

space along the Santa Ana River provides an unusually large area in case an aircraft suffer-

ing a catastrophic failure required an emergency landing location. The proposed development 

does not, in any way, diminish this opportunity. 

While this report does not specifically address occupancy intensities, the proposed develop-

ment in both its commercial and residential aspects is consistent with the criteria contained in 

the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) as related to RIR airport  
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(Figures 15 and 16). The project does not propose to contain any of the “Prohibited Uses” es-

tablished by the ALUCP.  

WAC Summary 

The WAC technical analysis revealed: 

 Analysis of the FAR Part 77 reporting requirements was conducted and it was deter-

mined that the proposed project would require formal submission to the FAA.   

 At the study location, a proposed building will not penetrate RIR Obstruction Criteria 

if it does not exceed approximately 887' AMSL on the South West corner and increases 

in height to the East.  With an approximate ground elevation of 780' Above Ground 

Level (AGL) a proposed 39' 6" building will not exceed. 

 The proposed project is located outside of the RIR RNAV (GPS)-A OCS. 

 At the study location, a proposed building will not penetrate Circle-to-Land OCS at 

RIR if it does not exceed 1560' AMSL (approximately 780' AGL). 

 At the study location, proposed buildings will not penetrate Departure ICA Standard 

Climb Gradient of 200 ft per NM at RIR if it does not exceed 832' AMSL (approximate-

ly 52' AGL). 

 At the study location, proposed buildings will not penetrate Departure ICA Climb Gra-

dient of 480 ft per NM at RIR if it does not exceed 922' AMSL (approximately 142' 

AGL). 

 With an approximate ground elevation of 780' Above Ground Level (AGL) a proposed 

39' 6" building will not exceed RWY 06 Departure ICA. 

 At the study location, a proposed building will not penetrate RIR VFR Traffic Pattern 

if it does not exceed approximately 887' AMSL on the South West corner and increases 

in height to the East.  With an approximate ground elevation of 780' Above Ground 

Level (AGL) a proposed 39' 6" building will not exceed. 

 A 2004 noise contour map for RIR shows that the proposed project is located outside 

the 65 DNL noise contour. 

 

 The proposed development is consistent with the infrastructure currently in place. It is 

also consistent with the criteria established by the Riverside County ALUC. 
  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 10 

1,000 Foot Radius Map 





MA16224 – MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA/VILLAS 

1,000 FOOT RADIUS MAP WITH INFLUENCE AREAS 
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ATTACHMENT NO. 11 

Project Plans (Architectural Set; Tentative Parcel Map, 
Civil Set and Concept Landscape Plan Set) 

SEE ATTACHMENT 8 OF COUNCIL STAFF REPORT (7-16-20) 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 12 

Letter of Support from Riverside County Housing Authority 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 13 

Letters of “Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation” 
from the FAA (Federal Aviation Administration) 
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Debi Myers
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** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 15 - SW
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-31.69N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-47.71W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

40 feet above ground level (AGL)
817 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5516-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860195-440857186 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist

Attachment(s)
Map(s)
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TOPO Map for ASN 2020-AWP-5516-OE
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Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 15 - NW
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-32.80N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-46.68W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

40 feet above ground level (AGL)
817 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5517-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860196-440857187 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist

Attachment(s)
Map(s)
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Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 15 - NE
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-30.97N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-45.21W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

40 feet above ground level (AGL)
817 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5518-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860198-440857185 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist

Attachment(s)
Map(s)
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10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 15 - SE
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-30.42N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-45.72W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

40 feet above ground level (AGL)
817 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5519-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860199-440857201 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 14 - SW
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-29.73N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-42.76W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

35 feet above ground level (AGL)
812 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5520-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860200-440857194 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 14 - NW
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-30.76N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-41.95W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

35 feet above ground level (AGL)
812 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5521-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860201-440857192 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 14 - NE
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-30.50N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-41.49W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

35 feet above ground level (AGL)
812 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within



Page 2 of 4

6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5522-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860203-440857184 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 14 - SE
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-29.52N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-42.40W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

35 feet above ground level (AGL)
812 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5523-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860204-440857190 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 3
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-33.46N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-45.92W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

29 feet above ground level (AGL)
806 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5524-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860205-440857188 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Issued Date: 05/21/2020

Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 2
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-34.00N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-45.27W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

29 feet above ground level (AGL)
806 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5525-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860206-440857191 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 1
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-34.76N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-44.59W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

29 feet above ground level (AGL)
806 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5526-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860207-440857202 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 4
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-32.77N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-44.86W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

29 feet above ground level (AGL)
806 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5527-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860210-440857189 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 5
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-33.73N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-43.83W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

29 feet above ground level (AGL)
806 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5528-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860211-440857200 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Page 1 of 4

Issued Date: 05/21/2020

Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 6
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-34.14N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-42.66W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

29 feet above ground level (AGL)
806 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5529-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860213-440857196 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Issued Date: 05/21/2020

Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 7
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-33.68N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-41.66W
Heights: 780 feet site elevation (SE)

29 feet above ground level (AGL)
809 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5530-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860214-440857199 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Issued Date: 05/21/2020

Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 8
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-33.05N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-40.50W
Heights: 778 feet site elevation (SE)

29 feet above ground level (AGL)
807 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5531-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860215-440857195 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Issued Date: 05/21/2020

Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 9
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-32.32N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-41.16W
Heights: 780 feet site elevation (SE)

29 feet above ground level (AGL)
809 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5532-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860219-440857198 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Issued Date: 05/21/2020

Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 10
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-31.57N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-41.81W
Heights: 780 feet site elevation (SE)

29 feet above ground level (AGL)
809 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5533-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860221-440857193 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 11
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-33.06N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-42.42W
Heights: 780 feet site elevation (SE)

14 feet above ground level (AGL)
794 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5534-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860233-440857203 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist
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Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 12
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-31.90N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-43.57W
Heights: 777 feet site elevation (SE)

28 feet above ground level (AGL)
805 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5535-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860235-440857197 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist

Attachment(s)
Map(s)
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Page 1 of 4

Issued Date: 05/21/2020

Debi Myers
Northtown Housing Development Corp
10071 Feron Blvd
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building 13
Location: Jurupa Valley, CA
Latitude: 33-59-30.65N NAD 83
Longitude: 117-23-42.66W
Heights: 779 feet site elevation (SE)

12 feet above ground level (AGL)
791 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed in accordance with FAA Advisory
circular 70/7460-1 L Change 2.

The structure considered under this study lies in proximity to an airport and occupants may be subjected to
noise from aircraft operating to and from the airport.

This determination expires on 11/21/2021 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.

NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power, except
those frequencies specified in the Colo Void Clause Coalition; Antenna System Co-Location; Voluntary Best
Practices, effective 21 Nov 2007, will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including
increase to heights, power, or the addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.This
determination includes all previously filed frequencies and power for this structure.

If construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed, you must submit notice to the FAA within 5 days after
the construction or alteration is dismantled or destroyed.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575, or vivian.vilaro@faa.gov. On any
future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2020-AWP-5536-OE.

Signature Control No: 439860236-440857300 ( DNE )
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist

Attachment(s)
Map(s)
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ATTACHMENT NO. 14 

Letter of Support from the City of Rancho Cucamonga 



 
 
 
 
May 22, 2020 
 
 
 
Thomas G. Merrell 
Planning Director 
City of Jurupa Valley   
8930 Limonite Avenue 
Jurupa Valley CA 92509 
 
 
Dear Mr. Merrell: 
 
     In my capacity as Management Analyst II for the City of Rancho Cucamonga, I fully support Northtown 
Housing Development Corporation and their ongoing developments within Rancho Cucamonga.  Their 
organization has been a long time City partner and continues to live up to all agreements with respect to 
their facilities in our City.  Their developments in our City are highly respectful and are much appreciated 
housing for our City residents. 
  
     The City is pleased with their ongoing upkeep of the properties and would support future affordable 
housing developments from Northtown Housing Development Corporation within our City.  If you have 
any additional questions regarding the City’s relationship with Northtown Housing Development 
Corporation, please feel free to give me a call at (909) 774-4313 or you may also email me at 
fnunez@CityofRC.us 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Flavio H. Nuñez, 
Management Analyst II  
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 9 

Planning Commission Minutes from March 27, 2020 

 



EXCERPT OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF THE MAY 27, 2020 
MEETING FOR MA16224  

6. PUBLIC HEARING 

6.3  MASTER APPLICATION (MA) 16224: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA) 
NO. 16006, CHANGE OF ZONE (CZ) NO. 16011, TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP 
(TPM) NO. 37126 AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SDP) NO. 16043 – 
MISSION GATEWAY PLAZA & MISSION GATEWAY VILLAS MIXED USE 
PROJECT CONSISTING OF COMMERCIAL AND 68-UNIT AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT  

Ms. Rocio Lopez, Senior Planner, presented a staff report with a PowerPoint 
presentation and summarized historical information of the project site and the 
most current project background.  Ms. Lopez noted the following points for 
discussion: 

 Land Use Designation 

 The Rubidoux Town Center Overlay 

 Santa Ana River Corridor Overlay 

 Flabob Municipal Airport Overlay 

 Airport Land Use Plan 

Ms. Lopez provided comments received from Riverside County Airport Land Use 
Commission which is incorporated in the Final EIR.   

Ms. Lopez provided a site layout and plan of the proposed project that includes 
both the commercial and residential development and noted the housing 
development is proposed to be 100% affordable housing. She stated the 
applicant will own and manage the multi-family property and will also retain 
ownership of the commercial property.  

COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS   

Commissioner Newman requested clarification of ALUC plan was developed in 
2004.  Ms. Lopez, Senior Planner, replied the plan’s last update was in 2004.  

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED  

Mr. Darryl Brown, Applicant, presented an overview of the Northtown Housing 
Development Corporation and details of the project site. 

Mr.  Curtis Dahle, Architect for Norththown Housing Development, provided 
additional information for the project site.   

Ms. Eugenia Turner, Resident, discussed the community impacts for the project 
site. 

COMMISSIONER DELIBERATION  

Commissioners discussed the following concerns: 



 Reduced parking for the project site 

 Concerns of project being a gated community 

 ALUC Zone C proximity to project site and the recommendation that the 
Council overrule the Airport Land Use Commission determination 

 On-site security 

 Environmental Justice Analysis Element not included 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED  

Commissioner Newman moved and Commissioner Lopez seconded, a motion to 
adopt Planning Commission Resolution No .2020-05-27-03. The motion was 
approved 4-0-1.  

Ayes:        Pruitt, Silva Lopez, and Newman 

Noes:         None 

Abstained: Moore 

Absent:      None 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 10 

ALUC’s May 11, 2017 Staff Report 











































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 11 

ALUC’s June 8, 2020 Letter  









 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 12 

Project Plans (dated 10-1-20) 
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STAFF REPORT 

DATE: OCTOBER 1, 2020 

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: ROD BUTLER, CITY MANAGER 

SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM NO. 17.A 

DISCUSSION OF A COMPREHENSIVE REVISION TO THE PROVISIONS 
OF THE CITY’S ZONING CODE REGULATING ALCOHOL SALES (AT 
THE REQUEST OF MAYOR PRO TEM LORENA BARAJAS) 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the City Council discuss a comprehensive revision to the provisions of the City’s 
Zoning Code regulating alcohol sales and, if appropriate, direct Staff to prepare revisions 
to the Code concerning alcohol sales. 

ANALYSIS 

Mayor pro Tem Lorena Barajas has requested that the Council consider directing the Staff 
to revise the City’s Zoning Ordinance relating to alcohol sales.  The Council has held 
many public hearings concerning applications for retail alcohol sales and has also 
discussed potential modifications to the various sections of the Jurupa Valley Municipal 
Code regulating retail alcohol sales permits.  A starting point for the discussion of a 
comprehensive retail alcohol sales ordinance is the “Alcohol Sales and Deemed 
Approved Alcohol Sales Regulations Ordinance” adopted by the City Council of the City 
of El Cajon, a copy of which is attached to this Staff Report.  The El Cajon ordinance 
provides: 

1. Detailed standards for the retail sale of alcoholic beverages in new grocery
stores, liquor stores, mini-markets, gas stations and larger retail stores
(pages 7-10, 12);

2. Conditional Use Permits for new alcoholic use with detailed findings for
approval (page 10);

3. Separation requirements for businesses engaged in retail sales of alcoholic
beverages (page 11);

RETURN TO AGENDA
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4. Distancing requirements for businesses engaged in retail alcohol sales from 
sensitive land uses (page 6); 

 
5. Special operational standards for legal non-conforming alcohol sales uses 

known in the Ordinance as “deemed approved alcohol uses” (page 15-16); 
 
6. Revocation procedures and detailed findings for revocation of permits for  

retail sales of alcoholic beverages (page 13); 
 
6. Procedures for investigating violations of the Ordinance and determining 

appropriate punishment or remediation (page 14); and 
 
7. Application, regulation and inspection fees for businesses engaged in retail 

alcoholic beverage sales (page 22). 
 

Council may direct Staff to begin work on the revisions to the Jurupa Valley alcohol retail 
sales regulations or it may request Staff to bring the El Cajon ordinance back to the 
Council for further discussions before the Staff begins work. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
While the El Cajon ordinance is an excellent retail alcohol sales regulation ordinance, a 
significant amount of Staff time will be required to modify and delete existing sections of 
the Jurupa Valley Zoning Code in order to integrate its provisions into the code. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 

1. Direct Staff to prepare the comprehensive revisions to the Zoning Code relating to 
alcohol sales and provide Staff with any comments concerning areas of special 
concern or interest of the Council. 

2. Deny the request for revisions to the Zoning Code relating to alcohol sales. 
3. Request further information from Staff. 
4. Continue the matter to provide more time for Council discussion. 
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CITY OF EL CAJON MUNICIPAL CODE 

CHAPTER 17.210 ALCOHOL SALES AND DEEMED APPROVED ALCOHOL SALES 
REGULATIONS 

17.210.010 Short title.

This chapter shall be known as the “Alcohol Sales and Deemed Approved Alcohol Sales 
Regulations Ordinance.” (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.020 Purpose.

The purpose of this chapter is to list regulations pertaining to the establishment and conduct of 
alcohol sales in the city under simplified headings. 
This chapter requires land use permits for newly established alcoholic beverage sales activities, 
confers deemed approved status for all existing permitted, conditionally permitted and legal 
nonconforming off-sale alcoholic beverage sales activities, provides standards for the continued 
operation of alcoholic beverage sales establishments, sets forth grounds for the modification, 
revocation and termination of conditional use permits and deemed approved status for 
establishments violating this chapter, and provides a hearing process to review violations of the 
standards contained in this chapter in order to protect the general health, safety, and welfare of 
the residents of the city of El Cajon and to prevent nuisance activities where alcoholic beverage 
sales occur. 
Specific purposes for enacting this chapter are as follows: 

A.    To protect residential, commercial, industrial and civic areas from the harmful effects 
attributable to the sale of alcoholic beverages and minimize the adverse impacts of 
nonconforming and incompatible uses; 
B.     To provide opportunities for alcoholic beverage sales establishments to operate in a 
mutually beneficial relationship to each other and to other commercial and civic services; 
C.     To provide mechanisms to address problems associated with the public consumption 
of alcoholic beverages such as litter, loitering, graffiti, unruly behavior, violence, 
vandalism, and escalated noise levels; 
D.    To provide that alcoholic beverage sales establishments are not to become the source 
of undue public nuisances in the community; 
E.     To provide for properly maintained alcoholic beverage sales establishments so that the 
secondary effects of negative impacts generated by these activities on the surrounding 
environment are mitigated; 
F.     To monitor deemed approved establishments to ensure they do not substantially 
change in mode or character of operation; and 
G.    To promote a healthy and safe business environment in the city of El Cajon through 
appropriate and consistent land use regulations and to encourage the establishment of 
businesses that will benefit both the local economy and residents while not placing an undue 
strain on city resources or surrounding businesses. 
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This chapter alone does not allow or permit alcoholic beverage sales activities, but only applies 
to these activities where otherwise allowed or permitted within an involved applicable zoning 
district. The provisions of this ordinance are intended to complement the state of California 
alcohol-related laws. The city does not intend to replace or usurp any powers vested in the 
California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.030 Applicability.

A.    The provisions of this chapter shall apply to the extent permissible under other laws to 
all alcoholic beverage sales establishments, as defined in Section 17.210.040, located in the 
city of El Cajon that sell alcoholic beverages for on- or off-site consumption. 
B.     Whenever any provision of the alcohol sales and deemed approved alcoholic beverage 
sales regulations, and any other provision of law, whether set forth in these regulations, in 
an existing conditional use permit, or in any other law, ordinance, or regulations of any 
kind, imposes overlapping or contradictory regulations, or contain restrictions covering any 
of the same subject matter, that provision which is more restrictive or imposes higher 
standards shall control, except as otherwise expressly provided in the alcohol sales and 
deemed approved alcohol sales regulations. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.040 Definitions.

The meaning and construction of these words and phrases, as set forth below, shall apply 
throughout, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning or construction. 

A.    “Alcoholic beverage” means alcohol, spirits, liquor, wine, beer, and any liquid or 
solid containing alcohol, spirits, wine, or beer, that contains one-half of one percent or more 
of alcohol by volume and that is fit for beverage purposes either alone or when diluted, 
mixed or combined with other substances, the sale of which requires an ABC license. 
B.     “Alcoholic beverage production” means manufacturing of alcoholic beverages. A 
brewery, micro-brewery, winery or distillery are each examples of alcoholic beverage 
production manufacturers. 
C.     “Alcoholic beverage sales activity” means the retail sale of alcoholic beverages for 
on-site or off-site consumption. 
D.    “Alcoholic beverage sales establishment” means an establishment where an alcoholic 
beverage sales activity occurs. Alcoholic beverage sales establishments include but are not 
limited to the following recognized types of establishments: liquor stores, beer and wine 
stores, convenience markets, markets, neighborhood specialty food markets, retail sales 
establishments, wine shops, service stations, taverns, clubs, cocktail lounges, ballrooms, 
cabarets, dance bars, piano bars, billiard or game parlors, bowling alleys, nightclubs, dance 
halls, cafés, bars, restaurants with bars, full-service restaurants, fast food establishments, 
and breweries. For purposes of this chapter, an “alcoholic beverage sales establishment” 
also includes a general retail store, a grocery store and a retail pharmacy that devotes any 
percentage of its gross floor area to the sale and display of alcoholic beverages. 
E.     “California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control” or “ABC” refers to the 
department of the state of California empowered to act pursuant to Article 20, section 22, of 
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the California Constitution and authorized to administer the provisions of the Alcoholic 
Beverage Control Act. 
F.     “Conditions of approval” means all requirements that must be carried out by the 
owners engaged in the activity of: (1) a new alcoholic beverage sales activity to exercise a 
land use permit; or (2) an existing permitted, conditionally permitted, or legal 
nonconforming alcoholic beverage sales activity in order to comply with deemed approved 
performance standards and to retain its deemed approved status. 
G.    “Deemed approved activity” means any existing permitted or conditionally permitted 
alcoholic beverage sales activity (as defined in subsection (P), below), or any legal 
nonconforming alcoholic beverage sales commercial activity (as defined in subsection (J), 
below). Such activity shall be considered a deemed approved activity effective November 1, 
2013 as long as it complies with the deemed approved performance standards set forth in 
Section 17.210.230. 
H.    “Deemed approved status” means the permitted use of land for a deemed approved 
activity. Deemed approved status replaces permitted and conditionally permitted status (to 
the extent the establishment is not already required to meet all of the operational standards 
established in this chapter), and legal non-conforming status for off-sale alcohol 
establishments with respect to alcoholic beverage sales commercial activity and remains in 
effect as long as it complies with the deemed approved provisions and performance 
standards. 
I.      “Enforcement officer” means the city manager or designee, and chief of police or 
designee. 
J.      “Hip flask” means a small flask for potable liquids of a kind designed so that it may 
be carried in a hip pocket. 
K.    “Illegal activity” means an activity, which has been finally determined to be in 
noncompliance with local, state or federal laws, the conditions of any applicable permits, or 
the deemed approved provisions and performance standards in this chapter. Such an activity 
may lose its deemed approved status, and if it does it shall no longer be considered a 
deemed approved activity. 
L.     “Legal nonconforming alcoholic beverage sales commercial activity” or “legal 
nonconforming activity” means an off-sale alcoholic beverage sales commercial activity 
which was a nonconforming use pursuant to Chapter 17.120, and for which a valid state of 
California Alcoholic Beverage Control license had been issued and used in the exercise of 
the rights and privileges conferred by the license at a time immediately prior to November 
1, 2013. A “legal nonconforming alcoholic beverage sales commercial activity” or “legal 
nonconforming activity” includes all beverage sales activities of existing off-sale alcoholic 
beverage establishments that are not in conformance with the regulations applicable to new 
off-sale alcoholic beverage establishments contained in this chapter, regardless of whether 
such activities were allowed as part of a conditional use permit granted prior to November 
1, 2013. Such an activity shall be considered a deemed approved activity and shall no 
longer be considered a legal nonconforming activity. 
M.    “Modify” or “modified” as used in Sections 17.210.070, 17.210.100 and 17.210.130 
of this chapter means the expansion or increase in intensity or substantial change of a use, 
as these terms are used in Chapter 17.120 of this title. 
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N.    “Off-sale alcoholic beverage establishment” means an establishment that conducts 
retail sales of alcoholic beverages for consumption off the premises where sold. For 
purposes of this chapter, an “off-sale alcoholic beverage establishment” does not include a 
lawfully established alcohol beverage production manufacturer such as a winery, brewery or 
micro-brewery that sells alcohol for off-site consumption. 
O.    “On-sale alcoholic beverage establishment” means an establishment that conducts 
retail sales of alcoholic beverages for consumption on the premises where sold. 
P.     “Operational standards” means regulations for the business practice activities and 
land use for locations with a conditional use permit issued in conformance with the 
regulations in this chapter on or after November 1, 2013 or those further requirements 
imposed on off-sale alcoholic beverage establishments to achieve the purposes of this 
chapter. Operational standards constitute requirements which must be complied with by an 
establishment in order to maintain its conditional use permit or deemed approved status. 
Q.    “Performance standards” means regulations for the business practice activities and 
land use for locations with deemed approved status, in whole or in part, or those further 
requirements imposed to achieve the purposes of this chapter. Performance standards 
constitute requirements which must be complied with by an off-sale alcoholic beverage 
establishment in order to retain its deemed approved status. 
R.     “Permitted or conditionally permitted alcoholic beverage sales commercial 
activity” or “permitted or conditionally permitted activity” means an off-sale alcoholic 
beverage sales commercial activity which is a permitted or conditionally permitted activity 
pursuant to Chapter 17.210 and other applicable provisions of the El Cajon Municipal Code 
prior to November 1, 2013, and for which a valid state of California Alcoholic Beverage 
Control license has been issued and was used in the exercise of the rights and privileges 
conferred by the license at a time immediately prior to November 1, 2013. A “permitted or 
conditionally permitted alcoholic beverage sales commercial activity” or “permitted or 
conditionally permitted activity” includes all alcoholic beverage sales activities of any 
existing off-sale alcoholic beverage establishment that are not in conformance with the 
regulations applicable to new off-sale alcoholic beverage establishments contained in this 
chapter, regardless of whether such activities were allowed as part of a conditional use 
permit granted by the planning commission or otherwise allowed as permissible activities 
associated with the establishment’s permitted use, prior to November 1, 2013. To the extent 
that the activity is not in conformance with this chapter, it shall be considered a deemed 
approved activity. 
S.     “Premises” means the actual space in a building devoted to alcoholic beverage sales. 
T.     “Redeveloped” means the demolition of an existing off-sale alcoholic beverage 
establishment (whether conducting permitted or conditionally permitted activities or 
deemed approved activities) followed by the immediate reconstruction and operation of a 
replacement off-sale alcoholic beverage establishment. 
U.    “Restaurant” means a bona fide eating place whose predominant function is the 
service of food and where on-sale of alcoholic beverages is incidental or secondary. (Ord. 
5033 § 38, 2015) 
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17.210.050 Public hearing by planning commission.

The planning commission may conduct public hearings and make determinations on whether 
alcoholic beverage sale establishments are in compliance with conditions of approval, 
operational standards, or deemed approved performance standards prescribed in these 
regulations, and may modify, suspend or revoke an establishment’s conditional use permit or 
deemed approved status in order to obtain the compliance of the particular establishment with the 
provisions of this chapter. This section is not intended to restrict the powers and duties otherwise 
pertaining to other city officers or bodies in the field of monitoring and ensuring the harmony of 
alcoholic beverage sale activities in the city. The planning commission shall have the powers and 
duties assigned to them by the El Cajon Municipal Code and by this chapter. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 
2013) 

17.210.060 Inspection and right of entry.

The sale of alcoholic beverages is a closely regulated industry. The officials responsible for 
enforcement of the El Cajon Municipal Code or other ordinances of the city or their duly 
authorized representatives may enter on any site or into any structure open to the public for the 
purpose of investigation provided they shall do so in a reasonable manner whenever they have 
cause to suspect a violation of any provision of this ordinance or whenever necessary to the 
investigation of violations to the conditions of approval, operational standards, or deemed 
approved performance standards prescribed in these regulations. If an owner, occupant or agent 
refuses permission to enter, inspect or investigate, premises which are not open to the public, the 
officials or their representatives may seek an inspection warrant under the provisions of 
California Code of Civil Procedure section 1822.50 et seq. All such inspections shall be 
conducted in compliance with the Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution. (Ord. 
4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.070 New, modified, or redeveloped off-sale alcohol establishment standards.

Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, no person shall establish a new off-sale alcoholic 
beverage establishment, nor shall any person modify or redevelop an existing off-sale alcoholic 
beverage establishment, in violation of Section 17.120.030 of this title or an applicable 
conditional use permit without first obtaining a conditional use permit in the manner provided by 
this chapter. Furthermore, the standards contained in Sections 17.210.080 through 17.210.120 
require new off-sale alcoholic beverage establishments, as defined in this chapter, to secure a 
conditional use permit in the manner provided in this chapter in order to lawfully engage in the 
sale of alcoholic beverages from premises located in the city of El Cajon; and require such 
establishments to manage such premises in accordance with the requirements of such permit, 
including operational standards and any conditions of approval incorporated as conditions of the 
permit. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.080 Conditional use permit required.

A.    Except as provided in subsections B and C, below, all alcoholic beverage 
establishments to which this chapter is applicable shall obtain a conditional use permit 
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pursuant to Chapter 17.50 of this title and satisfy all pertinent conditions prior to engaging 
in any alcoholic beverage sales activity. 
B.     Unless otherwise required by this chapter, a conditional use permit shall not be 
required of an alcoholic beverage establishment consisting of a general retail store, a 
grocery store, or a retail pharmacy, which has (1) at least ten thousand (10,000) square feet 
of gross floor space, and (2) a maximum of ten percent (10%) of the gross floor area 
devoted to the sales and display of alcoholic beverages. A conditional use permit shall not 
be required of an alcoholic beverage production manufacturer with an accessory tasting 
room. An alcoholic beverage establishment exempt from the requirement of a conditional 
use permit pursuant to this subsection is deemed to have been approved to conduct alcoholic 
beverage sales commercial activity subject to the terms and conditions of a conditional use 
permit required under this chapter provided, however, that if it is found to be in violation of 
this chapter such an exempt establishment may lose its exemption and be required to obtain 
a conditional use permit as set forth in section 17.210.260. 
C.     All new on-sale alcoholic beverage establishments in the Regional Commercial (C-R) 
zone shall obtain a minor use permit pursuant to Chapter 17.57 of this title to satisfy all 
pertinent conditions prior to engaging in any alcoholic beverage sales activity. (Ord. 5081 § 
25, 2019.) 

17.210.090 Distance requirements—applicable to new off-sale alcoholic beverage sales 
activities.

A.    No new off-sale alcoholic beverage establishment shall be located within 600 feet of 
residentially zoned property, public or private schools, health care facilities, religious 
facilities, and parks or playgrounds, except: 

1.     A general retail store, or grocery store, or retail pharmacy with greater than 
10,000 square feet of gross floor area and a maximum of 10 percent of the gross floor 
area devoted to the sale and display of off-sale alcoholic beverages; or 
2.     A convenience market with a maximum of 10 percent of the retail display area 
devoted to the sale and display of alcoholic beverages, limited to off-sale beer and 
wine, non-fortified products only. Retail display area includes all floor area within the 
establishment that is accessible and within view of customers, including aisles, and 
floor area occupied by shelves, counters, and refrigerator coolers. 

B.     For purposes of this section, distances shall be measured between the closest property 
lines of the affected locations. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.100 Operational standards—applicable to new, modified, or redeveloped off-sale 
alcoholic beverage sales activities.

A.    All new, modified, or redeveloped off-sale alcoholic beverage sales activities shall be 
designed, constructed, and operated to conform to all of the following operational standards: 

1.     That it does not result in adverse effects to the health, peace or safety of persons 
residing or working in the surrounding area. 
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2.     That it does not jeopardize or endanger the public health or safety of persons 
residing or working in the surrounding area. 
3.     That it does not result in repeated nuisance activities within the premises or in 
close proximity of the premises, including but not limited to disturbance of the peace, 
illegal drug activity, public drunkenness, drinking in public, harassment of passersby, 
gambling, prostitution, sale of stolen goods, public urination, theft, assaults, batteries, 
acts of vandalism, littering, loitering, graffiti, illegal parking, excessive loud noises, 
especially in the late night or early morning hours, traffic violations, curfew violations, 
lewd conduct, or police detentions and arrests. 
4.     That it complies with all provisions of local, state or federal laws, regulations or 
orders, including but not limited to those of the California Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control, California Business and Professions Code sections 24200, 24200.6, 
and 25612.5, as well as any condition imposed on any permits issued pursuant to 
applicable laws, regulations or orders. This includes compliance with annual city 
business license fees. 
5.     That its upkeep and operating characteristics are compatible with, and will not 
adversely affect the livability or appropriate development of abutting properties and 
the surrounding neighborhood. 
6.     That it complies with the following alcohol sale limitations: 

a.     No wine shall be displayed, sold or given away in containers of less than 
seven hundred fifty (750) milliliters, except multipack containers of wine, and 
multipack wine coolers containing no more than six percent (6%) alcohol by 
volume. 
b.     No wine shall be displayed, sold or given away with an alcoholic content 
greater than fifteen percent (15%) by volume unless in corked bottles and aged at 
least two (two) years. 
c.     No distilled spirits shall be displayed, sold or given away in containers of 
less than three hundred seventy five (375) milliliters, including but not limited to, 
airline bottles, except pre-mixed cocktails. 
d.     Notwithstanding subsection (c) above, no distilled spirits shall be displayed, 
sold or distributed in three hundred seventy-five (375) milliliters hip flask 
containers. 
e.     No beer, ale or malt liquor shall be offered for sale in a container with a 
volume greater than thirty-two (32) ounces. This restriction is not intended to 
prohibit the sale of such beverages in kegs or other types of containers, with a 
volume of two or more gallons, which are clearly designed to dispense multiple 
servings. 
f.      No sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages shall be made from a drive-up 
or walk-up window. 
g.     No display, sale or distribution of beer or wine, wine coolers or similar 
alcoholic beverages shall be made from an ice tub, barrel or similar container. 
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h.     All display of alcoholic beverages shall be no closer than five (5) feet from 
the store entrance. 

7.     That it complies with the following public nuisance prevention measures: 
a.     Lighting: Exterior areas of the premises and adjacent parking lots shall be 
provided with sufficient lighting in a manner that provides adequate illumination 
for alcohol establishment patrons while not spilling onto surrounding residential 
and commercial properties. A photometric study may be required to demonstrate 
compliance. 
b.     Litter: Adequate litter receptacles shall be provided on site and in the 
building. The premises shall be kept free of the accumulation of litter and shall be 
removed no less frequently than once each day the business is open. 
c.     Loitering: The following measures may be required: 

i.      No fixtures or furnishings that encourage loitering and nuisance 
behavior are permitted on the premises. This includes, but is not limited to 
chairs, seats, stools, benches, tables, crates, etc. 
ii.     The establishment’s operators or employees shall be required to 
discourage loiterers and to ask persons loitering longer than fifteen (15) 
minutes to leave the area and contact local law enforcement officials for 
enforcement of applicable trespassing and loitering laws if persons requested 
to leave fail to do so. 
iii.    No video or other electronic games shall be located in an off-sale 
alcoholic beverage establishment. 
iv.    No pay phones are permitted outside of the off-sale establishment. 

d.     Cups: The sale or distribution to the customer of paper or plastic cups in 
quantities less than their usual and customary packaging is prohibited. 
e.     Signage: There shall be no exterior advertising of alcoholic products, or 
tobacco and paraphernalia or similarly controlled products as defined in section 
8.33.010 of this Municipal Code. 
f.      Signs: The following signs shall be required to be prominently posted in a 
readily visible manner on an interior wall or fixture, and not on windows, in 
English, Spanish, Arabic and the predominant language of the patrons: 

i.      “California State Law prohibits the sale of alcoholic beverages to 
persons younger than 21 years of age.” 
ii.     “No Loitering or Public Drinking.” 
iii.    “It is illegal to possess an open container of alcohol in the vicinity of 
this establishment.” 

g.     Presentation of Documents: A copy of the conditions of approval and the 
California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control license shall be required to 
be kept on the premises and presented to any enforcement officer or authorized 
state or county official upon request. 
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h.     Mitigating Alcohol Related Problems: The establishment shall be required to 
operate in a manner appropriate with mitigating alcohol related problems that 
negatively impact those individuals living or working in the neighborhood 
including but not limited to sales to minors, the congregation of individuals, 
violence on or near the premises, drunkenness, public urination, solicitation, drug-
dealing, drug use, loud noise and litter. 
i.      Drug Paraphernalia: An off-sale alcohol establishment shall be prohibited 
from selling drug/tobacco paraphernalia products as defined in California Health 
and Safety Code sections 11014.5 and 11364.5. “Drug paraphernalia” means all 
equipment products and materials of any kind that are used intended for use or 
designed for use in planting, propagating, cultivating, growing, harvesting, 
manufacturing, com-pounding, converting, producing, processing, preparing, 
testing, analyzing, packaging, repackaging, storing, containing, concealing, 
injecting, ingesting, inhaling, or otherwise introducing into the human body a 
controlled substance in violation of the California Uniform Controlled Substances 
Act commencing with California Health and Safety Code section 11000. 
j.      Prohibited Vegetation: Exterior vegetation shall not be planted or maintained 
that could be used as a hiding place for persons on the premises. Exterior 
vegetation may be planted and maintained in a manner that minimizes its use as a 
hiding place. 
k.     Window Obstructions: To ensure a clear and unobstructed view of the 
interior of the premises, including the area in which the cash registers are 
maintained, from the exterior public sidewalk or entrance, no more than fifteen 
percent (15%) of windows and entry doors shall be blocked by signs, vending 
machines, shelves, racks, storage, etc. 
l.      Training: Each off-sale operator and their employees shall complete the 
Responsible Beverage Service (RBS) Training component. To satisfy this 
requirement, a certified program must meet the standards of the Alcohol Beverage 
Control Responsible Beverage Service Advisory Board or other 
certifying/licensing body designated by the state of California. Proof of 
completion shall be submitted to the Community Development department. 
m.    Posting of Documents: A copy of these operational standards, any applicable 
California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control regulations or city 
operating conditions, and any training requirements shall be posted in at least one 
prominent place within the interior of the establishment where it will be readily 
visible and legible to the employees and patrons of the establishment. 

B.     Failure to comply with these requirements shall constitute grounds for revocation of a 
conditional use permit. (Ord. 5081 § 27, 2019.) 

17.210.110 Required findings—new off-sale alcoholic beverage sales activities.

In addition to the findings listed in Section 17.50.060, the planning commission shall approve 
issuance of a conditional use permit to allow a new off-sale alcoholic beverage sales activity 
upon making the following findings: 
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A.    The proposed establishment meets the locational requirements of Section 17.210.090. 
B.     The proposed alcoholic beverage sales activity will not aggravate existing problems in 
the neighborhood created by the sale of alcohol such as loitering, public drunkenness, 
alcoholic beverage sales to minors, noise and littering. 
C.     The proposed establishment will not detrimentally affect nearby neighborhoods 
considering the distance of the alcohol establishment to residential buildings, schools, parks, 
playgrounds or recreational areas, nonprofit youth facilities, places of worship, hospitals, 
alcohol or other drug abuse recovery or treatment facilities, county social service offices, or 
other alcoholic beverages sales activity establishments. 
D.    The proposed establishment is located in a census tract with capacity for additional off-
sale licenses, as defined by the California Department of Alcohol Beverage Control, with 
low to average crime rates, as defined by the police department annually, subject to the 
condition that an additional off-sale establishment will not be contradictory to a 
moratorium. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.120 Conditions of approval—new off-sale alcoholic beverage sales activities.

A.    In order to make required findings the applicant must acquire an existing off-sale 
license issued by the ABC from an off-sale alcohol sales establishment located in an over-
concentrated census tract in the city of El Cajon and transfer the license to an approved 
location or otherwise extinguish such license. 
B.     Conditions of approval that may be imposed as necessary to make required findings 
include but are not limited to the following: 

1.     Program: A “complaint response community relations” program adopted and 
maintained by the establishment conducting the alcoholic beverage sales activity may 
be required. The program may include the following: 

a.     Posting at the entry of the establishment providing the telephone number for 
the watch commander of the police department to any requesting individual. 
b.     Coordinating efforts with the police department to monitor community 
complaints about the establishment activities. 
c.     Having a representative of the establishment meet with neighbors or the 
applicable neighborhood association on a regular basis and at their request 
attempt to resolve any neighborhood complaints regarding the establishment. 

2.     Hours of Operation: In an off-sale alcohol establishment, the sale of alcoholic 
beverages may be restricted to certain hours of each day of the week unless limited 
further by the State of California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control. 
3.     Security Cameras: At least two high definition 24-hour time lapse security 
cameras may be required to be installed and properly maintained on the exterior of the 
building at locations recommended by the police department capable of color 
recording and storing a minimum of 30 days of continuous video. All criminal and 
suspicious activities recorded on this surveillance equipment must be reported to local 
law enforcement. To the extent allowed by law, the establishment operators may be 
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required to provide any tapes or other recording media from the security cameras to the 
police department. 
4.     Security Guards: An establishment may be required to retain a specified number 
of security guards. The number of security guards shall vary based upon the specific 
facts and circumstances of each establishment site and operation. All security guards 
shall have all required state and city permits and licenses. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.130 New and modified on-sale alcohol establishment standards.

Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, no person shall establish a new on-sale alcoholic 
beverage establishment or modify an existing on-sale alcoholic beverage establishment in 
violation of section 17.120.030 of this title or an applicable conditional use permit without first 
obtaining a conditional use permit or minor use permit (C-R zone) in the manner provided by 
this chapter. Furthermore, the standards contained in sections 17.210.140 through 17.210.160 
require on-sale alcoholic beverage establishments to secure a conditional use permit or minor use 
permit in the manner provided in this chapter in order to lawfully engage in the sale of alcoholic 
beverages from premises located in the city of El Cajon; and require such establishments to 
manage such premises in accordance with the requirements of such permit, including operational 
standards and any conditions of approval incorporated as conditions of the permit. (Ord. 5081 § 
29, 2019.) 

17.210.140 Distance requirements—applicable to new on-sale alcoholic beverage 
establishments.

A.    No new on-sale alcoholic beverage establishment shall be located within one thousand 
(1,000) feet of an existing on-sale alcoholic beverage establishment (except in the C-R 
zone) and/or within six hundred (600) feet of residentially zoned property, public or private 
schools, health care facilities, religious facilities, parks or playgrounds, and off-sale 
alcoholic beverage establishments, except: 

1.     A restaurant with an ancillary bar with less total square footage than the restaurant 
eating area; or 
2.     On-sale alcoholic beverage establishment with alcohol sales secondary and 
incidental to an approved, complementary, principal use within the boundaries of 
Specific Plan No. 182; or 
3.     An alcoholic beverage manufacturer such as a craft brewery with an ancillary 
tasting room or craft brewery with a full service restaurant. 

B.     For purposes of this section, distances shall be measured between the closest property 
lines of the affected locations. 
C.     For the purposes of this section, “secondary and incidental,” shall mean that the sales 
of alcoholic beverage shall be limited to not more than twenty-five percent (25%) of the 
gross annual retail receipts generated by the use on the site, which shall be calculated on a 
quarterly basis, for the prior twelve (12) month period ending on the last day of the then 
concluding quarter of year, and shall further mean that sales of alcoholic beverages are not 
promoted or advertised in any signs, or the name of the business establishment. 
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D.    For the purposes of this section, “principal use,” may include, but is not limited to, live 
entertainment, participatory sporting activities, museums, theaters, performing arts center 
owned by a public agency, hotels, or other, similar uses approved by the city council, so 
long as the location of the sales of alcoholic beverages occurs on the same premises as the 
principal use, and the owner of the principal use is the owner of the liquor license. (Ord. 
5081 § 31, 2019.) 

17.210.150 Operational standards—applicable to new on-sale alcoholic beverage sales 
activities.

A.    That it does not result in adverse effects to the health, peace or safety of persons 
residing or working in the surrounding area. 
B.     That it does not jeopardize or endanger the public health or safety of persons residing 
or working in the surrounding area. 
C.     That it does not result in repeated nuisance activities within the premises or in close 
proximity of the premises, including but not limited to disturbance of the peace, illegal drug 
activity, public drunkenness, drinking in public, harassment of passersby, gambling, 
prostitution, sale of stolen goods, public urination, theft, assaults, batteries, acts of 
vandalism, littering, loitering, graffiti, illegal parking, excessive loud noises, especially in 
the late night or early morning hours, traffic violations, curfew violations, lewd conduct, or 
police detentions and arrests. 
D.    That it complies with all provisions of local, state or federal laws, regulations or orders, 
including but not limited to those of the ABC, California Business and Professions Code §§ 
24200, 24200.6, and 25612.5, as well as any condition imposed on any permits issued 
pursuant to applicable laws, regulations or orders. This includes compliance with annual 
city business license fees. 
E.     That its upkeep and operating characteristics are compatible with, and will not 
adversely affect the livability or appropriate development of abutting properties and the 
surrounding neighborhood. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.160 Required findings—new on-sale alcoholic beverage sales activities.

In addition to the findings listed in section 17.50.060, the issuance of a conditional use permit or 
minor use permit to allow a new on-sale alcoholic beverage sales activity shall meet the 
following findings: 

A.    The proposed alcoholic beverage sales activity will not exacerbate existing problems in 
the neighborhood created by the sale of alcohol such as loitering, public drunkenness, sale 
of alcoholic beverages to minors, noise and littering. 
B.     The proposed alcoholic beverage sales establishment will not detrimentally affect 
nearby neighborhoods considering the distance of the alcohol establishment to residential 
buildings, schools, parks, playgrounds or recreational areas, nonprofit youth facilities, 
places of worship, hospitals, alcohol or other drug abuse recovery or treatment facilities, 
county social service offices, or other alcoholic beverages sales activity establishments. 
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C.     The proposed alcoholic beverage sales establishment is not located in what has been 
determined to be a high-crime area or where a disproportionate number of police service 
calls occur. In the alternative, if the proposed alcoholic beverage sales establishment is 
proposed to be located in a high-crime area or where a disproportionate number of police 
service calls occur, the establishment has or will adopt appropriate safeguards, to be set 
forth in conditions of approval, reasonably intended to prevent any increase in criminal 
activities and calls for service. (Ord. 5081 § 33, 2019.) 

17.210.170 Grounds for conditional use permit suspension, revocation or termination.

A.    In addition to the grounds for revocation or modification of a conditional use permit 
contained in Section 17.35.030 of this title, an alcoholic beverage sales establishment’s 
conditional use permit may be suspended for up to one year, modified or revoked by the 
planning commission after holding a public hearing in the manner prescribed in Chapter 
17.25, for failure to comply with operational standards, training requirements or conditions 
of approval imposed through their conditional use permit. Notice of such hearing by the 
planning commission at which it will consider the modification, suspension or revocation of 
an establishment’s conditional use permit shall be in writing and shall state the grounds 
therefore. Notice shall be mailed by first-class mail and certified mail return receipt 
requested at least 10 days before the date of the hearing. 
B.     Any conditional use permit issued pursuant to the provisions of this chapter shall be 
subject to the condition, in addition to any and all other conditions, that it shall terminate 
and cease to apply to any establishment which: 

1.     Shall have ceased its operation for a period of 180 or more calendar days, and 
a.     If there is thereafter filed any application or requested transaction with the 
California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control, whereby the laws of the 
state of California require notice thereof to be filed with the city, and allow the 
filing of a protest thereon by the city (including person-to-person transfer of 
existing licenses); or 
b.     Where after such 180-calendar-day period, the existing license shall have 
ceased to apply to such establishment; or 

2.     Where the existing license shall have been surrendered to the California 
Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control for a period exceeding 180 calendar days. 
(Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.180 Investigative procedures of potential violation of conditions of approval and 
operational standards.

Upon the city’s receipt of a complaint from the public, police department, city official or any 
other interested person that a conditional use permit activity is in violation of the operational 
standards and/or conditions of approval set forth in this chapter, the following procedure shall be 
followed: 
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A.    An enforcement officer shall assess the nature of the complaint and its validity by 
conducting an on-site observation and inspection of the premises to assess the activity’s 
compliance with operational standards and/or conditions of approval. 
B.     If the enforcement officer determines that the activity is in violation of the operational 
standards and/or conditions of approval, the enforcement officer shall give written notice of 
the violation to the owner and/or operator of the establishment and seek to remedy the 
violation under the city’s administrative citation procedures contained in Chapter 1.14 of 
this code. The first notice of violation shall be given in accordance with Section 1.14.040 of 
this code. If, however, the enforcement officer, in his or her sole discretion, determines that 
the violation is not capable of correction, presents a serious threat to public health or safety, 
or otherwise warrants expedited action, he or she may in lieu of following the 
administrative citation procedure, refer the matter directly to the planning commission for a 
hearing at which the establishment’s conditional use permit may be suspended, modified or 
revoked. 
C.     Any administrative citation issued under this section shall be issued, processed, and 
enforced in compliance with all of the provisions of Chapter 1.14 of this code, unless 
otherwise expressly provided by this chapter. If the owner or operator receiving an 
administrative citation contests the citation and a hearing is held pursuant to Chapter 1.14, 
the hearing officer may, in addition to exercising all powers designated in Chapter 1.14, 
make a recommendation to the planning commission to suspend, modify or revoke the 
establishment’s conditional use permit if in the judgment of the hearing officer, based upon 
information then before him or her, such action is necessary to ensure compliance with this 
chapter. Such recommendation may include the suggestion of additional or amended 
reasonable conditions on the use, including but not limited to, the conditions listed in 
Section 17.210.120, and the operational standards listed in Section 17.210.100 of this 
chapter. 
D.    If a hearing before the planning commission is conducted on a potential violation in the 
manner prescribed in Chapter 17.25, it shall determine whether the activity is in compliance 
with the operational standards and/or conditions of approval. Based on this determination, 
the planning commission may suspend, modify or revoke the activity’s conditional use 
permit or impose additional or amended conditions on the use, including but not limited to 
the conditions listed in Section 17.210.120, and the operational standards listed in Section 
17.210.100, of this chapter, based upon the information then before it. In reaching a 
determination as to whether a use has violated the operational standards or conditions of 
approval, or as to the appropriateness of suspending, modifying, or revoking of a 
conditional use permit, or the imposition of additional or amended conditions on a use, the 
planning commission may consider the following: 

1.     The length of time the activity has been out of compliance with the operational 
standards and/or conditions of approval. 
2.     The impact of the violation of the operational standards and/or conditions of 
approval on the community. 
3.     Any information regarding the owner of the activity’s efforts to remedy the 
violation of the operational standards and/or conditions of approval. 

E.     “Efforts to Remedy” shall include, but are not limited to: 
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1.     Timely calls to the police department that are placed by the owner and/or operator 
of the establishment, his or her employees, or agents. 
2.     Requesting that those persons engaging in activities causing violations of the 
operational standards and or conditions of approval cease those activities, unless the 
owner or operator of the activity, or his or her employees or agents feels that their 
personal safety would be threatened in making that request. 
3.     Making improvements to the establishment’s property or operations, including but 
not limited to the installation of lighting sufficient to illuminate the area within the 
use’s property line, the installation of security cameras, the clearing of window 
obstructions, the cleaning of sidewalks and the abatement of graffiti within three days. 

F.     If in the judgment of the planning commission, the operations of the owner or operator 
of the establishment constitute a nuisance, the owner or operator is unable or unwilling to 
abate the nuisance and the nuisance is shown to be a threat to the public health and safety of 
the surrounding neighborhood, the planning commission may suspend, modify or revoke 
the activity’s conditional use permit. All determinations, decisions, and conditions made or 
imposed regarding the use of an activity shall run with the land. 
G.    The decision of the planning commission shall be final and conclusive, unless appealed 
in writing to the city council within 10 days of planning commission action. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 
2013) 

17.210.190 Appeal from suspension, modification or revocation of conditional use permit.

Any applicant or other person aggrieved by a decision of the planning commission from a 
suspension, modification or revocation of a conditional use permit pursuant to this chapter may 
appeal the decision to the city council pursuant to Chapter 17.30 of this code. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 
2013) 

17.210.200 Deemed approved alcoholic beverage sales regulations.

Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, any permitted or conditionally permitted off-sale 
alcoholic beverage establishment, and legal nonconforming off-sale alcoholic beverage 
establishment lawfully operating prior to November 1, 2013 pursuant to an ABC license that 
authorizes the retail sale of alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption shall thereafter be an 
establishment with deemed approved status in accordance with Section 17.210.220. In addition, 
any alcoholic beverage establishment exempt from the requirement to obtain a conditional use 
permit pursuant to subsection (B) of Section 17.210.080 that lawfully commences operations on 
or after November 1, 2013 shall be an establishment with deemed approved status for purposes 
of this chapter. Such establishment may continue to lawfully operate provided the operation is 
conducted in compliance with the performance standards contained in Section 17.210.230, has 
satisfied the applicable training requirement and paid the annual permit fee required by this 
chapter. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 
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17.210.210 Applicability of deemed approved alcoholic beverage sales regulations.

The deemed approved alcoholic beverage sales regulations shall apply to all permitted or 
conditionally permitted off-sale alcoholic beverage sales activities and legal nonconforming 
alcoholic beverage sales activities for off-site consumption existing and operating within the City 
on November 1, 2013 and to all alcoholic beverage sales establishments exempt from the 
requirement to obtain a conditional use permit pursuant to subsection (B) of Section 17.210.080 
that lawfully commence operations on or after November 1, 2013. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.220 Automatic deemed approved status.

All alcoholic beverage sales commercial activities not consistent with the standards and 
regulations set forth in this chapter that were conducted by permitted or conditionally permitted 
activities, and all legal nonconforming activities for off-sale alcohol establishments, on 
November 1, 2013, shall automatically become deemed approved activities as of November 1, 
2013, and shall no longer be considered permitted, conditionally permitted or legal 
nonconforming activities. In addition, all alcoholic beverage sales commercial activities of an 
alcoholic beverage sales establishment exempt from the requirement to obtain a conditional use 
permit pursuant to subsection (B) of Section 17.210.080 that lawfully commence operations on 
or after November 1, 2013 that are not consistent with the standards and regulations set forth in 
this chapter are deemed approved activities. Each deemed approved activity shall retain its 
deemed approved status as long as it complies with the performance standards of this ordinance. 
(Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.230 Deemed approved performance standards for off-sale alcohol establishments.

The provisions of this section shall be known as the deemed approved performance standards. 
The purpose of these standards is to control dangerous or objectionable environmental effects of 
alcoholic beverage sales activities. These standards shall apply to all deemed approved alcoholic 
beverage sales activities that hold deemed approved status pursuant to this chapter. An off-sale 
alcoholic beverage sales activity shall retain its deemed approved status only if it conforms to all 
of the following deemed approved performance standards: 

A.    The off-sale alcohol establishment shall not cause adverse effects to the health, peace 
or safety of persons residing or working in the surrounding area. 
B.     The off-sale alcohol establishment shall not jeopardize or endanger the public health 
or safety of persons residing or working in the surrounding area. 
C.     The off-sale alcohol establishment shall not allow repeated nuisance activities within 
the premises or in close proximity of the premises, including but not limited to disturbance 
of the peace, illegal drug activity, public drunkenness, drinking in public, harassment of 
passersby, gambling, prostitution, sale of stolen goods, public urination, theft, assaults, 
batteries, acts of vandalism, excessive littering, loitering, graffiti, illegal parking, excessive 
loud noises, especially in the late night or early morning hours, traffic violations, curfew 
violations, or lewd conduct. 
D.    The off-sale alcohol establishment shall comply with all provisions of local, state or 
federal laws, regulations or orders, including but not limited to those of the ABC, California 
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Business and Professions Code sections 24200, 24200.6, and 25612.5, as well as any 
condition imposed on any permits issued pursuant to applicable laws, regulations or orders. 
This includes compliance with annual city business license fees. 
E.     The off-sale alcohol establishment’s upkeep and operating characteristics shall be 
compatible with and not adversely affect the livability or appropriate development of 
abutting properties and the surrounding neighborhood. 
F.     A copy of these performance standards, any applicable ABC or city operating 
conditions, and any training requirements shall be posted in at least one prominent place 
within the interior of the establishment where it will be readily visible and legible to the 
employees and patrons of the establishment. 
G.    The owners and all employees of the alcohol beverage sales establishment involved in 
the sale of alcoholic beverages shall complete an approved course in “Responsible Beverage 
Sales” (RBS) within 60 days of hire for employees hired after the passage of this ordinance 
or within six months of the passage of this ordinance for existing employees. To satisfy this 
requirement, a certified program must meet the standards of the California Coordinating 
Council on Responsible Beverage Service (CCC/RBS) or other certifying/licensing body 
designated by the state of California. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.240 Notification to owners of off-sale establishments conducting deemed approved 
activities.

The city’s community development department shall notify the owner and/or operator of an off-
sale alcohol establishment of each deemed approved activity as shown on their city business 
license, and also, if not the same, any property owner at the address shown on the county 
assessor’s property tax assessment records, of the activity’s deemed approved status. The notice 
shall be sent by first-class mail and certified mail return receipt requested and shall include a 
copy of the performance standards in this chapter with the requirement that they be posted in a 
conspicuous and unobstructed place visible from the entrance of the establishment for public 
review. This notice shall also provide that the activity is required to comply with all performance 
standards, and that the activity is required to comply with all other aspects of the deemed 
approved regulations. Should the notice be returned, then the notice shall be sent via regular 
mail. Failure of any person to receive notice given pursuant to this chapter shall not affect the 
deemed approved status of the activity. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.250 Grounds for deemed approved status suspension, revocation or termination.

A.    An alcoholic beverage sales establishment’s deemed approved status may be 
suspended for up to one year, modified or revoked by the planning commission after 
holding a public hearing in the manner prescribed in Chapter 17.25, for failure to comply 
with the performance standards set forth in Section 17.210.230. Notice of such hearing by 
the planning commission at which it will consider the modification, suspension or 
revocation of an establishment’s deemed approved status shall be in writing and shall state 
the grounds therefore. Notice shall be mailed by first-class mail and certified mail return 
receipt requested at least 10 days before the date of the hearing. 
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B.     The occurrence of any of the following shall terminate the deemed approved status of 
the alcoholic beverage sales activity after notice and a hearing in front of the planning 
commission in accordance with Chapter 17.25, and require the issuance of a conditional use 
permit in order to continue the alcoholic beverage sales activity: 

1.     An existing alcoholic beverage sales activity changes its activity so that ABC 
requires a different type of license. 
2.     There is a substantial modification to the mode or character of operation. 
3.     As used herein, the phrase “substantial modification to the mode or character of 
operation” includes but is not be limited to the following: 

a.     The off-sale alcoholic beverage sales activity establishment increases the 
floor or land area or shelf space devoted to the display or sales of any alcoholic 
beverage. 
b.     The off-sale alcoholic beverage sales activity establishment extends the 
hours of operation. 
c.     The off-sale alcoholic beverage sales activity establishment proposes to 
reinstate alcohol sales after the ABC license has been either revoked or suspended 
for a period 180 days or greater by ABC. 
d.     The off-sale alcoholic beverage sales activity voluntarily discontinues active 
operation for more than 180 consecutive days or ceases to be licensed by the 
ABC. 

4.     A “substantial change in the mode of character of operation” shall not include: 
a.     Re-establishment, restoration or repair of an existing off-sale alcoholic 
beverage sales activity on the same premises after the premises have been 
rendered totally or partially inaccessible by a riot, insurrection, toxic accident or 
act of God, provided that the re-establishment, restoration or repair does not 
extend the hours of operation of any establishment or add to the capacity, floor or 
land area or shelf space devoted to alcoholic beverages of any establishment that 
sells any alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption. 
b.     Temporary closure for not more than 180 days in cases of vacation or illness 
or for purposes of repair, renovation, or remodeling if that repair, renovation, or 
remodeling does not change the nature of the premises and does not extend the 
hours of operation of any establishment, or add to the capacity, floor or land area, 
or shelf space devoted to alcoholic beverages of any establishment that sells any 
alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption, provided notice is provided to the 
City. The planning commission may, upon request of an owner of an alcoholic 
beverage sales establishment made prior to the expiration of 180 days, grant one 
or more extensions to the period of temporary closure, none of which may exceed 
60 days, and together not to exceed 180 days. 

5.     Once it is determined by the City that there has been a discontinuance of active 
operation for 180 consecutive days or a cessation of ABC licensing, it may be resumed 
only upon the granting of a conditional use permit as provided in Sections 17.210.070 
to 17.210.120 of this chapter. In the event that any active operation is discontinued on 
a property for a period of 180 consecutive days, such discontinuance shall be presumed 
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to be abandonment of the use by the property owner. At any time after any active 
operation is discontinued for a period of 180 consecutive days or more, the City 
Manager’s designee shall notify the property owner in writing of the determination of 
presumed abandonment of the active operation. Pursuant to Chapter 17.30 of this title, 
the property owner may appeal the determination to the planning commission, which 
may overturn the determination only upon making a finding that the evidence supports 
the property owner’s position that the nonconforming use was not discontinued for a 
period of 180 consecutive days or more. The property owner shall be notified by the 
city of the termination of the deemed approved status and shall be informed of the 
property owner’s right to appeal the City’s decision to the planning commission. (Ord. 
4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.260 Investigative procedures of potential violation of performance standards by 
establishment with deemed approved status.

Upon the City’s receipt of a complaint from the public, police department, city official or any 
other interested person that a deemed approved use is in violation of the performance standards 
set forth in this chapter, the following procedure shall be followed: 

A.    An enforcement officer shall assess the nature of the complaint and its validity by 
conducting an on-site observation and inspection of the premises to assess the activity’s 
compliance with performance standards. 
B.     If the enforcement officer determines that the deemed approved activity is in violation 
of the performance standards, the enforcement officer shall give written notice of the 
violation to the owner and/or operator of the establishment and seek to remedy the violation 
under the city’s administrative citation procedures contained in Chapter 1.14 of this code. 
The first notice of violation shall be given in accordance with Section 1.14.040 of this code. 
If, however, the city manager, in his or her sole discretion, determines that the violation is 
not capable of correction, presents a serious threat to public health or safety, or otherwise 
warrants expedited action, he or she may in lieu of following the administrative citation 
procedure, refer the matter directly to the planning commission for a hearing at which the 
deemed approved activity’s deemed approved status may be suspended, modified or 
revoked. 
C.     Any administrative citation issued under this section shall be issued, processed, and 
enforced in compliance with all of the provisions of Chapter 1.14 of this code, unless 
otherwise expressly provided by this chapter. If, the owner or operator receiving an 
administrative citation contests the citation and a hearing is held pursuant to Chapter 1.14, 
the hearing officer may, in addition to exercising all powers designated in Chapter 1.14, 
make a recommendation to the planning commission to suspend, modify or revoke the 
deemed approved activity’s deemed approved status if in the judgment of the hearing 
officer, based upon information then before him or her, such action is necessary to ensure 
compliance with this chapter. Such recommendation may include the suggestion of 
additional or amended reasonable conditions on the use, including but not limited to, the 
conditions listed in Section 17.210.120 and the operational standards listed in Section 
17.210.100, of this chapter. 



20 

D.    If a hearing is conducted on a potential violation in the manner prescribed in Chapter 
17.25, the planning commission shall determine whether the deemed approved activity is in 
compliance with the performance standards. Based on this determination, the planning 
commission may suspend, modify or revoke the deemed approved activity’s deemed 
approved status or impose additional or amended conditions on the use, including but not 
limited to the conditions listed in Section 17.210.120, and the operational standards listed in 
Section 17.210.100, of this chapter, based on information then before it. In reaching a 
determination as to whether a use has violated the performance standards, or as to the 
appropriateness of suspending, modifying or revoking a deemed approved activity’s 
deemed approved status, or imposing additional or amended conditions on the use, the 
planning commission may consider: 

1.     The length of time the deemed approved activity has been out of compliance with 
the performance standards. 
2.     The impact of the violation of the performance standard(s) on the community. 
3.     Any information regarding the owner of the deemed approved activity’s efforts to 
remedy the violation of the performance standard(s). 

E.     “Efforts to Remedy” shall include, but are not limited to: 
1.     Timely calls to the police department that are placed by the owner and/or operator 
of the deemed approved activity, his or her employees, or agents. 
2.     Requesting that those persons engaging in activities causing violations of the 
performance standard(s) cease those activities, unless the owner of the deemed 
approved activity, or his or her employees or agents feels that their personal safety 
would be threatened in making that request. 
3.     Making improvements to the deemed approved activity’s property or operations, 
including but not limited to the installation of lighting sufficient to illuminate the area 
within the use’s property line, the installation of security cameras, clear unobstructed 
windows, clean sidewalks and graffiti abated within three days. 

F.     If in the judgment of the planning commission, the operations of the owner or operator 
of the deemed approved activity constitute a nuisance, the owner is unable or unwilling to 
abate the nuisance and the nuisance is shown to be a threat to the public health and safety of 
the surrounding neighborhood, the planning commission may suspend, modify or revoke 
the activity’s deemed approved status. If suspended, any continued operation of the business 
shall require a conditional use permit approved by the planning commission. All 
determinations, decisions, and conditions made or imposed regarding the use of a deemed 
approved activity shall run with the land. 
G.    The decision of the planning commission shall be final and conclusive, unless appealed 
in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 17.30 of this title. 
H.    All hearings held pursuant to this section shall be conducted in the manner set forth in 
Chapter 1.36. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 
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17.210.270 Appeal from suspension, modification or revocation of deemed approved status.

Any applicant or other person aggrieved by a decision of the planning commission from a 
suspension, modification or revocation of an establishment’s deemed approved status pursuant to 
this chapter may appeal the decision to the city council pursuant to Chapter 17.30 of this code. 
All hearings held pursuant to this section shall be conducted in the manner set forth in Chapter 
1.36. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.280 Alcoholic beverage sales activity penalties.

A.    Any person violating any of the provisions of this chapter or who causes or permits 
another person to violate any provision of this chapter may be charged with either an 
infraction or a misdemeanor, and shall be subject to the provisions of the general penalty 
clause as set forth in Section 1.24.010 of this code. 
B.     In addition to the penalties provided in this section, any use or condition caused or 
permitted to exist in violation of any of the provisions of these regulations shall be and is 
declared to be a public nuisance and may be abated as such by the City. 
C.     Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to prevent the city of El Cajon from 
pursuing any and all other legal remedies that may be available, including but not limited to 
civil actions filed by the city attorney seeking any and all appropriate relief such as civil 
injunctions and penalties. 
D.    Notwithstanding Chapter 1.24 General Penalty, Chapter 1.16 Nuisance, Chapter 1.14 
Administrative Citation Procedures, or any other section of this code to the contrary, any 
person, entity, or organization that violates the provisions of this chapter may be subject to 
civil penalties up to $1,000 for each day said violation is in existence. 
E.     Any violator shall be guilty of a separate offense for each and every day during any 
portion of which any violation of any provision of these regulations is committed, 
continued, permitted, or caused by such violator and shall be punishable accordingly. 
F.     In addition to the punishment provided by law a violator is liable for such costs 
expenses and disbursements paid or incurred by the City or any of its contractors in 
correction, abatement and prosecution of the violation. Re-inspection fees to ascertain 
compliance with previously noticed or cited violations may be charged against the owner of 
the establishment conducting the deemed approved activity or owner of the property where 
the establishment is located. The enforcement officer shall give the owner or other 
responsible party of such affected premises a written notice showing the itemized cost of 
such chargeable service and requesting payment thereof. Should the bill not be paid in the 
required time, the charges shall be placed as a lien against the property. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 
2013) 

17.210.290 Annual alcohol sales regulatory fee.

A.    The intent and purpose of this section is to impose a regulatory fee upon all off-sale 
alcohol establishments that either hold deemed approved status pursuant to this chapter or 
obtained a conditional use permit after November 1, 2013. This fee shall provide for the 
enforcement and regulation of the conditions of approval, operational standards, 
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performance standards and other applicable regulations set forth in this chapter with regard 
to off-sale alcohol establishments. 
B.     The annual alcohol sales regulatory fee shall be established by resolution of the city 
council. The fee shall be calculated so as to recover the total cost of both administration and 
enforcement of the performance standards and other applicable regulations set forth under 
this chapter upon all off-sale alcohol establishments that either hold deemed approved status 
pursuant to this chapter or obtained a conditional use permit after the November 1, 2013, 
including, for example, notifying establishments of their deemed approved status, 
administering the program, establishment inspection and compliance checks, documentation 
of violations, conducting hearings and prosecution of violators, but shall not exceed the cost 
of the total program. All fees shall be used to fund the program. Fees are nonrefundable 
except as may be required by law. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 2013) 

17.210.300 Severability.

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance is for any reason held to 
be invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance. 
The City Council hereby declares that it would have adopted the ordinance and each section, 
subsection, sentence, clause or phrase thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more of the 
sections subsections, sentences, clauses or phrases may be declared invalid. (Ord. 4994 § 3, 
2013) 
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