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Acronyms and Abbreviations 

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter  

AB Assembly Bill 

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan 

ASF assignable square feet 

bgs below ground surface  

BMP best management practice 

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection  

CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model 

Caltrans California Department of Transportation 

CAP Climate Action Plan 

CARB California Air Resources Board 

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife  

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

CH4 methane 

CHP+K Building Center for Human Performance and Kinesiology Building 

CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System  

CNEL community noise equivalent level 

CO carbon monoxide 

College Norco College 

CO2 carbon dioxide 

CO2e carbon monoxide equivalent 

dB decibel 

dBA A-weighted decibel 

District Riverside Community College District 

DPM diesel particulate matter 

DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 

EIC Eastern Information Center  

EIR environmental impact report 

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

ESLs Regional Water Quality Control Board Environmental Screening Levels  

GHG greenhouse gas 

GSF gross square feet 

GWP global warming potential 

HVAC heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning 

in/sec inches per second 

kBTU thousand British thermal units 

kg/MT kilograms per metric ton 

kWh kilowatt-hour 

Ldn day–night average noise level 
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

Leq equivalent sound energy level 

Lmax greatest sound level measured during a designated time interval 

LST localized significance threshold 

mg/kg milligrams per kilogram  

MM mitigation measure 

MND mitigated negative declaration 

MRLs method reporting limits  

MRZ Mineral Resource Zone 

MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System  

MSHCP Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan  

MT metric ton 

mya  million years ago 

N2O nitrous oxide 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission  

NF3 nitrogen trifluoride 

NO2 nitrogen dioxide 

NOx oxides of nitrogen 

O&M Plan Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System Operations, Monitoring, and Maintenance Plan  

O3 ozone 

PAD Preservation and Development 

PM2.5 fine particulate matter 

PM10 coarse particulate matter 

ppm parts per million 

PPV peak particle velocity 

RCNM Roadway Construction Noise Model 

RSLs U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Regional Screening Levels 

RTP/SCS Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board  

SB Senate Bill 

SCAB South Coast Air Basin 

SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District  

SF6 sulfur hexafluoride 

SLF Sacred Lands File  

SLs Department of Toxic Substances Control Modified Screening Levels 

SMARA State Mining and Reclamation Act 

SO2 sulfur dioxide 

SOx sulfur oxides 

SWPPP stormwater pollution prevention plan  

TAC toxic air contaminant 

TCRs Tribal Cultural Resources  

TPH total petroleum hydrocarbons  
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

TPHg  total petroleum hydrocarbons in the gasoline range 

UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 

VMT vehicle miles traveled 

VOC volatile organic compound 

WMWD Western Municipal Water District 

WQMP water quality management plan  

WRCOG Western Riverside County Council of Governments 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Project Overview 

In 1964, voters approved the creation of the Riverside Community College District (District) and the election of a 

five-member Board of Trustees. The Norco campus opened in March 1991 (Norco College 2021). Norco College (or 

the College) has not been able to provide a comprehensive physical education program because of a lack of space. 

Currently the College offers the entire physical education program from less than 10,000 assignable square feet 

(ASF) of temporary modular facilities. Due to the lack of facilities, the College is unable to offer the entire set of 

courses necessary to complement the existing exercise, sports, and wellness certificate programs. Specifically, the 

College is lacking laboratory and gymnasium space where the students are expected to apply and practice 

instructional content learned in lectures. Currently, the College experiences waiting lists equal to the number of 

enrolled students in some of the high-demand courses such as kickboxing and yoga, which are taught in the same 

room of the portable facility on campus. The lack of a permanent comprehensive facility has precluded the offering 

of classes essential to the growth of the physical education program, thus depriving students of valuable education 

opportunities. Lab activities are typically incorporated into courses such as Applied Physiology, Applied Nutrition, 

Wellness, and Fitness Assessment. Activity courses that require the use of a gymnasium, such as basketball, 

volleyball, and badminton, are currently not offered, and high-demand courses such as kickboxing and yoga also 

need more space so additional course offerings can be added. 

The District’s Norco College Center for Human Performance and Kinesiology Building project (project or proposed 

project) seeks to advance the changes and goals of the Vision for Success, an effort to improve student success, 

increase student transfers to 4-year institutions, and build robust career technical education programs. The new 

Center for Human Performance and Kinesiology Building will provide modern, efficient space for students to create 

clear guided pathways for their future education. The new Center for Human Performance and Kinesiology Building 

will replace the 5,020 gross-square-foot (GSF) No. 13 Center for Applied and Competitive Technologies Building, 

the 3,360 GSF No. 14 Multipurpose W1 & W2 Building, and the 1,920 GSF No. 24 West End Quad W8 Building. 

1.2 California Environmental Quality Act Compliance 

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

of the proposed project. Based on the findings of the initial study for the project, the District has determined that a 

mitigated negative declaration (MND) is the appropriate environmental document to prepare in compliance with 

CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.). As stated in CEQA, Section 21064.5, an MND may 

be prepared for a project subject to CEQA when an initial study has identified no potentially significant effects on 

the environment. 

This MND has been prepared for the District and complies with Section 15070(a) of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 

15000 et seq.). The purpose of the MND and the Initial Study Checklist (see Chapter 3 of this MND) is to determine 

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

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

the project. 
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1.3 List of Discretionary Actions  

Approval of the following discretionary actions will be required to implement the proposed project: approval of the 

project by the District Board of Trustees. 

1.4 Other Agencies That May Use the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration 

This MND is also intended for use by responsible agencies that may have an interest in reviewing the project. All 

responsible agencies for the project, listed as follows, will therefore be involved in the review of this document:  

▪ City of Norco 

▪ California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

1.5 Public Review Process 

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

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

In reviewing the MND, public agencies and the interested public should focus on the sufficiency of the document in 

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

documents are available for review at the front desk of the District (see address below) between the hours of 

8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.  

Riverside Community College District 

3801 Market Street 

Riverside, California 92501 

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

comment period from October 1, 2024, to October 30, 2024, has been established in accordance with Section 

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

MND and comments in determining whether to approve the proposed project.  

Written comments on the MND should be received at the following address by 5:00 p.m., October 30, 2024. 

Riverside Community College District 

3801 Market Street 

Riverside, California 92501 

Contact: Mehran Mohtasham, Director of Capital Planning, Facilities, Planning and Development 

Telephone: 951.222.8946 

Email: Mehran.Mohtasham@rccd.edu 
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2 Project Description 

2.1 Project Location 

The proposed project site is located in the City of Norco (City), in the extreme northwestern portion of Riverside 

County, near a tri-county meeting point between Riverside, Orange, and San Bernardino Counties (Figure 1, Project 

Location). The City is located about 50 miles south and east of the City of Los Angeles, and regional access is 

provided via State Route 91 and Interstate 15. Nearby communities include Corona, Home Gardens, Mira Loma, 

El Cerrito, Pedley, Glen Avon, Ontario, Chino, and Riverside. The proposed project site is 4.3 acres and is located on 

the existing Norco College campus.  

More specifically, the proposed project site is located on the western portion of the campus, east of the soccer field, 

and west of West End Drive.  

2.2 Environmental Setting 

The proposed project site is located on the Norco College campus at 2001 Third Street. Norco College consists of 

an approximately 141-acre parcel owned by the District and currently supports the existing Norco College campus 

buildings and facilities, as well as the John F. Kennedy Middle College High School (District 2013). The central core 

area and the playing fields are relatively flat; vegetated slopes and open space areas surround the core campus on 

the north and east and partially on the southeast, making the campus relatively unavailable for development due 

to its extreme topographic profile (District 2013). Vehicular access is provided via Third Street and is the only means 

of accessing the campus. Sidewalks exist along Third Street at the entrance of the campus and provide for 

pedestrian mobility by connecting to campus walkways and other campus parking lots/driveways.  

Norco College is located in a developed urban area of the City of Norco and is surrounded by residential 

communities to the west and south, the Naval Surface Warfare Center to the north, and commercial development 

to the east (District 2013). Residential uses exist as close as 455 feet west of the proposed project site. 

The proposed project site is designated as Preservation and Development (PAD) in the City’s General Plan (City of 

Norco 2012a), and the zoning designation is also PAD (City of Norco 2012b). The project site is currently 

undeveloped but is adjacent to West End Drive and ornamental plantings.  

2.3 Project Characteristics  

2.3.1 Proposed Project 

The proposed project would involve the construction of the Center for Human Performance and Kinesiology Building 

(CHP+K Building or building), a 56,284 GSF, two-story building, which would support Norco College’s physical 

education program (Figure 2, Project Site Plan). The building would include a classroom laboratory, office space, a 

conference room, a lounge, and athletic space. The athletic space would include a multi-use gymnasium with 

retractable seating for 500, a weight room, a training room, a cardio and wellness studio, exercise studios, storage 

space, a laundry room, student locker rooms, and faculty changing rooms.  
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Landscaped areas would be provided along the perimeter of the building and would include drought-tolerant 

landscaping. The existing row of trees located at the eastern perimeter of the site would remain in place.  

The project site would provide vehicle access for maintenance vehicles only. A paved walking path that could also 

be used by service vehicles would be constructed to connect the existing roundabout located on West End Drive to 

the new building. Bollards would be placed at the connection point with West End Drive to prevent access by 

vehicles other than maintenance vehicles. Service vehicles would also be able to access the building from the upper 

quad area north of the new building. No parking spaces would be available within the project site boundary. Parking 

for students and faculty would continue to be available in Parking Lot D.  

2.3.2 Proposed Operation  

Although Norco College was established in 1991, the College has not been able to provide a comprehensive 

physical education program because of a lack of space. Once operational, the new CHP+K Building would provide 

students a comprehensive physical education program. The proposed project would result in the generation of 

approximately 500 to 1,000 new students and 6 new full-time employees. Four full-time certified personnel will be 

hired to teach the additional physical education courses. Two classified personnel (school employees who do not 

need certification or licensure to be qualified for employment) will also be hired to support the expanded programs: 

one administrative assistant and one trainer. 

The CHP+K Building would operate year-round and would typically be open from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Monday 

through Saturday. Similar to many other buildings on campus, the CHP+K Building may occasionally be open after 

hours throughout the year (e.g., hosting weekend events, home games). The CHP+K Building would host 

approximately 20 to 25 home games per year with a maximum of 500 attendees, which could occur on weekday 

evenings and weekends. The project would become operational in July 2027.  

2.3.3 Proposed Construction  

Construction of the proposed project would include concrete removal/demolition, site preparation, grading, 

underground utility construction (trenching), building construction, paving, and architectural coating. Construction 

is anticipated to begin January 2025 and end in December 2025, for an approximate construction duration of 

approximately 12 months, or 1 year. Construction equipment would be staged either on site or in Parking Lot D. 

Construction phasing is anticipated as follows1: 

▪ Demolition (20 days) 

▪ Site preparation (2 days) 

▪ Grading (4 days) 

▪ Building construction (200 days) 

 
1  The construction models were based on preliminary construction schedule estimates and assumed a start date of January 2025, 

which represented the earliest date construction would initiate. Because the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 

uses real dates (e.g., January 15, 2024) to calculate construction emissions, assumptions were made as to key dates for each 

phase. Although it was later determined that construction would begin in April 2025, the construction modeling is still 

representative of the project. The earliest start date for construction represents the worst-case scenario for criteria air pollutant 

emissions because equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to more stringent standards 

for in-use off-road equipment and heavy-duty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles in later years. 
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▪ Paving (10 days) 

▪ Architectural coating (10 days) 

Demolition would involve the removal of the existing Center for Applied and Competitive Technologies Building and 

existing concrete located throughout the site. Additional site clearing and rough grading would occur during the site 

preparation phase. Grading would require 5,080 cubic yards of cut soil, which would need to be used for the project, 

and also about 3,840 cubic yards of import soil to complete grading. The maximum depth of disturbance would be 

approximately 40 feet. Building construction would involve construction of the entire CHP+K Building. The paving 

phase would involve the pavement of surfaces with asphalt and concrete. The architectural coating phase would 

involve the application of interior and exterior paints and coatings. A summary of the anticipated construction 

equipment, quantity of equipment; hours of operation of the equipment; and worker, vendor, and haul trips per 

phase is included in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1. Anticipated Construction Scenario 

Construction 

Phase 

One-Way Vehicle Trips Equipment 

Average 

Daily 

Worker 

Trips 

Average 

Daily 

Vendor 

Truck Trips 

Average 

Daily Haul 

Truck 

Trips Equipment Type Quantity 

Usage 

Hours 

Demolition  13 4 8 Concrete/industrial saws 1 8 

Tractors/loaders/backhoes 3 8 

Rubber-tired dozers 1 8 

Site 

Preparation 

8 4 0 Graders 1 8 

Tractors/loaders/backhoes 1 8 

Rubber-tired dozers 1 7 

Grading  10 4 119 Graders 1 8 

Rubber-tired dozers 1 8 

Tractors/loaders/backhoes 2 7 

Building 

Construction 

24 10 0 Cranes 1 6 

Forklifts 1 6 

Generator sets 1 8 

Tractors/loaders/backhoes 1 6 

Welders 3 8 

Paving  14 4 0 Cement and mortar mixers 1 6 

Pavers 1 6 

Paving equipment 1 8 

Tractors/loaders/backhoes 1 8 

Rollers 1 7 

Architectural 

Coating 

6 4 0 Air compressors 1 6 

Source: Appendix A.  

Note: Water trucks were not modeled as equipment in the construction models; instead, they were modeled as vendor trips.  
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3 Initial Study Checklist 

1. Project title: 

Norco College Center for Human Performance and Kinesiology Building 

2. Lead agency name and address: 

Riverside Community College District 

3801 Market Street 

Riverside, California 92501 

3. Contact person and phone number: 

Mehran Mohtasham, Director of Capital Planning, Facilities, Planning and Development 

951.222.8946 

4. Project location: 

2001 Third Street  

Norco, California 92860 

5. Project sponsor’s name and address: 

Riverside Community College District 

3801 Market Street 

Riverside, California 92501 

6. General plan designation: 

Preservation and Development (PAD) 

7. Zoning: 

Preservation and Development (PAD) 

8. Description of project. (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases of the 

project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation. Attach additional 

sheets if necessary): 

See Section 2.3, Project Characteristics. 

9. Surrounding land uses and setting (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings): 

See Section 2.2, Environmental Setting. 
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10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement): 

See Section 1.4, Other Agencies That May Use the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

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

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

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

procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.? 

Yes. See Section 3.18, Tribal Cultural Resources.  

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

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

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

 Aesthetics   Agriculture and Forestry 

Resources  

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources   Energy 

 Geology and Soils   Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions  

 Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials  

 Hydrology and Water Quality   Land Use and Planning   Mineral Resources  

 Noise   Population and Housing   Public Services  

 Recreation   Transportation   Tribal Cultural Resources  

 Utilities and Service Systems   Wildfire  Mandatory Findings 

of Significance 

  

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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Determination (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE 

DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not 

be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the 

project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless 

mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier 

document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures 

based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 

required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 

potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 

mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including 

revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

 

  

Signature 

 

 

  

Date 

  

September 30, 2024

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

statement is substantiated. 

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

contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

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

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

effects in whatever format is selected. 

 The explanation of each issue should identify: 

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

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

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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3.1 Aesthetics 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 

scenic vista? 
    

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 

including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 

state scenic highway? 

    

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially 

degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of public views of the site and its 

surroundings? (Public views are those that 

are experienced from publicly accessible 

vantage point). If the project is in an 

urbanized area, would the project conflict 

with applicable zoning and other regulations 

governing scenic quality? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 

glare which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area? 

    

 

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Scenic vistas and other important visual resources are typically 

associated with natural landforms such as mountains, foothills, ridgelines, coastlines, and open space 

areas, and are typically designated by jurisdictions within their planning documents (i.e., general plans, 

community plans, and area plans). While the City’s planning documents do not identify or designate any 

scenic vistas within the City, the City’s General Plan Land Use Element states that landmarks and 

community focal points tend to revolve around the views of the surrounding San Gabriel, San Bernardino, 

and Santa Ana Mountains. Neither the project site nor the surrounding area is associated with any scenic 

designation. The proposed two-story structure would be located at a lower elevation relative to the 

existing hills toward the north, which provide views of the Santa Ana Mountains and Corona Valley. 

However, the existing distant view of the Santa Ana Mountains is not a designated scenic vista and is 

fairly typical of other southerly views available near the project site and surrounding area, including from 

other vantages on the College campus. As such, no potentially significant impacts to such visual 

resources are anticipated as a result of the proposed project. 

Aside from mountain views, the major aesthetic resources within the specific project study area include 

views of the open space area to the north of the College towards Lake Norconian. Lake Norconian is located 

approximately 0.22 miles from the project site. As such, upon completion of construction, views of the lake 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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from the College campus would be partially obstructed by the proposed building. However, the lake is not 

considered a scenic resource. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would result in a less-

than-significant impact on a scenic vista. 

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

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

No Impact. According to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) California Scenic Highway 

Mapping System (Caltrans 2022), no officially designated or eligible state scenic highways are located 

adjacent to or near the project site. In addition, the City’s General Plan does not identify any designated 

scenic corridors. Therefore, no impacts associated with scenic highways would occur. 

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

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

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

zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The College campus is in an urbanized area. The proposed project would 

incorporate design elements (architecture, site planning, landscaping) of appropriate scale, bulk, and mass 

that would create an organized and unified visual pattern similar to the surrounding environment and 

existing structures and landscaping associated with the College campus. Thus, visual contrast associated 

with introduction of the proposed project would be low.  

As described in Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, the project site is designated under the City’s General 

Plan as Preservation and Development (PAD) (City of Norco 2012a) with a zoning designation of PAD (City 

of Norco 2012b). The proposed project does not violate any policies in the City’s General Plan, Municipal 

Code, or any applicable specific plans in the area. Impacts would be less than significant. 

As discussed previously in Section 3.1(a), due to the location of the project site, the proposed project 

would not adversely affect views of surrounding open space, hillsides, or more distant mountains beyond 

the College.  

Construction activities would cause short-term visual quality impacts that would be experienced by college 

visitors and users of the hiking trails located north of the project site. Impacts would be associated with the 

temporary presence of construction equipment, vehicles, and operations on the project site and in views. 

However, due to the temporary nature of construction, impacts associated with visual character and quality 

would be less than significant. 

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

nighttime views in the area? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would introduce lighting for the proposed structures, 

walkways, and landscaped areas to be constructed on site.  

Similar to existing campus buildings, the proposed CHP+K Building would include interior lighting for 

illumination of offices, restrooms, and exterior lighting for safety and security purposes. Minimal outdoor 

lighting would be required for the proposed CHP+K Building, which would require entrance lighting. All 



NORCO COLLEGE CENTER FOR HUMAN PERFORMANCE AND KINESIOLOGY BUILDING INITIAL STUDY / 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

13705 13 
OCTOBER 2024 

lighting would be directed, oriented, and shielded to prevent light from shining onto adjacent properties 

and to minimize nighttime glow and light spillage. Thus, by controlling the use of lighting on the site and the 

use of shielding, light and glare resulting from the proposed project would not adversely affect daytime or 

nighttime views in the area, and impacts would be less than significant. 

3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

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

Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to 

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

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

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

forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; 

and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air 

Resources Board. Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 

or Farmland of Statewide Importance 

(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 

pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program of the California 

Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 

use, or a Williamson Act contract? 
    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 

rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 

Resources Code Section 12220(g)), 

timberland (as defined by Public Resources 

Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned 

Timberland Production (as defined by 

Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

    

d) Result in the loss of forest land or 

conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
    

e) Involve other changes in the existing 

environment which, due to their location or 

nature, could result in conversion of 

Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 

conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

    

 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

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

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

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

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

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

Importance. The project site is designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land” (DOC 2022a). Therefore, no 

impacts associated with conversion of important Farmland would occur. 

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

No Impact. According to the California Department of Conservation’s Williamson Act Parcel map for 

Riverside County, the project site is not located on or adjacent to any lands under a Williamson Act contract 

(DOC 2024).  

According to the Housing Element of the City’s General Plan, the City does not include any land that is 

currently an active Williamson Act contract (City of Norco 2021). Therefore, implementation of the proposed 

project would not result in the cancellation of an active contract and no impacts related to a Williamson Act 

contract would occur. Additionally, the project site is not zoned for agricultural use. Therefore, the proposed 

project would not result in impacts to agricultural-zoned areas. No impacts would occur.  

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

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

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

No Impact. The project site is located on the Norco College campus and within a developed part of the 

City. According to the City’s Zoning Map, the project site is not located on or adjacent to forest land, 

timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production (City of Norco 2012b). Therefore, no impacts 

associated with forest land or timberland would occur. 

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

No Impact. The project site is located on the Norco College campus and within a developed part of the 

City. The project site is not located on or adjacent to forest land. No private timberlands or public lands with 

forests are located in the City. Therefore, no impact associated with the loss or conversion of forest land 

would occur. 

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

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

non-forest use? 

No Impact. As discussed previously in Sections 3.2(b) and 3.2(c), the project is located on the Norco 

College campus and within a developed part of the City. The project site is not located on or adjacent to any 

parcels identified as Important Farmland or forest land. In addition, the proposed project would not involve 

changes to the existing environment that would result in the indirect conversion of Important Farmland or 

forest land located away from the project site. Therefore, no impacts associated with the conversion of 

Farmland or forest land would occur. 
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3.3 Air Quality 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

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

determinations. Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 

the applicable air quality plan? 
    

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase of any criteria pollutant for which 

the project region is non-attainment under 

an applicable federal or state ambient air 

quality standard? 

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations? 
    

d) Result in other emissions (such as those 

leading to odors) adversely affecting a 

substantial number of people? 

    

 

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

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

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

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

District (SCAQMD). 

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

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

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

for the SCAB is the 2022 AQMP, which was adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board on 

December 2, 2022. The 2022 AQMP provides actions, strategies, and steps needed to reduce air pollution 

emissions and meet ozone standards by 2037 (SCAQMD 2022). Specifically, the 2022 AQMP is focused 

on attaining the 2015 8-hour ozone standard of 70 parts per billion (SCAQMD 2022).  

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

the assumptions and objectives of the 2022 AQMP, and if it would interfere with the region’s ability to 

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

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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consistency with the currently applicable AQMP in Chapter 12, Sections 12.2 and 12.3, of the SCAQMD 

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

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

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

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

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

increments based on the year of project buildout and phase. 

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

analyzed for significance, which is summarized in Section 3.3(b). Detailed results of this analysis are 

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

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

pollutant emissions that exceed the SCAQMD thresholds, and the project would therefore be consistent 

with Criterion No. 1. 

The second criterion addresses whether the proposed project exceeds the assumptions in the AQMP or 

increments based on the year of project buildout and phase, which is determined through land use 

designation consistency. Regarding the potential of the proposed project to exceed the assumptions in the 

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

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

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

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

plans used to develop the AQMP (SCAQMD 1993). SCAQMD primarily uses demographic growth forecasts 

for various socioeconomic categories (e.g., population, housing, and employment by industry) developed by 

the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for its 2020–2040 Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (SCAG 2020). SCAQMD uses this document, which is 

based on general plans for cities and counties in the SCAB, to develop the AQMP emissions inventory 

(SCAQMD 2022).2 The SCAG RTP/SCS and associated Regional Growth Forecast are generally consistent 

with the local plans; therefore, the AQMP is generally consistent with local government plans.  

The proposed project site is located on the Norco College campus at 2001 Third Street. As described in 

Section 2.2, Norco College consists of an approximately 141-acre parcel owned by the District that currently 

supports the existing Norco College campus buildings and facilities as well as the John F. Kennedy Middle 

College High School. The proposed project site is designated as Preservation and Development (PAD) in the 

City’s General Plan, and the zoning designation is also PAD. The proposed project would include the 

construction of the proposed CHP+K Building to support Norco College’s existing physical education 

program, and the project site is located within the boundaries of the existing Norco College campus. The 

proposed project is compatible with adjacent land uses and facilities for college uses. The proposed project 

would be consistent with the existing zoning of the project site, and as discussed in Section 2.3.2, Proposed 

 
2 Information necessary to produce the emissions inventory for the SCAB is obtained from SCAQMD and other governmental 

agencies, including the California Air Resources Board (CARB), Caltrans, and SCAG. Each of these agencies is responsible for 

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

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

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

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

projections in their 2020–2045 RTP/SCS are integrated in the 2022 Air Quality Management Plan (SCAQMD 2022). 



NORCO COLLEGE CENTER FOR HUMAN PERFORMANCE AND KINESIOLOGY BUILDING INITIAL STUDY / 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

13705 17 
OCTOBER 2024 

Operation, the operation would result in six new full-time employees. This increase would be minimal and 

would not induce population growth. As such, the proposed project would not induce substantial 

employment growth inconsistent with projections for the region. Since the proposed project is not 

anticipated to result in residential population growth or generate an increase in employment that would 

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

assumptions in the 2022 AQMP. Accordingly, the proposed project is consistent with the SCAG RTP/SCS 

forecasts used in the SCAQMD AQMP development. 

In summary, based on the considerations presented for the two criteria, impacts relating to the proposed project’s 

potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable AQMP would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

considered to be cumulatively significant (SCAQMD 2003a).  

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

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

contribute to existing nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Criteria air pollutants include 

ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter with an 

aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns (PM10, or coarse particulate matter), particulate 

matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns (PM2.5, or fine particulate matter), 

and lead. Pollutants that are evaluated herein include volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of 

nitrogen (NOx), which are important because they are precursors to O3, as well as CO, sulfur oxides (SOx), 

PM10, and PM2.5.  

Regarding NAAQS and CAAQS attainment status,3 the SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for federal 

and state O3 and PM2.5 standards (CARB 2023a; EPA 2021). The SCAB is also designated as a nonattainment 

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

SCAB is designated as an attainment area for federal and state CO and NO2 standards, as well as for state sulfur 

dioxide standards. Although the SCAB has been designated as nonattainment for the federal rolling 3-month 

average lead standard, it is designated as attainment for the state lead standard.4  

 
3 An area is designated as in attainment when it is in compliance with the NAAQS and/or the CAAQS. These standards for the 

maximum level of a given air pollutant that can exist in the outdoor air without unacceptable effects on human health or the public 

welfare are set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and California Air Resources Board (CARB), respectively. 

Attainment = meets the standards; attainment/maintenance = meets the standards after a nonattainment designation; 

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

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

not anticipated to result in impacts related to lead; therefore, it is not discussed in this analysis. 
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The proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants for which the California Air 

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

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

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

revised in March 2023, set forth quantitative emission significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants, 

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

CAAQS. Table 3.3-1 lists the revised SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds (SCAQMD 2023).  

Table 3.3-1. SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Criteria Pollutants Mass Daily Thresholds 

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

VOC 75 55 

NOx 100 55 

CO 550 550 

SOx 150 150 

PM10 150 150 

PM2.5 55 55 

Leada 3 3 

Toxic Air Contaminants and Odor Thresholds 

Pollutant Threshold 

Toxic air contaminantsb  Maximum incremental cancer risk 10 in 1 million 

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

Chronic and acute hazard index 1.0 (project increment) 

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402 

Source: SCAQMD 2023. 
Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate 
matter with a diameter less than or equal to 10 microns (coarse particulate matter); PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter less 
than or equal to 2.5 microns (fine particulate matter); SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District;  
a The phaseout of leaded gasoline started in 1976. Since gasoline no longer contains lead, the proposed project is not anticipated 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

or other quantitative methods. 

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2022.1.1.28 was used to estimate 

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

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

associated with construction and operational activities from a variety of land use projects, including 

colleges. The following discussion quantitatively evaluates project-generated construction and operational 

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

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

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

from architectural coatings) and off-site sources (e.g., vendor trucks, haul trucks, and worker vehicle trips). 

Specifically, entrained dust results from the exposure of earth surfaces to wind from the direct disturbance 

and movement of soil, resulting in PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. Internal combustion engines used by 

construction equipment, haul trucks, vendor trucks (i.e., delivery trucks), and worker vehicles would result 

in emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Application of architectural coatings, such as exterior paint 

and other finishes, and application of asphalt pavement would also produce VOC emissions. Construction 

emissions can vary substantially from day to day depending on the level of activity; the specific type of 

operation; and, for dust, the prevailing weather conditions.  

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

it is assumed that construction of the proposed project would commence in January 2025 and would last 

approximately 1 year.5 Detailed construction equipment modeling assumptions are provided in Appendix A. 

The majority of the assumptions are based on CalEEMod default values. The analysis contained herein is 

based on the following schedule assumptions (duration of phases is approximate). 

▪ Demolition (20 days) 

▪ Site preparation (2 days) 

▪ Grading (4 days) 

▪ Building construction (200 days) 

▪ Paving (10 days) 

▪ Architectural coating (10 days) 

General construction equipment modeling assumptions for the proposed project are provided in Table 2-1. 

Default values for equipment mix, horsepower, and load factor provided in CalEEMod were used for all 

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

would be operating at the site 5 days per week, up to a maximum of 8 hours per day. The construction of 

the proposed project includes the import of 3,840 cubic yards of soil during the grading phase and export 

of 558 tons of building materials and pavement during the demolition phase. Detailed construction 

equipment modeling assumptions are provided in Appendix A. 

 
5 The construction models were based on preliminary construction schedule estimates and assumed a start date of January 2025, 

which represented the earliest date construction would initiate. Because CalEEMod uses real dates (e.g., January 15, 2024) to 

calculate construction emissions, assumptions were made as to key dates for each phase. Although it was later determined that 

construction would begin in April 2025, the construction modeling is still representative of the project. The earliest start date for 

construction represents the worst-case scenario for criteria air pollutant emissions because equipment and vehicle emission 

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

as well as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles in later years. 
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Emissions generated during construction (and operation) of the project are subject to the rules and 

regulations of the SCAQMD. Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust)6 requires the implementation of measures to control 

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

assumed that the active sites would be watered at least two times daily, resulting in an approximately 61% 

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

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

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

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

Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings).7  

Table 3.3-2 shows the estimated maximum daily construction emissions associated with the construction 

of the proposed project.  

Table 3.3-2. Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 

Construction Season/Year 

VOCs NOx CO SOx PM10a PM2.5a 

Pounds per Day 

Summer Emissions 

2025 1.08 8.59 11.44 0.02 0.69 0.37 

Winter Emissions 

2025 53.35 23.74 17.39 0.08 5.90 2.73 

Maximum of Summer or 

Winter Emissions 

53.35 23.74 17.39 0.08 5.90 2.73 

SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Source: SCAQMD 2023 (thresholds) 

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

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

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

See Appendix A for detailed results. 
a These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust (watering two times daily) required by SCAQMD Rule 403.  

As shown in Table 3.3-2, the proposed project’s maximum daily construction emissions would not exceed 

the SCAQMD thresholds for any criteria air pollutant. 

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

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

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

during and immediately after clearing, grubbing, cut and fill, and other earthmoving activities; stabilizing backfill during handling 

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

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

CalEEMod by assuming twice-daily watering of active sites (61% reduction in PM10 and PM2.5 [CAPCOA 2022]). 
7 SCAQMD Rule 1113, Architectural Coatings, requires manufacturers, distributors, and end users of architectural and industrial 

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

various coating categories. 

I I 
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Operational Emissions 

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

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

follow construction, which would commence in January 2025 and would last approximately 1 year.  

Area Sources 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

products. Consumer product VOC emissions estimated in CalEEMod are based on the floor area of 

nonresidential buildings and on the default factor of pounds of VOC per building square foot per day. The 

CalEEMod default values for consumer products were assumed. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

area per year. 

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

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

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

Energy Sources 

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

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

however, the emissions from electricity use are only quantified for greenhouse gases (GHGs) in CalEEMod, 

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

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

energy use from nonresidential land uses calculated in CalEEMod are based on the California Commercial 

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

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

envelope, such as the heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning [HVAC] system, water heating system, and 

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

miscellaneous “plug-in” uses). 
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Mobile Sources  

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

traffic) as a result of staff, student, and employee trips to and from the proposed project site. The maximum 

weekday trip rates were taken from Section 3.17, Transportation, and were assumed to be 1,150 one-way 

trips per day. The maximum weekday trip rate was used to represent trips for weekdays and Saturdays. 

CalEEMod was used to estimate emissions from proposed vehicular sources (refer to Appendix A). 

CalEEMod default data, including trip characteristics, emissions factors, and trip distances, were 

conservatively used for the model inputs. Emission factors representing the vehicle mix and emissions were 

used to estimate emissions associated with vehicular sources.  

Table 3.3-3 represents the maximum daily emissions associated with the first year that the project would 

be operational. The values shown are the maximum summer and winter daily emissions results from 

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

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

Source 

VOCs NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per Day 

Summer Emissions 

Mobile 4.69 4.29 39.70 0.10 8.67 2.25 

Area 1.75 0.02 2.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Energy 0.05 0.85 0.72 0.01 0.06 0.06 

Total 6.49 5.16 42.87 0.10 8.74 2.32 

Winter Emissions 

Mobile 4.38 4.59 33.41 0.09 8.67 2.25 

Area 1.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Energy 0.05 0.85 0.72 0.01 0.06 0.06 

Total 5.78 5.45 34.13 0.10 8.73 2.31 

Maximum of Summer or 

Winter Emissions 

6.49 5.45 42.87 0.10 8.74 2.32 

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Source: Appendix A.  

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

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

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

The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. The total values may not add up exactly 

due to rounding. 

As shown in Table 3.3-3, maximum daily operational emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 

generated by the proposed project would not exceed SCAQMD’s significance thresholds.  

As previously discussed, the SCAB has been designated as a federal nonattainment area for O3 and PM2.5, 

and a state nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. However, as indicated in Tables 3.3-2 and 3.3-3, 

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

significance thresholds for VOCs, NOx, PM10, or PM2.5. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a 
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cumulatively considerable increase in emissions of nonattainment pollutants, and impacts would be less 

than significant during construction and operation. 

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

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

concentrations, as evaluated below.  

Sensitive Receptors 

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

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

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

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

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

Norco College is located in a developed urban area of the City and is surrounded by residential communities 

to the west and south, the Naval Surface Warfare Center to the north, and commercial development to the 

east. Residential uses exist as close as 455 feet west of the proposed project site. Additionally, sensitive 

receptors near the project site include residential uses located to the west, the Norco College STEM Center 

Annex, a middle school to the southeast, and the Norco College central core area to the east. These 

sensitive receptors represent the nearest land uses with the potential to be impacted by construction and 

operation of the proposed project.  

Localized Significance Thresholds 

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

impacts to receptors in the immediate vicinity of the project as a result of proposed project activities. The 

impacts were analyzed using methods consistent with those in the SCAQMD’s Final LST Methodology 

(SCAQMD 2008a). The project is located within Source-Receptor Area 22 (Norco/Corona). LST pollutant 

screening level concentration data is currently published for 1-, 2-, and 5-acre sites for varying distances. 

The maximum number of acres disturbed on the peak day was estimated using the Fact Sheet for Applying 

CalEEMod to Localized Significance Thresholds (SCAQMD 2014). During grading activities, fugitive dust can 

be generated from the movement of dirt on the project site. CalEEMod estimates dust from dozers moving 

dirt around, from graders or scrapers leveling the land, and from loading or unloading dirt into haul trucks. 

Each of those activities is calculated differently in CalEEMod, based on the number of acres traversed by 

the grading equipment. Only some pieces of equipment generate fugitive dust as calculated in CalEEMod. 

The CalEEMod manual identifies various equipment and the acreage disturbed in an 8-hour day.  

The LST lookup tables that can be used to determine the maximum allowable daily emissions are provided 

at increments of 1 acre, 2 acres and 5 acres. Per the SCAQMD’s Finalized LST Methodology, locations 

where an individual could remain for 24 hours (i.e., a residence, hospital, convalescent facility, hotel, etc.) 

should be considered to determine the threshold for PM10 and PM2.5 (SCAQMD 2008). For PM10 and PM2.5, 

the nearest receptor are residences 138 meters (455 feet) west of the project site, and as such, an 

interpolated threshold, between 100 and 200 meters, is used. For NOx and CO, distances where an 

individual could remain for 1 hour are considered. Existing educational facilities (i.e., Applied Technology 
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Building) north of the site is approximately 17 meters from the project’s northern boundary. The SCAQMD 

recommends using a minimum distance of 25 meters. Therefore, a distance of 25 meters (82 feet) is used 

for NOx and CO.  

Project construction activities would result in temporary sources of on-site criteria air pollutant emissions 

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

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

to the LSTs” (SCAQMD 2008a). Trucks and worker trips associated with the proposed project are not 

expected to cause substantial air quality impacts to receptors along off-site roadways because emissions 

would be relatively brief in nature and would cease once the vehicles pass through the main streets. 

Therefore, off-site emissions from trucks and worker vehicle trips are not included in the LST analysis. The 

maximum daily on-site emissions generated during construction of the proposed project in each 

construction year are presented in Table 3.3-4 and are compared to the SCAQMD LSTs for Source-Receptor 

Area 22 to determine whether project-generated on-site emissions would result in potential LST impacts.  

Table 3.3-4. Construction LSTs Analysis 

Year 

NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per Day (On Site)a 

Summer Emissions (2025) 8.15 9.51 0.30 0.27 

Winter Emissions (2025) 14.07 15.09 3.43 1.93 

Maximum of Summer or 

Winter Emissions 

14.07 15.09 3.43 1.93 

SCAQMD LST Criteria 118.00 674.00 47.58 13.94 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No 

Source: SCAQMD 2008a. 

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

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

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

See Appendix A for detailed results. 
a Localized significance thresholds are shown for a 1-acre disturbed area corresponding to a distance to a receptor of 25 meters 

for NOx and CO, and an interpolated 138 meters for PM10 and PM2.5 in Source-Receptor Area 22 (Norco/Corona). 

As shown in Table 3.3-4, proposed construction activities would not generate emissions in excess of 

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

CO Hotspots 

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

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

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

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

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

are associated with severely congested intersections operating at an unacceptable level of service (E or 

worse is unacceptable). Projects contributing to adverse traffic impacts may result in the formation of a CO 

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

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

generate a low number of daily traffic and peak hour trips; therefore, it would not cause a measurable 

impact to the roadway segment and intersections in the area of the project site. The project would not 

create any significant traffic impacts, and a comprehensive traffic impact analysis for the proposed project 

would not be warranted. In addition, as noted in Section 3.17, local-serving community colleges that are 

consistent with the assumptions noted in the RTP/SCS can be presumed to have a less-than-significant 

impact. Because the proposed project is part of a local-serving community college and does not include a 

land use or zoning designation change, it is consistent with the RTP/SCS and therefore can be presumed 

to have a less-than-significant impact.  

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

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

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

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

on industrial facilities. The SCAQMD conducted CO modeling for the 2003 AQMP8 (SCAQMD 2003b) for the 

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

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

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

Veteran Avenue was the most congested intersection in Los Angeles County, with an average daily traffic 

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

these four intersections for 1997 and from 2002 through 2005. From years 2002 through 2005, the 

maximum 8-hour CO concentration was 3.8 parts per million (ppm) at the Sunset Boulevard and Highland 

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

and Veteran Avenue in 2002.  

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

unless projected daily traffic would be at least over 100,000 vehicles per day. The project’s anticipated 

1,150 daily trips is not of a magnitude expected to raise the traffic volumes at intersections near the 

proposed project site to the 100,000 vehicles per day that could result in a CO hotspot. Additionally, 

ambient CO levels are monitored at the Metropolitan Riverside County 1 (Source Receptor Area 23) air 

quality monitoring station located in Riverside County, which is nearest monitoring station to the project 

site and represents ambient air quality in the project area. Ambient CO levels monitored at this 

representative monitoring station indicate that the highest recorded 1-hour concentration of CO is 3.3 ppm 

(the CAAQS is 20 ppm) and highest 8-hour concentration is 1.8 ppm (the CAAQS is 9 ppm) during the past 

3 years of available data (2021–2023) (SCAQMD 2024). As discussed above, the highest CO 

concentrations typically occur during peak traffic hours, so CO impacts calculated under peak traffic 

conditions represent a worst-case analysis. Even if combined with the concentrations presented in the 

2003 AQMP for the four worst-case intersections in the SCAB with average daily traffic of approximately 

100,000 vehicles per day, the CO concentrations at the air quality monitoring station would not exceed the 

1-hour or 8-hour standards or result in a CO hotspot. 

 
12 SCAQMD’s CO hotspot modeling guidance has not changed since 2003.  
9 For context, in 2018, California consumed about 681 million barrels of oil, which equates to approximately 78.36 million gallons 

of petroleum a day. Based on these assumptions, about 58.77 billion gallons of petroleum would be consumed in California 

throughout the project construction period. Locally, approximately 3.3 billion gallons of petroleum would be consumed in Riverside 

County throughout the project construction period (CARB 2017b). 
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Based on these considerations, the proposed project would not generate traffic that would contribute to 

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

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

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

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

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

with regard to potential CO hotspots. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

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

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

under the LST analysis, nearby sensitive receptors include residential uses as close as 455 feet west of the 

proposed project site, as well as the Norco College STEM Center Annex and a middle school to the southeast 

and the Norco College central core area to the east. 

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

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

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

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

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

TACs have noncarcinogenic effects. SCAQMD recommends a Hazard Index of 1 or more for acute 

(short-term) and chronic (long-term) noncarcinogenic effects. TACs that would potentially be emitted during 

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

The greatest potential for TAC emissions during construction would be DPM emissions from heavy 

equipment operations and heavy-duty trucks during construction of the project, and potential health 

impacts to sensitive receptors could be associated with these emissions. DPM has established cancer risk 

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

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

approximately 1 year (11.5 months), after which project-related TAC emissions would cease. According to 

the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments (which determine the 

exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions) should be based on a 30-year exposure period for the 

maximally exposed individual receptor; however, such assessments should also be limited to the 

period/duration of activities associated with the project. An approximately 1-year construction schedule 

represents a short duration of exposure (3% of a 30-year exposure period), while cancer and chronic risk 

from DPM are typically associated with long-term exposure. Thus, the project would not result in a long-

term source of TAC emissions.  

Exhaust PM10 is typically used as a surrogate for DPM, and as shown in Tables 3.3-2 and 3.3-4, which 

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

anticipated to be minimal. Furthermore, the project would not require the extensive operation of heavy-duty 

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

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

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

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

to result in concentrations causing significant health risks. 
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No residual TAC emissions and corresponding cancer health risk are anticipated after construction, and no 

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

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

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

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

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

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

located downwind of or in proximity to such sources to avoid potential health hazards. The enumerated 

facilities or sources include the following: high-traffic freeways and roads, distribution centers, rail yards, 

ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, dry cleaners, and large gas dispensing facilities. The proposed 

project does not include any of the above-listed land uses associated with generation of TAC emissions. For 

the reasons previously described, the project would not result in substantial exposure of sensitive receptors 

in the vicinity of the proposed project to TACs, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Health Effects of Criteria Air Pollutants 

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

however, the project would not exceed the SCAQMD mass-emission thresholds.  

The SCAB is designated as nonattainment for O3 for the NAAQS and CAAQS. Thus, existing O3 levels in the 

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

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

2023b). The contribution of VOCs and NOx to regional ambient O3 concentrations is the result of complex 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

emissions (i.e., VOCs or NOx) that would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds, as shown in Tables 3.3-2 through 

3.3-4, the proposed project is not anticipated to substantially contribute to regional O3 concentrations and 

its associated health impacts during construction or operation. 

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

Health effects associated with NOx include lung irritation and enhanced allergic responses (CARB 2023b). 

As shown in Tables 3.3-2 through 3.3-4, proposed project construction and operations would not exceed 

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

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

contribute to associated health effects.  

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

headedness, and reduced mental alertness (CARB 2023b). CO hotspots were discussed previously as a 

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

effects associated with this pollutant.  
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The SCAB is designated as nonattainment for PM10 under the CAAQS and nonattainment for PM2.5 under 

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

primarily for worsening of respiratory disease (CARB 2023b). As with O3 and NOx, and as shown in 

Tables 3.3-2 through 3.3-4, the proposed project would not generate emissions of PM10 or PM2.5 that 

would exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds. Accordingly, the proposed project’s PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are 

not expected to cause an increase in related regional health effects for this pollutant. 

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

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

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

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

substantial number of people? 

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

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

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

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

harm, they can be annoying and cause distress among the public and generate citizen complaints.  

Odors would be potentially generated from vehicles and equipment exhaust emissions during construction 

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

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

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

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

during construction would be less than significant.  

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

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

fiberglass molding facilities (SCAQMD 1993). The project entails operation of an educational training 

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

operations would result in an odor impact that is less than significant. 
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3.4 Biological Resources 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either 

directly or through habitat modifications, on 

any species identified as a candidate, 

sensitive, or special status species in local 

or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or 

by the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 

riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 

community identified in local or regional 

plans, policies, regulations, or by the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state 

or federally protected wetlands (including, 

but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 

coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 

hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement 

of any native resident or migratory fish or 

wildlife species or with established native 

resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 

or impede the use of native wildlife 

nursery sites? 

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources, such as a 

tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 

Community Conservation Plan, or other 

approved local, regional, or state habitat 

conservation plan? 

    

 

The following discussion is based on the Biological Constraints Analysis for Districtwide Solar Planning Initiative 

Project, Riverside County, California prepared by Dudek in August 2021 (Dudek 2021), as well as additional survey 

work conducted in 2022. This assessment included a pre-field review of the latest available relevant literature, 

published research, maps, soil data, data on biological baselines, special-status vegetation communities, and 

special-status species distributions to determine those resources that have the potential to occur within the project 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ ~ □ □ 
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site and surrounding 100-foot buffers (the study area). Dudek used the following definitions of special-status 

biological resources for the CEQA analysis: 

▪ Plants – species listed as threatened or endangered under the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; 

species listed as rare, special, or Species of Special Concern as defined by the California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife (CDFW); and species with a California Rare Plant Rank of 1 or 2 as defined by the California 

Native Plant Society 

▪ Wildlife – species listed as threatened or endangered under the federal and state Endangered Species 

Acts; Birds of Conservation Concern as defined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and species with state 

designations such as Migratory Nongame Birds of Management Concern, California Species of Special 

Concern, Special Animals List species, and Fully Protected species as defined by the CDFW 

▪ Vegetation communities – natural communities designated as sensitive by CDFW (Global Rank 1–3, State 

Rank 1–3) and riparian habitat 

As part of the report, Dudek biologists Anna Cassady and Dylan Ayers conducted a general biological survey of the 

study area on July 16, 2021, with a follow-up survey conducted on May 23, 2022. A focused habitat assessment 

for Delhi Sands flower-loving fly (Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis) was conducted on September 15, 2021, 

by permitted biologist Dale Powell. All native and naturalized plant species encountered within the study area were 

identified and recorded. The potential for special-status plant and wildlife species to occur within the study area 

was evaluated based on the vegetation communities, soils present, and documented occurrences within 5 miles of 

the study area. In addition, an investigation of presence and distribution of jurisdictional waters of the United States 

regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, jurisdictional waters of the state regulated by the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and jurisdictional streambed and associated riparian habitat regulated by CDFW 

was conducted. 

Vegetation Communities and Land Covers 

The following vegetation communities and land cover types were observed throughout the study area: non-native 

grassland, brittle bush scrub, disturbed habitat, and urban/developed land. These were identified and mapped 

within the study area based on general characteristics and/or species composition.  

Non-Native Grassland 

California non-native grassland or California annual grassland is dominated by annual grasses and herbs in the 

ground layer, including bromes (Bromus spp.), filaree (Erodium spp.), mustards (Brassica spp.), and oats (Avena 

spp.). Although annual brome grasses and wild oats are the dominant plant species in this community composition, 

native annual forbs also constitute significant cover.  

Neither CDFW (2022) nor the California Native Plant Society (CNPS 2022) gives California annual grassland/annual 

brome grasslands a rarity ranking because it is a non-native plant community that is widespread.     

Brittle Brush Scrub 

The brittle bush scrub alliance community includes brittle bush (Encelia farinosa) as a dominant or co-dominant 

species in the shrub canopy, intermixed with shrubs and herbaceous plant species including white sage (Saliva 

apiana), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), and 
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chapparal yucca (Hesperoyucca whipplei). Some trees or tall shrubs may appear in small numbers, though average 

community height is less than 2 meters (CNPS 2022). 

CDFW ranks brittle bush scrub as a G5S4 alliance. This ranking indicates that globally and within California the 

alliance is widespread, abundant, and secure (CDFW 2022).   

Urban/Developed 

Urban or developed land covers refer to areas that have been constructed on or otherwise physically altered to the 

point where vegetation is no longer present. Urban or developed areas are characterized by permanent or semi-

permanent structures, hardscapes, and landscaped areas that require irrigation.  

Developed land is not a listed vegetation community under the California Natural Community List (CDFW 2022), 

but it is used in this report because it best describes what was observed in the field. As such, this community is 

not globally or state-ranked, and is not considered a sensitive natural community.    

Disturbed Habitat 

Disturbed habitat refers to areas where soils have been recently or repeatedly disturbed by grading, compaction, 

or clearing of vegetation. Structures are typically not present within disturbed habitats, and these areas provide 

marginal value for most plant and wildlife species. When vegetated, disturbed habitat supports predominantly 

non-native plant species such as ornamentals or ruderal exotic species that take advantage of disturbance.  

Disturbed habitat is not a listed vegetation community under the California Natural Community List (CDFW 2022), 

but it is used in this report because it best describes what was observed in the field. As such, this community is 

not globally or state ranked, and is not considered a sensitive natural community.    

Special-Status Plants 

No plant species listed or proposed for listing as rare, threatened, or endangered by either CDFW or the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service were detected within the study area. The study area is not within Critical Habitat for any special-

status plant species (USFWS 2022). There are no federally or state-listed as endangered plant species with a 

potential to occur in the study area. Due to the absence or marginal-quality of suitable habitat within the study area, 

all non-listed special-status species were determined to either have low potential or were not expected to occur 

within the study area.  

Special-Status Wildlife 

No wildlife species listed or proposed for listing as rare, threatened, or endangered by either CDFW or the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service were detected within the study area. The study area is not within critical habitat for any special-

status wildlife species (USFWS 2022). Based on the results of the literature review and database searches, 54 

special-status wildlife species have been documented within the region. For each species listed, a determination 

was made regarding potential use of the study area based on information gathered during the field reconnaissance, 

known habitat preferences, and knowledge of the species’ relative distributions in the area.  
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One federally endangered species, the Delhi Sands flower-loving fly, has a low potential to occur in the study area. 

Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), a CDFW Species of Special Concern, has a moderate potential to occur. Due to 

the absence or marginal-quality of suitable habitat within the study area, all other non-listed special-status species 

were determined to either have low potential or were not expected to occur within the study area.  

Jurisdictional Waters 

No features were observed at the Norco College study area. No blue line streams or waterways are mapped on U.S. 

Geological Survey topographic maps for the study area. No areas potentially supporting vernal pools, ephemeral 

ponds, or wetlands were observed during the survey. The study area does not contain topographic low points, clay 

soils, bedrock, or other poorly drained soils typically associated with vernal pools, and vernal pool plant species 

were not observed.  

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 

any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, 

or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project has the potential to impact 

candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, as discussed below. With the incorporation of mitigation, 

impacts are less than significant.  

Special-Status Plant Species 

No special-status plant species were detected within the study area during the general biological survey. 

Furthermore, no federally or state-listed as endangered plant species have potential to occur in the study 

area, and all non-listed special-status species were determined to either have low potential or were not 

expected to occur within the study area. As such, impacts to special-status plants are not expected to occur.  

Special-Status Wildlife 

No special-status wildlife species were detected within the study area during the general biological survey.  

One federally endangered species, Delhi Sands flower-loving fly, has a low potential to occur in the study 

area. Burrowing owl, a CDFW Species of Special Concern, has a moderate potential to occur. Due to the 

absence or marginal-quality of suitable habitat within the study area, all other non-listed special-status 

species were determined to either have low potential or were not expected to occur within the study area.  

Delhi Sands Flower-Loving Fly 

Norco College contains mapped Delhi series soils, which can provide potential habitat for the federally 

listed endangered Delhi Sands flower-loving fly. According to the focused habitat assessment conducted 

by permitted biologist Dale Powell (Dudek 2021), the portion of the study area within Norco College contains 

minimal indicator plants for Delhi Sands flower-loving fly and has been degraded through disking, causing 

organic matter to mix with the Delhi series soil. As a result, the native soils do not remain and the study 

area within Norco College does not contain suitable habitat for Delhi Sands flower-loving fly. As such, no 

impacts are expected to occur.  
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Nesting Birds 

The study area contains trees, shrubs, and bare ground that would potentially be used by migratory birds 

for breeding. Direct impacts to migratory nesting birds must be avoided to comply with the Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act (16 USC 703–712) and California Fish and Game Code. Indirect impacts to nesting birds from 

short-term, construction-related noise could result in decreased reproductive success or abandonment of 

an area as nesting habitat if construction were conducted during the breeding/nesting season (i.e., January 

through August). Direct and indirect impacts to nesting birds are significant absent mitigation. 

Implementation of MM-BIO-1 would ensure nesting birds would not be impacted by project construction 

activities during nesting season. As such, impacts to nesting birds would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

Burrowing Owl  

Burrowing owl is a Species of Special Concern and has a moderate potential to occur in the study area. As 

such, project implementation could result in direct impacts on burrowing owl in the form of habitat 

destruction, and potential death, injury, or harassment of nesting birds, their eggs, and their young. Injury 

or mortality occurs most frequently during the vegetation clearing stage of construction and affects eggs, 

nestlings, and recently fledged young that cannot safely avoid equipment. Indirect impacts to burrowing 

owl include vibration, excess noise, chemical pollution, fugitive dust, and increased human presence. Direct 

and indirect impacts to burrowing owl are potentially significant, absent mitigation. 

Direct and/or indirect impacts to burrowing owl would be avoided and minimized through implementation 

of mitigation measure (MM) BIO-2A. This mitigation measure requires pre-construction surveys, 

establishment of exclusion buffers around occupied burrows or burrow complexes (buffer width is 

dependent upon breeding versus non-breeding season), and burrowing owl-specific monitoring throughout 

construction to ensure full avoidance of owls.  

Should it be determined that full avoidance of occupied burrowing owl burrows or burrow complexes is not 

possible, MM-BIO-2B requires preparation of a burrowing owl relocation and mitigation plan that would 

include methods for passive relocation, description of surrounding suitable habitat conditions, monitoring 

and management requirements for replacement burrow sites in coordination with CDFW, reporting 

requirements, and compensatory mitigation, if required by CDFW. In addition, implementation of MM-BIO-

3, which requires clear marking of work limits, measures to ensure toxicants are kept within the 

development footprint, and measures to ensure that trash and debris are disposed of properly, would avoid 

and minimize indirect impacts to burrowing owl. With implementation of MM-BIO-2A, MM-BIO-2B, and MM-

BIO-3, impacts to burrowing owl would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

MM-BIO-1 Nesting Birds. In conformance with the requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 

California Fish and Game Code, should vegetation clearing, cutting, or removal activities 

be required during the nesting season (i.e., January 1 through August 31), a qualified 

biologist shall conduct a nesting bird survey within 72 hours of such activities. The survey 

shall consist of full coverage of the project footprint and an appropriate buffer, as 

determined by the biologist. If no occupied nests are found, no additional steps shall be 

required. If nests are found that are being used for breeding or rearing young, the biologist 

shall recommend further avoidance measures, including establishing an appropriate 
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buffer around the occupied nest. The buffer shall be determined by the biologist based on 

the species present, surrounding habitat, and existing environmental setting/level of 

disturbance. No construction or ground-disturbing activities shall be conducted within the 

buffer until the biologist has determined that the nest is no longer being used for breeding 

or rearing. 

MM-BIO-2A Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Mitigation Measures. Prior to the initiation of 

construction activities, a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys for 

burrowing owl to determine presence/absence of the species. The survey shall be 

conducted in accordance with the most current and applicable California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) protocol within 30 days of site disturbance. If burrowing owls are 

not detected during the clearance survey, no additional mitigation is required. 

Pre-construction surveys shall include suitable burrowing owl habitat within the project 

footprint and within 500 feet of the project footprint (or within an appropriate buffer as 

required in the most recent guidelines and where legal access to conduct the survey 

exists). If burrowing owls are not detected during the clearance survey, no additional 

mitigation is required. 

If burrowing owl is located, occupied burrowing owl burrows shall not be disturbed during 

the nesting season (February 1 through August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved 

by CDFW verifies through non-invasive methods that either the birds have not begun egg 

laying and incubation, or that juveniles from the occupied burrows are foraging 

independently and capable of independent survival. Disturbance buffers shall be 

implemented by a qualified biologist in accordance with the recommendations included in 

the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). A biologist shall be contracted 

to perform monitoring during all construction activities approximately every other day. The 

definitive frequency and duration of monitoring shall be dependent on whether it is the 

breeding versus non-breeding season and the efficacy of the exclusion buffers, as 

determined by a qualified biologist and in coordination with CDFW. 

If burrowing owl is detected during the non-breeding season (September 1 through January 31) 

or confirmed to not be nesting, a non-disturbance buffer between the project activities and the 

occupied burrow shall be installed by a qualified biologist in accordance with the 

recommendations included in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). 

MM-BIO-2B Burrowing Owl Relocation and Mitigation Plan. If avoidance is not possible, either 

directly or indirectly, a burrowing owl relocation and mitigation plan shall be prepared and 

submitted for approval by CDFW. Once approved, the plan would be implemented to 

relocate non-breeding burrowing owls from the project site. The plan shall include 

the following:  

▪ Confirmation with site surveillance that burrow/burrows are vacated prior to burrow scoping 

▪ Information on scope type and timing of scoping events 

▪ Metrics to determine vacancy and burrow excavation timing 

▪ Details regarding how burrow/burrows will be excavated, including proposed tools 
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▪ Removal of other potential surrogate burrows and/or refugia within the 

disturbance footprint 

▪ Photo documentation 

▪ Metrics for determining relocation success 

▪ Monitoring to evaluate success criteria and implement remedial measures, as necessary 

▪ Details regarding how the project will continue to maintain an inhospitable 

environment for burrowing owl during construction activities and project operations 

The project applicant shall submit at least one burrowing owl pre-construction survey report 

to the satisfaction of CDFW to document compliance with this mitigation measure. For the 

purposes of this mitigation measure, “qualified biologist” is a biologist who meets the 

requirements set forth in the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). 

MM-BIO-3 General Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

The following avoidance and minimization measures shall be implemented during project 

construction activities.  

▪ Construction limits shall be clearly flagged so that adjacent native vegetation is avoided. 

▪ Construction work and operations and maintenance areas shall be kept clean of 

debris, such as trash and construction materials. Fully covered trash receptacles that 

are animal-proof shall be installed and used during construction to contain all food, 

food scraps, food wrappers, beverage containers, and other miscellaneous trash. 

Trash contained within the receptacles shall be removed from the work area at least 

once a week. 

▪ Staging and storage areas for spoils, equipment, materials, fuels, lubricants, and 

solvents shall be located within the designated impact area or adjacent developed areas.  

▪ Best management practices shall be implemented to ensure water quality in existing 

drainages would not be affected during Project activities.  

b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 

community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of 

Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

No Impact. The study area does not contain riparian vegetation communities or any vegetation 

communities identified as sensitive according to CDFW (CDFW 2022). As a result, no direct or indirect 

impacts to sensitive vegetation communities are expected to occur.  

c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but 

not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 

other means? 

No Impact. The study area does not contain wetland waters of the United States or state. The study area 

does not contain potential non-wetland waters of the United States and non-wetland waters of the state. 

Therefore, no impacts would occur. 
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d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 

wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 

native wildlife nursery sites? 

No Impact. The project site is not located within an area that functions as a wildlife movement or migration 

corridor. As such, the project would not constrain natural wildlife movement in its vicinity, and impacts are 

not expected to occur.  

e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 

tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

No Impact. The project is located in the City of Norco. As proposed, the project would not conflict with any 

local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources in the City of Norco. Therefore, no impact would 

occur to any biological resources protected by a local ordinance.  

f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project is located within the Western 

Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) area (RCA 2003). The District is not a 

permittee of the MSHCP; therefore, projects under its authority are not subject to the MSHCP, nor are said 

projects granted any take authorization unless the District chooses to apply for take under the Participating 

Special Entity Process. Nevertheless, the Regional Conservation Authority MSHCP Information Map (RCA 

2022) was reviewed for requirements that could result in a potential conflict between the project and the 

MSHCP. The project footprint is not located within a Criteria Cell. The project footprint is within a burrowing 

owl habitat assessment area, but not in a survey area where habitat assessments for narrow endemic plants, 

criteria area plants, small mammals, and/or amphibians are required (RCA 2022). For plant and wildlife 

species that are covered under the MSHCP, impacts are fully mitigated for covered activities within Riverside 

County by payment of the Development Mitigation fee and through consistency with MSHCP Section 6 

policies and requirements. Although the District is not a Permittee in the MSHCP or required to be consistent 

with the MSHCP, implementation of mitigation as part of the project is beneficial to the MSHCP. Specifically, 

MM-BIO-2A, MM-BIO-2B, and MM-BIO-3 as proposed are consistent with the MSHCP requirements for 

burrowing owl. In addition, MM-BIO-3 is consistent with the MSHCP requirements for Section 6.1.2 

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Resources and Section 6.1.4 Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines. 

Because there would be no conflicts with the Western Riverside MSHCP, and because MM-BIO-2A, MM-BIO-2B, 

and MM-BIO-3 would be implemented, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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3.5 Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource 

pursuant to § 15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to § 15064.5? 

    

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 

interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 
    

 

The following analysis is based on the Archaeological Resources Inventory Letter Report for the Norco College 

Center for Human Performance and Kinesiology Project, Riverside County, California, prepared by Dudek in 

March 2022, and included as Appendix B. 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant 

to § 15064.5? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As discussed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, a historic resource 

need not only include such resources already identified as being listed on the California Register of 

Historical Resources, but may include such resources deemed by the lead agency to be eligible for such a 

listing. It can be a structure, building, place, or area that may have been associated with an event or person, 

or it may represent distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction; or it may 

reveal additional information important to our understanding of history. Thus, there are any number of 

potential qualities that would identify an area as a potential historic resource.  

A California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search was conducted at the Eastern 

Information Center (EIC) at the University of California, Riverside to assist in the identification of historical 

resources in proximity of the project site. The EIC search included the EIC collection of mapped prehistoric, 

historical and built-environment resources, technical reports, archival resources, ethnographic references, 

and Department of Parks and Recreation Site Records. Additional consulted sources included the National 

Register of Historic Places, California Inventory of Historical Resources/California Register of Historical 

Resources, listed Office of Historic Preservation Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, California 

Points of Historical Interest, California Historical Landmarks, and Caltrans Bridge Survey information. 

Additionally, the Cultural Resources Study prepared for the project included a review of historic aerial 

photographs and an intensive pedestrian cultural survey of the project area (Appendix B).  

□ □ ~ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 
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The CHRIS records search identified 15 previously recorded cultural resources within 1 mile of the proposed 

project site. These resources consist of 5 prehistoric sites and 10 historic-age built environment resources. 

The CHRIS records search did not identify any previously recorded cultural resources within the project site 

(Appendix B). 

During the field survey of project site, it was apparent that the area has been substantially disturbed by 

repeated cultivation of the property over time, and the field survey did not reveal any historic-era resources. 

Additionally, the records search for the project did not identify any previously recorded cultural resources 

within the project site. Therefore, impacts to historic-era resources would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to § 15064.5? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As previously discussed in Section 3.5(a), 

the Archaeological Resources Inventory Report prepared for the project included a records search at the 

EIC, review of historic aerial photographs, and an intensive pedestrian cultural survey of the project area 

(Appendix B).  

The Archaeological Resources Inventory Letter Report did not identify any archaeological resources on the 

project site. The analysis revealed that the potential for unrecorded cultural resources to exist within the 

project site is considered low based on the following factors: (1) though the topography and natural features 

that surround the project site are conducive to supporting prehistoric occupation, archival review and 

existing project site conditions determined that the proposed project site has been routinely disturbed since 

at least the mid-twentieth century and has remained undeveloped land for at least 75 years (with the 

exception of the extant Center for Applied and Competitive Technologies to the southeast of the project 

site); (2) although the data provided by the CHRIS records search indicates that the surrounding area is 

sensitive for the presence of prehistoric archaeological sites, the previously recorded resources primarily 

consist of bedrock milling stations with no associated midden or artifacts; (3) it is unlikely that such sites 

would be encountered within the project site as no topographical features such as water sources or bedrock 

outcrops are present that would suggest an area that may have been attractive to prehistoric inhabitants; 

(4) results of the study indicate that no built environment structures or associated facilities occupied the 

project site since at least the late twentieth century, suggesting that the possibility of buried historic-age 

archaeological deposits associated with once extant structures is considered low; and (6) no cultural 

material was identified within the project site as a result of the pedestrian survey as the site has been 

subject to repeated disking/tilling that has likely disturbed the upper 18 inches of soil. Given these factors, 

the project site is considered relatively low sensitivity for the presence of cultural resources (Appendix B).  

Although the overall potential for archaeological resources to exist within the project site is considered low, it 

is still possible that unknown intact archaeological resources could be encountered subsurface during ground-

disturbing activities within native soils. Mitigation measure MM-CUL-1 would be implemented to ensure proper 

treatment of any unknown cultural resources that may be encountered as a result of project construction. 

These measures would ensure the proper treatment of any archaeological resources and human remains 

encountered during ground-disturbing activities. With the proper implementation of the prescribed measures, 

the potential impact to archaeological resources is considered to be less then significant. 



NORCO COLLEGE CENTER FOR HUMAN PERFORMANCE AND KINESIOLOGY BUILDING INITIAL STUDY / 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

13705 39 
OCTOBER 2024 

MM-CUL-1 Inadvertent Discovery Clause. In the event that potential prehistoric or historic-era 

archaeological resources and/or Tribal Cultural Resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are 

exposed during construction activities for the project, all construction work occurring not 

less than 50 feet of the find shall immediately stop and a qualified archaeologist must be 

notified immediately to assess the significance of the find and determine whether or not 

additional study is warranted. Depending upon the significance of the find under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the archaeologist may simply record the find 

and allow work to continue. If the discovery proves significant under CEQA, additional work 

(e.g., preparation of an archaeological treatment plan, testing, or data recovery) may be 

warranted. If Native American resources are discovered or are suspected, each of the 

consulting tribes for the project will also be notified. 

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Section 3.5(b), there are 

no previously recorded cultural resources on the project site. Since the site has been previously disturbed, 

ground-disturbing activities associated with demolition and construction of the proposed structures are 

unlikely to uncover previously unknown archaeological resources. However, if human skeletal remains are 

discovered during ground-disturbing activities, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states 

that the County Coroner must be immediately notified of the discovery. No further excavation or disturbance 

of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains can occur until the County 

Coroner has determined, within 2 working days of notification of the discovery, the appropriate treatment 

and disposition of the human remains. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are, or are 

believed to be, Native American, he or she must notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 

in Sacramento within 24 hours. In accordance with California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, the 

NAHC must immediately notify those persons it believes to be the most likely descendant from the 

deceased Native American. The most likely descendant must complete his or her inspection within 48 hours 

of being granted access to the site. The designated Native American representative would then determine, 

in consultation with the property owner, the disposition for the human remains.  

Mitigation measure MM-CUL-2 would ensure the proper treatment of any human remains encountered 

during ground disturbing activities. With the proper implementation of MM-CUL-2, the potential impact to 

human remains is less then significant. 

MM-CUL-2 Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains. In the event that human remains are 

inadvertently encountered during construction activities, the remains and associated 

resources shall be treated in accordance with state and local regulations that provide 

requirements with regard to the accidental discovery of human remains, including 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, California Public Resources Code 

Section 5097.98, and California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15064.5(e). 

In accordance with these regulations, if human remains are found, the County Coroner 

must be immediately notified of the discovery. No further excavation or disturbance of the 

project site or any nearby (no less than 100 feet) area reasonably suspected to overlie 

adjacent remains can occur until the County Coroner has determined, within 2 working 

days of notification of the discovery, if the remains are potentially human in origin. If the 

County Coroner determines that the remains are, or are believed to be, Native American, 
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he or she is required to notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 

24 hours. The NAHC must immediately notify those persons it believes to be the most likely 

descendant from the deceased Native American. The most likely descendant must then 

provide recommendations within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. The most 

likely descendant would then determine, in consultation with the property owner, the 

disposition of the human remains. 

3.6 Energy 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VI. Energy – Would the project: 

a) Result in potentially significant 

environmental impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 

energy resources, during project 

construction or operation? 

    

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 

for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 
    

 

a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 

unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The electricity and natural gas used for construction of the proposed 

project would be temporary, would be substantially less than that required for project operation, and would 

have a negligible contribution to the project’s overall energy consumption. Additionally, although natural 

gas and electricity usage would increase due to the implementation of the project, the project’s energy 

efficiency would meet the current Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24). Although the project would 

see an increase in petroleum use during construction and operation, vehicles would use less petroleum 

due to advances in fuel economy and potential reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) over time. 

Construction  

Electricity  

Temporary electric power for as-necessary lighting and electronic equipment, such as computers, inside 

temporary construction trailers would be provided by Southern California Edison. The electricity used for 

such activities would be temporary, would be substantially less than that required for project operation, 

and would have a negligible contribution to the project’s overall energy consumption.  

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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Natural Gas 

Natural gas is not anticipated to be required during construction of the proposed project. Fuels used for 

construction would primarily consist of diesel and gasoline, which are discussed below in the Petroleum 

subsection. Any minor amounts of natural gas that may be consumed as a result of project construction 

would be substantially less than that required for project operation and would have a negligible contribution 

to the project’s overall energy consumption.  

Petroleum  

Heavy-duty construction equipment associated with demolition and construction activities for construction 

would rely on diesel fuel, as would vendor trucks involved in delivery of materials to the project site. 

Construction workers would travel to and from the project site throughout the duration of construction. It is 

assumed in this analysis that construction workers would travel to and from the site in gasoline-powered 

light-duty vehicles.  

Heavy-duty construction equipment of various types would be used during each phase of project 

construction. Appendix A lists the assumed equipment usage for each phase of construction.  

Fuel consumption from construction equipment was estimated by converting the total carbon dioxide (CO2) 

emissions from each construction phase to gallons using the conversion factors for CO2 to gallons of 

gasoline or diesel. Construction is estimated to occur in 2025 based on the construction phasing schedule. 

The conversion factor for gasoline is 8.78 kilograms per metric ton (kg/MT) CO2 per gallon, and the 

conversion factor for diesel is 10.21 kg/MT CO2 per gallon (The Climate Registry 2021). The estimated 

diesel fuel usage from construction equipment for the project is shown in Table 3.6-1. 

Table 3.6-1. Construction Equipment Diesel Demand 

Phase 

Pieces of 

Equipment 

Equipment 

CO2 (MT) 

kg/CO2/ 

Gallon Gallons 

Demolition 5 22.62 10.21 2,215.54 

Site Preparation 3 11.31 10.21 1,108.00 

Grading  4 4.45 10.21 436.20 

Building Construction 7 153.98 10.21 15,081.57 

Paving  5 4.50 10.21 440.59 

Architectural Coating 1 0.61 10.21 59.32 

Total  19,341.21 

Sources: Appendix A (pieces of equipment and equipment CO2); The Climate Registry 2021 (kg/CO2/gallon). 

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; MT = metric ton; kg = kilogram. 

Fuel consumption from worker-, vendor-, and haul-truck trips are estimated by converting the total CO2 

emissions from each construction phase to gallons using the conversion factors for CO2 to gallons of 

gasoline or diesel. Worker vehicles are assumed to be gasoline, and vendor/hauling vehicles are assumed 

to be diesel. Calculations for total worker-, vendor-, and haul-truck fuel consumption are provided in 

Tables 3.6-2 through 3.6-4. 
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Table 3.6-2. Construction Worker Gasoline Demand 

Phase Trips 

Vehicle  

MT CO2 

kg/CO2/ 

Gallon Gallons 

Demolition 270 1.61 8.78 183.02 

Site Preparation 15 0.09 8.78 10.17 

Grading  40 0.24 8.78 27.11 

Building Construction 4,728 28.14 8.78 3,204.87 

Paving  135 0.80 8.78 91.51 

Architectural Coating 57 0.34 8.78 38.83 

Total  3,555.52 

Sources: Appendix A (trips and vehicle CO2); The Climate Registry 2021 (kg/CO2/gallon). 

Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram. 

Table 3.6-3. Construction Vendor Truck Diesel Demand 

Phase Trips 

Vehicle  

MT CO2 

kg/CO2/ 

Gallon Gallons 

Demolition 4 1.11 10.21 108.77 

Site Preparation 4 0.11 10.21 10.88 

Grading  4 0.22 10.21 21.75 

Building Construction 10 27.76 10.21 2,719.19 

Paving  4 0.56 10.21 54.38 

Architectural Coating 4 0.56 10.21 54.38 

Total  2,969.36 

Sources: Appendix A (trips and vehicle CO2); The Climate Registry 2021 (kg/CO2/gallon). 

Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram. 

Table 3.6-4. Construction Haul Truck Diesel Demand 

Phase Trips 

Vehicle  

MT CO2 

kg/CO2/ 

Gallon Gallons 

Demolition 8 5.00 10.21 489.96 

Site Preparation 0 0.00 10.21 0 

Grading  118.75 14.85 10.21 1,454.57 

Building Construction 0 0 10.21 0 

Paving  0 0 10.21 0 

Architectural Coating 0 0 10.21 0 

Total  1,944.53 

Sources: Appendix A (trips and vehicle CO2); The Climate Registry 2021 (kg/CO2/gallon). 

Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram. 
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In summary, construction of the project is anticipated to consume approximately 3,556 gallons of gasoline 

and 24,255 gallons of diesel over the course of one year.9 The proposed project would be required to 

comply with CARB’s Airborne Toxics Control Measure that restricts heavy-duty diesel vehicle idling time to 

5 minutes. Furthermore, the proposed project would be subject to CARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle 

Regulation, which requires the vehicle fleet to reduce emissions by retiring, replacing, or repowering older 

engines, or installing Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategies. Therefore, impacts associated with 

construction would be less than significant.  

Operation 

Electricity  

The project would require electricity for multiple purposes at buildout, including cooling, lighting, 

appliances, and various equipment in the training center. Additionally, the supply, conveyance, treatment, 

and distribution of water would indirectly result in electricity usage. Electricity consumption associated with 

project operation is based on the CalEEMod outputs presented in Appendix A.  

CalEEMod default values for energy consumption for the college were applied for the project analysis. The 

energy use from nonresidential land uses is calculated in CalEEMod based on the California Commercial 

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

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

envelope, such as the HVAC system, water heating system, and integrated lighting) and those not subject 

to Title 24 requirements (such as appliances, electronics, and miscellaneous “plug-in” uses). 

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations serves to enhance and regulate California building standards. 

The most recent amendments to Title 24, Part 6, referred to as the 2022 standards, became effective on 

January 1, 2023. According to these estimations, the proposed project would consume approximately 

688,719 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per year during operation.10  

Natural Gas 

The operation would require natural gas for various purposes, including water heating and natural gas 

appliances. Natural gas consumption associated with operation is based on the CalEEMod outputs 

presented in Appendix A.  

CalEEMod default values for energy consumption for Norco College were applied for the project analysis. 

The energy use from nonresidential land uses is calculated in CalEEMod based on the California 

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

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

building envelope, such as the HVAC system, water heating system, and integrated lighting) and those not 

subject to Title 24 requirements (such as appliances, electronics, and miscellaneous “plug-in” uses). 

 
9 For context, in 2018, California consumed about 681 million barrels of oil, which equates to approximately 78.36 million gallons 

of petroleum a day. Based on these assumptions, about 58.77 billion gallons of petroleum would be consumed in California 

throughout the project construction period. Locally, approximately 3.3 billion gallons of petroleum would be consumed in Riverside 

County throughout the project construction period (CARB 2017b). 
10 For context, in 2020, California used approximately 280 billion kWh of electricity (EIA 2022). Locally, in 2020 nonresidential electricity 

demand in Riverside County was approximately 8 billion kWh (CEC 2022a). 
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Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations serves to enhance and regulate California’s building 

standards. As stated previously, CalEEMod uses standards from Title 24, Part 6 (referred to as the 2022 

standards), which became effective on January 1, 2023. According to these estimations, the proposed 

project would consume approximately 3,171,232 thousand British thermal units (kBtu) per year.11  

Petroleum 

During operations, the majority of fuel consumption resulting from the project would involve the use of 

motor vehicles by students and employees traveling to and from the project site.  

Petroleum fuel consumption associated with motor vehicles traveling to and from the project site is a 

function of the VMT as a result of project operation. As shown in Appendix A and as discussed in Section 

3.3, Air Quality, and Section 3.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the annual VMT attributable to the proposed 

project is expected to be approximately 3,795,096 VMT. Similar to the construction worker and vendor 

trips, fuel consumption by students and facility is estimated by converting the total CO2 emissions from 

operation of the project to gallons using the conversion factors for CO2 to gallons of gasoline or diesel. 

Based on the annual fleet mix provided in CalEEMod, 94.74% of the fleet ranges from light-duty to 

medium-duty vehicles and motorcycles, which are assumed to run on gasoline. The remaining 5.26% of 

vehicles represent medium-heavy duty to heavy-duty vehicles and buses and are assumed to run on diesel.  

Calculations for annual mobile source fuel consumption are provided in Table 3.6-5 (gasoline) and 

Table 3.6-6 (diesel).  

Table 3.6-5. Annual Mobile Source Gasoline Demand 

 
Vehicle MT CO2 kg/CO2/Gallon Gallons 

Operation  1,308.96 8.78 149,084.08 

Sources: Appendix A (trips and vehicle CO2); The Climate Registry 2021 (kg/CO2/gallon). 

Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram. 

Table 3.6-6. Annual Mobile Source Diesel Demand 

 
Vehicle MT CO2 kg/CO2/Gallon Gallons 

Operation 51.49 10.21 5,043.17 

Sources: Appendix A (trips and vehicle CO2); The Climate Registry 2021 (kg/CO2/gallon). 

Notes: MT = metric ton; CO2 = carbon dioxide; kg = kilogram. 

Summary  

Over the lifetime of the project, the fuel efficiency of the vehicles being used by the visitors, students, and 

employees of the project is expected to increase. As such, the amount of gasoline consumed as a result of 

vehicular trips to and from the project site during operation would decrease over time. There are numerous 

regulations in place that require and encourage increased fuel efficiency. For example, CARB has adopted 

an approach to passenger vehicles by combining the control of smog-causing pollutants and GHG emissions 

into a single coordinated package of standards. This approach also includes efforts to support and 

 
11 For context, in 2020, California consumed approximately 1,233 billion kBtu of natural gas (EIA 2022). Locally, in 2020, nonresidential 

uses in Riverside County consumed about 13.5 billion kBtu of natural gas (CEC 2022b). 
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accelerate the numbers of plug-in hybrids and zero-emission vehicles in California (CARB 2017a). 

Additionally, in response to Senate Bill (SB) 375, CARB has adopted the goal of reducing per-capita GHG 

emissions from 2005 levels by 8% by the year 2020 and 13% by the year 2035 for light-duty passenger 

vehicles in the SCAG planning area. This reduction would occur by reducing VMT through the integration of 

land use planning and transportation. As such, operation of the project is expected to use decreasing 

amounts of petroleum over time, due to advances in fuel economy.  

The proposed project would create additional electricity and natural gas demand by adding educational 

facilities. New facilities associated with the proposed project would be subject to the State Building Energy 

Efficiency Standards, embodied in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. The efficiency standards 

apply to new construction of nonresidential buildings and regulate energy consumed for HVAC, water 

heating, and lighting.  

In summary, implementation of the project would increase the demand for electricity and natural gas at the 

project site and petroleum consumption in the region during construction and operation. However, because 

the project would be consistent with current regulations and policies, the project would not be wasteful or 

inefficient and would not result in unnecessary energy resource consumption. The project’s energy 

consumption demands during construction and operation would conform to the state’s Title 24 standards 

such that the project would not be expected to wastefully use gas and electricity. Because the proposed 

project would comply with Title 24 conservation standards, the project would not directly require the 

construction of new energy generation or supply facilities or result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 

consumption of energy. Moreover, vehicle usage associated with the project would use less petroleum due 

to advances in fuel economy and potential reduction in VMT over time. Therefore, impacts would be less 

than significant. 

b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would be subject to and would comply with, at 

minimum, the 2022 California Building Code Title 24 (24 CCR, Part 6). Additionally, as discussed in Section 

3.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project would also not conflict with CARB’s Climate Change 

Scoping Plan, which identifies several strategies to reduce GHG emissions through energy efficiency. As 

discussed in further detail in Section 3.8, the proposed project would not be subject to these strategies, as 

many are state actions requiring no involvement at the project level. As such, implementation of the 

proposed project would not conflict with applicable plans for energy efficiency, and the impacts during 

construction and operation would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would not conflict with existing energy standards and regulations; therefore, impacts 

during construction and operation of the proposed project would be less than significant. 
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3.7 Geology and Soils 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project: 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 

death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake 

fault, as delineated on the most 

recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 

Fault Zoning Map issued by the 

State Geologist for the area or 

based on other substantial 

evidence of a known fault? Refer to 

Division of Mines and Geology 

Special Publication 42. 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? 
    

iv) Landslides?     

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 

of topsoil? 
    

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 

unstable, or that would become unstable as 

a result of the project, and potentially result 

in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 

subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 

Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 

(1994), creating substantial direct or 

indirect risks to life or property? 

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately 

supporting the use of septic tanks or 

alternative waste water disposal systems 

where sewers are not available for the 

disposal of waste water? 

    

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 

paleontological resource or site or unique 

geologic feature? 

    

 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 

Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence 

of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site is located in the northern part of the Peninsular 

Ranges Geomorphic Province of Southern California. Cretaceous igneous rocks of the Southern 

California batholith underlie the Peninsular Ranges at depth in this area. Northwest-trending, right-

lateral, strike-slip faults dominate the structure of the Peninsular Ranges. The active Chino–Central 

Avenue Fault is present approximately 5 miles west of the project site. This fault zone has 

experienced significant activity in the recent geologic past. The San Andreas Fault, the most active 

and extensive fault in California, is located approximately 25 miles northeast of the site. Locally, 

the project site is mapped as being underlain by Cretaceous micropegmatite granite of the Gavilan 

Ring Complex, with granitic bedrock also underlying the hilly terrain to the northeast.  

According to the California Geological Survey’s Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation web 

map, the project site is not located over any known faults and is not located near a pressure ridge 

or within a current state-designated earthquake fault zone; therefore, the potential for future 

surface rupture of active faults on site is considered to be very low (DOC 2022b). Further, according 

to the City’s Safety Element, there are no active or potentially active faults present in the City (City 

of Norco 2013). Therefore, impacts associated with fault rupture would be less than significant. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Similar to other areas located in the seismically active Southern 

California region, the City is susceptible to ground shaking caused by several local fault systems. 

The known regional active faults that could produce the most significant ground shaking at the 

project site include the Chino–Central Avenue, San Jose, San Andreas, Whittier, and Elsinore–Glen 

Ivy Faults. The closest fault is the Chino–Central Avenue Fault, located approximately 5 miles west 

of the project site. However, as previously addressed in Section 3.7(a)(i), the project site is not 

located within an active fault zone, and the project site would not be affected by ground shaking 

more than any other area in this seismic region. Additionally, the proposed project includes the 

construction of the proposed CHP+K Building, which would be designed in accordance with all 

applicable provisions established in the current California Building Code, which sets forth specific 

engineering requirements to ensure structural integrity during a seismic event. Compliance with 

these requirements would reduce the potential risk to both people and structures with respect to 

strong seismic ground shaking. Therefore, impacts associated with strong seismic ground shaking 

would be less than significant.  

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Liquefaction occurs when partially saturated soil loses its effective 

stress and enters a liquid state, which can result in the soil’s inability to support structures above. 

Liquefaction can be induced by ground-shaking events and is dependent on soil saturation 
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conditions. According to the Safety Element of the City’s General Plan, the areas where liquefaction 

is a potential issue are along the Santa Ana River channel, which is approximately 1.4 miles northeast 

of the project site. As such, the proposed project site is in an area identified as having low liquefaction 

susceptibility. Therefore, impacts associated with liquefaction would be less than significant. 

iv) Landslides? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site is located just south of Lake Norconian and the 

surrounding hiking trails. The hiking trails feature somewhat hilly terrain. However, there is no 

evidence of ancient landslides or slope instabilities at the project site, and there are no significant 

slopes located on or near the project site that may be considered susceptible to seismically induced 

landslides. Additionally, the project site is relatively flat, and during the grading phase, the project site 

would be further leveled. As a result, impacts resulting from landslides would be less than significant.  

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Construction activities such as grading may have the potential to cause 

soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Because the proposed project would result in less than 1 acre of ground 

disturbance, the proposed project would be required to prepare a water pollution control program to 

minimize the potential for soil erosion and the loss of topsoil from the relatively small area that would be 

temporarily disturbed during construction. Post-construction stabilization of the project temporary work 

areas, as is required to close the project’s water pollution control program, would return the project site to 

its pre-construction conditions and prevent erosion in the long term. Among the required items that must 

be included within a water pollution control program are project design features intended to protect against 

substantial soil erosion as a result of water and wind erosion, commonly known as best management 

practices (BMPs). BMPs would likely require the proposed project to maintain or create drainages to convey 

and direct surface runoff from bare areas. Through the incorporation of BMPs, impacts associated with soil 

erosion would be less than significant.  

Long-Term Operational Impacts 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Once developed, the project site would include a two-story structure and 

paved surfaces, all of which would stabilize and help retain on-site soils. The project site would also contain 

pervious landscape areas, which would also help retain on-site soils while preventing wind and water 

erosion from occurring. Therefore, long-term operational impacts associated with soil erosion would be less 

than significant. 

c) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as 

a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 

liquefaction or collapse? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As previously discussed in Section 3.7(a)(iv), the project site is not 

susceptible to landslide or liquefaction. Additionally, the proposed project would be designed in accordance 

with all applicable provisions established in the current California Building Code, which sets forth specific 
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engineering requirements to ensure structural integrity, regardless of the specific characteristics of the 

underlying soils. Compliance with these requirements would reduce the potential risk to both people and 

structures with respect to a variety of geotechnical constraints. Therefore, impacts associated with unstable 

geologic units/soils would be less than significant. 

d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 

Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture Web Soil Survey, the soil 

beneath the project site consists of Cieneba rocky sandy loam, 8% to 15% slopes, eroded; Bonsall fine 

sandy loam, 2% to 8% percent slopes, eroded; and Delhi fine sand, 2% to 15% percent slopes, wind eroded. 

These types of soil have a medium to very low runoff class, and well-drained to somewhat excessive 

drainage class (USDA 2022). Based on the type of soils at the project site, expansive soils are not 

anticipated at the project site; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. Nonetheless, construction 

of the proposed project will include removal of undocumented artificial fill and ensuring proper fill 

placement and compaction to further reduce this already less-than-significant impact. 

e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 

waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

No Impact. The proposed project would connect directly to the municipal sewer system and would not 

require septic tanks or any other alternative wastewater disposal system. Therefore, no impacts associated 

with the adequacy of soils and septic systems would occur. 

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 

geologic feature? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project is located within the northernmost Peninsular Ranges 

geomorphic province (Norris and Webb 1990; CGS 2002). This geomorphic province is characterized by 

northwest-trending mountain ranges and valleys that extend over 900 miles from the tip of the Baja 

Peninsula to the Transverse Ranges (i.e., the San Bernardino and San Gabriel Mountains in Southern 

California). Regionally, the Peninsular Ranges are bounded to the east by the Colorado Desert and the west 

by the continental shelf and offshore islands (Santa Catalina, Santa Barbara, San Nicholas, and 

San Clemente) (Norris and Webb 1990; CGS 2002). Regional mountain ranges in the Peninsular Ranges 

geomorphic province include the Santa Ana, San Jacinto, and Santa Rosa Mountains. Geologically, these 

mountains are dominated by Mesozoic, plutonic igneous and metamorphic rocks that are part of the 

Peninsular Ranges batholith (Southern California batholith) (Jahns 1954).  

More specifically, the proposed project is located within the Santa Ana Structural Block, along the Chino Fault 

Zone (Morton et al. 2002). The Chino Fault Zone is part of the greater San Andreas Fault System, which is 

characterized by numerous strike-slip faults. The Chino Fault Zone is a northern extension of the Elsinore Fault 

Zone. According to surficial geological mapping by Morton et al. (2002) at a scale of 1:24,000, the southern 

portion of the proposed project site is underlain by early Pleistocene (~2.58 million years ago [mya]–

781,000 years ago) to possibly late Pliocene (~3.6 mya–2.58 mya) sedimentary rocks, and the northern 

portion of the proposed project site is underlain by Cretaceous (~145 mya–66 mya) Micropegmatitic granite 

of Gavilan Ring Complex, consisting of pink-tinted leucocratic granite (map unit Kmp).  
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Several classification schemes exist to determine the paleontological sensitivity of geological units. 

According to the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology’s guidelines for assessment of paleontological 

resources (SVP 2010), plutonic igneous rocks have no paleontological potential to yield significant 

paleontological resources, while Pleistocene alluvium has high paleontological sensitivity. The surrounding 

area is sensitive for supporting paleontological resources where Pleistocene alluvium crops out on the 

surface. Thus, during construction, the proposed project would have the potential to destroy a unique 

paleontological resource or site. However, according to the County of Riverside General Plan, the proposed 

project site is underlain by geological units of low paleontological potential (County of Riverside 2015). As 

such, impacts of the proposed project would be considered less than significant. 

3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VIII.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project:  

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 

directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing the emissions of greenhouse 

gases? 

    

 

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate 

(e.g., temperature, precipitation, or wind patterns) lasting for an extended period of time (i.e., decades or 

longer). The Earth’s temperature depends on the balance between energy entering and leaving the planet’s 

system, and many factors (natural and human) can cause changes in Earth’s energy balance. The 

greenhouse effect is the trapping and buildup of heat in the atmosphere near the Earth’s surface (the 

troposphere). The greenhouse effect is a natural process that contributes to regulating the Earth’s 

temperature, and it creates a livable environment on Earth. Human activities that emit additional GHGs to 

the atmosphere increase the amount of infrared radiation that gets absorbed before escaping into space, 

thus enhancing the greenhouse effect and causing the Earth’s surface temperature to rise. Global climate 

change is a cumulative impact; a project contributes to this impact through its incremental contribution 

combined with the cumulative increase of all other sources of GHGs. Thus, GHG impacts are recognized 

exclusively as cumulative impacts (CAPCOA 2008).  

A GHG is any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere; in other words, GHGs trap heat in the 

atmosphere. As defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g), for purposes of 

administering many of the state’s primary GHG emissions reduction programs, GHGs include CO2, methane 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), and nitrogen 

trifluoride (NF3) (see also 14 CCR 15364.5).12 The three GHGs evaluated herein are CO2, CH4, and N2O, 

because these gases would be emitted during proposed project maintenance. 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change developed the global warming potential (GWP) concept to 

compare each GHG’s ability to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another gas. The reference gas used 

is CO2; therefore, GWP-weighted emissions are measured in metric tons (MT) of CO2 equivalent (CO2e). 

Consistent with CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.28, this GHG emissions analysis assumed the GWP for CH4 is 

25 (i.e., emissions of 1 MT CH4 are equivalent to emissions of 25 MT CO2), and the GWP for N2O is 298, 

based on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Fourth Assessment Report (IPCC 2007).  

As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, the proposed project site is located within the jurisdictional 

boundaries of SCAQMD. In October 2008, SCAQMD proposed recommended numeric CEQA significance 

thresholds for GHG emissions for lead agencies to use in assessing GHG impacts of residential and 

commercial development projects, as presented in its Draft Guidance Document—Interim CEQA 

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold (SCAQMD 2008b). This document, which builds on the 

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s previous guidance, explored various approaches for 

establishing a significance threshold for GHG emissions. The draft interim CEQA thresholds guidance 

document was not adopted or approved by the Governing Board. However, in December 2008, SCAQMD 

adopted an interim 10,000 MT CO2e per-year screening level threshold for stationary source/industrial 

projects for which SCAQMD is the lead agency (SCAQMD 2008b). The 10,000 MT CO2e per-year threshold, 

which was derived from GHG reduction targets established in Executive Order S-3-05, was based on the 

conclusion that the threshold was consistent with achieving an emissions capture rate of 90% of all new or 

modified stationary source projects.  

SCAQMD formed a GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group to work with SCAQMD staff on 

developing GHG CEQA significance thresholds until statewide significance thresholds or guidelines are 

established. From December 2008 to September 2010, SCAQMD hosted working group meetings and 

revised the draft threshold proposal several times, although it did not officially provide these proposals in 

a subsequent document. SCAQMD has continued to consider adoption of significance thresholds for 

residential and general land-use development projects. The most recent proposal by SCAQMD, which was 

issued in September 2010, uses the following tiered approach to evaluate potential GHG impacts from 

various uses (SCAQMD 2010): 

Tier 1 Determine if CEQA categorical exemptions are applicable. If not, move to Tier 2. 

Tier 2 Consider whether or not the proposed project is consistent with a locally adopted GHG reduction 

plan that has gone through public hearing and CEQA review, that has an approved inventory, 

includes monitoring, etc. If not, move to Tier 3. 

Tier 3 Consider whether the project generates GHG emissions in excess of screening thresholds for 

individual land uses. The 10,000 MT CO2e per-year threshold for industrial uses would be 

recommended for use by all lead agencies. Under option 1, separate screening thresholds are 

 
12 Climate-forcing substances include GHGs and other substances such as black carbon and aerosols. This discussion focuses on 

the seven GHGs identified in the California Health and Safety Code Section 38505; impacts associated with other climate-forcing 

substances are not evaluated herein. 
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proposed for residential projects (3,500 MT CO2e per year), commercial projects (1,400 MT CO2e 

per year), and mixed-use projects (3,000 MT CO2e per year). Under option 2, a single numerical 

screening threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year would be used for all non-industrial projects. If the 

project generates emissions in excess of the applicable screening threshold, move to Tier 4. 

Tier 4 Consider whether the project generates GHG emissions in excess of applicable performance 

standards for the project service population (population plus employment). The efficiency targets 

were established based on the goal of Assembly Bill (AB) 32 to reduce statewide GHG emissions 

to 1990 levels by 2020. The 2020 efficiency targets are 4.8 MT CO2e per-service population for 

project-level analyses and 6.6 MT CO2e per-service population for plan-level analyses. If the project 

generates emissions in excess of the applicable efficiency targets, move to Tier 5. 

Tier 5 Consider the implementation of CEQA mitigation (including the purchase of GHG offsets) to reduce 

the project efficiency target to Tier 4 levels. 

Section 15064.7(c) of the CEQA Guidelines specifies that “[w]hen adopting thresholds of significance, a 

lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public 

agencies, or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds 

is supported by substantial evidence.” The CEQA Guidelines do not prescribe specific methodologies for 

performing an assessment, establish specific thresholds of significance, or mandate specific mitigation 

measures. Rather, the CEQA Guidelines emphasize the lead agency’s discretion to determine the 

appropriate methodologies and thresholds of significance that are consistent with the manner in which 

other impact areas are handled in CEQA (CNRA 2009).  

To determine the proposed project’s potential to generate GHG emissions that would have a significant 

impact on the environment, its GHG emissions were compared to the SCAQMD-recommended quantitative 

threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year for all land uses.13 

Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Construction of the project would result in GHG emissions, which are primarily associated with off-road 

construction equipment, on-road haul and vendor trucks, and worker vehicles. The SCAQMD Draft Guidance 

Document – Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold (SCAQMD 2008c) recommends that “construction 

emissions be amortized over a 30-year project lifetime, so that GHG reduction measures will address 

construction GHG emissions as part of the operational GHG reduction strategies.” Thus, the total 

construction GHG emissions were calculated, amortized over 30 years, and added to the total operational 

emissions for comparison with the GHG significance threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year. Therefore, the 

 
13 The 3,000 MT CO2e per year threshold was proposed in 2010 and was never adopted. However, SCAQMD, an expert agency, 

developed and recommended the 3,000 MT CO2e per year threshold by based on substantial evidence as provided in the Draft 

Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas Significance Threshold (SCAQMD 2008) document and subsequent Working 

Group meetings (latest in 2010). This threshold uses the Executive Order S-3-05 goal as the basis, so it is not tied to only the 

2020 target year and is thus not outdated. This threshold is also based on the 90% capture rate methodology, which means that 

90% of total emissions from all new or modified projects would be subject to some type of CEQA analysis, which was the approach 

taken by SCAQMD to establish the stationary/industrial source threshold, as well as by the CARB (for interim threshold for 

stationary source projects) and one of the options suggested by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 

(quantitative threshold based on market capture). Further, this threshold has been used for hundreds, if not thousands, of GHG 

analyses performed for projects located within SCAQMD jurisdiction. 
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determination of significance is addressed in the operational emissions discussion following the estimated 

construction emissions.  

CalEEMod was used to calculate the annual GHG emissions based on the construction scenario described 

in Section 3.3. Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to commence in January 2025, lasting 

approximately 1 year. On-site sources of GHG emissions include off-road equipment, and off-site sources 

include haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicles. Table 3.8-1 presents construction GHG emissions 

for the proposed project from on-site and off-site emission sources.  

Table 3.8-1. Estimated Annual Construction GHG Emissions  

Construction Year 

CO2 CH4 N2O R CO2e 

Metric Tons per Year 

 272.90 0.01 0.01 2.18 272.90 

Total Construction GHG Emissions 272.90 

Amortized Emissions (30-year Project Life) 9.10 

Notes: GHG = greenhouse gas; CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; R = refrigerants; CO2e = carbon 

dioxide equivalent. 

See Appendix A for complete results. 

As shown in Table 3.8-1, the estimated total GHG emissions during construction would be approximately 

273 MT CO2e. Estimated project-generated construction emissions amortized over 30 years would be 

approximately 9 MT CO2e per year. As with project-generated construction air quality pollutant emissions, 

GHG emissions generated during construction of the project would be short term in nature, lasting only for 

the duration of the construction period, and would not represent a long-term source of GHG emissions. 

Because there is no separate GHG threshold for construction, the evaluation of significance is discussed 

in the operational emissions analysis in the following text.  

Operational Emissions 

CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.28 was used to estimate potential project-generated operational GHG 

emissions from vehicular sources, area sources (natural gas combustion and landscape maintenance), 

electrical generation (including electrical generation associated with water supply and wastewater 

treatment), and solid waste. Emissions from each category—area sources, energy sources, mobile sources, 

solid waste, and water supply and wastewater treatment—are discussed in the following text with respect 

to the project. For additional details, see Section 3.3 for a discussion of operational emission calculation 

methodology and assumptions, specifically for area, energy (natural gas), and mobile sources.  

Area Sources 

CalEEMod was used to estimate GHG emissions from the project’s area sources, including 

gasoline-powered landscape maintenance equipment, which produce minimal GHG emissions. It was 

assumed that 100% of the landscaping equipment would be gasoline powered. Consumer product use and 

architectural coatings result in VOC emissions, which are analyzed in the air quality analysis only, and low-

to-no GHG emissions. 
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Energy Sources  

The estimation of operational energy emissions was based on CalEEMod land use defaults and square 

footage of the project’s land uses. For nonresidential buildings, CalEEMod energy intensity value (electricity 

or natural gas usage per square foot per year) assumptions were based on the California Commercial 

End-Use Survey database. Emissions are calculated by multiplying the energy use by the utility carbon 

intensity (pounds of GHGs per kilowatt-hour for electricity or kBTU for natural gas) for CO2 and other GHGs. 

The CalEEMod default energy intensity factor (CO2, CH4, and N2O mass emissions per kilowatt-hour) for 

Southern California Edison were used for the analysis. 

On August 11, 2021, the California Energy Commission adopted the 2022 Energy Code. In December 2021, 

it was approved by the California Building Standards Commission for inclusion into the California Building 

Standards Code, Title 24. The 2022 Energy Code encourages efficient electric heat pumps, establishes 

electric-ready requirements for new homes, expands solar photovoltaic and battery storage standards, 

strengthens ventilation standards, and more. Buildings whose permit applications are applied for on or 

after January 1, 2023, must comply with the 2022 Energy Code.  

Mobile Sources 

All details for criteria air pollutants discussed in Section 3.3 are also applicable for the estimation of 

operational mobile source GHG emissions. Regulatory measures related to mobile sources include AB 1493 

(Pavley) and related federal standards. AB 1493 required that CARB establish GHG emission standards for 

automobiles, light-duty trucks, and other vehicles determined by CARB to be vehicles that are primarily 

used for noncommercial personal transportation in the state. In addition, the National Highway Traffic 

Safety Administration and EPA have established corporate fuel economy standards and GHG emission 

standards, respectively, for automobiles and light-, medium-, and heavy-duty vehicles. Implementation of 

these standards and fleet turnover (replacement of older vehicles with newer ones) will gradually reduce 

emissions from the project’s motor vehicles. The effectiveness of fuel economy improvements was 

evaluated to the extent it was captured in the EMFAC2017 emission factors. 

Solid Waste 

The project would generate solid waste and therefore would result in CO2e emissions associated with 

landfill off-gassing. CalEEMod default values for solid waste generation were used to estimate GHG 

emissions associated with solid waste.  

Water and Wastewater 

Supply, conveyance, treatment, and distribution of water for the project would require the use of electricity, 

which would result in associated indirect GHG emissions. Similarly, wastewater generated by the proposed 

project would require the use of electricity for conveyance and treatment, along with GHG emissions 

generated during wastewater treatment. Water consumption estimates for both indoor and outdoor water 

use and associated electricity consumption from water use and wastewater generation were estimated 

using CalEEMod default values. 



NORCO COLLEGE CENTER FOR HUMAN PERFORMANCE AND KINESIOLOGY BUILDING INITIAL STUDY / 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

13705 55 
OCTOBER 2024 

Estimated project-generated GHG emissions from area sources, energy usage, motor vehicles, solid waste 

generation, and water usage and wastewater generation for project buildout are shown in Table 3.8-2. 

Table 3.8-2. Estimated Annual Operational GHG Emissions 

Emission Source 

CO2 CH4 N2O R CO2e 

Metric Tons per Year 

Mobile 1,359.31 0.06 0.07 2.15 1,382.56 

Area 1.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.15 

Energy 273.41 0.02 0.00 0.00 274.49 

Water 3.68 0.07 0.00 0.00 5.93 

Waste 16.28 1.63 0.00 0.00 56.97 

Refrigerant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 

Total Operational GHG Emissions  1,721.14 

Amortized 30-year Construction Emissions 9.10 

Project Operations + Amortized Construction Total 1,730.24 

SCAQMD Threshold 3,000 

Threshold Exceeded? No 

Notes: GHG = greenhouse gas; CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; R = refrigerants; CO2e = carbon dioxide 

equivalent; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

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

See Appendix A for complete results. 

As shown in Table 3.8-2, estimated annual project-generated GHG emissions would be approximately 

1,721 MT CO2e due to project operation only. Estimated annual project-generated operational GHG 

emissions plus amortized construction emissions (approximately 9 MT CO2e per year) would be 

approximately 1,730 MT CO2e per year. Thus, the project would not exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 

3,000 MT CO2e per year. Therefore, the project’s GHG contribution would not generate GHG emissions, 

either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, and impacts would be 

less than significant. 

b) Would the project generate conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose 

of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts related 

to conflicts with GHG emission reduction plans, for the reasons described in the following paragraphs.  

Western Riverside County Council of Governments Climate Action Plan 

The City of Norco is one of 12 cities that are part of the Western Riverside County Council of Governments 

(WRCOG) Climate Action Plan (CAP) (WRCOG 2014). The CAP is not qualified per CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15183.5 and therefore cannot be used for project streamlining. Nevertheless, for informational 

purposes only, the CAP identifies WRCOG’s subregional emissions reduction targets as 15% below 2010 

levels by 2020, and 49% below 2010 levels by 2035. This plan focuses on feasible actions that Western 

Riverside County communities can and should take as innovative approaches that will be needed to achieve 
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the 2035 target. The CAP identifies objectives and actions to meet the GHG emission target in the following 

four categories: 

▪ Energy 

▪ Transportation and land use 

▪ Solid waste 

▪ Water 

The City’s General Plan Conservation Element Update (City of Norco 2014a) contains relevant goals and 

policies, including Section 2.9: Climate Action Plan/Sustainability Community Strategy Goal. As described 

by the City, the goal is to “develop and maintain Norco and its small-plot agriculture, animal keeping, and 

equestrian, lifestyle as a community that is economically, socially, and environmentally sustainable.” These 

goals and policies reflect the City’s active participation in the WRCOG CAP, and include policies on 

transportation, land use, energy efficiency, and solid waste.  

The proposed project would include the construction of the proposed CHP+K Building to support Norco 

College’s existing physical education program and is located within the boundaries of the existing Norco 

College campus; as such, it would not result in population growth or generate an increase in employment 

that would conflict with existing projections in the area. The proposed project is consistent with 

transportation and land use policies. The District proposes to use high-efficiency lighting and low-flow 

faucets and toilets and to be consistent with the City’s energy efficiency and building resource conservation 

policy. The proposed project does not conflict with or preclude the City from implementation of any policies 

of Section 2.9: Climate Action Plan/Sustainability Community Strategy Goal. As such, the proposed project 

is consistent with the City’s goal of environmental sustainability. The proposed project would not conflict 

with the City’s General Plan policies or with implementation of the WRCOG CAP. 

Potential to Conflict with the CARB Scoping Plan 

The Climate Change Scoping Plan, approved by CARB in 2008 and updated in 2014, 2017, and 2022, 

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. The Scoping Plan is not directly 

applicable to specific projects, and it is not intended to be used for project-level evaluations.14 Under the 

Scoping Plan, however, several state regulatory measures aim to identify and reduce GHG emissions. CARB 

and other state agencies have adopted many of the measures identified in the Scoping Plan. Most of these 

measures focus on area-source emissions (e.g., energy usage and high-GWP GHGs in consumer products) 

and changes to the vehicle fleet (e.g., hybrid, electric, and more fuel-efficient vehicles) and associated fuels, 

among others. Nonetheless, the project would comply with various GHG emission reduction regulations to 

the extent they apply to the project’s emissions sources. 

CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan reflects the 2030 target of a 40% reduction below 1990 levels codified by 

SB 32, and the 2045 target of carbon neutrality established by Executive Order B-55-18 (AB 1279). Per the 

2022 Scoping Plan, empirical evidence shows that residential development projects that are consistent 

 
14 The Final Statement of Reasons for the amendments to the CEQA Guidelines reiterates the statement in the Initial Statement of 

Reasons that “[t]he Scoping Plan may not be appropriate for use in determining the significance of individual projects because it 

is conceptual at this stage and relies on the future development of regulations to implement the strategies identified in the 

Scoping Plan” (CNRA 2009). 
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with certain key project attributes to reduce GHG emissions will accommodate growth in a manner that 

aligns with the GHG and equity goals of SB 32. Absent a qualified GHG reduction plan, Appendix D of the 

CARB Scoping Plan provides recommendations for key attributes that residential and mixed-use projects 

should achieve that would align with the state’s climate goals including electric vehicle charging 

infrastructure, infill location, no loss or conversion of natural and working lands, transit-supportive densities 

or proximity to transit stops, and no net loss of existing affordable units, among others. However, as this 

project is not a mixed-use residential project, CARB’s Appendix D would not directly apply to the project 

(CARB 2023c).  

Many of the measures and programs included in the Scoping Plan would result in the reduction of project-

related GHG emissions with no action required at the project level, including GHG emission reductions 

through increased energy efficiency and renewable energy production (SB 350), reduction in carbon 

intensity of transportation fuels, and the accelerated efficiency and electrification of the statewide vehicle 

fleet (Mobile Source Strategy). 

The project would include educational land uses located on an infill site (existing campus) that is 

surrounded by urban uses and is presently served by existing utilities and essential public services, 

including transit, streets, water, and sewer. The project site currently has an existing building and would 

not result in the loss or conversion of the state’s natural and working lands. As the project would develop 

educational buildings on campus, which is proximate to residential uses nearby, the project would facilitate 

reduced VMT and associated mobile emissions by siting housing on campus. The project would support the 

use of the existing and proposed pedestrian, bicycle, and mass-transit infrastructure and connectivity. Less 

reliance on automobiles and support for multi-modal transportation would help reduce GHG emissions and 

improve air quality. The project would not result in a loss of affordable units. Overall, the project would 

comply with all regulations adopted in furtherance of the Scoping Plan to the extent applicable and 

required by law. As demonstrated above, the proposed project would not conflict with CARB’s 2022 Scoping 

Plan updates or with the state’s ability to achieve the GHG reduction and carbon neutrality goals. Further, 

the project’s consistency with the applicable measures and programs would assist in meeting the District’s 

contribution to GHG emission reduction targets in California. Based on the considerations previously 

outlined, the project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose 

of reducing the emissions of GHGs, and this impact would be less than significant. 

Potential to Conflict with the SCAG 2024–2050 RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal) 

Typically, a project would not conflict with the RTP/SCS if the project does not exceed the underlying growth 

assumptions within the RTP/SCS. As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, the project would be within the 

overall growth projections assumed in the SCAG 2020–-2045 RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal).15  

As stated in the 2024–2050 RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal), there is no obligation by a jurisdiction to change 

its land use policies, General Plan, or regulations to be consistent with the RTP/SCS, and lead agencies 

have the sole discretion in determining a local project’s potential to conflict with the RTP/SCS (SCAG 2024). 

Because the project would support SCAG’s goals and strategies for growth in the region as described below, 

and because the project would not result in new development of housing, there would be no impact related 

 
15 It should be noted that the 2024–2050 RTP/SCS (also known as Connect SoCal) was adopted in April 2024; however, the 

SCAQMD 2022 AQMP is based upon 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, and for the purposes of this analysis, the project references the 

2020–2045 RTP/SCS. 
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to population growth assumed in Connect SoCal. The major goals of the Connect SoCal are outlined in 

Table 3.8-3, along with the project’s potential to conflict with the goals.  

Table 3.8-3. Project Potential to Conflict with Connect SoCal  
(SCAG 2024-2050 RTP/SCS) 

RTP/SCS Goal Potential to Conflict 

Mobility: Build and maintain an integrated 

multimodal transportation network 

▪ Support investments that are well-maintained 

and operated, coordinated, resilient and result 

in improved safety, improved air quality and 

minimized greenhouse gas emissions  

▪ Ensure that reliable, accessible, affordable and 

appealing travel options are readily available, 

while striving to enhance equity in the offerings 

in high-need communities  

▪ Support planning for people of all ages, abilities 

and backgrounds 

No Conflict. The project would increase educational 

uses on-site and is not an integrated multimodal 

transportation network. However, it would not preclude 

SCAG from meeting this goal. The project would 

promote sustainability in land use design by developing 

an existing campus site in an area proximate to other 

educational uses, and by encouraging walking, bicycling, 

and transit ridership to reduce VMT, and improve 

pedestrian infrastructure through sidewalk continuity 

and street connectivity. Bicycle lanes proximate to the 

site would encourage bicycle travel, which would reduce 

GHG emissions.  

Communities: Develop, connect and sustain livable 

and thriving communities 

▪ Create human-centered communities in urban, 

suburban and rural settings to increase mobility 

options and reduce travel distances 

▪ Produce and preserve diverse housing types in 

an effort to improve affordability, accessibility 

and opportunities for all households 

No Conflict. The project would expand educational uses 

on site and would facilitate development of such uses 

within an existing campus. As the campus is located 

within a suburban community, it would provide 

educational opportunities potential future proximate 

students. This would reduce travel distances and 

support a human-centered community.  

Environment: Create a healthy region for the people 

of today and tomorrow  

▪ Develop communities that are resilient and can 

mitigate, adapt to and respond to chronic and 

acute stresses and disruptions, such as climate 

change 

▪ Integrate the region’s development pattern and 

transportation network to improve air quality, 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions and enable 

more sustainable use of energy and water 

▪ Conserve the region’s resources 

No Conflict. The project would meet the applicable 

requirements of the Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency 

Standards and CALGreen Code or applicable version at 

the time of building permit issuance. The project would 

promote sustainability in land use design by developing 

in an infill location proximate to other educational uses 

and employment opportunities and by encouraging 

walking, bicycling, and transit ridership to reduce VMT, 

and by improving pedestrian infrastructure through 

sidewalk continuity and street connectivity.  

Economy: Support a sustainable, efficient and 

productive regional economic environment that 

provides opportunities for all people in the region 

▪ Improve access to jobs and educational 

resources  

▪ Advance a resilient and efficient goods 

movement system that supports the economic 

vitality of the region, attainment of clean air and 

quality of life for our communities  

No Conflict. The project would provide educational and 

employment opportunities nearby other housing 

establishments. Once constructed, the project would 

support the regional economic environment, as the 

project would facilitate a more balanced jobs-housing 

profile.  

Source: SCAG 2024. 
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As shown in Table 3.8-3, the project would not conflict with any of the goals within SCAG’s Connect SoCal. 

Therefore, the project would not conflict with a plan adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 

of GHG. 

Summary 

Based on the considerations previously outlined, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable 

plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs; therefore, impacts 

would be less than significant. 

3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

IX.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, 

use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through reasonably foreseeable 

upset and accident conditions involving the 

release of hazardous materials into the 

environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 

hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile 

of an existing or proposed school? 

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list 

of hazardous materials sites compiled 

pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5 and, 

as a result, would it create a significant hazard 

to the public or the environment? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use 

plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 

public use airport, would the project result in a 

safety hazard or excessive noise for people 

residing or working in the project area? 

    

f) Impair implementation of or physically 

interfere with an adopted emergency response 

plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 

indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 

death involving wildland fires? 

    

 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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A subsurface investigation report (Appendix C) was prepared and summarizes the results of soil, groundwater, and 

soil vapor sampling that was conducted to obtain approval from the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 

for construction of the project. The subsurface investigation was conducted in January 2022. Soil vapor probes (S1 

through S7) were advanced to depths of 10 to 15 feet below ground surface (bgs), and groundwater samples (S8 

and S9) were advanced to a depth of 45 feet bgs. Soil samples were collected continuously during advancement 

of both soil vapor and groundwater borings.  

Soil Sampling 

A total of 45 soil samples were collected, ranging in depth from 5 feet bgs to 45 feet bgs. Samples were analyzed 

for contaminants of concern associated with the site, including total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) by EPA Method 

8015M, VOCs and TPH in the gasoline range (TPHg) by EPA Method 8260B, metals by EPA Method 6010B/7471A, 

and perchlorate by EPA Method 314.1 (at sample location S4 only). Sample collection techniques and lithology are 

described in Appendix C. 

Soil analytical results were compared to EPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for both residential and industrial 

soil, and DTSC-Modified Screening Levels (SLs) for residential and commercial/industrial soils.  

▪ TPH was not detected above method reporting limits (MRLs). 

▪ VOCs were not detected above MRLs. 

▪ Metals (antimony, arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, nickel, silver, vanadium, and 

zinc) were detected above MRLs. Two metals were detected above applicable screening levels. 

- Lead was detected in one location (S1) at a depth of 5 feet at 180 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) 

above DTSC-SLs for residential use (80 mg/kg), but below the DTSC-SLs for commercial/industrial use 

(500 mg/kg). This sample is located north of the proposed project building. Samples collected in the 

same boring, both above (0.5 feet bgs) and below (10 feet bgs) the elevated sample did not have lead 

concentrations above the residential DTSC-SL (13 mg/kg and 19 mg/kg, respectively).  

- Arsenic was detected in all samples at a maximum concentration of 4.8 mg/kg, which is above the 

DTSC-SLs, but below the upper-bound background concentrations found in Southern California, as 

published by DTSC (12 mg/kg). As such, arsenic is not considered elevated. 

▪ Perchlorate was not detected above MRLs. 

Soil Vapor Sampling 

Soil vapor probes were installed in seven locations at 5 feet bgs and 10 or 15 feet bgs, depending upon depth of 

boring. Soil vapor probe construction and sampling techniques are described in Appendix C. Soil vapor samples 

were analyzed for TPHg and VOCs by EPA Method 8260B.  

Soil vapor analytical results were compared to EPA RSLs and DTSC-SLs for commercial industrial indoor air. 

Methods for screening level calculations are discussed in Appendix C. For TPHg, the RWQCB Environmental 

Screening Levels (ESLs) were used, as there are no EPA RSLs or DTSC-SLs for petroleum hydrocarbons in soil vapor.  

▪ TPHg was detected in four locations (S4 through S7) at 5 feet bgs above MRLs; none of the 10 or 15 feet 

bgs locations had detected concentrations of TPHg. Concentrations ranged from 30,600 to 418,000 
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micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3). All detected TPHg concentrations exceeded the residential ESL; some 

of the concentrations exceeded commercial ESLs. 

▪ VOCs benzene, chloroform, ethylbenzene, 4-isopropyltoluene, tetrachloroethene, toluene, 

trichlorofluoromethane, 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, and xylenes were all detected above MRLs in one or more 

soil vapor sample. Concentrations of benzene and chloroform exceeded some, but not all, applicable 

screening levels. Concentrations and applicable screening levels are detailed in Appendix C. 

Groundwater Sampling 

Two boreholes were advanced to 45 feet bgs within the project footprint (S8 and S9). Temporary groundwater wells 

were constructed in each boring. Groundwater well installation and sampling procedures are described in 

Appendix C. Groundwater samples were analyzed for TPH by EPA Method 8015M, VOCs by EPA Method 8260B, 

metals by EPA Method 6010B/7471A, and perchlorate by EPA Method 314.1. 

Groundwater analytical results were compared to California Maximum Contaminant Levels or Tier 1 ESLs.  

▪ TPHg and TPH-oil range organics were not detected above MRLs. TPH-diesel range organics was detected 

in both groundwater samples at concentrations below the Tier 1 ESL of 100 milligrams per liter.  

▪ VOCs were not detected above MRLs. 

▪ Dissolved metals beryllium, cobalt, molybdenum, and nickel were detected above MRLs, but below 

California Maximum Contaminant Levels. 

▪ Perchlorate was not detected above the MRL. 

In response to detected concentrations of contaminants of concern identified on the project site, recommendations 

in the Subsurface Investigation Report included the following: 

▪ A vapor barrier was proposed to limit vapor migration into the new building. 

A draft of the Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System Operations, Monitoring, and Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan) has 

been prepared for the project and is in the process of approval.  

a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. A variety of hazardous substances and 

wastes would be transported to, stored, used, and generated on the project site during construction. These 

would include fuels for machinery and vehicles, new and used motor oils, cleaning solvents, paints, and 

storage containers and applicators containing such materials. Accidental spills, leaks, fires, explosions, or 

pressure releases involving hazardous materials represent a potential threat to human health and the 

environment if not properly treated. However, these materials would be transported, used, and disposed of 

in accordance with all federal, state, and local laws regulating the management and use of hazardous 

materials. For example, hazardous materials would not be disposed of or released onto the ground or into 

the underlying groundwater or any surface water during construction or operation of the project, and 

completely enclosed containment would be required for all refuse generated on the project site. 

Additionally, all construction waste, including trash, litter, garbage, solid waste, petroleum products, and 

any other potentially hazardous materials, would be removed to a waste facility permitted to treat, store, or 
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dispose of such materials. Use of these materials during construction for their intended purpose would not 

pose a significant risk to the public or the environment.  

The transport and use of hazardous materials would be required to comply with the guidelines set forth by each 

product’s manufacturer, as well as in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations. The 

U.S. Department of Transportation, the California Department of Health Services, Caltrans, and the California 

Highway Patrol all have interrelated programs designed to prevent disasters during the transportation of 

hazardous materials. Additionally, the EPA and Occupational Safety and Health Administration have 

interrelated programs designed to prevent the misuse of hazardous materials in the workplace.  

As described in the Subsurface Investigation Report (Appendix C), soils did not contain concentrations of 

metals, VOCs, TPH, or perchlorate above commercial/industrial screening levels. As such, no additional soil 

management is required. Soils would be handled, graded, and transported on site in accordance with 

applicable federal, state, and local rules and regulations, including applicable air and stormwater 

management permits. Should soils be exported off site, soil disposal and/or soil reuse would require 

additional authorization from the receiving entity in accordance with local regulations and/or requirements 

of the receiving facility. For example, landfills require specific analysis and evaluation of soils before 

accepting them for daily cover. Soil reuse on another site must be reviewed and approved by the local Water 

Quality Control Board and should be reused in accordance with DTSC’s Clean Fill Advisory. Based on this 

information, and available and applicable rules, regulations, and guidance, impacts associated with 

construction would not result in hazards due to routine transport of hazardous materials. Impacts would be 

less than significant.  

Potentially hazardous materials associated with project operations would include those materials used 

during typical cleaning and maintenance activities. Although these potential hazardous materials would 

vary, they would generally include household cleaning products, paints, fertilizers, and herbicides and 

pesticides. Many of these materials are considered household hazardous wastes, common wastes, and/or 

universal wastes by the EPA, which considers these types of wastes to be common to businesses and 

households and to pose a lower risk to people and the environment than other hazardous wastes when 

properly handled, transported, used, and disposed of. Federal, state, and local regulations typically allow 

these types of wastes to be handled and disposed of with less stringent standards than other hazardous 

wastes, and many of these wastes do not have to be managed as hazardous waste. Additionally, any 

potentially hazardous material handled on the project site would be limited in both quantity and 

concentrations, consistent with other similar institutional uses located in the City, and any handling, 

transport, use, and disposal would comply with applicable federal, state, and local agencies and 

regulations. As mandated by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, all hazardous materials 

stored on the project site would be accompanied by a Safety Data Sheet, which would inform employees 

and first responders as to the necessary remediation procedures in the case of accidental release. 

As described above, a Subsurface Investigation Report (Appendix C) was prepared to obtain approval from 

DTSC for construction of the project. Based on the findings of the investigation, a soil vapor barrier was 

recommended, and an O&M Plan was prepared. This O&M Plan outlines requirements for a vapor barrier 

system to be installed on the proposed building, operation of the system, maintenance, and subsequent 

monitoring and reporting. In accordance with MM-HAZ-1, this system, and the associated O&M Plan, will be 

implemented as part of the project. With implementation of MM-HAZ-1, and adherence to applicable 
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federal, state, and local regulations, operation of the project would not result in hazards due to routine 

transport of hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

MM-HAZ-1 The project will implement the vapor barrier system as described in the Vapor Mitigation 

System Operations and Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan), prepared by Dudek in October 

2023. The project will also incorporate any changes, comments, or modifications as 

required by DTSC during their review of the O&M Plan. Operation, maintenance, monitoring, 

and reporting as described in the O&M Plan and DTSC’s subsequent comments will also 

be implemented as part of operation of the project.  

b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 

foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 

the environment? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed previously in Section 3.8(a), 

construction activities on the project site would involve the transport of gasoline and other materials to the 

site during construction. Relatively small amounts of commonly used hazardous substances, such as 

gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricating oil, grease, and solvents, would be used on site for construction and 

maintenance. The materials alone and use of these materials for their intended purpose would not pose a 

significant risk to the public or environment; however, accidental spills of hazardous materials during 

construction could potentially result in soil contamination or water quality impacts. To minimize or eliminate 

fuel spillage, all construction vehicles would be adequately maintained and equipped. All equipment 

maintenance work, including refueling, will occur off site or within the designated construction staging area. 

All potentially hazardous construction waste, including trash, litter, garbage, other solid wastes, petroleum 

products, and other potentially hazardous materials, would be removed to a hazardous waste facility 

permitted to treat, store, or dispose of such materials.  

A Subsurface Investigation Report (Appendix C) was prepared to obtain approval from DTSC for construction 

of the project. As described in Section 3.9(a), a vapor mitigation system and subsequent implementation 

of an O&M Plan are required under MM-HAZ-1 to reduce the potential for intrusion of harmful volatile 

compounds into proposed onsite buildings.  

With implementation of federal, state, and local regulations, as well as MM-HAZ-1, impacts associated 

with foreseeable upset and accident conditions would be reduced to less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated.  

c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. John F. Kennedy Middle College High 

School, part of the Corona-Norco Unified School District and an “alternative school of choice” providing 

both high school and college level courses, is located approximately 1,700 feet east of the project site.  

As discussed previously in Sections 3.9(a) and 3.9(b), limited amounts of hazardous materials would be 

used during construction and operation of the project, including the use of standard construction materials 

(e.g., lubricants, solvents and paints), cleaning and other maintenance products (used in the maintenance 
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of buildings, pumps, pipes and equipment), and the limited application of pesticides associated with 

landscaping. These materials would be transported and handled in accordance with all federal, state, and 

local laws regulating the management and use of hazardous materials. None of these activities would result 

in the routine transport of, emission, or disposal of hazardous materials, and no acutely hazardous 

materials would be used on site during construction or operation of the proposed project. All construction 

activity would be performed in compliance with City and County of Riverside regulations, and compliance 

with these regulations would ensure that the general public would not be exposed to any unusual or 

excessive risks related to hazardous materials during construction activities on the project site.  

A Subsurface Investigation Report (Appendix C) was prepared to obtain approval from DTSC for construction 

of the project. In response to elevated concentrations of contaminants of concern in soil vapor, a vapor 

mitigation system and O&M Plan have been prepared and are required as outlined in MM-HAZ-1. Potential 

vapor impacts are not likely to impact nearby schools, because they would be localized to the project site. 

However, MM-HAZ-1 would further reduce potential impacts associated with potential vapor intrusion. With 

implementation of MM-HAZ-1, and adherence to federal, state, and local rules and requirements, impacts 

would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

d) Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 

pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public 

or the environment? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. A Subsurface Investigation Report 

(Appendix C) was prepared to obtain approval from DTSC for construction of the project. MM-HAZ-1 requires 

implementation of soil vapor mitigation and maintenance of said mitigation systems, reducing potential 

impacts found during the subsurface investigation. With implementation of MM-HAZ-1, impacts associated 

with contaminated sites would be less than significant.  

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 

two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive 

noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. According to the City’s General Plan Safety Element, the City is not located within any Airport 

Land Use Compatibility Zones for any of the airports in the region including Ontario, Riverside, Chino, or 

Corona (City of Norco 2013). The project site is located approximately 2 miles from the Corona Municipal 

Airport, but it is not located within an Airport Compatibility Zone or an Airport Influence Area. No impacts 

would result, and the project would not create any undue risks or safety hazards to people either residing 

or working in the project area. 

f) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 

plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. In 2008, the District adopted the Riverside Community College District 

Emergency Operations Plan, which addresses the District’s planned response to emergencies associated 

with natural disasters, technological incidents, human-made disasters, and national security emergencies 

(District 2008). The Plan is intended to address extraordinary emergency situations; day-to-day 

emergencies and emergency access routes are not established. Given that Third Street is the only roadway 
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that provides ingress and egress for the Norco College campus, Third Street is a de facto emergency access 

route for Norco College.  

Construction of the project is not expected to cause impacts to Third Street, as the project is set at the 

northern end of West End Drive. Further, the project would not interfere with the District’s ability to 

implement its Emergency Operations Plan. 

Once constructed, operation of the project would not result in any actions that would significantly impair or 

physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, impacts 

associated with adopted emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans are less than significant.  

g) Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury 

or death involving wildland fires? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. According to maps prepared by California Department of Forestry and Fire 

Protection (CAL FIRE), much of the project site is located within a Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone (CAL 

FIRE 2022). The proposed project is located in an area where urban development currently exists and is 

not susceptible to the threat of fire from wildlands. While there is a substantial amount of open space 

around Lake Norconian to the north of the Norco College campus, this area does not represent a significant 

source of wildland fire risk, and the proposed project itself is not located within a fire hazard area. Impacts 

would be less than significant. 

3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements or otherwise 

substantially degrade surface or ground 

water quality? 

    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater 

supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that the project 

may impede sustainable groundwater 

management of the basin? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 

course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:  

i) result in substantial erosion or 

siltation on- or off-site; 
    

ii) substantially increase the rate or 

amount of surface runoff in a 

manner which would result in 

flooding on- or offsite; 

    

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

iii) create or contribute runoff water 

which would exceed the capacity of 

existing or planned stormwater 

drainage systems or provide 

substantial additional sources of 

polluted runoff; or 

    

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?     

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 

risk release of pollutants due to project 

inundation? 

    

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 

a water quality control plan or sustainable 

groundwater management plan? 

    

 

a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 

substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Construction of the project would include earthwork activities that could 

potentially result in erosion and sedimentation, which could subsequently degrade downstream receiving 

waters and violate water quality standards. Stormwater runoff during the construction phase may contain 

silt and debris, resulting in a short-term increase in the sediment load of the municipal storm drain system. 

Substances such as oils, fuels, paints, and solvents may be inadvertently spilled on the project site and 

subsequently conveyed via stormwater to nearby drainages, watersheds, and groundwater.  

Because the project would result in more than 1 acre of ground disturbance, the project would be subject 

to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System stormwater program, which includes obtaining 

coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board’s Construction General Permit. Construction 

activities subject to the Construction General Permit include clearing, grading, and disturbances to the 

ground such as stockpiling or excavation. The Construction General Permit requires development and 

implementation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). Among the required items that must 

be included within a SWPPP are project design features, commonly known as BMPs, intended to protect 

against substantial soil erosion as a result of water and wind erosion. The implementation of a Construction 

General Permit, including preparation of a SWPPP and implementation of BMPs, would reduce stormwater 

runoff during project construction impacts to acceptable levels. It follows that because project construction 

would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, the project would not 

otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. Therefore, short-term construction impacts 

associated with water quality would be less than significant.  

The project would be subject to the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit, issued by the 

Santa Ana RWQCB. The MS4 Permit requires implementation of Low Impact Development BMPs to prevent 

pollutants from being discharged off site by mimicking pre-development site hydrology and feasible source 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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control. The Low Impact Development Ordinance is designed to reduce runoff from impervious surfaces, 

including new development, through landscape design that promotes water retention, permeable surface 

design, natural drainage systems, and on-site retention where feasible (RWQCB 2010). These project-

specific designs would reduce impacts to water quality associated with redevelopment.  

Additionally, a project-specific water quality management plan (WQMP) would be prepared for operation of 

the proposed project. The WQMP would ensure appropriate BMPs are implemented for post-construction and 

operation of the project. The combination of Low Impact Development BMPs, source control BMPs, and other 

treatment control BMPs addressed within the WQMP would address identified pollutants and hydrologic 

concerns from new development that could result in impacts to water quality standards (RWQCB 2010). 

Further, the project would be required to comply with sections of the City Municipal Code that set forth 

regulations to protect and enhance the quality of watercourses, water bodies, and wetlands within the City 

in a manner consistent with the federal Clean Water Act, the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control 

Act, and the municipal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit. Therefore, long-term 

impacts associated with water quality, including surface water quality and groundwater quality, would be 

less than significant. 

b) Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site is undeveloped and consists of pervious surfaces. Thus, 

under the existing conditions, the project site could be considered a location for groundwater recharge.  

Although the project would add impervious surfaces to the project site, once operational, the project site 

would contain landscaped areas and other pervious surfaces that would allow water to percolate into the 

subsurface soils. Additionally, the project would incorporate structural and treatment control BMPs to 

ensure that the project would not adversely affect water quality.  

During construction, the proposed project would use only limited amounts of water resources for 

construction activities and landscaping activities. Minimal water use will be required for any of the 

additional office space or classroom facilities. As such, impacts associated with groundwater recharge 

would be less than significant. 

The project would not involve permanent pumping of groundwater; therefore, the project would not 

substantially deplete groundwater supplies. Due to the incorporation of structural and treatment control 

BMPs, the proposed project would not substantially interfere with groundwater recharge. Impacts would be 

less than significant. 

c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner 

which would: 

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Refer to the previous response under Section 3.10(a). Under 

existing conditions, the majority of the project site is undeveloped. Thus, implementation of the 

project would increase the amount of impervious areas on site and alter the existing drainage 
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patterns. The project would be required to conform to all applicable federal, state, and local 

requirements, including the current MS4 Permit adopted by the Santa Ana RWQCB. Compliance 

with these requirements would ensure the new drainage system is designed with adequate 

capacity to capture stormwater flow to prevent erosion or on-site or off-site siltation impacts.  

As such, altering the on-site drainage pattern would be conducted in a manner consistent with all 

applicable standards related to the collection and treatment of stormwater; therefore, impacts 

associated with altering the existing drainage pattern of the project site would be less than significant. 

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 

flooding on- or offsite? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Refer to the previous response under Section 3.10(a). Under 

existing conditions, the project site is undeveloped. Thus, implementation of the project would 

increase the amount of impervious areas on site and alter the existing drainage patterns. The 

project would be required to conform to all applicable federal, state, and local requirements, 

including the current MS4 Permit adopted by the Santa Ana RWQCB. Compliance with these 

requirements would ensure the new drainage system is designed with adequate capacity to capture 

stormwater flow to prevent erosion or on-site or off-site siltation impacts.  

As such, altering the on-site drainage pattern would be conducted in a manner consistent with all 

applicable standards related to the collection and treatment of stormwater; therefore, impacts 

associated with altering the existing drainage pattern of the project site would be less than significant. 

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Under the existing condition, the project site is undeveloped. The 

project site does not currently have infiltration basins or capture systems in place to control 

stormwater runoff. Although the project would increase the amount of impervious surfaces on the 

project site, the proposed drainage system would be designed to conform to all applicable federal, 

state, and local requirements, including the current MS4 Permit adopted by the Santa Ana RWQCB. 

Compliance with these requirements would ensure the new drainage system is designed to have 

adequate capacity to capture stormwater flow to prevent the conveyance of sediment, debris, and 

other constituents potentially contained in on-site stormwater from leaving the project site and 

impacting off-site and downstream receiving waters; therefore, impacts associated with water 

quality standards and runoff waters would be less than significant. 

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? 

No Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency flood maps, the project site is 

not located within a special flood hazard area that could be inundated by a 100-year flood (FEMA 

2024). While Lake Norconian is located north of the project site, it is not within an inundation area. 

Therefore, no impacts associated with flooding would occur. Further, the construction and operation 

of the project would have no effect on flood flows, and no impacts would occur in this regard. 
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d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to 

project inundation? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency flood maps, the 

project site is not located within a special flood hazard area that could be inundated by a 100-year flood 

(FEMA 2024). While Lake Norconian is located north of the project site, it is not within an inundation area. 

The project site is located inland and not located sufficiently near Lake Norconian or the ocean to be 

impacted by a seiche or tsunami. The topography of the site and project area is relatively flat and would not 

be subject to significant impacts from mudflow. Impacts would be less than significant.  

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 

groundwater management plan? 

 Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would comply with regional and local regulations 

requiring preparation of a SWPPP and would not obstruct existing water quality control plans or groundwater 

sustainable management plans. Although the project would add impervious surfaces to the project site, 

once operational, the project site would contain landscaped areas and other pervious surfaces that would 

allow water to percolate into the subsurface soils. Additionally, the project would incorporate structural and 

treatment control BMPs to ensure that the project would not adversely affect water quality. Therefore, 

impacts associated with conflict with a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management 

plan would be less than significant. 

3.11 Land Use and Planning 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 
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Less Than 

Significant 
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?     

b) Cause a significant environmental 

impact due to a conflict with any land use 

plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect? 

    

 

a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The proposed project would include the construction of the proposed CHP+K Building to 

support Norco College’s existing physical education program and the project site is located within the 

boundaries of the existing Norco College campus. The proposed project is compatible with adjacent land 

uses and facilities for college uses. As such, implementation of the proposed project would not divide an 

established community and is not expected to result in additional physical barriers between nearby land 

uses. No impact would occur.  

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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b) Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, 

or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

No Impact. The project site has a General Plan land use designation and zoning designation of PAD (City 

of Norco 2012a, 2012b). The proposed project would not conflict with any of the proposed goals within the 

City’s General Plan, including the loss of protected species, open space, community design cohesion, or 

the development and preservation of Norco’s unique history and animal-keeping lifestyle. As such, the 

proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan.  

Overall, the proposed project does not violate any policies within the City’s General Plan, Municipal 

Code, or any applicable specific plans in the area. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict 

with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation and would not represent a significant impact to 

the physical environment. No impact would occur. 

3.12 Mineral Resources 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 

mineral resource that would be of value to 

the region and the residents of the state? 

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-

important mineral resource recovery site 

delineated on a local general plan, specific 

plan or other land use plan? 

    

 

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 

region and the residents of the state? 

No Impact. The State Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) of 1975 (California Public Resources Code 

Section 2710 et seq.) requires that the California State Geologist implement a mineral land classification 

system to identify and protect mineral resources of regional or statewide significance in areas where urban 

expansion or other irreversible land uses may occur, thereby potentially restricting or preventing future 

mineral extraction on such lands. 

As mandated by SMARA, aggregate mineral resources within the state are classified by the State Mining 

and Geology Board through application of the Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) system. The MRZ system is 

used to map all mineral commodities within identified jurisdictional boundaries, with priority given to areas 

where future mineral resource extraction may be prevented or restricted by land use compatibility issues, 

or where mineral resources may be mined during the 50-year period following their classification. The MRZ 

system classifies lands that contain mineral deposits and identifies the presence or absence of substantial 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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sand and gravel deposits and crushed rock source areas (i.e., commodities used as, or in the production 

of, construction materials). The State Geologist classifies MRZs within a region based on the following 

factors (DOC 2000): 

▪ MRZ-1: Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are 

present, or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. 

▪ MRZ-2: Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present, 

or where it is judged that a high likelihood exists for their presence. 

▪ MRZ-2a: Areas underlain by mineral deposits where geologic data show that significant measured 

or indicated resources are present. 

▪ MRZ-2b: Areas underlain by mineral deposits where geologic information indicates that significant 

inferred resources are present.  

▪ MRZ-3: Areas containing mineral deposits for which the significance cannot be determined from 

available data. 

▪ MRZ-3a: Areas containing known mineral deposits that may qualify as a mineral resource. 

▪ MRZ-3b: Areas containing inferred mineral deposits that may qualify as mineral resources. 

▪ MRZ-4: Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment of any other MRZ category. 

The City’s General Plan does not identify any mineral recovery sites within the vicinity of the College. General 

Plan Section 3.3.3 identifies only two MRZ designations within the City limits: MRZ-3a (areas containing 

known mineral deposits that may qualify as mineral resources) and MRZ-2b (areas underlain by mineral 

deposits where geologic information indicates that significant inferred resources are present) (City of Norco 

2014a). The MRZ-2b area is located along the edge of the Temescal Wash near the City of Corona and 

would not be impacted by the proposed project. Further, the General Plan states that the only known 

resource that may be valuable locally would be crushed rock for construction-related material and is 

primarily associated with the Norco Hills and the hills and slopes around Lake Norconian, north and east 

of the College. However, the General Plan further states that the hillsides are designated for residential 

purposes, and those hills are more valuable to the City as an open space resource than as a potential 

mineral resource. Section 3.3.3 concludes that no goals or policies are included in the General Plan to 

either encourage or preserve opportunities related to mineral extraction.  

The proposed project site is not currently being used for mineral resource extraction, has no history of such 

use, is currently part of the existing College, and is not identified in either the City’s General Plan or Zoning 

Ordinance for such uses. No mining operations would be impacted by the project. Given these factors, the 

proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of future 

value to the City of Norco, the County of Riverside, or the residents of the state. No impact would occur. 

b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site 

delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

No Impact. Please refer to Section 3.12(a). The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability 

of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated in a local general plan, specific plan, or 

other land use plan. No impact would occur. 
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3.13 Noise 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XIII.  NOISE – Would the project result in: 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 

permanent increase in ambient noise levels 

in the vicinity of the project in excess of 

standards established in the local general 

plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 

standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Generation of excessive groundborne 

vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
    

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip or an airport land use plan 

or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport 

or public use airport, would the project 

expose people residing or working in the 

project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

 

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Sound may be described in terms of level or amplitude (measured in decibels 

[dB]), frequency or pitch (measured in hertz [Hz] or cycles per second), and duration (measured in seconds or 

minutes). The standard unit of measurement of the amplitude of sound is the decibel. Because the human ear is 

not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale is used to relate noise 

to human sensitivity. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) performs this compensation by discriminating against low 

and very high frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear. Several descriptors of noise 

(noise metrics) exist to help predict average community reactions to the adverse effects of environmental noise, 

including traffic-generated noise, on a community. These descriptors include the equivalent noise level over a given 

period (Leq), the statistical sound level (Ln), the day–night average noise level (Ldn), and the community noise 

equivalent level (CNEL). Each of these descriptors uses units of dBA. Table 3.13-1 provides examples of A-weighted 

noise levels from common sounds. In general, human sound perception is such that a change in sound level of 

3 dB is barely noticeable; a change of 5 dB is clearly noticeable; and a change of 10 dB is perceived as doubling or 

halving of the sound level. 

Table 3.13-1. Typical Sound Levels in the Environment and Industry 

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 

— 110 Rock band 

Jet flyover at 300 meters (1,000 feet) 100 — 

Gas lawn mower at 1 meter (3 feet) 90 — 

Diesel truck at 15 meters (50 feet), at  

80 kilometers per hour (50 mph) 

80 Food blender at 1 meter (3 feet) 

Garbage disposal at 1 meter (3 feet) 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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Table 3.13-1. Typical Sound Levels in the Environment and Industry 

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 

Noisy urban area, daytime 

gas lawn mower at 30 meters (100 feet) 

70 Vacuum cleaner at 3 meters (10 feet) 

Commercial area 

Heavy traffic at 90 meters (300 feet) 

60 Normal speech at 1 meter (3 feet) 

Quiet urban daytime 50 Large business office 

Dishwasher, next room 

Quiet urban nighttime 40 Theater, large conference room 

(background) 

Quiet suburban nighttime 30 Library 

Quiet rural nighttime 20 Bedroom at night, concert hall (background) 

— 10 Broadcast/recording studio 

Lowest threshold of human hearing 0 Lowest threshold of human hearing 

Source: Caltrans 2013. 

Leq is a sound energy level averaged over a specified period (typically no less than 15 minutes for environmental 

studies). Leq is a single numerical value that represents the amount of variable sound energy received by a receptor 

during a time interval. For example, a 1-hour Leq measurement would represent the average amount of energy 

contained in all the noise that occurred in that hour. Leq is an effective noise descriptor because of its ability to 

assess the total time-varying effects of noise on sensitive receptors. Lmax is the greatest sound level measured 

during a designated time interval or event.  

Unlike the Leq metrics, Ldn and CNEL metrics always represent 24-hour periods, usually on an annualized basis. Ldn 

and CNEL also differ from Leq because they apply a time-weighted factor designed to emphasize noise events that 

occur during the evening and nighttime hours (when speech and sleep disturbance is of more concern). “Time 

weighted” refers to the fact that Ldn and CNEL penalize noise that occurs during certain sensitive periods. In the 

case of CNEL, noise occurring during the daytime (7:00 a.m.–7:00 p.m.) receives no penalty. Noise during the 

evening (7:00 p.m.–10:00 p.m.) is penalized by adding 5 dB, while nighttime (10:00 p.m.–7:00 a.m.) noise is 

penalized by adding 10 dB. Ldn differs from CNEL in that the daytime period is defined as 7:00 a.m.–10:00 p.m., 

thus eliminating the evening period. Ldn and CNEL are the predominant criteria used to measure roadway noise 

affecting residential receptors. These two metrics generally differ from one another by no more than 0.5 dB to 1 dB; 

as such, they are often treated as equivalent. 

Vibration 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be described in terms 

of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Vibration can be a serious concern, causing buildings to shake and 

rumbling sounds to be heard. In contrast to noise, vibration is not a common environmental problem. It is unusual 

for vibration from sources such as buses and trucks to be perceptible, even in locations close to major roads. Some 

common sources of vibration are trains, buses on rough roads, and construction activities, such as blasting, pile 

driving, and heavy earthmoving equipment. 
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Several different methods are used to quantify vibration. Peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum 

instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. PPV is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings 

and is usually measured in inches per second (in/sec). The root mean square amplitude is most frequently used to 

describe the effect of vibration on the human body and is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the 

signal. Decibel notation is commonly used to measure root mean square. The decibel notation acts to compress 

the range of numbers required to describe vibration. 

High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings. However, vibration levels rarely 

affect human health. Instead, most people consider vibration to be an annoyance that can affect concentration or 

disturb sleep. In addition, high levels of vibration can damage fragile buildings or interfere with equipment that is 

highly sensitive to vibration (e.g., electron microscopes). Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources 

within buildings, such as operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or slamming of doors. Typical 

outdoor sources of perceptible vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough 

roads. If the roadway is smooth, the vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence of unwanted 

sound could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, schools, hospitals, guest lodgings, libraries, and some 

passive recreation areas would be considered noise and vibration sensitive and may warrant unique measures for 

protection from intruding noise. Sensitive receptors near the project site include residential uses located to the 

west, the Norco College STEM Center Annex and a middle school to the southeast, and the Norco College central 

core area to the east. These sensitive receptors represent the nearest land uses with the potential to be impacted 

by construction and operation of the proposed project.  

Existing Noise Conditions 

Noise measurements were conducted near the project site on October 12, 2021, to characterize the existing noise 

levels (Figure 3, Noise Measurement Locations). Table 3.13-2 provides the location, date, and time the noise 

measurements were taken. The noise measurements were taken using a Soft dB Piccolo II sound level meter 

equipped with a 0.5-inch, pre-polarized condenser microphone with pre-amplifier. The sound level meter meets the 

current American National Standards Institute (ANSI) standard for a Type 2 (General Use) sound level meter. The 

accuracy of the sound level meter was verified using a field calibrator before and after the measurements, and the 

measurements were conducted with the microphone positioned approximately 5 feet above the ground.  

Table 3.13-2. Measured Noise Levels 

Receptors Location Date Time 

Leq 

(dBA) 

Lmax 

(dBA) 

ST1 Adjacent to residential 

neighborhood west of project site 

10/12/21 10:12 a.m.–10:27 a.m. 48.4 67.8 

ST2 Adjacent to Norco College Applied 

Technology Building, east of project 

site on campus quad 

10/12/21 10:48 a.m.–11:03 a.m. 49.1 67.1 

ST3 Adjacent to John F. Kennedy Middle 

College High School, southeast of 

project site 

10/12/21 11:18 am. – 11:33 a.m. 53.2 66.8 
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Table 3.13-2. Measured Noise Levels 

Receptors Location Date Time 

Leq 

(dBA) 

Lmax 

(dBA) 

ST4 Adjacent to residential 

neighborhood south of project site 

10/12/21 11:50 a.m. to 12:05 a.m. 45.7 56.7 

Source: Appendix D. 

Notes: Leq = equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level); dBA = A-weighted decibels; Lmax = maximum sound level 

during the measurement interval. 

Four short-term noise measurements were conducted at locations (ST1–ST4) adjacent to nearby noise-sensitive 

land uses. The measured energy-averaged (Leq) and maximum (Lmax) noise levels are provided in Table 3.13-2. The 

field noise measurement data sheets are provided in Appendix D. The primary noise source consisted of traffic on 

the local roadways (Third Street and campus access roads) and distant aircraft overflights; secondary noise sources 

included birds, distant barking dogs, and distant conversations. As shown in Table 3.13-2, the measured sound 

levels ranged from approximately 46 dBA Leq to 53 dBA Leq. 

Regulatory Setting 

City of Norco 

The project site is located within the City of Norco, as are the existing residences and other noise-sensitive land 

uses in the surrounding area. The City outlines the noise regulations and standards that pertain to this project in 

its General Plan (City of Norco 2003) and Municipal Code (City of Norco 2014b). As a state-funded agency, the 

District is not regulated by City noise standards; although the District will make every effort to adhere to the 

Municipal Code regulations, it is not bound by them. The information provided below is presented for informational 

purposes only.  

City of Norco General Plan 

The City of Norco has adopted the compatibility guidelines documented by the State Department of Health Services, 

which specify average noise limits for long-term, stationary noise sources, but does not document specific 

thresholds for temporary activities, such as construction noise. The following policies within the General Plan Noise 

Element (City of Norco 2003) pertain to construction noise:  

Policy 2.2.2b. All construction equipment should be equipped with noise attenuation features including 

mufflers and engine shrouds that are at least as effective as original manufacturer equipment. 

Policy 2.2.2c. The City should regulate wherever feasible the hours of operation for construction areas 

including haul routes that may include residential streets and/or sensitive land uses. 

City of Norco Municipal Code  

Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 9.07.040, general sound level standards, 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 

residential property to exceed a maximum noise level of 55 dBA between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and 45 dBA 

between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. However, construction-related events subject to a permit issued by the City are 

exempt from the general sound level (City of Norco 2014b). In addition, Sections 15.01.110 and 15.30.020 of the 
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City of Norco Municipal Code limit construction activity to between 6:30 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. from Monday through 

Friday (City of Norco 2014c). 

The operational noise levels contained in Municipal Code Section 9.07.040 are not applicable to the following (City 

of Norco 2014b, Section 9.07.020: Exemptions):  

 Facilities owned or operated by or for a governmental agency; 

 Capital improvement projects of a governmental agency;  

 The maintenance or repair of public properties;  

 Public safety personnel in the course of executing their official duties, including, but not limited 

to, sworn peace officers, emergency personnel and public utility personnel. This exemption 

includes, without limitation, sound emanating from all equipment used by such personnel, 

whether stationary or mobile;  

 Public or private schools and school-sponsored activities; 

G. City Sanctioned Events. The provisions of this title shall not apply to those reasonable sounds 

emanating from occasional public and private outdoor or indoor gatherings that require a City 

permit, public dances, shows, bands, sporting and entertainment events conducted and in 

compliance with such permit; 

I. Private construction projects involving no more than one unit located within one-quarter of a 

mile from an inhabited dwelling; provided that:  

1. Construction does not occur between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., Monday through 

Friday and 7:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m., on Saturday and Sunday, unless specified by permit;  

J. Property maintenance, including, but not limited to, the operation of lawnmowers, leaf blowers, 

etc., provided such maintenance occurs between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.;  

K. Motor vehicles, other than off-highway vehicles. This exemption does not include sound 

emanating from motor vehicle sound systems;  

L. Heating, exhaust, and air conditioning equipment; 

P. Construction-related single events or continuous events subject to a permit issued by the City 

of Norco. 

a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 

ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Construction  

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Construction noise and vibration levels are 

temporary phenomena, which can vary from hour to hour and day to day, depending on the equipment in 

use, the operations being performed, and the distance between the source and receptor. 

Equipment that would be in operation during proposed construction would include, in part, excavators, 

concrete saws, compressors, welders, and paving equipment. Table 3.13-3 presents typical maximum 

noise levels for various pieces of construction equipment at a distance of 50 feet (note that these are 

maximum noise levels). Typically, construction equipment operates in alternating cycles of full power and 

A. 
B. 
C. 

D. 

E. 
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low power, producing average noise levels less than the maximum noise level presented in Table 3.13-3. 

The average sound level of construction activity also depends on the amount of time that the equipment 

operates and the intensity of construction activities during that time. Construction noise in a well-defined 

area typically attenuates at approximately 6 dB per doubling of distance. 

Table 3.13-3. Typical Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels 

Equipment Typical Sound Level (dBA) 50 Feet from Source 

Air Compressor 81 

Backhoe 80 

Compactor 82 

Concrete Mixer 85 

Concrete Pump 82 

Concrete Vibrator 76 

Crane, mobile 83 

Dozer 85 

Generator 81 

Grader 85 

Impact Wrench 85 

Jackhammer 88 

Loader 85 

Paver 89 

Pneumatic Tool 85 

Pump 76 

Roller 74 

Saw 76 

Truck 88 

Source: FTA 2018. 

Note: dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

Project construction would take place within approximately 90 feet of the nearest noise-sensitive land uses 

(the Norco College campus quad area to the east). The nearest off-campus noise-sensitive land use would 

be residences located approximately 455 feet to the west of the project site. Other residences are located 

approximately 800 feet to the south, and the John F. Kennedy Middle College High School is located 

approximately 1,500 feet to the southeast. 

The Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) (FHWA 2008) was used 

to estimate construction noise levels. Although the RCNM was funded and promulgated by the Federal 

Highway Administration, it is often used for non-roadway projects because the same types of construction 

equipment used for roadway projects are often used for other types of construction. Input variables for the 

RCNM consist of the receiver/land use types, the equipment type and number of each (e.g., two graders, a 

loader, a tractor), the duty cycle for each piece of equipment (e.g., percentage of hours the equipment 

typically works per day), and the distance from the noise-sensitive receiver. No topographical or structural 

shielding was assumed in the modeling. The RCNM has default duty-cycle values for the various pieces of 

equipment, which were derived from an extensive study of typical construction activity patterns. Those 

default duty-cycle values were used for this noise analysis. 
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Construction scenario assumptions, including phasing and equipment mix, were based on information from 

the District and the CalEEMod default values developed for the air quality and GHG emissions impacts 

analysis. Table 3.13-4 summarizes these estimated construction noise levels by construction phase. The 

RCNM inputs and outputs are provided in Appendix D.  

Table 3.13-4. Construction Noise Model Results Summary 

Construction Phase 

Construction Noise at Nearest Receiver Distances (dBA Leq ) 

Residences to 

the Westa 

(Approx.  

455 feet) 

Residences to 

the South 

(Approx.  

800 feet) 

John F. Kennedy 

Middle College High 

School (Approx. 

1,500 feet) 

Norco College 

Campus Quad 

(Approx.  

90 feet) 

Demolition 62 62 56 80 

Site Preparation 60 60 54 78 

Grading 59 60 54 77 

Trenching 56 57 51 75 

Building Construction 57 57 52 75 

Paving 62 59 54 76 

Architectural Coating 50 50 44 67 

Source: Appendix D. 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent sound energy level. 
a Accounts for a conservative 5 dB noise reduction from the solid, approximately 6-foot-high masonry property line wall. This noise 

reduction of 5 dB is the minimum that would be realized from a barrier that breaks the line of sight between the source 

and receiver. 

As shown in Table 3.13-4, the construction noise levels during the nearest construction work, at the 

adjacent Norco College campus quad, are predicted to range from approximately 67 dBA Leq (during the 

architectural coating phase) to approximately 80 dBA Leq (during demolition). At the nearest off-site noise-

sensitive land uses (residences to the west), the construction noise levels are predicted to range from 

approximately 50 dBA Leq to approximately 62 dBA Leq. Compared to the ambient noise levels measured in 

the project vicinity, noise levels from construction would (during the louder phases) result in substantial 

temporary noise level increases at the adjacent noise-sensitive land uses. With implementation of MM-

NOI-1 (provided at the end of Section 3.13[a]), noise levels from construction activities would be reduced 

to a less-than-significant level. 

Operation  

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Long-term (i.e., operational) noise associated with the proposed project 

would include traffic noise from additional vehicle trips, as well as noise from on-site mechanical equipment 

such as HVAC equipment.  

Traffic Noise 

The proposed project would generate additional traffic trips along existing roads in the area, particularly 

Third Street, from which the staff, students, and visitors of the proposed project would access the project 

site. Based on traffic counts and analyses conducted for a nearby recent project (Urban Crossroads 2020), 

Third Street currently has typical weekday average daily traffic volumes in the project vicinity of 
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approximately 9,800 vehicles, with projected Year 2023 average daily traffic volumes of approximately 

12,000. Based on calculations conducted as part of the transportation analysis, the proposed project would 

generate approximately 1,150 additional daily trips. Because it generally requires a doubling of traffic 

volumes to increase the ambient noise level by 3 dB, which constitutes the change in sound level that the 

average listener would describe as barely noticeable (Harris 1991), the incremental increase in vehicle 

trips (approximately 11% compared to Year 2020 volumes, and approximately 10% compared to Year 2023 

volumes) from the project would be far less than the doubling of traffic required to produce a noticeable 

change in traffic noise levels. Thus, the potential noise impact associated with project traffic would be less 

than significant. 

On-Site Mechanical Equipment and Event Noise  

HVAC and related equipment would have the potential to create noise impacts. Based on information 

provided by the District, a variety of exterior mechanical equipment would be located either on the building 

roof or adjacent to the building. Using the provided information (included in Appendix D), and conservatively 

assuming that all such equipment would be rooftop mounted,16 a Microsoft Excel-based outdoor sound 

propagation prediction model was used to calculate the combined noise level from all HVAC units and 

associated equipment at nearby community receptors using several assumptions: 

▪ Treatment of exposed roof-mounted HVAC condenser units and other equipment as point-type 

sound emission sources 

▪ Point-source sound propagation (i.e., 6 dB per doubling of distance) that conservatively ignores 

acoustical absorption from atmospheric and ground surface effects 

▪ Assumed simultaneous operation of all equipment 

In addition, because the condenser units are expected to be roof-mounted, the prediction model separately 

evaluates potential noise path occlusion due to the proposed project’s intervening building structure. 

Using the aforementioned noise prediction model, and without consideration of noise reduction due to 

acoustical shielding from structures other than the proposed project, the noise levels from the combination 

of all operating equipment at the nearby receivers was estimated, as summarized in Table 3.13-5. The 

maximum hourly noise level for all the mechanical equipment at nearby residences would range from 

approximately 34 to 39 dBA Leq, which is below the City’s noise standard for residential land uses of 55 dBA 

Leq during daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and 45 dBA Leq during nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 

7:00 a.m.). At the John F. Kennedy Middle College High School, noise from mechanical equipment would be 

approximately 33 dBA Leq, while at the nearby on-campus quad area south of the project site, the estimated 

worst-case noise level from mechanical equipment is approximately 52 dBA Leq. No applicable stationary-

source noise standards exist for the noise levels at either the John F. Kennedy Middle College High School 

or Norco College; however, the estimated mechanical noise levels would be less than the measured ambient 

noise levels at these and at the residential locations and would not result in a substantial noise increase. 

Therefore, impacts associated with on-site mechanical noise would be less than significant. 

 
16 The assumption that all exterior noise-generating equipment would be located on the rooftop is more conservative than assuming 

that equipment would be ground mounted, because the additional elevation would result in somewhat increased noise 

propagation. Additionally, it was conservatively assumed that no rooftop parapets or other acoustical shielding would be provided. 
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Table 3.13-5. Estimated Mechanical Equipment Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptors 

Equipment 

Noise Level at Nearby Noise-Sensitive Receiver 

Receiver Location 

Average Noise 

Level (dBA Leq) 

Applicable Noise 

Standard – 

Daytime/Nighttime 

(dBA Leq)a 

Noise Standard 

Exceeded? 

HVAC and 

associated 

mechanical 

equipment 

Residences to the west 38.7 55/45 No 

Residences to the south 34.4 55/45 No 

John F. Kennedy Middle 

College High School, 

southeast of project site 

32.9 N/A N/A 

Norco College Applied 

Technology Building, east of 

project site on campus quad 

51.5 N/A N/A 

Source: Appendix D. 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level); N/A = not applicable (these 

land uses are exempt from noise standards from mechanical noise). 
a Per Norco Municipal Code Section 9.07.040; daytime = 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.; nighttime = 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.  

The proposed project would not include or result in any outdoor events. All events would be held in the 

proposed building. Therefore, noise from on-site events would not exceed City noise standards and would 

not result in a substantial noise level increase compared to existing measured ambient noise levels. 

Therefore, noise from proposed events would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measure 

To reduce potentially significant impacts related to construction of the proposed project, the following 

mitigation is provided:  

MM-NOI-1 Prior to grading permit issuance, the Riverside Community College District shall ensure 

the following: 

▪ All construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be equipped with properly operating 

and maintained mufflers. 

▪ Construction noise-reduction methods, such as shutting off idling equipment, installing 

temporary acoustic barriers around stationary construction noise sources, maximizing 

the distance between construction equipment staging areas and occupied residential 

areas, and electric air compressors and similar power tools, rather than diesel 

equipment, shall be used where feasible. 

▪ During construction, stationary construction equipment shall be placed such that 

emitted noise is directed away from or shielded from sensitive noise receivers. 

▪ During construction, stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far as 

practical from noise-sensitive receptors.  

▪ Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday 

through Saturday. 
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b) Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Construction activities have the potential to expose persons to excessive 

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise. Caltrans has collected groundborne vibration information 

related to construction activities indicating that continuous vibrations with a PPV of approximately 

0.1 in/sec begin to annoy people (Caltrans 2020). The heavier pieces of construction equipment, such as 

excavators, would have PPVs of approximately 0.089 in/sec or less at a distance of 25 feet (FTA 2018). 

Groundborne vibration is typically attenuated over short distances. At the distance from the Norco College 

campus quad to the nearest construction work (approximately 90 feet), and with the anticipated 

construction equipment, the PPV vibration level would be approximately 0.013 in/sec. This vibration level 

would be well below the vibration threshold of potential annoyance of 0.1 in/sec.  

At the distance from the nearest residences to the nearest construction work (approximately 455 feet), and 

with the anticipated construction equipment, the PPV vibration level would be approximately 0.001 in/sec. 

This vibration level would also be well below the vibration threshold of potential annoyance of 0.1 in/sec. 

During the rest of the construction work, the distances to the nearest off-site noise- and vibration-sensitive 

land uses would be greater, and the vibration levels would be correspondingly lower.  

The major concern with regard to construction vibration is related to building damage. Construction 

vibration as a result of the proposed project would not result in structural building damage, which typically 

occurs at vibration levels of 0.5 in/sec or greater for buildings of reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber 

construction. The heavier pieces of construction equipment used would include typical construction 

equipment for this type of project, such as backhoes, front-end loaders, and flatbed trucks. Pile driving, 

blasting, and other special construction techniques would not be used for construction of the proposed 

project; therefore, excessive groundborne vibration and groundborne noise would not be generated. 

Vibration levels from project construction would be less than the thresholds of annoyance and potential for 

structural damage. Operation of the proposed project would not result in any sources of vibration. 

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a 

plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 

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

No Impact. The closest airport to the project site is Corona Municipal Airport, which is located 

approximately 2.1 miles southwest of the project site. According to Riverside County Airport Land Use 

Compatibility Plan (Riverside County ALUC 2004), the project site is located outside the Corona Municipal 

Airport’s influence area boundary. Thus, air traffic noise associated with the airport would not expose 

construction workers, operational staff, students, or visitors to excessive noise levels. Therefore, no impacts 

associated with public airport and associated air traffic noise would occur. 
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3.14 Population and Housing 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population 

growth in an area, either directly (for 

example, by proposing new homes and 

businesses) or indirectly (for example, 

through extension of roads or other 

infrastructure)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of 

existing people or housing, necessitating 

the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? 

    

 

a) Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, 

by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 

other infrastructure)? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would not directly induce substantial population 

growth in the area, because no residential units are proposed as part of the project. However, the proposed 

project would require a temporary construction workforce, which would potentially induce population 

growth in the project area. The temporary workforce would be needed to construct the proposed CHP+K 

Building and associated on-site improvements. The number of construction workers needed during any 

given period would largely depend on the specific stage of construction but would likely average a few dozen 

workers at any given time throughout the workday. These short-term positions are anticipated to be filled 

primarily by workers who reside in the project site vicinity; therefore, construction of the proposed project 

would not generate a permanent increase in population in the project area.  

Upon completion, the proposed project would consist of a new building to support Norco College’s physical 

education program. The District, as the lead agency, has acknowledged the need for a permanent facility 

to encourage the growth of the College’s existing physical education program and provide students with 

valuable education opportunities. These opportunities include lab activities and courses, which would 

create career technical education programs and promote student success and student transfers to 4-year 

institutions. Additionally, the operation of the proposed project may require an increase in staff. However, 

the increase would be minimal and would not induce population growth.  

Further, the proposed project would generally connect to existing utilities and infrastructure located 

adjacent to the project site. The proposed project would not construct new or extend existing utilities or 

infrastructure into areas not currently served by such improvements. Thus, the proposed project would not 

indirectly induce population growth, and impacts associated with population growth inducement would be 

less than significant. 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The proposed project consists of the construction of the proposed CHP+K Building to support 

the College’s existing physical education program on an existing lot within the College’s boundaries. The 

proposed project would not displace existing housing or people and would not necessitate the construction 

of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

3.15 Public Services 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XV.  PUBLIC SERVICES  

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 

physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 

construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 

service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 

physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 

construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 

service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

Fire protection? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The City has two fire stations within its boundaries: Fire Station No. 21 (the 

Corydon Avenue Fire Station, 3367 Corydon Avenue, Norco, California) and Fire Station No. 22 (Sixth 

Avenue Fire Station, 3902 Hillside Avenue, Norco, California). The Corydon Avenue Fire Station is within 

3 miles of the proposed project site and would likely service Norco College as needed. The Corydon Avenue 

Fire Station houses a 1,500-gallon-per-minute first-line fire engine, a reserve engine, and paramedics, and 

is staffed 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. The City also has mutual aid responses from Corona City Fire 

Department and CAL FIRE for large vegetation or structure fires. 

Although the proposed project may require fire protection and/or paramedic services in the event of an 

emergency, the proposed project is not expected to result in the need for new or physically altered fire 

facilities or result in the stations’ inability to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 

performance objectives. The increase in demand for fire protection services due to the proposed project 

would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

□ □ ~ □ 
□ □ ~ □ 
□ □ □ ~ 
□ □ □ ~ 
□ □ □ ~ 
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Police protection? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. While the City is served by the City’s Police Department in order to address 

any issues in and around Norco College, the District has its own safety and police department, with sworn 

officers, reserve officers, community service aides, and clerical staff members (District 2022). The bulk of 

the District safety and police department staff are located at the main college in Riverside; however, a 

number of full-time officers are assigned to Norco College, as well as a number of community service 

officers and part-time officers for shift overlap and special services. The proposed project is not anticipated 

to place a new demand on the existing police functions and would only involve the relocation of a use that 

already occurs within the College grounds. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-

significant impact to police protection services. 

Schools? 

No Impact. As discussed previously in Section 3.14(a) (Population and Housing), implementation of the 

proposed project would not increase the population within the area. The proposed project would include 

the construction of the proposed CHP+K Building to support Norco College’s existing physical education 

program. Operation of the proposed project is not expected to result in a substantial increase in students. 

Therefore, the project would not generate the need for additional school capacity. No impact would occur. 

Parks? 

No Impact. As discussed previously in Section 3.14(a), implementation of the proposed project would not 

increase the population within the area. The proposed project would include the construction of the 

proposed CHP+K Building to support Norco College’s existing physical education program. The proposed 

project site is located approximately 0.22 miles from Lake Norconian and the surrounding hiking trails. 

However, the proposed project would be located within the College’s boundaries and would not affect the 

hiking trails. Therefore, no impacts would occur.  

Other public facilities? 

No Impact. As discussed previously in Section 3.14(a), implementation of the proposed project would not 

increase the population within the area. The proposed project would include the construction of the 

proposed CHP+K Building to support Norco College’s existing physical education program. The proposed 

project would not result in adverse impacts related to the provision of other public facilities, including 

emergency medical services or libraries. No impacts to other public facilities are anticipated. 
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3.16 Recreation 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVI. RECREATION 

a) Would the project increase the use of 

existing neighborhood and regional parks or 

other recreational facilities such that 

substantial physical deterioration of the 

facility would occur or be accelerated? 

    

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? 

    

 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 

facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not include any residential uses that may increase the utilization of 

existing neighborhood parks in the vicinity such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility or an 

increase in park facilities would occur or be accelerated. The proposed project consists of the construction 

of a proposed CHP+K Building to support the College’s existing physical education program. No impacts 

related to an increase in use of existing parks will occur. 

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? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Under existing conditions, the Norco College campus includes recreational 

facilities. The proposed project consists of the construction of an CHP+K Building to support the College’s 

existing physical education program, which would include the construction of recreational facilities. The 

proposed project would include athletic spaces to be used for recreational purposes, such as a multi-use 

gymnasium, weight room, training room, cardio and wellness studio, and exercise studios. As discussed 

throughout this MND, the proposed project would be located within the College’s boundaries and would 

serve existing and future Norco College students. Therefore, impacts relating to the proposed recreational 

facilities would be less than significant. 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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3.17 Transportation  

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVII. TRANSPORTATION – Would the project: 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 

policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities? 

    

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 

Guidelines §15064.3, subdivision (b)?  
    

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 

geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves 

or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 

uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

 

This section analyzes the potential impacts of the proposed project based on CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b), 

which focuses on newly adopted criteria (vehicle miles traveled [VMT]) for determining the significance of 

transportation impacts. Pursuant to SB 743, the focus of transportation analysis changed from level of service or 

vehicle delay to VMT. The related updates to the CEQA Guidelines required under SB 743 were approved on 

December 28, 2018. This new methodology was required to be used statewide beginning July 1, 2020. The 

proposed project site is located in the City of Norco, which is a member agency of the WRCOG. Therefore, for the 

purposes of this section, the VMT screening, analysis methodology, and thresholds identified within the WRCOG 

Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (WRCOG 2020) have been used.  

The project’s trip generation shown below is for informational purposes and is not used for the purpose of 

determining effects based on traffic delay or congestion. However, it has been used in evaluating mobile emissions 

and noise impacts. The proposed project would result in the addition of approximately 1,000 new students and 

6 new employees. Using the Junior/Community College trip rate per student per the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers’ Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition (ITE 2021), the proposed project is estimated to generate a total 

of 1,150 daily trips, with 110 AM peak hour trips and 110 PM peak hour trips, as shown in Table 3.17-1.  

Table 3.17-1. Project Trip Generation  

Land Use Size/Units Daily 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Trip Generation Ratesa 

Junior/Community College Student 1.15 0.09 0.02 0.11 0.06 0.05 0.11 

Trip Generation 

Norco College CHP+K Building 1,000 students 1,150 89 21 110 62 48 110 

Notes: CHP+K = Center for Human Performance and Kinesiology. 
a Daily trip rates from ITE 2021. 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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The following analysis describes the project’s potential impacts to programs, plans and policies, VMT, hazards 

related to geometric design, and emergency access. 

a) Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan (City of Norco 2000) is 

the guiding document for a safe, convenient, and efficient system for the City’s transportation needs of 

both existing and future development. The following goals are included in the City’s General Plan 

Circulation Element:  

Goal 1. A circulation network of equestrian trails and streets, integrated with the planned land uses, that 

provide for a safe, efficient, and economic movement of people and goods. 

Goal 2. Encourage the use of alternate transportation modes. 

Goal 3. Separate vehicular traffic associated with the regional commuter and commercial users from 

residential areas.  

Goal 4. Ensure the provision of adequate off-street parking for all land uses including Sixth Street where a 

provision has been made to reduce on-site parking requirements in exchange for pedestrian 

connections between adjoining buildings, properties, and public parking facilities. 

The project would not conflict with or preclude implementation of any of the above-mentioned goals or 

policies included in the City’s General Plan Circulation Element (City of Norco 2000). 

Roadway Facilities 

The roadway segment of Third Street from Hamner Avenue to its terminus in a cul-de-sac near the western 

boundary of Norco College is classified as a Collector in the City’s General Plan Circulation Element (City of 

Norco 2000). The posted speed limit along Third Street near the project site is 35 mph. Third Street is part 

of Norco’s Equestrian Circulation System. The Norco Horse Trail runs parallel to Third Street and is adjacent 

to the northern border of the project site.  

Third Street is fully dedicated and improved with ultimate street improvements and it has a raised median 

throughout most of its length. It is generally built with four lanes of travel (two lanes in each direction); 

however, adjacent to the John F. Kennedy Middle College High School and Norco College site up to Mustang 

Court, it is built with three lanes in each direction and an additional eastbound left-turn lane at the 

intersections providing access to Norco College and John F. Kennedy Middle College High School. It should 

be noted that Norco College generally implements traffic management measures (traffic cones and 

barricades at the Windy Way/Third Street and John F. Kennedy Middle College High School Driveway/STEM 

Center Driveway intersections) along this roadway segment that prohibit left turns in and out of the 

driveways along Third Street. Third Street culminates in a cul-de-sac with access to West End Drive, which 

would provide direct access to the proposed project.  
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Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities 

Per the City’s Circulation Element, with the exception of the Primary Access Trail along Third Street, which 

is intended to integrate pedestrian, equestrian, and bicycle circulation, all bicycle traffic in Norco is intended 

to stay within the street pavement. Therefore, Third Street does not have a separate bicycle path or lane, 

and recent traffic study and counts conducted in the vicinity of the proposed project indicate that very few 

bicyclists travel through the area.  

There is a paved sidewalk along both sides of Third Street that connects to the existing buildings on the 

College campus and parking areas. Paved sidewalks are constructed along all driveways that provide 

access to the College campus, including West End Drive. Pedestrian access across Third Street, near the 

Norco College STEM Center Annex, is facilitated by a High-Intensity Activated Crosswalk (HAWK) signal 

and crosswalk.  

The Riverside Transit Agency provides fixed-route service to the project site. Route 3 operates along Third 

Street and connects Norco College to the Corona Transit Center and Eastvale and provides service on 

weekdays and weekends. Route 3 operates from 6:19 a.m. to 9:30 p.m. on weekdays, with service 

approximately every 70 to 75 minutes, and from 6:35 a.m. to 6:44 p.m. on weekends, with service every 

2 hours. The nearest transit stop is located close to Norco College’s western entrance along West End Drive.  

As discussed above, the proposed project would be served by existing roadway, transit, bicycle, and 

pedestrian facilities and would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. Impacts would be less 

than significant.  

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) focuses on VMT for determining the 

significance of transportation impacts. It is further divided into four subdivisions: (1) land use projects, 

(2) transportation projects, (3) qualitative analysis, and (4) methodology. The updated CEQA Guidelines 

state that “generally, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the most appropriate measure of transportation 

impacts,” and define VMT as “the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to a project.” 

Automobile refers to on-road passenger vehicles, specifically cars and light trucks. The Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research has clarified in its Technical Advisory (OPR 2018) that heavy-duty truck VMT is not 

required to be included in the estimation of a project’s VMT. Other relevant considerations may include the 

effects of a project on transit and non-motorized traveled. 

The proposed project would be categorized under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(1) as a land use 

project, for the purpose of VMT analysis. A project’s VMT analysis  should follow the guidelines in the 

WRCOG Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, dated February 13, 2020, and provide the screening criteria 

and methodology for VMT analysis. Projects that pass at least one screening criteria are generally 

expected to cause a less-than-significant impact without conducting a detailed VMT analysis. This is 

consistent with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s Technical Advisory, which states that 

projects that meet the screening thresholds based on their location and project type may be presumed to 

result in a less-than-significant transportation impact (OPR 2018).  
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Project Type Screening for VMT Analysis 

Local-serving projects may be presumed to have a less-than-significant impact absent substantial evidence 

to the contrary because they serve the local area’s needs and have the effect of reducing vehicle travel. The 

proposed project does not include any retail components; however, according to the WRCOG Traffic Impact 

Analysis Guidelines, local-serving projects that by definition would decrease the number of trips or the 

distance those trips travel to access the development (and are VMT-reducing projects) include the following: 

▪ Local-serving K–12 schools 

▪ Local parks 

▪ Daycare centers 

▪ Local-serving gas stations 

▪ Local-serving banks 

▪ Local-serving hotels (e.g., non-destination hotels) 

▪ Student housing projects  

▪ Local-serving community colleges that are consistent with the assumptions noted in the RTP/SCS 

As shown above, local-serving community colleges that are consistent with the assumptions noted in the 

202–2045 RTP/SCS can be presumed to have a less-than-significant impact. Because the proposed 

project is part of a local-serving community college and does not include a land use or zoning designation 

change, it is consistent with the RTP/SCS and therefore can be presumed to have a less-than-significant 

VMT impact.  

Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.3(b), and impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Vehicular access to the proposed project would be primarily via the existing 

West End Drive driveway connecting to Third Street. This access leads to the existing Norco College Center 

for Student Success and connects to the parking lots on the project site. The proposed project would add 

a new building to the existing campus and use the existing internal roadways for access and circulation. 

The proposed project would not construct any new roadways or intersections on the existing campus. During 

construction, no lane closures, sidewalk closures, or changes in campus vehicular and pedestrian 

circulation would occur. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase hazards due to a geometric 

design feature or incompatible use and impacts would be less than significant.  

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. All project-related traffic would access the existing parking lot via four 

access driveways or locations along Third Street. The driveways lead directly to passenger vehicle parking 

lots serving the entire Norco College site. All parking lots provide adequate internal circulation that 

accommodates two-way traffic and parking lot drive aisles large enough to adequately accommodate all 

vehicles. The project would comply with all federal, state, regional, and local guidelines related to 
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emergency access. Emergency vehicles would be able to access all buildings and driveways within the 

project site. The project site would be accessible to emergency responders during construction and 

operation of the project.  

The project would not adjust or alter Third Street or access to the parking area and therefore would not 

create significant impediments for emergency access. Norco College has implemented traffic management 

measures (traffic cones and barricades at John F. Kennedy Middle College High School/STEM Center 

driveway/Third Street and Windy Way/Third Street intersections) that prohibit left turns in and out of Third 

Street. However, adequate emergency access would be provided during both short-term construction and 

long-term operation of the proposed project. Construction of the proposed project would not involve any 

street or driveway closures that could impede emergency access. Therefore, the project would not result in 

inadequate emergency access and impacts would be less than significant. 

3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVIII.  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES  

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 

defined in Public Resources Code § 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 

geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 

value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the 

California Register of Historical 

Resources, or in a local register of 

historical resources as defined in Public 

Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

    

ii) 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 § 5024.1. In applying the criteria 

set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 

Resource Code § 5024.1, the lead 

agency shall consider the significance 

of the resource to a California Native 

American tribe. 

    

 

The evaluation of potential impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) is based on the findings resulting from tribal 

consultation conducted by the District, as the lead agency. Findings were also based on the Archaeological 

Resources Inventory Letter Report for the Norco College Center for Human Performance and Kinesiology Project, 

Riverside County, California, prepared by Dudek in March 2022, and included as Appendix B. 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 
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The project is subject to compliance with AB 52 (PRC 21074), which requires consideration of impacts to TCRs as 

part of the CEQA process, and that the lead agency notify California Native American Tribal representatives (that 

have requested notification) who are traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project. All 

NAHC-listed California Native American Tribal representatives that have requested project notification pursuant to 

AB 52 were sent letters by the District on October 14, 2021, via U.S. Postal Service certified mailing and email. The 

notification letters contained a project description, outline of AB 52 timing, an invitation to consult, a project site 

plan, and contact information for the appropriate lead agency representative. To date, the District has received two 

responses as a result of the notification letters. Table 3.18-1 summarizes the results of the AB 52 process for the 

project. The confidential AB 52 consultation results are on file with the District. 

Table 3.18-1. AB 52 NAHC–Listed Native American Contacts 

Native American Tribal 

Representatives Response Received 

Gabrieleño Band of 

Mission Indians-Kizh 

Nation 

1. On October 21, 2021, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians responded to 

the District email and requested AB 52 consultation. 

2. On December 14, 2021, a call with the tribe occurred to initiate AB 52 

Consultation. 

3. On December 14, 2021, the District emailed the geological report and 

project drawings to the tribe.  

4. On December 22, 2021, the tribe sent an email with some documentation 

regarding TCRs and new proposed mitigation measure language. 

5. On April 15, 2022, the District sent an email to the tribe explaining that the 

suggested mitigation measure language would not be adopted, and stated 

that consultation would be closed.  

6. On April 28, 2022, the tribe replied and stated that the AB 52 consultation 

cannot be closed until both parties agree on the mitigation. They asked the 

District to implement the mitigation measures they provided on 

December 22, 2021. 

7. On May 3, 2022, Brandy Salas followed up regarding the District response 

referring to the tribe’s email on April 28, 2022. 

8. The District responded on May 5, 2022, that the District would review their 

request and would provide feedback shortly. 

9. The District reviewed the tribe’s request to adopt the suggested mitigation 

measures and responded on June 9, 2022. The email stated that the District 

would not adopt the suggested mitigation measure language and that 

consultation was closed. 

10. On June 9, 2022, and June 28, 2022, the tribe responded by providing 

documentation of TCRs. The District asked for the location of the resources 

on June 22, 2022. The tribe did not provide the location.  

11. On August 5, 2022, the District emailed the tribe, stating that the District 

would not adopt the suggested mitigation measure language and would 

proceed with the mitigation measure language from April 15, 2022. The 

District closed consultation again. 

12. On August 5, 2022, Brandy Salas responded to the District email and 

requested a follow up on the mitigation measures with their members of 

tribal counsel and legal counsel. 

13. The District’s Facilities and Development team had a call with the tribe on 

June 20, 2023, and received documentation from the tribe on the same day. 
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Table 3.18-1. AB 52 NAHC–Listed Native American Contacts 

Native American Tribal 

Representatives Response Received 

14. After June 20, 2023, the District reviewed the documents and mitigation 

measure recommendations submitted by the tribe. In good faith, the District 

agreed to some recommended revisions of the mitigation measures by the 

tribe. A detailed email with the modified mitigation measures was sent to the 

tribe on June 10, 2024, officially closing the AB 52 consultation. 

15. On June 11, 2024, the District received an email from Brandy Salas stating 

that Chairman Salas would like to speak with the District.  

16. On June 17, 2024, the District received an email from Brandy Salas stating 

that Chairman Salas has been trying to reach the District by phone to discuss 

the mitigation measures, copying their legal counsel as well. Because the 

District closed the AB 52 consultation in good faith, they did not return the 

call. 

Pechanga Band of 

Luiseño Indians 

 On November 5, 2021, the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians responded to 

the District letter dated October 14, 2021, and requested AB 52 Consultation. 

 A call occurred on December 16, 2021, to initiate consultation. 

 Revised mitigation measures based on the Pechanga Band’s concern were 

sent to the tribe on April 15, 2021. No further follow up was received. 

Consultation closed on April 22, 2022. 

 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 

defined in Public Resources Code § 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 

geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 

value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register 

of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Dudek requested a search of the 

NAHC Sacred Lands File (SLF) on October 29, 2021, to determine the presence of any Native 

American cultural resources within the project site. The NAHC maintains and reviews the SLF. The 

NAHC SLF records search results were negative for known Native American heritage resources 

within the project site. The NAHC identified 20 Native American individuals who would potentially 

have specific knowledge as to whether or not other cultural resources are identified within the 

project site that could be at-risk. In compliance with AB 52, the District contacted all NAHC-listed 

traditionally geographically affiliated tribal representatives that requested project notification as 

discussed above.  

As discussed in Section 3.5, no previously recorded archaeological resources of Native American 

origin or TCRs listed in the California Register of Historical Resources or a local register were identified 

within the project site as a result of the CHRIS records search. However, per a discussion with the 

tribes, Norco College is within a culturally sensitive area. With the implementation of MM-CUL-1, MM-

CUL-2, and MM-TCR-1, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

1. 

2. 
3. 
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MM-TCR-1 Retain a Native American Monitor Prior to Commencement of Ground-

Disturbing Activities 

A. The project applicant/lead agency shall retain a Native American Monitor. The 

monitor shall be retained prior to the commencement of any “ground-

disturbing activity” for the subject project at all project locations (i.e., both 

on-site and any off-site locations that are included in the project description/ 

definition and/or required in connection with the project, such as public 

improvement work). “Ground-disturbing activity” shall include, but is not 

limited to, demolition, pavement removal, potholing, auguring, grubbing, tree 

removal, boring, grading, excavation, drilling, and trenching. 

B. A copy of the executed monitoring agreement shall be submitted to the lead 

agency prior to the earlier of the commencement of any ground-disturbing 

activity, or the issuance of any permit necessary to commence a ground-

disturbing activity. 

C. The monitor will complete daily monitoring logs that will provide descriptions 

of the relevant ground-disturbing activities, the type of construction activities 

performed, locations of ground-disturbing activities, soil types, cultural-related 

materials, and any other facts, conditions, materials, or discoveries of 

significance to the tribe. Monitor logs will identify and describe any discovered 

Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs), including but not limited to, Native American 

cultural and historical artifacts, remains, places of significance, etc., 

(collectively, Tribal Cultural Resources, or “TCRs”), as well as any discovered 

Native American (ancestral) human remains and burial goods. Copies of 

monitor logs will be provided to the project applicant/lead agency upon written 

request to the tribe. 

ii) 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 § 5024.1. 

In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code § 5024.1, the lead 

agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project is subject to 

compliance with AB 52 (PRC 21074), which requires consideration of impacts to TCRs as part of 

the CEQA process and requires lead agencies to provide notification of proposed projects to 

California Native American Tribal representatives that have requested such notifications. As 

previously discussed, the District received two responses as a result of the notification letters. Of 

the responses received, two tribes, Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians and Gabrieleño Band of 

Mission Indians-Kizh Nation, responded with their input on the project’s impacts to TCRs. It was 

determined that with the implementation of MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, and MM-TCR-1, potentially 

significant impacts to TCRs would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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3.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or 

construction of new or expanded water, 

wastewater treatment or storm water 

drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 

telecommunications facilities, the 

construction or relocation of which could 

cause significant environmental effects? 

    

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to 

serve the project and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during 

normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

    

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 

treatment provider which serves or may 

serve the project that it has adequate 

capacity to serve the project’s projected 

demand in addition to the provider’s 

existing commitments? 

    

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or 

local standards, or in excess of the 

capacity of local infrastructure, or 

otherwise impair the attainment of solid 

waste reduction goals? 

    

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 

management and reduction statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 

    

 

a) Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 

treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 

construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Wastewater Treatment Facilities 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Western Municipal Water District (WMWD) manages the wastewater 

for the proposed project service area. According to the WMWD’s updated 2020 Urban Water Management 

Plan (UWMP), the wastewater collection system for the College is serviced by WMWD (WMWD 2021). 

WMWD currently treats wastewater via the Western Water Recycling Facility and the West Riverside County 

Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. These two plants process the bulk of WMWD’s service area, aside 

from a small portion treated by the City of Riverside. The City of Norco is primarily serviced by the West 

Riverside County Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant, which has a design capacity of 14 million gallons 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 
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per day, providing more than sufficient wastewater capacity for the proposed project and growth within the 

WMWD service area. Both facilities produce tertiary effluent as part of their processes, which is suitable for 

subsequent uses such as irrigation but is typically cleaned and discharged into the Santa Ana River.  

Existing sewer infrastructure is located within roadways surrounding the Norco College campus and the 

proposed project site, and it is anticipated to have adequate capacity to serve the proposed project. The 

proposed project would only minimally increase Norco College’s wastewater generation and would not 

require any necessary improvements to existing infrastructure serving the project site. The proposed project 

would not result in the need for additional wastewater treatment capacity or infrastructure beyond what is 

already planned as part of the WMWD and City of Norco planning efforts. The District would construct all 

necessary infrastructure extensions of existing lines to the site to meet the sewer demands of the proposed 

project. In addition, the District would pay all applicable connection fees and monthly usage charges that 

may be necessary as part of the final project. Any potential impacts related to wastewater would be less 

than significant. 

Water Treatment Facilities 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project’s water demands would be served by existing water 

supplies, and the project would not require the construction of new water treatment facilities. Existing water 

conveyance infrastructure is located within roadways surrounding the Norco College and the proposed 

project site, and it is anticipated to have adequate capacity to serve the proposed project. The proposed 

project would only minimally increase Norco College’s water demand and would not require any necessary 

improvements to existing infrastructure serving the project site. The proposed project would not result in 

the need for additional water conveyance infrastructure beyond what is already planned as part of the 

WMWD and City planning efforts. The District would construct all necessary infrastructure extensions of 

existing lines to the site to meet the water demands of the project. In addition, the District would pay all 

applicable connection fees and monthly charges that may be necessary as part of the final project. Any 

potential impacts related to water would be less than significant. Therefore, impacts associated with the 

construction of new or expanded water treatment facilities would be less than significant. 

Stormwater Facilities 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would include the construction of the proposed 

CHP+K Building to support Norco College’s existing physical education program. Thus, implementation of 

the proposed project would increase the amount of impervious area on site and alter the existing drainage 

patterns. The proposed project would be required to conform to all applicable federal, state, and local 

requirements, including the current MS4 Permit adopted by the Santa Ana RWQCB. Compliance with these 

requirements would ensure that the new drainage system is designed with adequate capacity to capture 

stormwater flow. Therefore, impacts associated with the construction of new or expanded stormwater 

facilities would be less than significant. 

Other Facilities 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As part of the proposed project, utility service lines, including those for 

electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications services, would be extended from their current 

locations within the College campus to the project site for operation of the proposed project. Given that the 
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activity of connecting utilities from their current locations on campus to the proposed project would require 

ground disturbance and the use of heavy machinery associated with trenching, the connection of these 

utility services to the proposed project would potentially result in environmental effects. However, the 

extension of these utility lines is part of the proposed project analyzed herein. As such, any potential 

environmental impacts related to these components of the proposed project are already accounted for in 

this MND as part of the impact assessment conducted for the entirety of the proposed project. No adverse 

physical effects beyond those already disclosed in this MND would occur as a result of implementation of 

the proposed project’s utility system connections. Additionally, the proposed project would constitute a 

nominal increase in utility usage, which has already been accounted for in growth projections for the 

College, the City, and by each utility provider. No modifications to utility infrastructure would be necessary 

outside the project site. As such, impacts associated with the construction or expansion of utility line 

connections would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 

future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The California Urban Water Management Planning Act (California Water 

Code Sections 10610–10656) requires water utilities providing water for municipal uses to more than 

3,000 customers or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet per year to prepare a UWMP every 5 years. The 

proposed project would be served by WMWD, which last updated its UWMP in 2020. The vast majority of 

the water for WMWD’s service area is part of the State Water Project, along with wholesale supplies 

purchased from the Southern California Metropolitan Water District. Additionally, the Arlington Desalter 

provides high-quality water sources to the City of Norco. According to the 2020 UWMP, WMWD has 

determined that water resources are sufficient to handle all projected growth within their service area, 

including during multiple dry years (WMWD 2021).  

A Water Supply Assessment for the proposed project is not required pursuant to California Water Code 

Section 10910, because the project as proposed does not meet the criteria under California Water Code 

Section 10912, nor does it meet the definition of a “water demand project” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15155(a). Based on the site engineering and design plans, the District would construct all 

necessary infrastructure extensions of existing lines to the site to meet the water and sewer demands of 

the proposed project. The District would also install all necessary fire service with backflow device lines and 

fire hydrants to ensure that a reliable and appropriate water source exists on site for firefighting purposes. 

In addition, the District would pay all applicable connection fees and monthly usage charges to the City for 

the provision of water to the project site.  

Due to the limited water requirements for the proposed project, sufficient capacity for both domestic water 

and sewer is reasonably expected. Moreover, based on WMWD’s 2020 UWMP, the City’s projected water 

supplies are expected to be sufficient to meet the additional water demand resulting from the proposed 

project, in addition to existing and planned future uses. Impacts would be less than significant. 



NORCO COLLEGE CENTER FOR HUMAN PERFORMANCE AND KINESIOLOGY BUILDING INITIAL STUDY / 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

13705 97 
OCTOBER 2024 

c) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 

serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 

provider’s existing commitments? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As discussed previously in Section 3.19(a), the proposed project would only 

minimally increase Norco College’s volume of wastewater treated by the wastewater treatment provider 

(WMWD). The proposed project would not result in the determination by WMWD that it does not have 

sufficient capacity to serve the proposed project’s anticipated wastewater demand. As previously 

discussed, WMWD maintains sufficient wastewater infrastructure and service capacity, and the proposed 

project will produce minimal wastewater. Impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Would the project generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the capacity 

of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Riverside County Waste Management Department manages Riverside 

County’s solid waste system through the provision of facilities and programs that meet or exceed all 

applicable federal, state, and local land use regulations. The Riverside County Waste Management 

Department manages five Riverside County Sanitary Landfills: Badlands, Blythe, Desert Center, Lamb 

Canyon, and Oasis (RCDWR 2022). Each of these landfills has sufficient capacity to accommodate the 

project’s minimal solid waste disposal needs and is permitted to receive non-hazardous municipal solid 

waste (CalRecycle 2022).  

Any number of local landfills typically utilized by the City of Norco has sufficient capacity to accommodate 

this volume of non-hazardous waste. Only minimal waste is anticipated during operation of the proposed 

project, and the College can easily handle it as part of its day-to-day waste stream. Any impacts related to 

solid waste would be less than significant. 

e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed uses for the project site are consistent with surrounding 

educational uses of the site. The proposed project would not violate any adopted federal, state, or local 

policies and regulations related to solid waste. Compliance with these regulations would result in a less-

than-significant impact. 

3.20 Wildfire 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XX. WILDFIRE – If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 

severity zones, would the project: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation 

plan? 
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Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 

factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 

thereby expose project occupants to, 

pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 

the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

c) Require the installation or maintenance of 

associated infrastructure (such as roads, 

fuel breaks, emergency water sources, 

power lines or other utilities) that may 

exacerbate fire risk or that may result in 

temporary or ongoing impacts to the 

environment? 

    

d) Expose people or structures to significant 

risks, including downslope or downstream 

flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, 

post-fire slope instability, or drainage 

changes? 

    

 

a) Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Third Street is the only roadway that provides ingress and egress for the 

Norco College campus; therefore, Third Street is a de facto emergency access route for Norco College. 

However, construction staging would occur either within Parking Lot D or on the project site. Construction 

would not require full or partial closure of Third Street. Construction of the proposed project could 

temporarily obstruct emergency access to the western portion of the College campus. Additionally, the 

proposed project would not interfere with the District’s ability to implement its Emergency Operations Plan. 

Once constructed, operation of the proposed project would not result in any actions that would significantly 

impair or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

Therefore, impacts associated with adopted emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans 

would be less than significant.  

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, would the project exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 

expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. According to maps prepared by CAL FIRE, the project site is located within 

a Very High Severity Fire Hazard Zone (CAL FIRE 2022). The proposed project site is located in an area 

where urban development currently exists, and it is not susceptible to the threat of fire from wildlands. 

While there is a substantial amount of open space around Lake Norconian, to the north of the Norco College 

campus, this area does not represent a significant source of wildland fire risk, and the proposed project 

itself is not located within a fire hazard area.  

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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As such, in the unlikely event of a wildfire in the areas proximate to the project site, all occupants at the 

project site and College campus would evacuate the area, as directed by local fire officials. Additionally, the 

proposed project would be located within the College’s boundaries, on a flat project site, adjacent to existing 

development. As such, the proposed project would not exacerbate wildfire risks due to slope, prevailing 

winds, and other factors. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 

breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 

result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would include the construction of the proposed 

CHP+K Building to support Norco College’s existing physical education program. The proposed project 

would not involve installation or maintenance of infrastructure that would exacerbate fire risk. Although the 

proposed project would involve installation of utilities within the project site, these utilities would be located 

underground and would not exacerbate fire risk. Therefore, impacts associated with installation or 

maintenance of associated infrastructure resulting in exacerbated fire risk would be less than significant. 

d) Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 

flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site is relatively flat. There is no evidence of slope instabilities 

at the project site, and there are no significant slopes located on or near the project site that may be 

considered susceptible to seismically induced landslides. During the grading phase of the proposed project, 

the project site would be leveled. As such, upon completion of construction, the project site would not be 

considered susceptible to landslides, post-fire instability, or drainage changes. As such, impacts would be 

less than significant. 

3.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE  

a) Does the project have the potential to 

substantially degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the 

habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 

fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 

plant or animal community, substantially 

reduce the number or restrict the range of a 

rare or endangered plant or animal or 

eliminate important examples of the major 

periods of California history or prehistory? 

    □ ~ □ □ 
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Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact With 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 

b) Does the project have impacts that are 

individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 

means that the incremental effects of a 

project are considerable when viewed in 

connection with the effects of past projects, 

the effects of other current projects, and the 

effects of probable future projects.) 

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects 

which will cause substantial adverse effects 

on human beings, either directly or 

indirectly? 

    

 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 

reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or 

restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 

periods of California history or prehistory? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Section 3.4, through 

compliance with MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-3, project impacts to biological resources would be less than 

significant. As discussed in Section 3.5, through compliance with MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, and MM-TCR-1, 

project impacts to cultural resources and tribal cultural resources would be less than significant. As 

discussed in Section 3.9, through compliance with MM-HAZ-1, project impacts to hazards and hazardous 

materials would be less than significant. Therefore, with mitigation incorporated, the project would not 

degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 

a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 

community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 

important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 

considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection 

with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable 

future projects.) 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. When evaluating cumulative impacts, it is 

important to remain consistent with Section 15064(h) of the CEQA Guidelines, which states that an EIR 

must be prepared if the cumulative impact may be significant and the project’s incremental effect, though 

individually limited, is cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental 

effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 

the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.  

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Alternatively, a lead agency may determine that a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative effect 

is not cumulatively considerable through mitigation measures set forth in an MND or if the project will 

comply with the requirements in a previously approved plan or mitigation program (including, but not limited 

to, water quality control plan, air quality attainment or maintenance plan, integrated waste management 

plan, habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, plans or regulations for the reduction 

of greenhouse gas emissions) that provides specific requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen the 

cumulative problem within the geographic area in which the project is located.  

The project would potentially result in impacts to biological resources, cultural resources, hazards and 

hazardous materials, and TCRs that could be potentially significant without the incorporation of mitigation. 

Thus, when coupled with biological resources, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, and TCRs, 

impacts related to the implementation of other related projects throughout the broader project area, the project 

would potentially result in cumulative-level impacts if these significant impacts are left unmitigated. 

However, with the incorporation of mitigation identified herein, the project’s impacts would be reduced to 

less-than-significant levels and would not considerably contribute to cumulative impacts in the greater 

project region. In addition, other related projects would presumably be bound by their applicable lead 

agency to (1) comply with the all applicable federal, state, and local regulatory requirements; and (2) 

incorporate all feasible mitigation measures, consistent with CEQA, to further ensure that their potentially 

cumulative impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

Although cumulative impacts are always possible, the project, by incorporating all mitigation measures outlined 

herein, would reduce its contribution to any such cumulative impacts to less than cumulatively considerable; 

therefore, the project would result in individually limited, but not cumulatively considerable, impacts. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 

either directly or indirectly? 

Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As evaluated throughout this document, 

with incorporation of mitigation, environmental impacts associated with the project would be less than 

significant. Thus, the project would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects on human 

beings. Impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation. 
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March 18, 2022 13705 

Hussain Agah  

Associate Vice Chancellor, Facilities Planning & Development  

Riverside Community College District  

3801 Market Street, 3rd Floor 

Riverside, California 92501 

Subject:  

  

Dear Mr. Hussain Agah: 

The Riverside Community College District (RCCD) retained Dudek to conduct an archaeological resources inventory 

letter report for the proposed Norco College Center for Human Performance and Kinesiology Project (proposed 

Project), located in Riverside County, California. The proposed Project would involve the construction of the Center 

for Human Performance and Kinesiology building (CHP+K building or building), to support Norco College’s Physical 

Education Program. This letter report documents the results of the following components: 1) a California Historical 

Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search; 2) a search of the California Native American Heritage 

Commission’s (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF); 3) an environmental setting including a review of soils; 4) a review 

of historical maps and aerial photographs; 5) an analysis of the sensitivity of the proposed Project site to contain 

archaeological resources; and 6) management recommendations. The RCCD is the lead agency responsible for 

compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Project Location and Description 

The approximately 0.55-acre proposed Project site is located in the City of Norco (City), in the extreme northwestern 

portion of Riverside County, near a tri-county meeting point with Los Angeles and San Bernardino Counties. The 

proposed Project site falls on public land survey system Sections 12 and 13 of Township 3 South, Range 7 

West on the Corona North, CA 7.5-minute United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle (Attachment A: 

Figure 1). More specifically, the proposed Project site is located on the western portion of the campus, east of the 

Soccer Field, and west of West End Drive (Attachment A: Figure 2). 

The proposed Project would involve the construction of the Center for Human Performance and Kinesiology building 

(CHP+K building or building), a 55,081 gross square foot (GSF), 2-story building, which would support Norco 

College’s Physical Education Program. The building would include one 1,500 assignable square foot (ASF) 

classroom laboratory, 740 ASF if office space, a 400 ASF conference room, a 500 ASF lounge, and 33,710 ASF of 

athletic space. The athletics space would include a multi-use gymnasium with retractable seating for 500, a weight 

room, a training room, a cardio and wellness studio, exercise studios, storage space, laundry room, student locker 

rooms, and faculty changing rooms.  

Landscaped areas would be provided along the perimeter of the building and would include drought-tolerant 

landscaping.  The existing row of trees located at the eastern perimeter of the site would remain in place.  

Archaeological  Resources  Inventory  Letter Report  for the  Norco College Center for Human 

Performance and Kinesiology  Project, Riverside County, California
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The proposed Project site would only be accessible to maintenance vehicles. A paved walking path that could also 

be used by services vehicles would be constructed to connect the existing roundabout located on West End Drive 

to the new building. Bollards would be placed at the connection point with West End Drive to limit access for 

maintenance vehicles. Service vehicles would also be able to access the building from the upper quad area north 

of the new building. No parking spaces would be available within the proposed Project site boundary.   

Environmental Setting and Review of Soils 

The proposed Project site is within California’s Transverse Ranges geomorphic province, which is defined by an 

east-west trending series of steep mountain ranges and valleys (California Geological Survey 2002). The transverse 

ranges include the Santa Ana Mountains to the southwest, the San Jacinto Mountains to the southeast, and the 

San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains to the north. More specifically, the proposed Project site is within the 

City of Norco (City) in northwestern Riverside County. The City is bound to the north by the Santa Ana River, to the 

west by the Prado Basin, and to the east and south by the Norco Hills. The topography within the proposed Project 

site consists of lightly undulating valleys amongst gently rising hills.  

According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil 

Survey (USDA 2021a), eight soil types have been identified in the proposed Project site: Bonsall fine sandy loam, 2 

to 8 percent slopes and Delhi fine sand, 2 to 15 percent slopes, wind-eroded. The soil series are described below 

according to their official soil descriptions (USDA 2021b).  

Bonsall Series: Bonsall series consists of soils found on gently to moderately sloping lands at elevations of 200 to 

2,500 feet. They formed in residuum weathered from granite or granodiorite. Naturalized vegetation is mainly 

annual forbs and grasses. A typical Bonsall series pedon extends 305 inches below ground surface (bgs).  

Delhi Series: Delhi series soils are found on 0 to 15 percent slopes at elevations of 25 to 1,400 feet. They formed 

in wind-modified alluvium derived from granitic rock sources on floodplains, alluvial fans, and terraces. Principal 

native plants are buckwheat and a few shrubs and trees. Typical vegetation is annual grasses and forbs. A typical 

Delhi series pedon extends 178 inches bgs. Delhi fine sand, 2 to 15 percent slopes, wind-eroded.  

A review of the USGS mineral resources (USGS 2021) online spatial data for geology indicates that the proposed 

Project site is comprised of Mesozoic granitic rocks, unit 2 (Peninsular Ranges) from the middle Jurassic to Late 

Cretaceous epoch. These formations have low potential to support the presence of buried archaeological resources.   

Regulatory Context  

State 

Work for this proposed Project was conducted in compliance with the CEQA. The regulatory framework as it pertains 

to cultural resources under CEQA is detailed below.  

Under the provisions of CEQA, including the CEQA Statutes (PRC Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1), the CEQA 

Guidelines (14 CCR 15064.5), and California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1 (14 CCR 4850 et seq.), 
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properties expected to be directly or indirectly affected by a proposed project must be evaluated for California 

Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) eligibility (PRC Section 5024.1).  

The purpose of the CRHR is to maintain listings of the state’s historical resources and to indicate which properties 

are to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from material impairment and substantial adverse change. 

The term historical resources includes a resource listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR; a 

resource included in a local register of historical resources; and any object, building, structure, site, area, place, 

record, or manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant (14 CCR 15064.5[a]). The criteria 

for listing properties in the CRHR were developed in accordance with previously established criteria developed for 

listing in the National Register of Historic Places. The California Office of Historic Preservation regards “any physical 

evidence of human activities over 45 years old” as meriting recordation and evaluation (OHP 1995:2). 

California Register of Historic Resources 

A cultural resource is considered “historically significant” under CEQA if the resource meets one or more of the 

criteria for listing on the CRHR. The CRHR was designed to be used by state and local agencies, private groups, and 

citizens to identify existing cultural resources within the state and to indicate which of those resources should be 

protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change. The following criteria have been 

established for the CRHR. A resource is considered significant if it: 

1. is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s 

history and cultural heritage; 

2. is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

3. embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents 

the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

4. has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, historical resources eligible for listing in the CRHR must 

retain enough of their historic character or appearance to be able to convey the reasons for their significance. Such 

integrity is evaluated in regard to the retention of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 

association. 

Under CEQA, if an archeological site is not a historical resource but meets the definition of a “unique archeological 

resource” as defined in PRC Section 21083.2, then it should be treated in accordance with the provisions of that 

section. A unique archaeological resource is defined as follows:  

• An archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely 

adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:  

o Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is a 

demonstrable public interest in that information  
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o Has a special and particular quality, such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 

example of its type  

o Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 

person  

Resources that neither meet any of these criteria for listing in the CRHR nor qualify as a “unique archaeological 

resource” under CEQA (PRC Section 21083.2) are viewed as not significant. Under CEQA, “A non-unique 

archaeological resource need be given no further consideration, other than the simple recording of its existence by 

the lead agency if it so elects” (PRC Section 21083.2[h]). 

Impacts that adversely alter the significance of a resource listed in or eligible for listing in the CRHR are considered 

a significant effect on the environment. Impacts to historical resources from a proposed project are thus considered 

significant if the project (1) physically destroys or damages all or part of a resource; (2) changes the character of 

the use of the resource or physical feature within the setting of the resource, which contributes to its significance; 

or (3) introduces visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of significant features of the 

resource. 

California Environmental Quality Act 

As described further, the following CEQA statutes (PRC Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 

et seq.) are of relevance to the analysis of archaeological, historic, and tribal cultural resources: 

• PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines “unique archaeological resource.” 

• PRC Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) defines “historical resources.” In 

addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) defines the phrase “substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an historical resource;” it also defines the circumstances when a project would 

materially impair the significance of a historical resource. 

• PRC Section 21074(a) defines “tribal cultural resources.”  

• PRC Section 5097.98 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) set forth standards and steps to be 

employed following the accidental discovery of human remains in any location other than a dedicated 

ceremony. 

• PRC Sections 21083.2(b)–(c) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 provide information regarding the 

mitigation framework for archaeological and historic resources, including examples of preservation-in-

place mitigation measures. Preservation in place is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to 

significant archaeological sites because it maintains the relationship between artifacts and the 

archaeological context, and may also help avoid conflict with religious or cultural values of groups 

associated with the archaeological site(s).  

More specifically, under CEQA, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it may cause “a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” (PRC Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 
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15064.5[b]). If a site is listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or included in a local register of historic resources, 

or identified as significant in a historical resources survey (meeting the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1[q]), it 

is an “historical resource” and is presumed to be historically or culturally significant for purposes of CEQA (PRC 

Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5[a]). The lead agency is not precluded from determining that a resource is a 

historical resource even if it does not fall within this presumption (PRC Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5[a]). 

A “substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” reflecting a significant effect under 

CEQA means “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 

surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired” (14 CCR 

15064.5[b][1]; PRC Section 5020.1[q]). In turn, the significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when 

a project does any of the following: 

1) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 

resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in 

the California Register; or 

2) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that account for its 

inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the PRC or its 

identification in an historical resources survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the PRC, 

unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence 

that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 

3) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource 

that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register as 

determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA (14 CCR 15064.5[b][2]). 

Pursuant to these sections, the CEQA inquiry begins with evaluating whether a proposed Project site contains any 

“historical resources,” then evaluates whether that project will cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource such that the resource’s historical significance is materially impaired. 

If it can be demonstrated that a project will cause damage to a unique archaeological resource, the lead agency 

may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these resources to be preserved in place or left in 

an undisturbed state. To the extent that they cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC 

Sections 21083.2[a]–[c]).  

PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, object, or site 

about which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a 

high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:  

1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is a 

demonstrable public interest in that information. 

2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its 

type. 
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3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person (PRC 

Section 21083.2[g]). 

Impacts on nonunique archaeological resources are generally not considered a significant environmental impact 

(PRC Section 21083.2[a]; 14 CCR 15064.5[c][4]). However, if a nonunique archaeological resource qualifies as a 

tribal cultural resource (PRC Sections 21074[c] and 21083.2[h]), further consideration of significant impacts is 

required.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 assigns special importance to human remains and specifies procedures to be 

used when Native American remains are discovered. As described below, these procedures are detailed in PRC 

Section 5097.98.  

California State Assembly Bill 52 

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 of 2014 amended PRC Section 5097.94 and added PRC Sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 

21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09, 21084.2, and 21084.3. AB 52 established that tribal cultural resources must be 

considered under CEQA and also provided for additional Native American consultation requirements for the lead 

agency. PRC Section 21074 describes a tribal cultural resource as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred 

place, or object that is considered of cultural value to a California Native American Tribe. A tribal cultural resource 

is either: 

• On the CRHR or a local historic register;  

• Eligible for the CRHR or a local historic register; or 

• A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to 

be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1. 

AB 52 formalizes the lead agency–tribal consultation process, requiring the lead agency to initiate consultation with 

California Native American groups that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area, including tribes 

that may not be federally recognized. Lead agencies are required to begin consultation prior to the release of a 

negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or environmental impact report.  

Section 1 (a)(9) of AB 52 establishes that “a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource has a 

significant effect on the environment.” Effects on tribal cultural resources should be considered under CEQA. 

Section 6 of AB 52 adds Section 21080.3.2 to the PRC, which states that parties may propose mitigation measures 

“capable of avoiding or substantially lessening potential significant impacts to a tribal cultural resource or 

alternatives that would avoid significant impacts to a tribal cultural resource.” Further, if a California Native 

American tribe requests consultation regarding project alternatives, mitigation measures, or significant effects to 

tribal cultural resources, the consultation shall include those topics (PRC Section 21080.3.2[a]). The environmental 

document and the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (where applicable) shall include any mitigation 

measures that are adopted (PRC Section 21082.3[a]). 

DUDEK 



Mr. Hussain Agah 

Subject: Archaeological Resources Inventory Letter Report for the Norco College enter for Human Performance 

and Kinesiology Project, Riverside County, California 

  13705 

 7 March 2022 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods, regardless of their 

antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those remains. California Health and Safety 

Code Section 7050.5 requires that if human remains are discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, 

no further disturbance or excavation of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains 

shall occur until the county coroner has examined the remains (Section 7050.5[b]). Public Resources Code Section 

5097.98 also outlines the process to be followed in the event that remains are discovered. If the coroner 

determines or has reason to believe the remains are those of a Native American, the coroner must contact NAHC 

within 24 hours (Section 7050.5[c]). NAHC will notify the “most likely descendant.” With the permission of the 

landowner, the most likely descendant may inspect the site of discovery. The inspection must be completed within 

48 hours of notification of the most likely descendant by NAHC. The most likely descendant may recommend means 

of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains, and items associated with Native 

Americans. 

Local 

City of Norco General Plan Land Use Element 

The City’s General Plan Goal 2.7 describes archaeological and paleontological resources, a regulatory framework, 

and policies and plans to protect such resources. The planning goals and policies are described below (City of Norco 

2009). 

The Historic Resources Element of the City’s General Plan (adopted in 2009) addresses archaeological and 

historical cultural resources. Goal 4.3 in the Goals and Policies section states that the City will “preserve from 

development, to the extent possible, the City’s Historical and archaeological resources” Nine policies are 

enumerated to assist in implementation of the goal. The Historic Element also calls for an inventory of all historically 

significant sites and/or structures that require protection.  

Background Research 

CHRIS Records Search  

The CHRIS is experiencing extensive delays in records search request turn-around times as a result of the COVID-

19 pandemic. In an effort to provide this archaeological resources inventory report in a timely manner, Dudek 

utilized the results of a records search conducted for a previous Dudek report submitted to the RCCD titled Cultural 

Resources Study for the Norco College Veterans Resource Center, City of Norco, Riverside County, California 

(Colston and Comeau 2019). The records search for the aforementioned project covers the current proposed 

Project site, and is therefore considered adequate to support the analysis of previous cultural resources studies 

and previously recorded cultural resources within the current proposed Project site.  

On August 10, 2018, Dudek conducted the CHRIS records search of the aforementioned proposed Project site and 

a 1-mile search radius at the Eastern Information Center (EIC), which houses cultural resources records for 
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Riverside County. The search included previously recorded prehistoric and historic-age archaeological resources as 

well as any historic-age built-environment resources; Department of Park and Recreation (DPR) site records; 

technical reports; archival resources; and ethnographic references. The CHRIS search also included a review of the 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), the California 

Points of Historical Interest list, the California Historical Landmarks list, the Archaeological Determinations of 

Eligibility list, and the California State Historic Resources Inventory list. The confidential records search results are 

provided in Confidential Attachment B. 

Previously Conducted Cultural Resource Studies 

Results of the CHRIS records search indicate that seventeen (17) previous cultural resources studies have been 

conducted within 1-mile of the proposed Project site. These studies were conducted between 1980 and 2017. One 

study, RI-01108, covers the Proposed Project site and indicates the prehistoric sensitivity of the surrounding area. 

A brief summary of this report is provided in the following paragraph. Table 1, below, provides a complete list of all 

17 previously conducted studies within 1-mile of the proposed Project site. 

RI-01108 

Environmental Impact Evaluation: An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed Riverside Community College 

District Site and Dean Homes Residential Development, Norco, California (Drover 1987), documents the results of 

a cultural resources survey of a 285-acre property posed for development. A portion of the study area would later 

become the site of Norco College, which includes the six proposed work areas within the current Proposed Project 

site. Four prehistoric archaeological sites were identified within the 285-acre property as a result of the cultural 

resources study: P-33-001229/CA-RIV-001229, P-33-002315/CA-RIV-002315, P-33-002316/CA-RIV-002316, 

and P-33-002317/CA-RIV-002317. All of these sites consist of bedrock milling features. No associated prehistoric 

artifacts, ecofacts, or midden soils were documented at any of the bedrock milling sites. However, none of the 

sites were subject to subsurface testing, nor were they evaluated for eligibility for listing on the NRHP or CRHR. 

Although prehistoric resources were encountered during the survey, none of the sites were within close 

proximity to the current proposed Project site. The prehistoric resources were located southwest of the current 

proposed Project site with the closest milling site within 609 meters (2,000 feet) of the proposed Project site. 

Additionally, a review of historic aerial photographs for the current study indicates that the area where the four 

prehistoric resources were encountered during the 1987 study has since been developed into a residential 

neighborhood. As a result, it is likely that these prehistoric resources have since been destroyed.  
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Table 1. Previously Conducted Cultural Resources Studies within 1-Mile of the 

Proposed Project site 

EIC Report 

Number Authors Year Title 

Proximity to 

Proposed Project 

site 

RI-01108 Drover, C. 1987 

Environmental Impact Evaluation: An 

Archaeological Assessment of the 

Proposed Riverside Community College 

District Site and Dean Homes 

Residential Development, Norco, 

California 

Overlaps 

Proposed 

Project site 

RI-01109 Feickert, H. 1980 

Intensive Cultural Resources Survey on 

the Norco Naval Reservation, Riverside 

County, California 

Outside 

RI-01872 Drover, C. 1984 

An Archaeological Assessment of 

Proposed Installation of Wastewater 

Treatment Facilities for Norco, California 

Outside 

RI-01913 McCarthy, D. 1985 

An Archaeological Assessment of a 

Portion of a Proposed Interceptor Sewer 

Pipeline Right-of-Way in the Norco-

Corona Area, Riverside County, 

California 

Outside 

RI-04087 Wlodarski, R. 1998 

A Phase I Archaeology Study: Norco 

Senior Housing Project (Phase II) (2 Acre 

Parcel of Land), City of Norco, Riverside 

County, California 

Outside 

RI-04333 Urbas, A. 1999 

Letter Report: Department of 

Corrections/California Rehabilitation 

Center, Norco, Riverside County, 

"Proposed Demolition of 28 Temporary 

WWII Barracks." Determination of 

Eligibility and Effect 

Outside 

RI-04334 Urbas, A. 2000 

Letter Report: Department of 

Corrections/California Rehabilitation 

Center, Norco, Riverside County, 

"Replacement of 28 Temporary WWI 

Barracks," Determination of Effect on 

the Norconian Club 

Outside 

RI-05409 

Love, B., B. Tang, M. 

Hogan, and M. 

Dahdul 

2001 

Historical/Archaeological Resources 

Survey Report, Arlington Desalter and 

Pipeline, Cities of Riverside, Corona, and 

Norco, Riverside County, California 

Outside 

RI-05663 Billat, L. 2005 

Letter Report: Historic Commission for 

Nextel of California (Nextel) Wireless 

Telecommunications Service (WTS) 

Facility Project Trail/ CA-8871A, in 

Norco, Riverside County, California 

Outside 
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Table 1. Previously Conducted Cultural Resources Studies within 1-Mile of the 

Proposed Project site 

EIC Report 

Number Authors Year Title 

Proximity to 

Proposed Project 

site 

RI-06083 Billat, L. 2004 

Letter Report: Proposed Cellular Tower 

Project in Riverside County, California, 

Site Name/Number: CA-8871/Trail 

Outside 

RI-07155 Harper, C. 2003 

Cultural Resource Assessment for 

Cingular Wireless Facility No. SB 260-02 

in Norco, Riverside County, California 

Outside 

RI-07181 Pletka, N. 2003 

Cultural Resource Assessment: AT&T 

Wireless Services, Facility NO. 24002C, 

Norco, Riverside County, California 

Outside 

RI-07447 
Bonner, H. and M. 

Aislin-Kay 
2007 

Cultural Resource Records Search 

Results and Site Visit for Royal Street 

Communications, LLC 

Telecommunications Facility Candidate 

LA2311A (Storage Stop), 3475 Second 

Street, Norco, Riverside County, 

California 

Outside 

RI-07981 

Chandler, E., C.  

Cotterman, and J. 

Howard 

2008 

Cultural Resources Inventory of 

Proposed Pole Replacements in the City 

of Chino Hills, San Bernardino County 

and the Cities of Corona and Norco, 

Riverside County, California (DWO 

6034-4800, AI 8-4850 and 8-4852) 

Outside 

RI-08766 

Tibbet, C., R. 

Goodwin, and J. 

Thornton 

2011 

Cultural Resources Assessment, Norco 

Ranch Commerce Park, City of Norco, 

Riverside County, California 

Outside 

RI-10262 Perez, D. 2017 

Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment 

RV90XSA44B/ 9CAB012573-B Tara 

Lane & Town and Country Road Norco, 

CA 92860 Riverside County EBI Project 

No. 6117004639 

Outside 

RI-10272 Bauman, J. 2012 

Archaeological Resources Survey 

Report: Cultural Resources 

Investigations for the Early Warning 

Giant Voice (GV) System, Naval 

Weapons Station Seal Beach, 

Detachment Norco, Riverside County, 

California 

Outside 

 

Previously Recorded Cultural Resources 

The Chris records search did not identify any previously recorded cultural resources within the proposed Project 

site. However, fifteen (15) previously recorded cultural resources were identified within 1-mile of the proposed 
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Project site. These resources consist of five (5) prehistoric sites and ten (10) historic-age built environment 

resources. Amongst the prehistoric archaeological resources are four (4) bedrock milling stations  and one (1) 

low density lithic scatter. Table 2, below, provides a summary of the previously recorded cultural resources within 

1-mile of the proposed Project site.  

Table 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources Within a 1-Mile Radius of the 

Proposed Project site 

Primary 

(P-33-) 

Trinomial 

(CA-RIV-) 

Resource Age 

and Type 

Resource 

Description 
NRHP Eligibility 

Recording 

Events 

Proximity to 

Proposed 

Project site 

001229 001229 
Prehistoric 

Site 

Bedrock milling 

station with one 

milling slick 

7R. Identified 

during survey; Not 

evaluated 

1977 

(Eastvold); 

1980 (Feickert 

and Bjornsen); 

1985 

(McCarthy); 

1987 (Drover) 

Outside 

001230 001230 
Prehistoric 

Site 

Low density 

lithic scatter 

collected in 

1977. No 

artifacts remain 

as of the 1984 

update. 

7R. Identified 

during survey; Not 

evaluated 

1977 

(Eastvold); 

1984 (Drover) 

Outside 

002315 002315 
Prehistoric 

Site 

Bedrock milling 

stations; two 

boulders each 

with one slick 

7R. Identified 

during survey; Not 

evaluated 

1977 

(Eastvold); 

1980 (Feickert 

and Bjornsen); 

1987 (Drover) 

Outside 

002316 002316 
Prehistoric 

Site 

Bedrock milling 

station with 

seven milling 

slicks 

7R. Identified 

during survey; Not 

evaluated 

1977 

(Eastvold); 

1980 (Feickert 

and Bjornsen); 

1985 

(McCarthy); 

1987 (Drover) 

Outside 

002317 002317 
Prehistoric 

Site 

Bedrock milling 

stations; two 

boulders each 

with one slick 

7R. Identified 

during survey; Not 

evaluated 

1977 

(Eastvold); 

1980 (Feickert 

and Bjornsen); 

1985 

(McCarthy); 

1987 (Drover) 

Outside 

009101 — 

Historic-age 

Built 

Environment, 

Club/Hotel 

Lake Norconian 

Club/Hotel: 

Spanish 

Colonial Revival 

style built c. 

1929 

1S. Individual 

property listed in 

the NRHP and 

CRHR 

1998 (Ensley); 

1999 (Urbas) 
Outside 
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Table 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources Within a 1-Mile Radius of the 

Proposed Project site 

Primary 

(P-33-) 

Trinomial 

(CA-RIV-) 

Resource Age 

and Type 

Resource 

Description 
NRHP Eligibility 

Recording 

Events 

Proximity to 

Proposed 

Project site 

019900 — 

Historic-age 

Built 

Environment, 

Single Family 

Residence 

2214 Second 

Street: 

vernacular 

residence built 

1927 

6Z. Found ineligible 

for NRHP, CRHR, or 

local designation 

through survey 

evaluation 

2011 (Tibbet) Outside 

019901 — 

Historic-age 

Built 

Environment, 

Single Family 

Residence 

2138 Second 

Street: 

vernacular farm 

cottage 

residence built 

1924 

6Z. Found ineligible 

for NRHP, CRHR, or 

local designation 

through survey 

evaluation 

2011 (Tibbet) Outside 

019902 — 

Historic-age 

Built 

Environment, 

Single Family 

Residence 

2266 Second 

Street: Ranch-

style residence 

built 1956 

6Z. Found ineligible 

for NRHP, CRHR, or 

local designation 

through survey 

evaluation 

2011 (Tibbet) Outside 

019903 — 

Historic-age 

Built 

Environment, 

Single Family 

Residence 

2390 Second 

Street: modest 

Ranch-style 

residence built 

1958 

6Z. Found ineligible 

for CRHR through 

survey evaluation; 

not evaluated for 

NRHP or local 

designation 

2011 (Tibbet) Outside 

019906 — 

Historic-age 

Built 

Environment, 

Ranch 

1658 Mountain 

Avenue/Norco 

Egg Ranch: built 

1956 

5S3: Appears to be 

individually eligible 

for local listing 

designation 

through survey 

evaluation 

2011 (Tibbet) Outside 

019911 — 

Historic-age 

Built 

Environment, 

Single Family 

Residence 

1463 Pacific 

Avenue: 

vernacular 

residence built 

1947 

6Z. Found ineligible 

for CRHR through 

survey evaluation; 

not evaluated for 

NRHP or local 

designation 

2011 (Tibbet) Outside 

019912 — 

Historic-age 

Built 

Environment, 

Single Family 

Residence 

1577 Pacific 

Avenue: 

vernacular 

residence built 

1920 

6L. Determined 

ineligible for local 

designation; may 

warrant special 

consideration in 

local planning 

2011 (Tibbet) Outside 
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Table 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources Within a 1-Mile Radius of the 

Proposed Project site 

Primary 

(P-33-) 

Trinomial 

(CA-RIV-) 

Resource Age 

and Type 

Resource 

Description 
NRHP Eligibility 

Recording 

Events 

Proximity to 

Proposed 

Project site 

019913 — 

Historic-age 

Built 

Environment, 

Single Family 

Residence 

1619 Pacific 

Avenue: 

vernacular farm 

cottage with 

Craftsman 

elements 

residence built 

1916 

6Z. Found ineligible 

for CRHR through 

survey evaluation; 

not evaluated for 

NRHP or local 

designation 

2011 (Tibbet) Outside 

019937 — 

Historic-age 

Built 

Environment, 

Single Family 

Residence 

1661 Mountain 

Avenue: 

vernacular farm 

cottage 

residence built 

1948 

6Z. Found ineligible 

for NRHP, CRHR, or 

local designation 

through survey 

evaluation 

2011 (Tibbet) Outside 

 

Native American Coordination 

NAHC Sacred Lands File Search 

Dudek requested a search of the SLF on October 29, 2021, to determine the presence of any Native American 

cultural resources within the proposed Project site. The NAHC maintains and reviews the SLF. Andrew Green, 

Cultural Resources Analyst, provided the SLF search results on December 14, 2021. The NAHC SLF records search 

results were negative for known Native American heritage resources within the proposed Project site. The NAHC 

identified 20 Native American individuals who would potentially have specific knowledge as to whether or not other 

cultural resources are identified within the proposed Project site that could be at-risk. To date, Dudek has not 

initiated contact with the individuals on the NAHC’s contact list in regard to the proposed Project site. To date, 

Dudek has not initiated contact with the individuals on the NAHC’s contact list, in regard to the current proposed 

Project site. However, in compliance with Assembly Bill 52, RCCD has contacted all NAHC-listed traditionally 

geographically affiliated tribal representatives that have requested project notification and is briefly discussed in 

the following section. Documentation of the NAHC SLF search results is provided in Attachment C. 

Note: Sacred Land Files maintained by the NAHC represent a curation of “sacred lands” or TCRs provided by Tribal 

entities and Native American representatives. For various reasons, Tribal entities and Native American 

representatives do no not always report sacred lands or TCRs to the NAHC. As such, the NAHC’s SLF is not a 

comprehensive list, and searches of the SLF must be considered in concert with other research and not used as a 

sole source of information regarding the presence of TCRs or cultural resources. Additionally, results of the SLF 

provided relate to the general regional area within and surrounding the proposed Project site and don’t necessarily 

equate to the existence of resources within the specific area occupied by the proposed Project site. 
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Assembly Bill 52  

The proposed Project is subject to compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (PRC 21074), which requires consideration 

of impacts to TCRs as part of the CEQA process, and that the lead agency notify California Native American Tribal 

representatives that have requested notification who are traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic 

area of the proposed Project site. All records of correspondence related to AB 52 notification and any subsequent 

consultation are on file with RCCD. A summary of the consultation record is provided and addressed in the Initial 

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration document for the proposed Project. 

Review of Historical Topographic Maps and Aerial Photographs 

Dudek consulted historical topographic maps and aerial photographs to understand development of the proposed 

Project site and surrounding area. Important to note is that while topographic maps are informative, they do not show 

slight changes to a landscape overtime, and at times, are inconsistent with what is depicted year to year. Nevertheless, 

the information gathered contributes to the understanding of the chronological development of the proposed Project 

site.  

Historical Topographic Maps 

USGS topographic maps for the proposed Project site are available for the years 1947 through 2018 (NETR 2021a). 

The first available topographic map of 1947 depicts the proposed Project site as within the 678-acre luxury resort 

known as the Lake Norconian Club.  

By 1955, it is evident that the resort complex has been sold to the U.S. Navy as "NAVAL RESERVATION" is labeled 

over the complex. There have been slight alterations to some of the road alignments, though they have generally 

remained consistent with the previous year. On the 1982 topographic map, "NAVAL RESERVATION" has been 

changed to "NAVAL WEAPONS CENTER", though no other changes to the proposed Project site are depicted. 

Norco College is first depicted on the 2012 topographic map as "Riverside Community College Norco Campus," 

indicating the sale of the government-owned land to RCCD. Though the map does not show any structures, the 

roads are in their present-day alignments. There are no features depicted within the proposed Project site. 

There are no changes depicted within the proposed Project site on either the 2015 or 2018 topographic maps. 

However, directly north of the proposed Project site is the added perimeter of a naval base labeled "NWS-SEAL 

BEACH CORONA". 

Historic Aerial Photographs 

A review of historical aerial photographs was conducted as part of the archival research effort from the following 

years: 1938, 1948, 1966, 1967, 1980, 1994, 1998, 1999, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016, and 

2018 (NETR 2021b). This section will only focus on noticeable changes to the Norco College Proposed Project site 

work areas as they developed over time and not the development of the Norco College campus as a whole.  
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The 1938 historic aerial photograph shows the proposed Project site within vacant and undeveloped land with the 

exception of a few dirt roads. The Lake Norconian resort complex is visible north of the proposed Project site along 

the north shore of Lake Norconian. The dirt roads that weave in and around the proposed Project site connect to 

the complex. The 1948 historic aerial photograph shows the Proposed Project site as relatively undisturbed. By 

1966, two small sheds and a graded dirt parking lot/turn-around are visible within or immediately adjacent to the 

southeast corner of the proposed Project site. More substantial disturbances are visible within the proposed Project 

site on the 1980 aerial photograph. Numerous informal dirt roads of varying widths cut through site making a 

network of scars. The proposed Project site is entirely altered due to the construction of Norco College as seen on 

the 1994 aerial photograph. The proposed Project site has been subject to some degree of ground disturbance 

either through complete grading or plowing. Alterations to the proposed Project site continues until 2009 when the 

campus and proposed Project site looks much as it does today. There are no other substantial alterations to the 

proposed Project site through 2018 besides the routine disking and/or plowing. 

Pedestrian Survey 

Field Methods 

An archaeological pedestrian survey was previously conducted at the Norco College Campus, which includes the 

current Project site and as such, the results of that survey will be used for this current study.  

Dudek Associate Archaeologist, Adriane Gusick, conducted a pedestrian survey on August 25, 2021, using standard 

archaeological procedures and techniques. Survey techniques were adjusted to accommodate for variations in level 

of development, ground surface visibility, and terrain. An opportunistic survey approach was employed in areas with 

dense vegetation cover and low visibility, which involved meandering through vegetation, inspecting areas of cut 

banks when possible, and conducting boot scrapes in order to inspect the ground surface. An intensive-level survey 

was conducted within areas of good to moderate visibility resulting from recent plowing for weed abatement. The 

intensive-level survey entailed walking parallel transects spaced no more than 10 meters apart (approximately 32 

feet). 

Throughout the proposed Project site, the ground surface was inspected for prehistoric artifacts (e.g., flaked stone 

tools, tool-making debris, groundstone tools, ceramics, fire-affected rock), soil discoloration that might indicate the 

presence of a cultural midden, soil depressions, features indicative of structures and/or buildings (e.g., standing 

exterior walls, post holes, foundations), and historic-period artifacts (e.g., metal, glass, ceramics, building 

materials). Ground disturbances such as burrows, cut banks, and drainages were also visually inspected for 

exposed subsurface materials. Location-specific photographs were taken using an Apple 3rd Generation iPad 

equipped with 8-megapixel resolution and georeferenced PDF maps of the proposed Project site. All field notes, 

photographs, and records related to the current study are on file at Dudek’s Pasadena, California, office. 

Results 

The Proposed Project site is comprised of a relatively flat parcel of vacant and cultivated land adjacent to campus 

grounds. Ground visibility was poor to excellent (0 to 100 percent) depending on the level of disturbance. For 

example, a large scatter of gravel and piles of discarded landscaping material obscured a large portion of the ground 

surface work area, providing poor visibility. However, beyond the gravel and dumps was cultivated field and a 

maintained dirt road, which provided excellent visibility. As a result of repeated cultivation of the property over time, 
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the surficial expression of the work area is considered entirely disturbed. No cultural materials were identified as a 

result of the pedestrian survey. Image 1 below shows the current proposed Project site conditions.  

 
Image 1. View of proposed Project site, looking northeast (IMG_2240) 

 

Archaeological Sensitivity Analysis 

The cultural resources study revealed that the potential for unrecorded cultural resources to exist within the 

proposed Project site is considered low based on the following factors: 1) though the topography and natural 

features that surround the proposed Project site are conducive to supporting prehistoric occupation, archival review 

and existing proposed Project site conditions determined that the proposed Project site has been routinely 

disturbed since at least the mid twentieth century and has remained undeveloped land for at least 75 years (with 

exception to the extant Center for Applied and Competitive Technologies to the southeast of the proposed Project 

site); 2) although the data provided by the CHRIS records search indicates that the surrounding area is sensitive 

for the presence of prehistoric archaeological sites, the previously recorded resources primarily consist of bedrock 

milling stations with no associated midden or artifacts; 3) it is unlikely that such sites would be encountered within 

the proposed Project site as no topographical features such as water sources or bedrock outcrops are present that 

would suggest an area that may have been attractive to prehistoric inhabitants; 4) results of the study indicate that 

no built environment structures or associated facilities occupied the proposed Project site since at least the late 

twentieth century, suggesting that the possibility of buried historic-age archaeological deposits associated with once 

extant structures is considered low; and 6) no cultural material was identified within the proposed Project site as a 

result of the pedestrian survey as the site has been subject to repeated disking/tilling that has likely disturbed the 
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upper 18 inches of soil. Given these factors, the proposed Project site is considered relatively low sensitivity for the 

presence of cultural resources.  

Management Recommendations 

Dudek recommends the following management strategies be completed as part of the environmental review 

process in order to ensure proper treatment of any unknown cultural resources that may be encountered as a result 

of Project construction. 

Although the overall potential for archaeological resources to exist within the proposed Project site is considered 

low, it is still possible that unknown intact archaeological resources could be encountered subsurface during ground 

disturbing activities within native soils. Dudek recommends that if a geotechnical investigation be conducted within 

the proposed Project site prior to Project implementation, that the results of the study be reviewed to inform on the 

potential for intact buried cultural deposits to be encountered below the assumed upper 18 inches of soil previously 

disturbed by routine plowing. In consideration of the general cultural sensitivity in the vicinity of the proposed Project 

site, Dudek further recommends the following measures to ensure proper treatment of any unknown archaeological 

resources that may be encountered as a result of Project construction. These measures would ensure the proper 

treatment of any archaeological resources and human remains encountered during ground disturbing activities. 

With the proper implementation of the prescribed measures, the potential impact to archaeological resources and 

human remains is considered to be less then significant. 

Workers Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) Training. All construction personnel and monitors who are not 

trained archaeologists shall be briefed regarding inadvertent discoveries of archaeological or tribal cultural 

resources prior to the start of construction activities. A basic presentation and handout or pamphlet shall be 

prepared in order to ensure proper identification and treatment of inadvertent discoveries of archaeological or tribal 

cultural resources. The purpose of the Workers Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training is to provide 

specific details on the kinds of archaeological and tribal cultural materials that may be identified during construction 

of the project and explain the importance of and legal basis for the protection of significant archaeological and 

tribal cultural resources. Each worker shall also be trained in the proper procedures to follow in the event that 

archaeological, tribal cultural resources or human remains are uncovered during ground disturbing activities. These 

procedures include but are not limited to work curtailment or redirection, and the immediate contact of the site 

supervisor and archaeological monitor. Pursuant to MM-TCR-1, all interested tribes who have requested and 

engaged in formal tribal consultation for the Norco College CHP+K Building Project, pursuant to AB-52, will be 

invited to participate in the WEAP training and will be given the opportunity to speak regarding tribal cultural 

resources.  

Retention of an On-Call Archaeologist. A qualified archaeologist shall be retained and on-call to conduct spot 

monitoring and respond to and address any inadvertent discoveries identified during ground disturbing activities 

whether within disturbed, imported or native soils. In the event of an inadvertent discovery of archaeological or 

tribal cultural resources, a qualified archaeologist shall be retained to monitor all initial ground disturbance. Initial 

ground disturbance is defined as initial construction-related earth moving of sediments from their place of 

deposition. As it pertains to archaeological monitoring, this definition excludes movement of sediments after they 

have been initially disturbed or displaced by current project-related construction. A qualified archaeological principal 

investigator, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards, shall oversee and adjust 
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monitoring efforts as needed (increase, decrease, or discontinue monitoring frequency) based on the observed 

potential for construction activities to further encounter cultural deposits or material. More than one monitor may 

be required if multiple areas within the Project site are simultaneously exposed to initial ground disturbance as 

previously defined in these mitigation measures causing monitoring to be hindered by the distance of the 

simultaneous activities. The need for an additional monitor shall be made by the qualified archaeological principal 

investigator, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards. The archaeological 

monitor shall be responsible for maintaining daily monitoring logs for those days monitoring occurs.  

If monitoring is conducted, an archaeological monitoring report shall be prepared within 60 days following 

completion of ground disturbance and submitted to the District for review. This report shall document compliance 

with approved mitigation, document the monitoring efforts, and include an appendix with daily monitoring logs. The 

final report shall be submitted to the South Central Coast Information Center (SCCIC) for inclusion on the CHRIS 

database and interested consulting tribes. 

Inadvertent Discovery of Archaeological Resources. In the event that potential prehistoric or historic-era 

archaeological resources and/or tribal cultural resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are exposed during 

construction activities for the project, all construction work occurring not less than 50 feet of the find shall 

immediately stop and a qualified archaeologist must be notified immediately to assess the significance of the find 

and determine whether or not additional study is warranted. Depending upon the significance of the find under the 

California Environmental Quality Act, the archaeologist may simply record the find and allow work to continue. If the 

discovery proves significant under CEQA, additional work (e.g., preparation of an archaeological treatment plan, 

testing, or data recovery) may be warranted. If Native American resources are discovered or are suspected, each of 

the consulting tribes for the Project will also be notified.  

Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. In the event that human remains are inadvertently encountered during 

construction activities, the remains and associated resources shall be treated in accordance with state and local 

regulations that provide requirements with regard to the accidental discovery of human remains, including 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, and CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15064.5(e). In accordance with these regulations, if human remains are found, the County 

Coroner must be immediately notified of the discovery. No further excavation or disturbance of the Project site or 

any nearby (no less than 100 feet) area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains can occur until the County 

Coroner has determined, within 2 working days of notification of the discovery, if the remains are potentially human 

in origin. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are, or are believed to be, Native American, he or she 

is required to notify the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must immediately notify those persons it believes to be 

the most likely descendant from the deceased Native American. The most likely descendant must then provide 

recommendations within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. The most likely descendant would then 

determine, in consultation with the property owner, the disposition of the human remains.  
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Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any questions about this report.  

Sincerely,  

_______________________   ____________________________ 

Linda Kry, BA, RA   Adam Giacinto, MA, RPA 

Archaeologist    Archaeologist 

DUDEK   DUDEK 

lkry@dudek.com   agiacinto@dudek.com 

cc: Caitlin Munson, Rachel Struglia, Micah Hale, and Dudek 

 

Att: Attachment A: Figures 

 Attachment B: (Confidential) EIC Records Search Results 

 Attachment C: NAHC SLF Search Results  
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December 14, 2021 

 

Linda Kry 

DUDEK 

 

Via Email to: lkry@dudek.com                              

 

Re: Norco College Center for Human Performance and Kinesiology Project, Riverside County  
 

Dear Ms. Kry: 

  

A record search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF) 

was completed for the information you have submitted for the above referenced project.  The 

results were negative. However, the absence of specific site information in the SLF does not 

indicate the absence of cultural resources in any project area. Other sources of cultural 

resources should also be contacted for information regarding known and recorded sites.   

 

Attached is a list of Native American tribes who may also have knowledge of cultural resources 

in the project area.  This list should provide a starting place in locating areas of potential 

adverse impact within the proposed project area.  I suggest you contact all of those indicated; 

if they cannot supply information, they might recommend others with specific knowledge.  By 

contacting all those listed, your organization will be better able to respond to claims of failure to 

consult with the appropriate tribe. If a response has not been received within two weeks of 

notification, the Commission requests that you follow-up with a telephone call or email to 

ensure that the project information has been received.   

 

If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from tribes, please notify 

me.  With your assistance, we can assure that our lists contain current information.  

 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email 

address: Andrew.Green@nahc.ca.gov.    

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

Andrew Green 

Cultural Resources Analyst 
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1 Introduction 

This Subsurface Investigation has been prepared by Dudek on behalf of the Riverside Community College District 

(RCCD) for the Center for Human Performance + Kinesiology Project (Project) located on the western portion of the 

Norco College campus. The Norco College property (Property) is located on two contiguous parcels with Assessor 

Parcel Numbers (APN) 129-210-005 and APN 126-020-002, and is addressed as 2001 Third Street in Norco, 

California (Figure 1, Project Location).  

In 2016, a Land Use Covenant was placed on the entire Property (minus the Kennedy Middle College High School) 

due to the former military ownership and use. The Land Use Covenant presents restrictions for future Property use 

without prior approval. The data presented in this Subsurface Investigation Report is intended to satisfy the 

Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) requirements as presented in the Land Use Covenant for the 

proposed Project construction.  

The subsurface investigation activities were performed in January 2022. The Subsurface Investigation Report was 

submitted to the DTSC on February 18, 2022. The DTSC responded with comments on April 14, 2022. A revised 

Subsurface Investigation Report was submitted on July 12, 2022. The DTSC responded with comments on August 

8, 2022; a revised report was submitted on January 14, 2023. The DTSC responded with comments on March 9, 

2023; revisions are incorporated into this revised report submitted July 27, 2023. 

1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of the soil, soil vapor, and groundwater sampling was to evaluate potential subsurface impacts related 

to the former military activities on the Property prior to construction and to fulfill the requirements of the Land Use 

Covenant.  

1.2 Scope of Work 

This Subsurface Investigation Report consists of the following: 

▪ A brief description of the work completed to date and a summary of the findings of the previous 

environmental investigations 

▪ Procedures and laboratory results for the installation and sampling of seven temporary soil vapor probes 

▪ Procedures and laboratory results for the installation and sampling of two temporary groundwater 

monitoring wells 

▪ Presentation and discussion of the soil vapor, soil, and groundwater samples results 

▪ A discussion of the quality assurance and quality control procedures followed during sampling and analysis 

▪ Modifications made to the work plan based on field conditions 

▪ A Conceptual Site Model and Screening Level Evaluation 

▪ A summary and conclusion of the sample results  
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2 Site Background  

2.1 Location  

The Property consists of approximately 141 acres of land on APN 129-210-005 (northern parcel) and APN 126-

020-002 (southern parcel). The Project is situated on approximately 0.81 acres of land located on the northern 

parcel (APN 129-210-005; Figure 2). The Project is an approximately 55,000 gross square-foot two-story structure 

planned for construction on the western portion of the Norco College campus (Figure 2).  

2.2 Site History 

The Property, currently owned by RCCD, was previously part of a large resort that was opened in 1928 and closed 

during the Great Depression in the 1930s. The land was sold to the U.S. Navy in 1941 and was converted into a 

naval hospital, which operated from 1941 to 1949, then reopened in 1951 and operated through 1957. The Naval 

Ordnance Laboratory Corona took over operations of the Property and parts of the former hospital in 1953 during 

the same time the hospital was still in operation. At the peak of operations, the Corona Annex (also referred to as 

the Norco Installation; U.S. Naval Ordnance Laboratory, Corona; and Fleet Analysis Center, Corona) encompassed 

approximately 714 acres, a portion of which now includes the Property. Operations that took place on the Property 

were reported to include the following:  

▪ A golf course during resort operation (1920s to 1930s)  

▪ A hospital incinerator and landfill (1940s with end date unknown) 

▪ Small ordnance burn piles (unknown dates but during the military occupation) 

▪ Ordnance and explosives testing, reportedly inside buildings (1950s to 1970s)  

Historical site features near the Project include a former bunker, an aboveground storage tank (AST), and a burn 

dump (Figure 1). A detailed investigation summary can be found in the Norco College Hazard Evaluation (Dudek 

2021).  

The U.S. Navy transferred surplus land (including present-day Norco College) to the State of California in the early 

1980s. The State of California subsequently transferred approximately 141 acres of land to RCCD in 1984 for the 

construction of a college campus. An approximately 6.45-acre portion of the Property was leased to the Corona–

Norco Unified School District for the construction of the Kennedy Middle College High School in 2006. Summaries 

of previous investigations related to the Property areas near the proposed building are presented in Section 2.3.  

2.3 Previous Investigations  

Multiple site investigations have been conducted at the Property since it was transferred to the RCCD. Several site 

investigations were conducted in 1989 and 1990, prior to the construction of Norco College. The investigations 

conducted in proximity to the Project site are summarized below.  
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2.3.1 Surface, Subsurface, and Geophysical Surveys, 1989 

Site 26 was reportedly an area where large materials that did not fit into the incinerator were burned; small 

ordnance burn piles were located here as well. A geophysical survey conducted in 1989 (Kleinfelder 1989) did not 

identify any changes in subsurface conductivity, indicating no apparent changes or subsurface features at Site 26. 

Trenches were dug 6 to 8 feet bgs in the suspected landfill and burn pit areas at Site 26. Only clean, native soils 

were observed in the trenches; therefore, no soil samples were collected. There are ordnance bunkers in the area 

and, based on historic maps, “explosives testing” was conducted in this area. While test pitting was performed in 

this area, Dudek was not able to locate information about any samples collected from the Site 26 area. Dudek was 

unable to confirm that soil samples were collected for laboratory analysis from this portion of the Property.  

While initial investigations categorized the Norco installation (including the Property) as a level 1 (high) priority for 

unexploded ordnances, these ratings were later reduced to level 5 (low) priority following extensive development 

and excavation of surrounding areas of the former installation with no evidence of unexploded ordnance (UXO) or 

other ordnance. Level 5 generally indicates no additional Department of Defense action is necessary regarding 

UXO. 

2.3.2 Summary of Site Assessments, 1990 

In July 1989, clearing and grubbing operations were performed on the property, which might have included the area 

near the proposed building. During grubbing operations in July 1989, ordnance storage bunkers and pads were 

excavated (Kleinfelder 1990). Soil samples were reportedly collected from suspected impacted areas identified 

during grubbing operations and were analyzed for metals, organochlorine pesticides, and polychlorinated biphenyls. 

Arsenic, lead, and cadmium were detected in the soil samples but were determined to be non-hazardous. Dudek 

was not able to locate information about any samples or analytical results collected during the clearing and grubbing 

operations. 

A former waste oil AST, located in the central portion of the Property, was removed in July 1989. A summary report 

for the Property indicated that impacted soils were encountered during decommissioning of the AST (Kleinfelder 

1990). Three soil samples that were reportedly collected from the vicinity of the AST were analyzed for TPH. The 

results ranged between 120 milligrams per kilogram (mg/Kg) and 15,000 mg/Kg. The soil samples exceeded 

regulatory screening levels and the impacted soil was reportedly excavated and transported off-site in 1989. Dudek 

was not able to locate reports that presented a summary of laboratory analytical reports related to the AST 

investigation.  

2.3.3 Unexploded Ordnance 

While evaluations for unexploded ordnance (UXO) have not been performed on the Property itself, several 

evaluations have been performed for the Corona Annex which includes the Property. Between the Corona Annex 

evaluations which did not identify the potential for UXO and the extensive earthmoving activities during the 

construction of the college, including the Project area, it is unlikely that UXO is a concern for the Property. The 

explosives used (primarily black powder) and UXO evaluation report summaries are presented below. 
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2.3.3.1 Initial Assessment Study, 1985 

An Initial Assessment Study (IAS) was prepared by the Naval Energy and Environmental Support Activity for the 

Property in February 1985 (Naval Energy 1985). The IAS provided information about the site history and the former 

operations on the Property. According to the IAS, the operations at the Fleet Analysis Center, Corona Annex (FLTAC) 

included the “evaluation of performance, reliability, readiness and effectiveness of missile weapons systems, 

subsystems and assemblies, and associated test equipment and checkout systems.” Additional information 

presented in the report indicated that the U.S. Naval Ordnance Laboratory, Corona was located on the Property in 

the mid-1950s to perform “research in chemistry, infrared radiation, and very low-frequency communication.” 

Additional activities included missile fuse research and development, data interpretation, and other supporting 

efforts.  

The fuse department reportedly designed as tested the electronic components of fuses inside building chambers; 

some of the fuses contained small amounts of ordnance but no ordnance testing was performed. The report 

indicated that incinerators were used on the Property from the 1940s until 1970. The incinerator (located on the 

southeastern portion of the Property) was used to burn waste from the hospital and ordnance lab; all dumpstered 

waste was also burned in the incinerator until approximately 1967. A burn pit near Site 26 was also used to burn 

oversized waste and ordnance (smokeless powder, ammonium picrate, and signal flares); approximately 1,000 

cubic yards of ash was also deposited at Site 26.  

2.3.3.2 Perchlorate Source Evaluation Report, 2005 

A perchlorate source evaluation was conducted on the Norco Installation, located north of the Property, in 2005 

(Science Applications 2005). A research study was conducted on the Norco Installation to determine if it could be 

a source of perchlorate in groundwater since numerous domestic wells within 5 miles have been impacted by 

perchlorate.  Based on the operational history of the site, it was determined explosives at the Norco Installation 

used black powder that did not contain perchlorate, and therefore subsurface investigations for perchlorate were 

not recommended. The perchlorate investigation report also discussed the potential for unexploded ordnance at 

the Norco Installation (including the Property). The following information was found in the report with regard to the 

Property: 

• While initial investigations categorized the Norco Installation (including the Property) as a level 1 (high) 

priority for UXO, these ratings were later reduced to level 5 (low) priority following extensive development 

and excavation of surrounding areas of the former installation with no evidence of UXO or other ordnance. 

Level 5 generally indicates no additional DOD action is necessary regarding UXO. 

• The northern burn pit area (Site 26) near the former ordnance bunkers was reportedly used to burn larger 

materials, such as pallets, that weren’t burned at the incinerator (now the Kennedy School). Low order 

ordnance, including smokeless powder, black powder, ammonium picrate, and signal flares were also 

burned in the ordnance burn pits. Reportedly, ordnance bunkers onsite were never used for ordnance 

storage.   
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3 Environmental Setting  

3.1  Site Topography  

The Property is located approximately 0.25 miles south of Lake Norconian and 2 miles east of the Santa Ana River. 

The Property generally slopes down toward the south-southwest. Elevations at the Property range between 

approximately 725 feet above mean sea level (amsl) in the northeast and 600 feet amsl in the south (Google Earth 

2022). Elevations at the Property range between approximately 640 feet amsl in the northeast and 613 feet amsl 

in the southwest (Google Earth 2022).  

3.2 Site Geology and Soil Type  

The Property is located within the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province (CDC 2002). The Property lies between 

two fault zones (Elsinore and San Jacinto Fault zones) that create the Perris Block, a structural block of the 

Peninsular Ranges Batholith (USGS 2002). The Property reportedly consists of old alluvial fan sands underlain by 

granitic rocks of the Peninsular Ranges batholith (USGS 2002). According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey online application (USDA 2021), the Project site is 

primarily underlain by sandy loam and fine sand.  

3.3 Site Hydrogeologic Setting 

The Project site is located within the Temescal Subbasin of the Upper Santa Ana River Valley Groundwater Basin (DWR 

2006). The water-bearing formations within the Temescal Subbasin are primarily stream-deposited alluvium (DWR 

2006).  
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4 Subsurface Investigation 

4.1 Pre-Sampling Activities 

All work was conducted under a site-specific Health and Safety Plan (HSP). The HSP was prepared to protect the health 

and safety of the investigative team and the general public during sampling activities. The HSP assessed potential 

site-related hazards and provided safe operating procedures for personnel and equipment. Site personnel were 

briefed on the contents of the HSP at the beginning of each sampling event. 

A ticket was filed with Underground Service Alert of Southern California on January 11, 2022 (Ticket Number 

A220110636-00A) to notify members to identify underground utilities near the proposed boring locations. No 

underground utilities were identified beneath the proposed boring locations by the public utility companies. 

ULS Service Corp. of San Diego, California, performed private underground location services around the Project site 

on January 12, 2022. Underground utilities were identified by ULS near the proposed boring locations and 

modifications to the original sampling locations proposed in the work plan were made to avoid underground utilities.  

Borehole location modifications and the rationale for relocation are included in Section 7. The ULS report is included 

in Appendix A. 

Per the Riverside County Department of Public Health, permits are not required for borings that are destroyed within 

24-hours of drilling. As such, no permits were obtained for the soil vapor borings or temporary groundwater wells.   

4.2 Soil Vapor and Soil Sample Borehole Drilling 

On January 15, 2022, seven boreholes were advanced by Millennium Environmental using a Geoprobe 7822DT 

track mounted direct push technology rig to depths ranging from 10 feet below ground surface (bgs) to 15 feet bgs. 

Soil borings were advanced with a 2.25-inch outside diameter tool equipped with a plastic sampling sleeve. The 

soil vapor borehole locations are included in Figure 2. Soil vapor borehole locations include five boreholes 

surrounding the Project footprint (S1 through S5) and two boreholes within the footprint of the Project (S6 and S7).  

The Millennium Environmental drill rig operator attempted to advance each boring to 15 feet bgs. The operator 

experienced subsurface conditions at roughly 8 feet bgs to 10 feet bgs that limited the advancement of borehole 

locations S2 and S3 to 10 feet bgs. The location of S2 was moved closer to the Project site after refusal (dense 

subsurface material) was encountered at roughly 3 feet bgs in multiple attempts near the original location (which was 

west of the final location) outlined in the Work Plan. The operator was able to advance the remaining boreholes to the 

planned depth of 15 feet bgs.  

Soil sampling procedures for boreholes drilled with the direct push method are included in Section 4.5. Soil vapor 

probe construction and sampling procedures are included in Section 4.6. 

Waste generated during borehole drilling was placed in a labeled steel drum and stored on the Property. 
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4.3 Groundwater and Soil Sample Borehole Drilling 

On January 19, 2022 and January 20, 2022, two boreholes were advanced by BC2 Environmental using a hollow 

stem auger drill rig to 45 feet bgs. Boreholes were advanced with an 8-inch outside diameter auger. Soil samples 

were collected from the borehole using an 18-inch split spoon sampler lined with three 6-inch stainless steel 

sampling sleeves. The split spoon sampler was driven into the hollow auger every 5-feet using a line weight.  

Both boreholes (S8 and S9) were located within the footprint of the proposed structure.  Borehole S8 is located on 

the north end of the Project footprint and borehole S9 is located on the south end of the Project footprint (Figure 

2). 

Soil sampling procedures for boreholes drilled with the hollow stem auger rig are included in Section 4.5. The 

temporary groundwater well construction details and sampling procedures are included in Section 4.7 

Waste generated during borehole drilling was placed in labeled steel drums and stored on the Property. 

4.4 Lithology 

Lithology was characterized at 5-foot intervals by a Dudek geologist according to ASTM D-2488 (visual-manual 

procedure), and color was characterized using a Munsell Coil Color Chart. A portable photoionization detector (PID) 

and digital ratemeter/scaler were used to screen soil samples in the field at 5-foot intervals. No readings above 

background were recorded for VOCs or radiation. 

Lithology encountered consisted of silty clay, poorly graded sand, well graded sand, and small sections of clay and 

silt. Silty sand and poorly graded sand predominantly made up the lithology in the shallow subsurface around the 

Project site. A dense material, which crumbled in field samples, was encountered below the upper alluvial material 

and was described in field samples as well graded and poorly graded sand. This dense material appeared to be 

shallowest towards the southwest of the Project site at locations S2 and S3. Beneath the denser material was loose 

well graded sand and silty sand. This loose material was encountered in both boreholes drilled to 45 feet bgs with 

the hollow stem auger drill rig. Groundwater was encountered in loose alluvial material at roughly 35 to 40 feet bgs. 

4.5 Soil Sampling 

A total of 45 soil samples were collected during the subsurface investigation. Twenty soil samples were collected 

during direct push drilling (including one duplicate sample at the S5 location at a depth of 5 feet bgs) and 18 soil 

samples were collected during hollow stem auger drilling.  

Soil samples were sealed, capped, labeled, placed in sealable bags, logged on a chain-of-custody form, and placed 

in an ice-chilled cooler. Soil samples were submitted to Enthalpy Analytical of Orange, California and were analyzed 

for the following constituents:  

▪ Total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) carbon chain by EPA Method 8015M 

▪ Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and TPH as gasoline by EPA Method 8260B 

▪ Title 22 metals by EPA Method 6010B/7471A 

▪ Perchlorate by EPA Method 314.1 (for samples collected at S4 only) 
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Soil was brought to the surface in 5-foot long plastic sleeves during direct push drilling and in three 6-inch stainless-

steel sampling sleeves during hollow stem auger drilling.  

4.5.1 Direct Push Sampling 

During direct push sampling, plastic sleeves were cut into 6-inch sections and were sealed, capped, labeled, and 

placed in a sealable plastic bag. Terracore sample kits were used to collect and preserve additional samples to be 

analyzed for volatile constituents directly from the plastic sleeves. Soil samples were collected at 0.5 feet bgs, 5 

feet bgs, 10 feet bgs, and at 15 feet bgs, except for the locations S2 and S3. Due to refusal, the deepest soil 

samples collected from locations S2 and S3 were from 8 feet bgs and 10 feet bgs, respectively. 

4.5.2 Hollow Stem Auger Sampling 

During hollow stem auger sampling, one 6-inch stainless steel sampling sleeve was sealed, capped, labeled, and 

placed in a sealable plastic bag. Terracore sample kits were used to collect and preserve additional samples to be 

analyzed for volatile constituents directly from the remaining stainless steel sleeve. Samples were collected at 5-

foot intervals to 45 feet bgs. 

4.6 Soil Vapor Probe Construction and Sampling 

Soil vapor sampling probes were constructed at two depths in each of the seven boreholes. Soil vapor probes were 

installed at 5 feet bgs and 10 feet bgs in boreholes S2 and S3. Soil vapor probes were installed at 5 feet bgs and 

15 feet bgs in boreholes S1, S4, S5, S6, and S7. All annular materials were placed using a tremie pipe. After 

reaching total depth, small-diameter tubing (1/4 inch) was connected to the soil vapor probe sample inlet and 

lowered into each borehole. The probes were constructed following guidance outlined in the Advisory Active Soil 

Gas Investigation document (California Environmental Protection Agency et al. 2015). Cemex #3 sand was placed 

6-inches above and below the soil vapor probe sample inlet (1 foot of sand). One foot of dry bentonite was placed 

above the Cemex #3 sand. Hydrated bentonite crumbles were placed above the dry bentonite. This construction 

process was repeated for the upper soil vapor probe installation. Each soil vapor probe was allowed to equilibrate 

for 2 hours before purging. Soil vapor probe construction details are included in Appendix B, Table 1. 

Each soil vapor probe was purged at a rate of 200 milliliters per minute (mL/min) using a portable vacuum pump 

connected to a pressure gauge for shut-in testing. Three volumes were removed from each probe before sample 

collection. After purging, soil vapor samples were collected using a glass gas-tight syringe. A tracer sample of 

pentane, heptane, and hexane was placed near the sampling container during sample collection to detect leaks. 

Soil vapor samples were collected by a technician from Jones Environmental Laboratories and analyzed on-site 

using the Jones Environmental mobile lab equipment. One duplicate sample was collected at sample location S4 

at 5 feet bgs. Soil vapor samples were analyzed for the following constituents:  

▪ TPH gasoline range organics (TPHg) by EPA Method 8260B 

▪ VOCs by EPA Method 8260B 

After sample collection, the tubing was removed from the borehole and the hydrated bentonite at the surface was 

covered with native soil.  
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4.7 Temporary Groundwater Well Construction and 
Sampling 

Temporary groundwater wells were constructed in boreholes drilled to 45 feet bgs with the hollow stem auger drill 

rig. The temporary groundwater well at the S8 location was constructed and sampled on January 19, 2022. The 

temporary groundwater well at the S9 location was constructed and sampled on January 20, 2022.  

A 2-inch temporary PVC well casing was placed within the hollow stem of the auger to a depth of 45 feet bgs. Five 

feet of 0.01-inch screen with a plastic end cap was placed from 45 feet bgs to 40 feet bgs. Blank casing was 

installed above the screen from 40 feet bgs to ground surface. The casing was joined at watertight threaded end 

joints. Temporary groundwater well construction details are included in Appendix B, Table 2. After the temporary 

casing was installed, 10 feet of auger was removed from the borehole to allow groundwater to flow into the casing. 

No filter pack was placed during temporary well construction. Depth to water was measured in each temporary well 

using a water level meter shortly after temporary well construction. On January 19, 2022, depth to water in the S8 

temporary well measured approximately 35 feet bgs. On January 20, 2021, depth to water in the S9 temporary well 

measured approximately 41.5 feet bgs. 

The temporary well at the S8 borehole location was developed using a bailer to remove sediment and with a 

submersible Proactive SS Monsoon DC pump and controller. The temporary groundwater well at the S9 borehole 

location was developed using a bailer only due to rapid drawdown which was not capable of sustaining groundwater 

flow with a pump. Turbidity was recorded during development using a LaMotte portable turbidity meter.  

Groundwater was sampled in the temporary well at S8 using a submersible Proactive SS Monsoon pump at a low 

flow rate. Groundwater was sampled in the temporary well at S9 using a new disposable bailer. All sampling 

equipment was decontaminated before sample collection. Samples collected for metals were field filtered using a 

new 0.40-micron filter. 

Three groundwater samples were collected from the temporary groundwater wells (one from each well and one 

duplicate collected in the S8 location).  

Groundwater samples were labeled, placed in sealable bags, logged on a chain-of-custody form, and placed in a 

cooler on ice by a Dudek geologist. Groundwater samples were submitted to Enthalpy Analytical Laboratory for 

analysis using a standard turn-around time. Groundwater samples were analyzed for the following constituents:  

▪ TPH carbon chain by EPA Method 8015M 

▪ VOCs by EPA Method 8260B 

▪ Title 22 metals by EPA Method 6010B/7471A (dissolved) 

▪ Perchlorate by EPA Method 314.1 

After the collection of groundwater samples in each temporary groundwater well, the casing was removed from the 

borehole. BC2 pumped neat cement grout from the bottom of the borehole to ground surface using the augers as 

a tremie pipe. The grout was brought to the surface and covered with native material.
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5 Subsurface Investigation Results 

5.1 Soil Sample Results 

The laboratory analytical sample results for soil samples were compared to EPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) 

and DTSC-Modified Screening Levels (SLs). The EPA RSLs were updated as of November 2022 (EPA 2022). DTSC-

Modified SLs are discussed in Human Health Risk Assessment Note Number 3 (DTSC HERO 2022). The RSLs and 

DTSC-Modified SLs referenced herein are as follows: 

▪ EPA RSLs (November 2022) Resident Soil 

▪ EPA RSLs (November 2022) Industrial Soil 

▪ DTSC-Modified SLs (May 2022) Screening Level for Residential Soil 

▪ DTSC-Modified SLs (May 2022) Screening Level for Commercial/Industrial Soil 

Laboratory reports for soil samples are included in Appendix D. A summary of the laboratory report for soil samples 

is included in Appendix B, Tables 3 through 6. 

5.1.1 TPH 

No TPH was detected above the laboratory reporting limits in any of the soil samples. The laboratory reporting limits 

for gasoline range organics (C4 through C13), diesel range organics (C13 through C22), and oil range organics (C23 

through C40) were <2.0 to <2.8 mg/kg, <9.9 to <10 mg/kg, and <20 mg/kg, respectively. A summary of the 

laboratory results for TPH is included in Appendix B, Table 3. 

5.1.2 VOCs 

No VOCs were detected above the laboratory reporting limits in any of the soil samples. A summary of the soil 

sample laboratory results for VOCs is included in Appendix B, Table 4. 

5.1.3 Metals 

Twelve different metals were detected above the laboratory reporting limits in the soil samples. Detected metals 

were antimony, arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, nickel, silver, vanadium, and zinc.  

Lead was detected at sample location S1 at a depth of 5 feet bgs at a concentration of 180 mg/Kg, which is above 

the DTSC-Modified SL for residential soils (80 mg/kg) but below the DTSC-Modified SL for commercial/industrial 

soil (500 mg/kg). This sample location is north of the proposed Project building.  Samples collected from 0.5 feet 

and 10 feet below ground surface in the same boring contained 13 mg/kg and 19 mg/kg lead, which is below the 

screening levels. 
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Arsenic was detected in all nine sample locations with a maximum concentration of 4.8 mg/Kg at sample location 

S1, which is above the RSLs, but below the upper-bound background concentration found in southern California 

soils (12 mg/kg), based on DTSC HERO Note 11, and is therefore acceptable.  

All other metal concentrations detected in soil were below the RSLs and DTSC-Modified SLs. A summary of the 

laboratory results for soil samples analyzed for metals is included in Appendix B, Table 5. 

5.1.4 Perchlorate 

Soil samples at location S4 were analyzed for perchlorate. Perchlorate was not detected at or above the laboratory 

reporting limit in any of the samples analyzed. A summary of the soil sample laboratory results for perchlorate is 

included in Appendix B, Table 6. 

5.2 Soil Vapor Sample Results 

The laboratory analytical sample results for soil vapor samples are compared to soil vapor screening levels. The 

screening levels for soil vapor were calculated by dividing the EPA RSLs and the DTSC-Modified SLs for 

commercial/industrial indoor air by the soil vapor to ambient air attenuation factor. The DTSC, in their final vapor 

intrusion guidance document, uses an attenuation factor for soil vapor to ambient air of 0.001 (DTSC, 2011). A 

more conservative attenuation factor of 0.03 was proposed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA, 

2015). This more conservative attenuation factor was proposed in a draft guidance document presented by the 

RWQCB and DTSC in 2020 (DTSC and SWRCB, 2020). However, the USEPA attenuation factor of 0.03 is based on 

several building and climate factors that generally do not apply to southern California buildings. The DTSC is in the 

process of finalizing a study on attenuation factors based on buildings in California. Initial, preliminary findings of 

the DTSC attenuation factor study, presented at the California Land Recycling Conference in September 2020, were 

that the attenuation factors calculated by comparing measured indoor air concentrations to measured soil vapor 

concentrations were more similar to the 2011 DTSC attenuation factor of 0.001. Additionally, given that a new 

building will be constructed on the site, the soil vapor screening level using an attenuation factor of 0.001 would 

be the applicable criteria to use for a future building scenario at the Project site as it is consistent with recent 

experience at sites where future buildings are proposed.  

The soil vapor sample results and screening levels, based on both the attenuation factors of 0.03 and 0.001 are 

presented in Appendix B, Table 7. Select constituents exceeding screening levels are also presented on Figures 3 

and 4.  

5.2.1 TPH as Gasoline 

TPHg (C4 through C12) was detected above the laboratory reporting limit in the five-foot samples from four 

locations.  None of the deeper samples, collected from 15 feet bgs, contained detectable concentrations of TPHg. 

The detections in the five foot samples were 30,600 µg/m3, 34,900 µg/m3, 35,400 µg/m3, and 418,000 µg/m3; 

the concentrations detected beneath the proposed building location were 30,600 µg/m3 and 35,400 µg/m3. The 

concentrations detected beneath the proposed building would be more appropriate for use in a vapor intrusion 

evaluation than the samples collected away from the proposed building footprint. A screening-level risk evaluation 

to address potential vapor intrusion issues is presented in Section 8.6. There are no RSLs or DTSC-Modified SLs for 

TPHg; however, Regional Water Quality Control Board environmental screening levels (ESLs; SFBRWQCB, 2019) for 

DUDEK 



SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATION REPORT/ NORCO COLLEGE PROPOSED CENTER FOR HUMAN 
PERFORMANCE + KINESIOLOGY, NORCO, CALIFORNIA 

 
13705.01 

15 
JULY 2023 

 

TPHg in soil gas are used for comparison. The ESLs are calculated using the more conservative attenuation factor 

of 0.03. The TPHg concentrations were all below the commercial/industrial ESL. The detections of TPHg in the five 

foot samples from S4 through S7 exceeded the residential soil gas ESL. Calculation of fractionated TPHg (GRO 

Aliphatic/Aromatic) was completed by assuming a ratio of 75% GRO Aliphatic to 25% GRO Aromatic in each bulk 

TPHg detection for comparison with available RSLs. The TPHg ESLs and GRO RSLs are presented with the data in 

Table 7.  

It should be noted that while elevated concentrations of TPH were detected in the soil gas in four site samples, no 

TPH was detected in soil samples collected from those same locations and depths at the site.               

5.2.2 VOCs 

Benzene was detected at concentrations ranging from 11 µg/m3 to 42 µg/m3 in soil vapor samples from four 

locations; no benzene was detected at locations S1, S2, or S3. The concentrations detected from 5 and 15 feet bgs 

below the building also ranged from 11 µg/m3 to 42 µg/m3.  While the benzene concentrations were all within the 

same order of magnitude, slightly higher concentrations were detected in the 15 foot samples compared to the 5 

foot samples (e.g., 42 µg/m3 at 15 feet compared to 16 µg/m3 at 5 feet bgs).  The benzene concentrations were 

all below the commercial/industrial and residential screening levels using an attenuation factor of 0.001 (the more 

appropriate screening level for the proposed building).  Some of the sample concentrations exceeded the screening 

levels using the more conservative 0.03 attenuation factor.  

Chloroform was detected above the laboratory reporting limit in the five-foot samples from locations S4 and S7. 

None of the deeper samples, collected from 15 feet bgs, contained detectable concentrations of chloroform. The 

highest concentration of chloroform, 30 µg/m3, was detected at sample location S4 at 5 feet bgs. Chloroform was 

detected in one sample collected beneath the future building footprint at S7 at 17 µg/m3. The chloroform 

concentrations were all below the commercial/industrial and residential screening levels using an attenuation 

factor of 0.001 (the more appropriate screening level for the proposed building).  The sample concentrations from 

S4 and S7 exceeded the screening levels using the more conservative 0.03 attenuation factor.  Chloroform was not 

detected in any of the other soil vapor samples at or above the laboratory reporting limit.  

Tetrachloroethene (PCE) was detected above the laboratory reporting limit in the 5 and 15 foot samples from 

locations S4 and S5. While the PCE concentrations were all within the same order of magnitude, slightly higher 

concentrations were detected in the 5 foot samples compared to the 15 foot samples (e.g., 49 µg/m3 at 5 feet 

compared to 18 µg/m3 at 15 feet bgs).  None of the samples collected from beneath the future building footprint 

contained detectable concentrations of PCE. The highest concentration of PCE, 49 µg/m3, was detected at sample 

location S4 at 5 feet bgs. The PCE concentrations were all below the commercial/industrial and residential 

screening levels using an attenuation factor of 0.001 (the more appropriate screening level for the proposed 

building).  Some of the sample concentrations exceeded the residential screening level using the more conservative 

0.03 attenuation factor.   

Additional VOCs detected in soil vapor samples include ethylebenzene, 4-isopropyltoluene, toluene, 

trichlorofluoromethane, 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, m,p-xylene, and o-xylene. These additional detected VOCs were 

below their respective RSLs and DTSC-Modified SLs. 
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N-pentane, n-hexane, and n-heptane were used as a tracer during soil vapor sampling for leak detection. None of 

the tracers were detected in any of the soil vapor samples, indicating no leak was present in the sampling train 

during sample collection. A discussion about the tracer testing is presented in Section 7. 

5.3 Groundwater Sample Results 

The laboratory analytical sample results for groundwater samples are compared to the following California 

maximum contaminant limits (CA MCL). Where CA MCLs are not available, Tier 1 ESLs were used for comparison 

purposes.  

Laboratory reports for groundwater samples are included in Appendix D. A summary of detected analytes for 

groundwater samples are included in Appendix B, Tables 8 through 11. 

5.3.1 TPH 

TPH in all groundwater samples were below the laboratory reporting limits for gasoline range organics (C4 through 

C13) and oil range organics (C23 through C40). Low concentrations of diesel range organics (C13 through C22) 

were detected in both groundwater samples. The concentrations were 0.096 µg/L and 0.28 µg/L, well below the 

Tier 1 ESL for diesel range organics of 100 µg/L. There is no CA MCL established for TPH. A summary of the 

laboratory results for TPH is included in Appendix B, Table 8. 

5.3.2 VOCs 

VOCs were not detected at or above the laboratory reporting limits in any of the samples analyzed. A summary of 

the laboratory results for VOCs is included in Appendix B, Table 9. 

5.3.3 Dissolved Metals 

Beryllium, cobalt, molybdenum, and nickel were detected above the laboratory reporting limits but below the CA 

MCL, with the exception of cobalt, which does not have a CA MCL. A summary of the laboratory results for dissolved 

metals is included in Appendix B, Table 10.  

5.3.4 Perchlorate 

Perchlorate in all groundwater samples was below the laboratory reporting limit. A summary of the laboratory results 

for perchlorate is included in Appendix B, Table 11. 
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6 Quality Assurance and Quality Control 

Quality assurance and quality control measures were performed in the field by the Dudek geologist, Jones 

Environmental, and in the laboratory by Enthalpy Analytical. Field measures included PID calibration, shut in testing, 

leak detection, and duplicate sample collection. Laboratory measures included surrogates, blank samples, 

laboratory control samples, and matrix spike/matrix spike duplicates. Laboratory analytical reports are presented 

in Appendix D.  

6.1 Soil Sampling Quality Assurance/Quality Control 

One duplicate soil sample was submitted to Enthalpy Analytical with an anonymous identifier (S8-5); the sample 

was analyzed for VOCs, TPH, and metals. The relative percent difference (RPD) between the original and duplicate 

sample was calculated for the constituents that were detected. RPDs were not calculated if one analyte of the 

duplicate pair if the reported concentration was less than five times the reporting limit. The RPDs for all but two 

metals ranged from 3% to 15%, within the acceptable range of 0% to 20%. The RPD for barium and zinc were 30% 

and 21%, respectively, higher than the goal of 0% to 20%.  It should be noted that the duplicate soil samples were 

collected stratigraphically above the sample collected in S4 at 5 feet from material that appeared litholgically 

similar. Since the other metals were detected within the acceptable range of 0 to 20%, this likely represents subtle 

compositional differences and are not an indicator of laboratory quality concerns.  No RPD analysis was conducted 

on soil samples analyzed for TPH or VOCs because all analytes were below the laboratory reporting limits. 

Surrogate spikes were analyzed for each soil sample analyzed for VOCs, TPH, metals, and perchlorate. The 

recoveries for all of the surrogates were all within their respective laboratory quality control limits.  

Laboratory blank samples were analyzed as part of the sampling effort. No TPH, perchlorate, or metals were 

detected in the laboratory blank samples. Methylene chloride was detected in one of the blank samples analyzed 

however, two additional blank samples were analyzed.  

Laboratory control samples and laboratory control sample duplicates (LCS/LCSD) analyses were conducted by the 

laboratory as part of the QC procedures. All percent recoveries for the LCSs were within QC limits.   

Matrix spike/matrix spike duplicates (MS/MSD) analyses were conducted by the laboratory as part of the QC 

procedures. MS/MSD percent recoveries and RPD for all analytes were within control limits, with the following 

exceptions: 

▪ The MS percent recovery for antimony was low in lab reports 456907 and 457099. A MSD was run 

using the same sample and the RPD was within the acceptable range. The LCS was within range, 

therefore, the data is deemed acceptable. 

▪ The MSD percent recovery for barium was high in lab report 456907. The LCS and RPD were within 

the acceptable range, therefore the data is deemed acceptable. 

▪ The MS percent recovery for barium was low in lab report 457099. A MSD was run using the same 

sample and the MS/MSD RPD was within the acceptable range. The LCS was also within range, 

therefore the data is deemed acceptable.   
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▪ High recoveries were reported in the MSD for chromium, copper, and nickel in the MSD in lab report 

457099. The RPDs for the MS/MSD were within the acceptable range. The LCS was also within 

range, therefore the data is deemed acceptable.   

▪ Methylene chloride was detected in one method blank soil sample in lab report 456907. This 

constituent was not detected in any of the other laboratory QC samples or in any of the project 

samples analyzed.  

6.2 Soil Vapor Sampling Quality Assurance/Quality Control 

Field and laboratory quality assurance measures included leak checks, duplicate sample collection and analysis, 

evaluation of surrogate and spike percent recovery, analysis of blank samples, and analysis of LCS/LCSD samples. 

Leak checks were conducted at every sample location during the soil vapor sampling event. The leak check was 

conducted using a tracer mixture of n-pentane, n-hexane, and n-heptane, which was placed at the tubing-surface 

interface before sampling to ensure a leak free soil vapor probe. No n-pentane, n-hexane, or n-heptane were 

detected in any of the soil vapor samples.  

One duplicate soil vapor sample was collected form S4-5 and analyzed by Jones Environmental for TPHg and VOCs. 

The RPD between the original and duplicate sample ranged from 7% to 21%. All detected sample results were within 

the RPD goal of 0% to 20% except for 4-isoprpyltoluene. The RPD for 4-isoprppyltoluene was calculated at 21%.  

As part of the laboratory quality assurance, the surrogates dibromofluoromethane, toluene-d8, and 4-

bromofluorobenzene were added to each sample at known concentrations. Analytical results were compared to the 

known concentration of each surrogate added and reported as a percent recovered. The percent recoveries for all 

surrogates were within the acceptable range of 60% to 140%, indicating acceptable accuracy.  Two laboratory blank 

samples were analyzed by the laboratory did not contain VOCs above the laboratory reporting limits. The recovery 

for vinyl chloride in the LCS/LCSD sample was low however, the RPD was within the acceptable range, indicating 

acceptable quality. 

While the RPD for one VOCs slightly exceeded the goal of 0% to 20%, the surrogate recoveries and blank samples 

were in control, this indicating that the data were of acceptable quality. 

 

6.3 Groundwater Sampling Quality Assurance/Quality 
Control 

One duplicate groundwater sample was collected and analyzed for VOCs, TPH carbon chain, and metals by 

Enthalpy Analytical. RPDs were not calculated if the reported concentration was less than five times the reporting 

limit. The calculated RPDs were within the range of 0% to 20% for the duplicate pair.   

As part of the quality control for the VOC, TPH, metals, and perchlorate analyses, surrogates were added to each 

sample at a known concentration. Analytical results were compared to the known concentration of each surrogate 

added and reported as a percent recovered. The percent recoveries for all surrogates were within the acceptable 

ranges.   
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As part of the quality control for the groundwater VOC, TPH, metals, and perchlorate analyses, laboratory QC 

evaluation included LCS/LCSD and MS/MSD samples.  The percent recoveries for the LCS and LCS duplicate 

samples were within the acceptable limits.  The percent recoveries for the MS/MSD samples were within the 

acceptable limits.  

This quality assurance and quality control evaluation indicates that the data were of acceptable quality. 
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7 Modifications to The Work Plan 

The following modifications to the work plan were made based on site conditions: 

▪ Sample location S2 was moved closer to the Project site because the direct push drill rig could not advance 

deeper than 3 feet in the original location due to dense subsurface conditions. Three stepout attempts 

were made but were also unsuccessful. The final location of S2 was advanced to 10 feet bgs instead of the 

planned 15 feet bgs. Soil vapor probes were placed at 10 feet bgs and 5 feet bgs. 

▪ The lower soil vapor probe constructed at the S3 location was placed at 10 feet bgs instead of 15 feet bgs 

because dense subsurface conditions limited the borehole advancement.  

▪ Sample location S4 was moved north, closer to the Project site to include a representative sample close to 

a former bunker. 

▪ Locations S7 and S9 were moved slightly closer together because of subsurface utility conflicts.  

▪ The location of S6 was originally planned for groundwater sampling but was switched with location S8 due 

to driller miscommunication.  

▪ Soil samples were collected at 0.5 feet bgs in boreholes S1 through S7 as requested in the DTSC 

conditional approval letter dated January 6, 2022.  

▪ The DTSC requested that the tracer used during soil vapor sampling should be a compound other than the 

originally proposed n-pentane, n-hexane, and n-heptane.  Due to a miscommunication with the chemist 

from Jones Environmental, the tracer was not changed and n-pentane, n-hexane, and n-heptane were used. 

No tracer was detected in soil vapor samples. Furthermore, the laboratory stated that if there was tracer 

breakthrough in the sample results for TPH gasoline range organics, the field technician would have 

observed three distinct peaks early on the chromatogram in the C5 through C7 range, which were not 

observed. 

▪ Groundwater development occurred in both temporary groundwater wells using a bailer, but a pump was 

only used at S8 for development. Available groundwater in sample location S9 limited the use of the pump 

because the temporary well could not sustain adequate groundwater recovery with the bailer.  

▪ The work plan stated that the wells should be developed to less than 100 nephelometric turbidity units 

(NTU). A turbidity of below 100 NTU was reached at sample location S9 but a turbidity of less than 100 NTU 

at S8 could not be reasonably achieved. Turbidity readings at S8 before sampling measured 400 NTU.
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8 Conceptual Site Model 

8.1 Site Description 

The site is an approximately 0.81 acre area in the western portion of the Norco College campus. The site is mostly 

vacant and unpaved, however, the western corner of the existing Center for Applied and Competitive Technologies 

building overlaps a small portion of the site. The site is the proposed location for the CHP+K Building, a proposed 

55,000 gross square-foot two-story structure. Areas surrounding the proposed building are mostly unpaved and 

undeveloped, but also include the eastern-adjacent Center for Applied and Competitive Technologies building and 

a paved parking lot to the south. 

There are no current hazardous materials or waste use, management, or processing areas. 

8.2 Site Geology and Hydrogeology 

Lithology encountered during this investigation at the site consisted of silty clay, poorly graded sand, well graded 

sand, and small sections of clay and silt. Silty sand and poorly graded sand predominantly made up the lithology in 

the shallow subsurface around the Project site. Groundwater was encountered in loose alluvial material at roughly 

35 to 40 feet bgs. 

According to information on the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GAMA website, the nearest 

municipal water well is located approximately 2/3 mile west of the site. 

According to documents viewed on the SWRCB GeoTracker website associated with the Thrifty Oil #338 site, located 

approximately 2/3 mile east of the site, the groundwater flow direction in the vicinity of the site is toward the 

southeast (SWRCB 2022). 

8.3 Potential Source Areas 

Due to the prior military use of the site and existing Land Use Covenant, a subsurface investigation was required 

prior to construction approval. The investigation was focused within the footprint of the proposed CHP+K building 

and the immediate surrounding area; potential source areas near the proposed project included a former waste oil 

AST and a bunker (Figure 2). Both the waste oil AST and bunker were removed from the site during the construction 

of the Norco College campus in the early 1990s.  

 

8.4 Exposure Scenarios 

The exposure scenario considered in this evaluation is inhalation/vapor intrusion in the proposed future building. 

While the actual exposure scenario would be the commercial/industrial scenario, community colleges and other 

schools conservatively consider residential use scenarios.  
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8.5 Nature and Extent of Contamination  

Soil samples were collected from the following depths:  

 

▪ 0.5, 5, 10, and 15 feet bgs (locations S1, S4, S5, S6, and S7) 

▪ 0.5, 5, and 8 feet bgs (location S2) 

▪ 0.5, 5, and 10 feet bgs (location S3) 

▪ 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30,35, 40, and 45 feet bgs (locations S8 and S9) 

 

No VOCs or TPH were detected in the soil samples collected from the site.  

 

Groundwater samples were collected from the two temporary wells (S8 and S9); groundwater was encountered at 

35 feet bgs and 41.5 feet bgs in the temporary wells during the sampling event. No VOCs or TPHg were detected in 

the groundwater samples.  

 

The results of the sampling indicate that VOC and TPHg impacts do not extend to the water table. 

 

The results of the investigation revealed limited soil vapor detections of VOCs and TPHg in the shallow subsurface 

(5 and 15 feet bgs).  

 

▪ The highest TPHg concentration (an order of magnitude higher than other site detections) was detected at 

S4, located near the parking lot (not under the proposed building footprint) and from the same location and 

depth where a soil sample was collected and found to not contain any TPH above the laboratory reporting 

limit. Concentrations of TPHg detected under the building were 30,600 µg/m3 and 35,400 µg/m3. 

▪ Benzene and chloroform were detected under the proposed building footprint at concentrations up to 42 

and 17 µg/m3. These concentrations are below the residential and commercial/industrial screening levels 

using an attenuation factor of 0.001 (the more appropriate screening level for new construction). 

▪ While no PCE was detected from samples collected under the proposed building footprint, PCE was 

detected at concentrations up to 49 µg/m3 in samples collected south and east of the proposed building. 

The PCE concentrations were all below the residential and commercial/industrial screening levels using an 

attenuation factor of 0.001 (the more appropriate screening level for new construction). 

 

8.6 Human Health Risk 

8.6.1 Screening Level Evaluation 

Four soil vapor samples from two locations within the proposed building footprint were collected and analyzed for 

TPHg and VOCs. This section presents a screening level risk evaluation using the maximum concentration of TPHg 

and VOCs detected within the proposed building. It is appropriate to use the samples collected under the proposed 

building footprint because the exposure scenario evaluated is vapor intrusion into the future building. Additionally, 

use of the 0.001 attenuation factor is appropriate due to the new construction associated with the future building. 

 

Table 12 in Appendix B presents the screening level risk evaluation under this scenario (maximum concentration 

detected within the proposed building footprint and 0.001 attenuation factor) for both the residential and 
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commercial/industrial use. The residential and commercial cancer risk is 6 x 10-7 and 1 x 10-7, respectively. The 

residential and commercial non-cancer risk, or hazard index, is 0.2 and 0.05, respectively. These cancer and non-

cancer risk estimates for both the residential and commercial use scenarios are all de minimis, indicating no need 

for vapor mitigation. 

 

In accordance with the 2020 draft DTSC and RWQCB vapor intrusion guidance, the attenuation factor of 0.03 was 

also considered. Table 12 also presents the risk estimates using the more conservative attenuation factor of 0.03. 

The resulting residential and commercial cancer risk is 2 x 10-5 and 4 x 10-6, respectively. This estimated cancer 

risk is above the de minimis cancer risk of one in a million, but falls within the risk management range, for which 

potential response actions could include no action, additional sampling, monitoring, mitigation, or remediation, 

among other actions. The residential and commercial non-cancer risk, or hazard index, is 7 and 2, respectively. The 

non-cancer risk estimates for both the residential and commercial use scenarios are above the de minimis risk 

level, and in accordance with the 2020 draft DTSC and RWQCB vapor intrusion guidance, indicate a need for vapor 

mitigation based on the hazard index that is greater than 1. The elevated hazard index in this scenario is due to the 

TPHg concentrations. It should be noted that the TPHg concentrations detected at the site were bulk TPH, whereas 

the screening levels used in the evaluation are fractionated TPH. These concentrations are not comparable and the 

non-cancer risk calculation is based on an assumed aliphatic to aromatic TPH ratio of 75% to 25%. An alternative 

GRO hazard index was calculated using the TPHg draft ESL and an alternative total hazard index was calculated by 

addition of the GRO-ESL hazard risk to the RSL calculated hazard risks for the other detected constituents. This 

resulted in a total alternative residential and commercial hazard index of 2 and 0.5, respectively. 
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9 Summary and Conclusions 

Metals were detected in soil samples collected at and around the Project site. Arsenic was detected above the ESL 

and DTSC-Modified SL but was below background concentrations found in soils throughout California (Bradford et 

al. 1996). Lead was detected above the residential ESL and DTSC-Modified SL at 180 mg/Kg at sample location 

S1 at 5 feet bgs. This lead concentration is below the commercial/industrial ESL and DTSC-Modified SL. Lead 

detected in all remaining soil samples was below all regulatory screening levels.  

TPHg (gasoline range organics C4 through C12) was detected in the 5-foot soil vapor samples collected from 

locations S4, S5, S6, and S7. TPHg was not detected above laboratory reporting limits in other soil vapor samples 

or in any of the soil or groundwater samples collected at the site. 

Several VOCs were detected in the soil vapor samples collected at and around the Project site. Benzene, chloroform, 

and PCE were detected in site soil vapor samples below the residential and commercial/industrial screening levels 

using an attenuation factor of 0.001 (the more appropriate screening level for new construction).  

 

Benzene and chloroform were the only VOCs detected above RSLs and DTSC-Modified SLs using an attenuation 

factor of 0.03. Benzene was above RSLs and DTSC-Modified SLs in sample locations S4, S5, S6, and S7 at both 5 

feet bgs and 15 feet bgs. Chloroform was detected above RSLs in sample locations S4 and S7 at 5 feet bgs using 

a conservative attenuation factor of 0.03. Although benzene and chloroform were detected above ESLs and DTSC-

Modified SL in soil vapor samples, no VOCs were detected above screening levels in soil or groundwater samples. 

 

No VOCs or TPHg were detected in the groundwater samples collected at the site. The data indicate that VOCs and 

TPHg have not impacted groundwater at the site. 

A screening level risk evaluation was conducted to estimate potential cancer and non-cancer risk associated with 

vapor intrusion into the future proposed building at the site. As the evaluation considers vapor intrusion into the 

future proposed building, only samples collected from within the proposed building footprint were considered. 

Additionally, as the project includes new construction of the future building, and for other reasons discussed in 

Section 5.2, it is more appropriate to use the attenuation factor of 0.001 to evaluate risk at the site than the 0.03 

attenuation factor. 

 

The cancer and non-cancer risk estimates for both the residential and commercial use scenarios using the 0.001 

attenuation factor are all de minimis, indicating no need for vapor mitigation or other response actions. However, 

in accordance with the 2020 draft DTSC and RWQCB vapor intrusion guidance, the attenuation factor of 0.03 was 

also considered. The estimated cancer risk using the attenuation factor of 0.03 is above the de minimis cancer risk 

of one in a million, but falls within the risk management range, for which potential response actions could include 

no action, additional sampling, monitoring, mitigation, or remediation, among other actions. The residential and 

commercial non-cancer risk, or hazard index, is greater than 1, which indicates a need for vapor mitigation based 

on the 2020 draft DTSC and RWQCB vapor intrusion guidance. The elevated hazard index in this scenario is due to 

the TPHg concentrations.  

 

While the screening level risk evaluation using the more appropriate attenuation factor does not indicate a need 

for vapor mitigation or other response actions, the more conservative risk evaluation does indicate a need for vapor 

mitigation or remediation.  
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The results of the soil, soil vapor, and groundwater sampling conducted at Project site satisfy the investigation 

requirements presented in the Land Use Covenant. A vapor barrier is proposed to limit vapor migration into the new 

building; the proposed mitigation system design and operation, maintenance, and monitoring plan will be submitted 

under separate cover . Additionally, site soil vapor concentrations will be at least partially remediated during the 

proposed excavation and recompaction of soil beneath the proposed building footprint to a depth of approximately 

35 feet. As such, Dudek respectfully requests that DTSC grant RCCD approval to move forward with the construction 

of the proposed Center for Human Performance + Kinesiology project.  
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Appendix A 
ULS Service Report 



 ULS CA, INC 
 

Work Order Agreement 
Job Site Location 
2001 THIRD ST 
 

PO TO WA     
 
 

City, State 
NORCO, CA 

Job Date  
1-12-22 

CLIENT     DUDEK       FIELD  TIME 2  REPORT 1 LABOR HOURS W/REPORT/                
HRS   3 

ADDRESS 
 

FAXED  

CITY, STATE, ZIP         TELEPHONED  

PHONE/FAX HAND DELIVERED 

E-MAIL        

 
E-MAILED   

WORK REQUESTED:   UTILITY SURVEY AT 9 PROPOSED POINTS 
 

WORK PERFORMED PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF CLIENT PROVIDED UTILITY 
DRAWINGS/AS-BUILTS: NONE 

VISUAL SITE INSPECTION (MANHOLES, DRAINS):   YES     
SURFACE ONLY 

EMPCL CONDUCTIVE UTILITY SURVEY:  CHECKED 
GAS: X  ELECTRIC: X  COMM.: X   WATER:  X 

EMIMD METAL DETECTION SURVEY : YES 
AMBIENT NOISE AND SETTINGS             

LOW NOISE GAIN  6 ELEV  LOW 

   REBAR IN CONCRETE ?           YES               

EM INSERTION :   NF -  INSERTION METHODS 
NOT PROVIDED DUE TO HEALTH AND  SAFETY. 
SEE NOTES BELOW REGARDING LATERALS 

GPR NON-CONDUCTIVE SURVEY:    POOR                                                  CLIENT ON-SITE REVIEW OF FINDINGS:  YES 

GENE GENERAL LIMITATIONS 

 
NOTE:          The work described herein is performed to industry standards (or higher) using multiple methodology and QA/QC 
protocol. ULS cannot guarantee the accuracy or the ability to detect all underground facilities and potential interferences. Non-
conductive or conductive utilities/facilities may not be detected due to variables and constraints beyond ULS control. Where 
known, constraints and limitations will be brought to the client’s attention.  Excavation work may result in injury to persons 
and/or damage to facilities.  Client and/or excavator are advised to take all steps necessary to avoid contact with underground 
facilities.  This includes, but is not limited to, safe digging practices, hand tooling in congested areas and within two feet on side 
of marked utilities (distance may vary by law), utility drawing review, site facilities representative review, and “one-call” utilities 
notification.  ULS and its representatives are not responsible for injury to persons or damage to facilities.  This document and 
accompanying pages will be delivered to the client before commencement of intrusive work for the client’s review.  If any 
questions arise, please notify our office immediately. 
 
NOTE:          Specific comments/limitations/constraints, known and recognized will be recorded on attached pages (field notes).  
Caution – some facilities (conductive or non- conductive) may not be detected. Not all limitations and constraints may be 
recognized. 

 

SIGNATURE OF ULS REPRESENTATIVE ON-SITE    
                                                                CHRIS REIMER                

 PAGE           OF  

    1              

 
 
 
 
 SAN DIEGO/ LA / SACRAMENTO 

WWW.ULSSERVICES.COM       

WWW.1ULS.COM 
 
CORPORATE ADDRESS    
4275 37th St., Suite 232 
San Diego, CA 92105 
 
FIELD SERVICES: 
 
THROUGHOUT CALIFORNIA  
 

http://www.ulsservices.com/


 

 ULS CA, INC 

 

 

…………………………………………………………………         
 

 

 

CLIENT DUDEK 

LOCATION 2001 THIRD ST 

DATE  1-12-22 

 
 
 
METHODS AND GENERAL OBSERVATIONS: 
 
 
 
ARRIVED SITE AND COMPLETED H&S TAILGATE AND/OR PERMIT TO WORK 
WITH CLIENT. SET UP DELINEATORS AROUND VEHICLE AND NEAR BLINDSPOTS 
AND ENTRY WAYS.  MADE GENERAL SITE WALK TO REVIEW SURVEY AREAS (PROPOSED ZONES). CHECKED FOR 
SURFACE UTILITY MANIFESTATIONS SUCH AS   VALVES, METERS, CONDUITS, TRENCHING SEAMS, VAULT LIDS 
AND EXISTING ONE CALL MARKINGS. BEGAN MARKOUT WORK. 
 
  
 
METHODS UTILIZED INCLUDE:   EM PIPE AND CABLE LOCATOR  USING AMBIENT, GROUND INDUCTION AND 
CONNNECTION MODE SWEEPS. EM INDUCTION METAL DETECTOR AND GPR. A CARTISIAN GRID PATH IS WALKED 
AT EACH PROPOSED ZONE USING ALL METHODOLOGY.  OBSERVATIONS ARE MARKED WITH WHITE AND/OR PINK 
PAINT.  ZONE IS MARKED OUT WITH WHITE AND/OR PINK MARKINGS  
(REFER TO PHOTOS). 

 
 
 

SITE CALIBRATION  -   GENERAL OBSERVATIONS   
 
EM  PIPE AND CABLE TRANSMITTER TO RECIEVER (GROUND INDUCTION AND CONNECTION)  
BROADCASTING IS _GOOD____ATTENUATION EFFECTS FROM  
CONCRETE STEEL REINFORCEMENT NIL______     
EMIMD METAL DETECTOR  BACKGROUND EM NOISE IS _LOW_____________ 
GPR PENETRATION AND RESOLUTION IS __POOR_________.    

 
SEE QA / QC OBSERVATION COMMENTS TO RIGHT SIDE 
AND SPECIFIC OBSERVATIONS / COMMENTS BELOW 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 



ULS CA, INC 

 
  

    
CLIENT DUDEK 

LOCATION 2001 THIRD ST 

DATE  1-12-22 
 
 

SPECIFIC OBSERVATIONS AND COMMENTS OR CONCERNS: 
 

 

PROPOSED                                                             : 

 
S1, S6, S8, S2 AND S3 – NO SIGNALS FOUND IN CONFLICT. 
 
S5 – ELECTRIC TO STREET LIGHTING IN SIDEWALK. CAUTION FOR PVC 
IRRIGATION LINES 
 
S9 AND S7 – CAUTION FOR ELECTRIC AT 6’ TO 9’ SOUTH AND WATER AT 9’ 
NORTH 
 
S9A AND S7A – CAUTION FOR ELECTRIC AT 9’ TO 12’ SOUTH AND WATER AT 9’ 
NORTH 
 
S4 – EXTREME CAUTION FOR UNKNOWN EM SIGNAL AT POINT. POINT MOVED 
6’ TO 8’ WEST. 
 
  
 
END REPORT/ PHOTO EDITS ATTACHED 

 
LOCATE ENERGY ISOLATION INCLUDING WATER AT THIS SITE AND SAWCUT, 
JACKHAMMER, AIRKNIFE DIG CAREFULLY IN EACH LOCATION.  

.     
 
CHRIS REIMER 
ULS CA, INC 
  

 
 
 
X 

 

QA  /   QC  Follows 
 

SITE WALK 
 

X VISUALS 

X  

X UTILITY MAINS 
 

X ELECTRIC – FROM VAULTS 

X TELEPHONE – AWAY FROM PTS 

X NAT GAS NONE OBSERVED  

X WATER CAUTION USA MARKED   

X SEWER/STORM  SEWER MH 
AWAY FROM POINTS 

X SEWER LATERAL 
X CAUTION  NO C/O’S OBSERVED 

X CAUTION PVC WATER  

X   

X OTHER   

  

 FUELS SYSTEM 
 

 USTS 

 PIPING 

 VENTS 







































 

 

Appendix B 
Tables 

  



























 

 

Appendix C 
Lithologic Logs 

  



























 

 

Appendix D 
Laboratory Analytical Reports 





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































 

 

Appendix D 
Noise Measurement Data Sheets  
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