CITY OF MENIFEE
CEQA Environmental Checklist Form

1.  Project title: Forterra Pipe Expanded Manufacturing Facility - Conditional Use Permit No. 2018-199

2. Lead agency name and address: City of Menifee, Community Development Department, 29844
Haun Road, Menifee, CA 92586.

3. Contact person and phone number: Ryan Fowler, Senior Planner: 951-723-3740

4.  Project location: The project site is located at the northwest and northeast corners of the intersection
of Matthews Road and Palomar Road. Refer to Figures 1 Project Vicinity, and Figure 2, Project
Location.

A. Total Project Area: 27.9 gross acres.

Residential Acres: 0 Lots: 0 Units: O Projected No. of Residents: 0
Commercial Acres: 0 Lots: 0 Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Area: 0 Est. No. of Employees: 0
Industrial Acres: 3.4 (new Lots: 1 (New Building) Sq. Ft. of Bldg. Est. No. of Employees: Two shifts
storage area west of Area: 16,500 of 10 and 16 employees
Palomar Rd.) & 24.5 (Building Addition) Sq. Ft. of

(existing industrial area east Bldg. Area: 4,200

of Palomar)

Other: 0

B. Assessor’s Parcel No: 331-190-046 and 220-022 through -025, -037, and -040.
C. Map: Thomas Brothers Page 838 F-2, 2016 Edition
D. Section 14, Township 5S & Range 3W of the San Bernardino Base and Meridian.
E. Longitude: 117° 09'48.8760 W Latitude: 33° 22°31.79 N
5.  Project Applicant/Owners: Forterra, 26380 Palomar Road, Menifee CA 92585
Representative: Grant Becklund Civil Engineering, 951-288-0601 (Contact: Grant Becklund)

6. General Plan Designation: Business Park (BP)

7.  Existing Zoning: Medium Manufacturing (M-M)
Proposed Zoning: Medium Manufacturing (M-M)

8. Description of Project: Revised Conditional Use Permit No. (CUP 2018-099) proposes a revision
to CUP 2016-263 which was previously approved by the City of Menifee on July 27, 2017.

Background

The easterly portion of the project site is currently occupied by the Forterra pipe manufacturing use.
Plot Plan No. 10557 was approved by the County of Riverside in 1988 for the construction of a
concrete manufacturing plant, which included the existing 1,680 square foot office trailer and the
existing 53,008 square foot kiln plant building. Subsequently, Plot Plan No. 10557S2 was approved in
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2003 adding the existing 4,806 square foot building for storage, restrooms, and break room. Then, in
2017, CUP 2016-263 was approved by the City of Menifee for a revision to the previous County-
approved Plot Plan Nos. 10557 by constructing a new 16,323 square foot metal building addition in
two phases. That building addition (proposed under CUP 2016-263) proposed to enclose new
concrete pipe manufacturing equipment. Presently, only Phase 1, which included a portion of the
overall metal building additional (12,323 square feet), has been constructed. Construction documents
for Phase 2, which include the remaining portion of the addition (4,000 square footage), have not yet
been submitted to the City.

Current Proposal

The currently proposed project, CUP 2018-199, includes the construction of an approximately 47’-
foot-high new 16,500 square foot metal building on the portion of the project site east of Palomar
Road for water quality boxes and internal equipment with a weather tight roof and shed roof to provide
sun and water protection for on-site activities. Three traveling electric cranes will be installed to assist
in the assembly and movement of materials and concrete.

A precast concrete mixer will be installed under the shed roof along with sand and aggregate material
bins and a concrete silo for the storage of raw cement. This concrete batching equipment will replace
the delivery of ready-mix concrete from local suppliers and, according to the Applicant, will provide a
more efficient manufacturing process and better-quality control of the concrete used in the process.
The proposed material storage bins and cement silo will be shielded from views from Matthews Road
by dense perimeter landscape, a perimeter block wall and the existing intervening storage of
materials.

A second 4,200 square foot, 23’-high metal building addition will be added to the existing 3,800
square feet metal storage building located east of Palomar Road, to provide weather proof storage of
the materials and equipment installed in the water quality boxes.

Both new buildings and equipment will be pre-painted to match the existing buildings and trim. The
products proposed to be manufactured under CUP 2018-099 are currently being manufactured on-site
on an open slab on the east side of Palomar Road where the building additions would be located.
The Applicant’s stated purpose for the project is to cover the manufacturing area with a roof and install
fixed cranes to move the materials within the building. This operation will not add additional
employees or traffic.

The storage area east of Palomar Road is currently walled and fenced, with walls located along the
Matthew Road frontages and fencing along the remainder of the perimeter. CUP 2018-199 also
proposes an additional (new) concrete box and pipe storage area on the portion of the project site
west of Palomar Road. The products would be manufactured in the existing Forterra facility on the
east side of Palomar Road and then delivered to the storage area for temporary storage of the
products until they are delivered to a job site.

The two access driveways (the one existing driveway on the east and the other new driveway on the
west side of Palomar Road) will be directly aligned with each other. The new storage area will be
fenced with a 6-foot-tall block wall and landscaping to shield the storage materials from view along
Matthews and Palomar Road. In addition, a 6’-tall block wall would be constructed along a portion of
the north and west property lines to shield views of the storage area from the adjoining properties and
roadways. The remainder of the west and north property lines will be fenced with tubular steel
fencing.

A double gate would be installed at the new driveway with a Fire Department knox box. The new
storage area would include gravel installed over native ground to provide a stable driving and storage
area.
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Site Preparation/Phasing

The portion west of Palomar Road was originally graded in 1992 when the existing surrounding
buildings were constructed, and the site is currently flat. For this reason, the portion of the project site
west of Palomar Road will not require additional grading. The construction of the portion of the project
site will be limited to minimally smoothing in certain areas for fire access lanes. The new building and
building addition to be located on the east side of Palomar Road are within an area with existing
development which has been previously disturbed and graded; no grading is anticipated for the
addition of these buildings.

The project is anticipated to be constructed in two phases: (1) the first phase includes the portion of
the project site east of Palomar Road; and (2) the second phase include the portion of the project west
of Palomar Road. Construction is anticipated to last approximately 8 months and project operations
are anticipated to begin in 2020.

Access and Circulation

Regional access is provided via Highway 74 off Interstate 215 (1-215) and local access is provided via
Palomar Road. Primary access would be from Palomar Road via a thirty-foot driveway. The project
provides internal circulation via a thirty-foot road developed mainly for fire access. A Class Il bike lane
is proposed on both the east and west sides of Palomar Road and a Class Il bike lane is proposed on
the north side of Matthews Road east of Palomar Road.

Parking
The project site currently includes 33 existing parking spaces (including 3 accessible spaces). In
addition, two (2) existing Class | bicycle lockers are located adjacent to the existing office trailer.

Other Site Improvements and Amenities

The existing outdoor storage area is set back 50 feet from the existing wash at the northerly project
boundary. Existing onsite and offsite landscaping within the easterly portion of the project site covers
32,910 and 7,180 square feet, respectively. On the westerly portion of the project site there is 14,861
square feet of landscaping.

Infrastructure, Ultilities, and Public Services
The following public services are available to the Project:

» Fire Protection Services (City of Menifee through contract with the Riverside County Fire
Department);

» Police Protection Services (City of Menifee through contract with the Riverside County Sheriff’s
Department);

» Public Schools (Romoland School District and Perris Union High School District)

» Library Services (Riverside County Library System); and

» City Administrative Services (City of Menifee).

The following utilities/infrastructure systems and services are available to the Project:

» Water/Sewer (Eastern Municipal Water District);

+ Electricity (Southern California Edison); the project site has existing 33KV power lines.
» Natural Gas (Southern California Gas Company); and

» Telephone/Communications (AT&T, Frontier Communications).
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9. Surrounding Land Uses and Environmental Setting:

The westerly portion of the project site is currently vacant, has been previously grade and is located at
an elevation of approximately 1,458 feet above sea level (MSL). The easterly portion of the project
site include an existing pipe manufacturing and storage facility. The topography of the property and
surrounding area is generally flat and slopes gently to the southwest.

The adjacent General Plan Area Plan(s), Land Use Designation(s), and Zoning(s), if any:

Surrounding Land Uses

Direction

General Plan
Designation

Zoning District

Existing Land Use

Project Site

Business Park (BP)

Medium Manufacturing
(M-M)

Vacant and Previously
Graded Land

Business Park (BP)

Medium Manufacturing

Industrial (Whited
Cemetery Services,
Amerimax Building

(M-M) Products Inc., Miller
North Jones funeral services)
Business Park (BP), Rural Residential (R-R) Industrial. railroad line
Railroad, and Menifee and Menifee North and vécant land ’
South North Specific Plan (SP) Specific Plan
Public/Quasi Public Industrial (BP John
Facilities (PF) Rural Residential (R-R) | Recycling), Utility (Valley
East Substation)
Business Park (BP) Medium Manufacturing Industrial (Block
West (M-M) Graphics Sun City)
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10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement):

Based on the current Project design concept, other permits necessary to realize the proposal will
likely include, but are not limited to, the following.

Approval Revised Conditional Use Permit

Permitting (e.g., Permit to Construct and Operate) may be required by/through South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for certain project operations and its associated
equipment (e.g., concrete batch plant)

Building permit approval

Encroachment permit

Various other approvals (including landscaping [working drawings], etc.)
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Figure 1: Project Vicinity
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Figure 2: Project Location
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Figure 3A: Site Plan Concept (East Portion)
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Figure 3B: Site Plan Concept (West Portion)
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below (x) 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 [ ] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [] Population and Housing

[ ] Agriculture Resources [ | Hazards & Hazardous Materials [ | Public Services

L] Air Quality [] Hydrology/Water Quality ] Recreation

[] Biological Resources [ | Land Use/Planning [] Transportation/Traffic

[ ] Cultural Resources [ ] Mineral Resources [ ] Tribal Cultural Resources

[] Geology/Soils [] Noise [] Utilities and Service Systems

[] Mandatory Findings of Significance

The environmental factors checked below (x) would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on
the following pages.

[ ] Aesthetics [] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [] Population and Housing

[] Agriculture Resources [ | Hazards & Hazardous Materials [ | Public Services

X Air Quality [] Hydrology/Water Quality [ ] Recreation

X Biological Resources [ ] Land Use/Planning [_] Transportation

[] Cultural Resources [] Mineral Resources [] Tribal Cultural Resources

[ ] Energy [ ] Noise [] Utilities and Service Systems
] Geology/Soils [] Wildfire

X] Mandatory Findings of Significance

The environmental factors checked below (x) would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Less than Significant” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

X] Aesthetics [X] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [] Population and Housing

[] Agriculture Resources [X] Hazards & Hazardous Materials [X] Public Services

[] Air Quality X Hydrology/Water Quality [ ] Recreation

[] Biological Resources [X] Land Use/Planning X] Transportation

X Cultural Resources [] Mineral Resources X Tribal Cultural Resources

X Energy X] Noise X] Utilities and Service Systems
X] Geology/Soils X] Wildfire

[] Mandatory Findings of Significance

The environmental factors checked below (x) would have “No Impact’ by this project as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.

[ ] Aesthetics [ ] Greenhouse Gas Emissions X] Population and Housing

X] Agriculture Resources [ | Hazards & Hazardous Materials [ | Public Services

[ ] Air Quality [] Hydrology/Water Quality X] Recreation

[] Biological Resources [ | Land Use/Planning [] Transportation

[ ] Cultural Resources X] Mineral Resources [ ] Tribal Cultural Resources

[ ] Energy [ ] Noise [] Utilities and Service Systems
[] Geology/Soils [ ] Wildfire

[] Mandatory Findings of Significance

Planning Application No. CUP 2018-099 Page 10



EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.
A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault
rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based
on a project-specific screening analysis).

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 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. State CEQA
Guidelines §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.
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Issues:

Less Than
. AESTHETICS — Except as provided in Public . Significant
Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: | Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 0 0 0
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic O 0 a0
buildings within a state scenic highway?
¢) 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). 0 0 0
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 | (J 0 0
area?

Sources: Menifee General Plan (MGP) Exhibit C-8, “Scenic Highways” and Riverside County General Plan
Figure 5, “Mt. Palomar Nighttime Lighting Policy”’; MGP Draft EIR; State of California, Department of
Transportation, California State Scenic Highway Mapping System; Ordinance No. 655 (Regulating Light
Pollution); City of Menifee Ordinance No. 2009-24 (Dark Sky).

Applicable General Plan Policies:

Goal C-6: Scenic highway corridors that are preserved and protected from change which would diminish
the aesthetic value of lands adjacent to the designated routes.

Policy C-6.1: Design developments within designated scenic highway corridors to balance the objectives
of maintaining scenic resources with accommodating compatible land uses.

Policy C-6.4: Incorporate riding, hiking, and bicycle trails and other compatible public recreational facilities
within scenic corridors.

Policy C-6.5: Ensure that the design and appearance of new landscaping, structures, equipment, signs,
or grading within eligible county scenic highway corridors are compatible with the surrounding scenic
setting or environment.

Goal CD-3: Projects, developments, and public spaces that visually enhance the character of the
community and are appropriately buffered from dissimilar land uses so that differences in type and
intensity do not conflict.

Policy CD-3.1: Preserve positive characteristics and unique features of a site during the design and
development of a new project; the relationship to scale and character of adjacent uses should be
considered.

Policy CD-3.2: Maintain and incorporate the City's natural amenities, including its hillsides, indigenous
vegetation, and rock outcroppings, within proposed projects.
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Policy CD-3.3: Minimize visual impacts of public and private facilities and support structures through
sensitive site design and construction. This includes, but is not limited to: appropriate placement of
facilities; undergrounding, where possible; and aesthetic design (e.g., cell tower stealthing).

Policy CD-3.10: Employ design strategies and building materials that evoke a sense of quality and
permanence.

Policy CD-3.12: Utilize differing but complementary forms of architectural styles and designs that
incorporate representative characteristics of a given area.

Policy CD-3.14: Provide variations in color, texture, materials, articulation, and architectural treatments.
Avoid long expanses of blank, monotonous walls or fences.

Policy CD-3.15: Require property owners to maintain structures and landscaping to high standards of
design, health, and safety.

Policy CD-3.17: Encourage the use of creative landscape design to create visual interest and reduce
conflicts between different land uses.

Policy CD-3.19: Design walls and fences that are well integrated in style with adjacent structures and
terrain and utilize landscaping and vegetation materials to soften their appearance.

Policy CD-3.20: Avoid the blocking of public views by solid walls.

Policy CD-3.21: Use open space, greenways, recreational lands, and water courses as community
separators.

Goal CD-4: Recognize, preserve, and enhance the aesthetic value of the City's enhanced landscape
corridors and scenic corridors.

Policy CD-4.1: Create unifying streetscape elements for enhanced landscape streets, including
coordinated streetlights, landscaping, public signage, street furniture, and hardscaping.

Policy CD-4.2: Design new and, when necessary, retrofit existing streets to improve walkability, bicycling,
and transit integration; strengthen connectivity; and enhance community identity through improvements to
the public right-of-way such as sidewalks, street trees, parkways, curbs, street lighting, and street
furniture.

Policy CD-4.7: Design new landscaping, structures, equipment, signs, or grading within the scenic
corridors for compatibility with the surrounding scenic setting or environment.

Policy CD-4.8: Preserve and enhance view corridors by undergrounding and/or screening new or
relocated electric or communication distribution lines, which would be visible from the City's scenic
highway corridors.

Policy CD-4.9: Require specialized design review for development along scenic corridors, including but
not limited to, building height restrictions, setback requirements, and site-orientation guidelines.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impact l.a) Less Than Significant Impact. Under CEQA, a scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that
provides expansive views of a highly-valued landscape for the public’s benefit. Scenic vistas can be impacted
by development in two ways. First, a structure may be constructed that blocks the view of a vista. Second, the
vista itself may be altered (i.e., development on a scenic hillside).

Menifee’s natural mountainous setting is critical to its overall visual character and provides scenic vistas for
the community. Topography and a lack of dense vegetation or urban development offer scenic views
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throughout the City, including to and from hillside areas. Scenic features include gently sloping alluvial fans,
rugged mountains and steep slopes, mountain peaks and ridges, rounded hills with boulder outcrops,
farmland and open space. Scenic vistas provide views of these features from public spaces. Many scenic
resources are outside the City limits and beyond the planning area boundary. Scenic views from Menifee
include: the San Jacinto Mountains to the northeast and east, the San Bernardino Mountains to the north, the
San Gabriel Mountains to the northwest, and the Santa Ana Mountains to the west and southwest. The
Canyon Lake Reservoir is adjacent to the City’s western boundary. The westerly portion of the project site is a
vacant lot bounded by developed industrial parcels to the north and east, Matthews Road and vacant property
to the south, and industrial property to the west. The easterly portion of the project site is currently developed
and utilized as a pipe manufacturing facility.

The project site and its vicinity is flat and not located within a scenic resource, nor would it comprise a portion
of a scenic vista. While the project would construct new approximately 48-foot-high storage structure and an
addition to an existing building located east of Palomar Road, the structures would be similar to the uses
directly north, east, and west of the project site and currently existing on the project site. As such, the project
would not introduce a new visual obstacle to an existing scenic vista. Therefore, the proposed project would
have a less than significant impact on scenic vistas.

Impact I.b): Less Than Significant Impact. While the project is not adjacent to an officially designated state
scenic highway, it is located approximately 0.25 miles south of an eligible County scenic highway (CA-74) and
approximately 0.5 miles west of eligible State scenic highway Menifee Road as identified on the California
Scenic Highway Mapping System and the General Plan Circulation Element, Exhibit C-6. The project site is
within a suburbanized area comprised of industrial uses and vacant land. The project site does not contain
significant trees, rock outcroppings, or historical buildings. Therefore, the project would not substantially
damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway and no mitigation would be required.

Impact I.c): Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in a semi-urbanized area where
surrounding parcels are developed with similar uses, with vacant parcels in the vicinity. The proposed project
is anticipated to develop a vacant lot consistent to the City’s underlain zoning designation. While the project
site’s existing visual quality would change by developing a storage area on the 3.4-acre site west of Palomar
Road and a new building and an addition to an existing building east of Palomar Road, this would not degrade
the existing visual character, site quality, or surroundings. The site’s visual character would be altered;
however, the project would not become visually incompatible or visually unexpected when viewed in the
context of its surroundings. Moreover, the project would be subject to compliance with City design and
building height requirements and limitations. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than
significant impact on the site’s visual character and its surroundings and no mitigation is required.

Impact 1.d): Less Than Significant Impact. Excessive or inappropriately directed lighting can adversely
impact nighttime views by reducing the ability to see the night sky and stars. Glare can be caused from
unshielded or misdirected lighting sources. Reflective surfaces (i.e., polished metal) can also cause glare.
Impacts associated with glare range from simple nuisance to potentially dangerous situations (i.e., if glare is
directed into the eyes of motorists).

Existing outdoor lighting at and near the project site is associated with businesses and street lighting typical of
suburban areas. The proposed project would generate lighting from two primary sources: lighting from building
interiors that would pass through windows, and lighting from exterior sources (e.g., street lighting, parking lot
lighting, building illumination, security lighting, and landscape lighting). Lighting associated with the project
would not be directed towards adjacent properties.

MMC Chapter 6.01 (Dark Sky; Light Pollution) indicates that low-pressure sodium lamps are the preferred
illuminating source and that all non-exempt outdoor light fixtures shall be shielded. A maximum of 8,100 total
lumens per acre or per parcel if less than one acre would be allowed. When lighting is “allowed”, it must be
fully shielded if feasible and partially shielded in all other cases, and must be focused to minimize spill light
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into the night sky and onto adjacent properties (MMC §6.01.040). The project would be conditioned that, prior
to the issuance of building permits, all new construction which introduces light sources would be required to
have shielding or other light pollution limiting characteristics such as hood or lumen restrictions.

The MGP Community Design Element includes goals that encourage attractive landscaping, lighting, and
signage that conveys the community’s (Goal CD-6) positive image and that limit light leakage and spillage that
may interfere with the Palomar Observatory operations (Goal CD-6.5). Lighting proposed by the project would
be subject to compliance with MMC §6.01 and MGP goals and policies. Accordingly, the project would have a
less than significant impact related to interference with Mt. Palomar Observatory nighttime use. Further, the
City would also review new lighting for conformance with the 2016 California Green Building Standards Code
(CALGreen) (CCR Title 24 Part 11) such that only the minimum amount of lighting is used, and no light
spillage occurs.

Buildings with large facades constructed of reflective surfaces (e.g., brightly colored building fagades, metal
surfaces, and reflective glass) could increase existing levels of daytime glare. The project’s proposed design
does not include such surfaces or components. Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant
impact concerning a new source of glare and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In
determining whether impacts to agricultural resources
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use
in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources,
including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled
by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land,

including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and Less Than

the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon Significant

measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols | potentially | with Less Than

adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would | significant | Mitigation Significant | No
the Project: Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown
on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping O 0 a
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 0
Williamson Act contract? D D

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
§12220(qg)), timberland (as defined in Public Resources | (7] O a
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined in Government Code §51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest | (J a a
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land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in = ] A
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Sources: State of California, Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program. Riverside County Important Farmland 2016, Sheet 1 of 3, map published
July 2017; and Phase | Environmental Site Assessment of Vacant Lot 26255 Palomar Road, Menifee, CA,
dated October 4, 2018, and located as Appendix A of this document.

Applicable General Plan Policies:
Goal OSC-6: High-value agricultural lands available for long-term agricultural production in limited areas of
the City.

Policy OSC-6.1: Protect both existing farms and sensitive uses around them as agricultural acres transition
to more developed land uses.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impact Il.a): No Impact. The project site does not contain any Prime Farmland or Unique Farmland, as
mapped by the California Department of Conservation California Important Farmland Finder, the project site is
designated as Urban and Built Up Land, and the project site is currently zoned as Manufacturing Medium (M-
M) according to the City’s Zoning Map. Additionally, the project site has been graded previously and has not
been used for agricultural purposes. Because the project would not Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) to non-agricultural use, a less than significant
impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

Impacts Il.b-c): No Impact. The project site is zoned Manufacturing Medium (M-M) and is not under a
Williamson Act Contract. The project site is not zoned for agricultural use or forestland; therefore, the project
would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or forestland, or a Williamson Act contract.

Impact Il.d): No Impact. The project site and surrounding properties are not currently being managed or used
for forest land; therefore, the project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use.

Impact Il.e): No Impact. Surrounding land uses include industrial uses to the east, west, north, and vacant
properties, industrial uses and a railroad line to the south. The surrounding land use designations are Medium
Business Park (BP) to the north, and west, Public/Quasi Public Facilities (PF) to the east, and Menifee North
Specific Plan (SP) to the south. Forest land are not present in the area surrounding the project site.

Based upon the project-specific Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, the project site was historically used
for agricultural uses. However, according to the General Plan EIR, historical aerial images, and current site
conditions, the project site is not currently used for agricultural uses. The project would not divide any
agricultural parcels or impede access to any agricultural parcels and would therefore not cause indirect
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

. AR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance Sonificant.

criteria established by the applicable air quality | potentially |with Less Than
management or air pollution control district may be relied | significant | Mitigation Significant | No
upon to make the following determinations. Would the | Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact
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project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the n| A n|
applicable air quality plan?

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- n| m n|
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant n| m A
concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to

odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of | (J 0 a0
people?

Sources: South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993; Menifee General
Plan; MGP Draft EIR; Urban CrossRoads — Forterra Pipe Manufacturing Facility Focused Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Evaluation, 2018. See Appendix B, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment.

Federal, State, and Regional Standards:

Appendix A (State and Federal Criteria Pollutant Standards) presents the federal and state standards.
Appendix A (SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds) shows the ambient air quality standards for NO2,
CO, PM10, and PM2.5.

Applicable General Plan Policies:

Goal OSC-9: Reduced impacts to air quality at the local level by minimizing pollution and particulate
matter.

Policy OSC-9.1: Meet state and federal clean air standards by minimizing particulate matter emissions
from construction activities.

Policy OSC-9.2: Buffer sensitive land uses, such as residences, schools, care facilities, and recreation
areas from major air pollutant emission sources, including freeways, manufacturing, hazardous materials
storage, wastewater treatment, and similar uses.

Policy OSC-9.3: Comply with regional, state, and federal standards and programs for control of all airborne
pollutants and noxious odors, regardless of source.

Policy OSC-9.5: Comply with the mandatory requirements of Title 24 Part 11 of the California Building
Standards Code (CALGreen) and Title 24 Part 6 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impact lll.a): Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would
conflict with or obstruct South Coast Air Basin 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) implementation.
Conflicts and obstructions that hinder AQMP implementation can delay efforts to meet attainment deadlines
for criteria pollutants and maintain existing compliance with applicable air quality standards. Pursuant to the
methodology in 1993 SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook Chapter 12, AQMP consistency is affirmed when
a project (1) does not increase the frequency or severity of an air quality standards violation or cause a new
violation and (2) is consistent with the AQMP’s growth assumptions. Consistency review is presented below.

1. The project would result in short-term construction and long-term operational pollutant emissions that
would be less than the SCAQMD’s CEQA significance emissions thresholds, as demonstrated by the
project Air Quality Assessment presented in Response lll.b-e) below and Appendix B. The project’s
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short-term construction and long-term operational impacts would be less than significant. Therefore,
the project would not increase the frequency or severity of any air quality standards violation or cause
a new air quality standard violation and is found to be consistent with the AQMP for the first criterion.

2. The CEQA Air Quality Handbook indicates that consistency with AQMP growth assumptions must be
analyzed for new or amended General Plan Elements, Specific Plans, and significant projects.
Consistency with AQMP growth assumptions is determined by analyzing the proposed project with
AQMP growth assumptions. The emphasis of this criterion is to ensure that the project’s analyses are
based on the same forecasts as the AQMP. The MGP Land Use Map depicts the land use
assumptions represented in the AQMP. The site’s existing land use designation is Business Park and
the zoning classification is Manufacturing Medium (M-M). As concluded in Ill.b-e) below, the project
would be consistent with the site’s existing land use designations, and thus, the assumptions
represented in the AQMP. Significant projects include airports, electrical generating facilities,
petroleum and gas refineries, designation of oil drilling districts, water ports, solid waste disposal sites,
and offshore drilling facilities. The proposed project is not considered a significant project. Therefore,
the project would not exceed the AQMP assumptions for the project site and is found to be consistent
with the AQMP for the second criterion.

Impacts lll.b-d): Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. A project may have a significant impact if
project-related emissions exceed federal, state, or regional standards or thresholds, or if project-related
emissions substantially contribute to existing or projected air quality violations. The proposed project is located
within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin or SCAB), where efforts to attain state and federal air quality
standards are governed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Both the State of
California (state) and the federal government have established health-based ambient air quality standards
(AAQS) for seven air pollutants (known as ‘criteria pollutants’): volatile organic compound (VOC), carbon
monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxide (NOy), sulfur oxide (SOy), inhalable particulate matter with a diameter of 10
microns or less (PM1o), and fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM_5). The state has
also established AAQS for additional pollutants. The AAQS are designed to protect the health and welfare of
the populace within a reasonable margin of safety. Where the state and federal standards differ, California
AAQS are more stringent than national AAQS.

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION

Construction activities associated with the project will result in emissions of CO, VOCs, NOx, SOx, PM10, and
PM2.5. Construction related emissions are expected from demolition and building construction activities. The
duration of construction activity was based on information provided by the project applicant and are
summarized on Table 1, Construction Schedule. The associated construction equipment was based on
CalEEMod defaults.

The duration of construction activity and associated equipment represents a reasonable approximation of the
expected construction fleet as required per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines. Site-
specific construction fleet may vary due to specific project needs at the time of construction. It is anticipated
that a maximum of 20,700 square feet of pavement will be scraped (demolished) in order to allow for the
construction of the new metal building. Additionally, no grading will be required, and no painting of the metal
structures is anticipated. Construction emissions for construction worker vehicles traveling to and from the
Project site, as well as vendor trips (construction materials delivered to the project site) were estimated based
on CalEEMod defaults. Table 2, Construction Equipment, summarizes the anticipated construction
equipment list.
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Table 1: Construction Schedule

Phase Name Start Date End Date Days
Demolition 1/1/2019 1/14/2019 10
Building Construction 1/15/2019 3/25/2019 50

Source: Urban Urban CrossRoads — Forterra Pipe Manufacturing Facility Focused Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Evaluation. 2018.

Table 2: Construction Equipment

Activity Equipment Number | Hours Per Day
Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8
Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 6
Building Construction Cranes 1 4
Forklifts 2 6
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8
Source: Urban Urban CrossRoads — Forterra Pipe Manufacturing Facility Focused Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Evaluation. 2018.

Air pollution levels are measured at monitoring stations located throughout the air basin. Areas that are in
nonattainment concerning federal or state AAQS are required to prepare plans and implement measures to
bring the region into attainment. Table 3, Proposed Project Construction Emissions Summary
summarizes the project area’s attainment status for the criteria pollutants. The project’'s short-term
construction and long-term operational emissions and their context for subsequently impacting the
environment are discussed below.

Table3: Proposed Project Construction Emissions Summary

Year Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)
VOC NOx cO SOx PM10 [PM2.5
Maximum Daily  [1.05 10.55 8.32 0.02 2.29 0.89

Emissions
SCAQMD
Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55

Exceeds
Thresholds? No No No No No No

Source: Urban Urban CrossRoads — Forterra Pipe Manufacturing Facility
Focused Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Evaluation. 2018.

Construction-Related Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant emissions would be related to diesel particulate emissions
associated with heavy equipment operations during project construction. According to SCAQMD methodology,
health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of “Individual Cancer Risk.” Individual
Cancer Risk is the likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of toxic air contaminants over a 30-year
lifetime will contract cancer, based on the use of standard risk-assessment methodology. Given the relatively
limited number of heavy-duty construction equipment and relatively short construction schedule, the proposed
project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 30 years) substantial source of toxic air contaminant emissions
and corresponding individual cancer risk. Further, construction-based particulate matter (PM) emissions
(including diesel exhaust emissions) would not exceed any local or regional thresholds. Therefore, project
construction activities would not result in significant short-term toxic air contaminant impacts.
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Construction-Related Odor Impacts

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include the application of materials such
as asphalt pavement. The objectionable odors that may be produced during the construction process are
short-term and the odor emissions would cease upon the drying or hardening of the odor-producing materials.
Due to the relatively short-term nature of project construction activities and limited amounts of odor-producing
materials being utilized, the project would result in a less than significant impact concerning construction-
related odors. Additionally, project construction activities would emit diesel exhaust and VOCs, which are
objectionable to some; however, emissions would disperse rapidly from the project site and therefore would
not reach an objectionable level at the nearest sensitive receptors. A less than significant impact would occur
in this regard.

OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

The proposed Project would not result in any additional employee or truck trips. The only additional emissions
generated by the proposed Project, in addition to the emissions totals summarized in the previous Forterra
Pipe Manufacturing Focused Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Evaluation (Urban Crossroads April 2017),
would be additional PM10 and PM2.5 emissions associated with the concrete batching.

Additional PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would result from the following activities:

» Aggregate delivery to ground storage — 18.1 cubic yards (cy) day
» Sand Delivery to ground storage — 12.5 cy day

» Aggregate transfer to conveyor -18.1 cy day

» Sand transfer to conveyor -12.5 cy day

» Cement delivery to Silo — 7.5 cy day

The throughput levels above were determined to be maximum throughput levels based on discussion with the
applicant. The throughput is ultimately limited by the materials brought into the site that are used for limited
production of concrete structures. The curing process of the cement within the forms prohibits additional
output until the forms are cured, thus limiting the overall concrete production process. While the onsite
concrete production would be limited by the production process and the limited work area within the project
site, the applicant has not proposed a physical operating limit on the amount of concrete (and associated raw
material use) that could be produced on the site. As such, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is required to limit
operations such that production does not exceed 562 cubic yards of concrete per month. This figure
represents a 50-percent increase in production over the level of concrete needed for existing production and
represents the anticipated maximum future level of concrete needed.

It should be noted raw materials are delivered by truck and stored in bins and silos until needed. The cement
silo is a closed design tank partially within the proposed building with a built-in dust captureffiltration system
with no emissions escaping the silo. The concrete would therefore be batched in a closed loop system that is
self-contained and sealed. The mixed concrete is prepared in batches which are loaded into an aerial bucket
for delivery by a crane system to the forms used for casting the boxes. The operational time of the mixing
equipment to produce 562 cubic yards of concrete per month is 12 hours. Because of the closed loop system,
the only emissions anticipated during the process would be during the dry delivery of materials, and the
loading of the materials into the bins. The concrete batch plant operation will require a “Permit to Construct
and Operate” from AQMD. The need for the permit is based on the capacity of the batch plant. As such,
although the applicant has stated they will not utilize the full capacity of the batch plant, the proposed capacity
triggers the need for a permit. AQMD will conduct their own analysis as part of the permitting process and will
limit the throughput of the batch plant operation. Once the permit is obtained, the Project Applicant is required
to submit an annual emission report (AER) that identifies what the Project’s annual emissions are, based on
the project’s actual throughput. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires the project’s throughput to be limited to
ensure emissions are below thresholds, but enforces this via the obtaining and annual screening associated
with the “Permit to Construct and Operate” process. Thus, although it is anticipated that the project will create
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50-percent increase in production over existing levels, emissions would not exceed established thresholds
with the implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1.

PM10 emissions have been calculated based on the United States Environmental Protection Agency (see
Table 11.12-5 Plant Wide Emission Factors Per Yard of Truck Mix Concrete). Further Environmental
Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) Compilation of Emission Factors (AP-42) Section 11.12 Concrete Batching,
there are no emissions associated with “truck mix loading” or “central mix loading”, since the material is picked
up by a crane and dropped into a bucket for production. Lastly, there is no baghouse proposed or needed for
the anticipated operations of the project.

Table 4: Emissions from Concrete Batching

Year zmg’() CY/day Total PM10 Ib/day
IAggregate delivery to ground storage0.0031 26 0.081
Sand delivery to ground storage 0.0007 18 0.013
Aggregate transfer to conveyor 0.0031 26 0.081
Sand transfer to conveyor 0.0007 18 0.013
Cement delivery to Silo 0.0001 11 0.0011
Total PM10 0.19

PM2.5 emissions have been calculated based on the CEIDARS PM2.5 fraction of PM10 published by the
SCAQMD in their report Final — Methodology to Calculate Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 and PM 2.5 Significance
Thresholds (October 2006). As such, PM2.5 emissions would equal 67.4% of PM10 emissions calculated
above, resulting in 0.13 pounds per day of PM2.5 emissions associated with the concrete batching.

Table 5 includes a summary of total emissions in addition to emissions associated with the proposed concrete
batching operation. As shown, the proposed Project would result in emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10,
and PM2.5 that would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD thresholds. As such, no impacts would occur, and
no mitigation is required.

Table 5: Operational Emissions Summary

Operational Emissions (pounds/day)

Activities VOC NOx CcO SOx PM10 [PM2.5
April 2017 Air 4.02 19.20 21.79 |0.05 3.76 1.72
Quality Evaluation
Concrete Batching
Total Maximum
Daily Emissions

0.19 1.72
4.09 19.30 21.79 0.05 3.95 1.85

SCAQMD
Regional 55 55 550 150 150 55
Threshold
Threshold
Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Source: Urban CrossRoads — Forterra Pipe Manufacturing Facility Focused
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Evaluation. 2018.

LOCALIZED IMPACTS

The SCAQMD established Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) in response to the SCAQMD Governing
Board’s Environmental Justice Initiative I-4. LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will
not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most-stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality
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standard at the nearest residence or sensitive receptor. The SCAQMD states that lead agencies can use the
LSTs as another indicator of significance in its air quality impact analyses.

For this Project, there are no sensitive land uses adjacent to the Project. In fact, the nearest residential
communities are located more than %4 mile (1,320 feet) from the Project site. As such, no impacts to sensitive
receptors would occur from short-term project construction or on-going project operations.

AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLANNING

The Project site is located within the SCAB, which is characterized by relatively poor air quality. The SCAQMD
has jurisdiction over an approximately 10,74 3-square-mile area consisting of the four-county Basin and the
Los Angeles County and Riverside County portions of what used to be referred to as the Southeast Desert Air
Basin. In these areas, the SCAQMD is principally responsible for air pollution control, and works directly with
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), county transportation commissions, local
governments, as well as state and federal agencies to reduce emissions from stationary, mobile, and indirect
sources to meet state and federal ambient air quality standards.

Currently, these state and federal air quality standards are exceeded in most parts of the Basin. In response,
the SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to meet the state and federal
ambient air quality standards. AQMPs are updated regularly to more effectively reduce emissions,
accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal impacts of air pollution control on the economy.

In March 2017, the AQMD released the Final 2016 AQMP. The 2016 AQMP continues to evaluate current
integrated strategies and control measures to meet the NAAQS, as well as, explore new and innovative
methods to reach its goals. Some of these approaches include utilizing incentive programs, recognizing
existing co-benefit programs from other sectors, and developing a strategy with fair-share reductions at the
federal, state, and local levels.

The 2016 AQMP was based on assumptions provided by both CARB and SCAG in the latest available
EMFAC model for the most recent motor vehicle and demographics information, respectively. The air quality
levels projected in the 2016 AQMP are based on several assumptions. For example, the 2016 AQMP has
assumed that development associated with general plans, specific plans, residential projects, and wastewater
facilities will be constructed in accordance with population growth projections identified by SCAG in its 2016
RTP. The 2016 AQMP also has assumed that such development projects will implement strategies to reduce
emissions generated during the construction and operational phases of development.

Criteria for determining consistency with the 2016 AQMP are defined in Chapter 12, Section 12.2 and Section
12.3 of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993) (28). These indicators are discussed
below:

» Consistency Criterion No. 1: The proposed Project will not result in an increase in the frequency or
severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations or delay the timely
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP.

Construction Impacts

The analysis above demonstrates that, project construction-source emissions would not exceed the applicable
regional significance thresholds for any criteria pollutant. Therefore, the Project would not have the potential to
result in or cause violations of the CAAQS and NAAQS.

Operational Impacts

The analysis above demonstrates that, project operational-source emissions would not exceed the applicable
regional significance thresholds for any criteria pollutant. Therefore, the Project would not have the potential to
result in or cause violations of the CAAQS and NAAQS. On the basis of the preceding discussion, the project
would not conflict with the first criterion.
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» Consistency Criterion No. 2: The Project will not exceed the assumptions in the AQMP based on the
years of Project build-out phase.

Overview

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

Construction Impacts

Peak day emissions generated by construction activities are largely independent of land use assignments, but
rather are a function of development scope and maximum area of disturbance. Irrespective of the site’s land
use designation, development of the site to its maximum potential would likely occur, with disturbance of the
entire site occurring during construction activities. Thus, construction emissions from the Project would be
consistent with the 2016 AQMP assumptions for construction activities throughout the SCAB.

Operational Impacts

The project’s intended use is similar to the historic use of the site and consistent with applicable land use
designations. No substantive change to the existing land use will occur. On the basis of the preceding
discussion, the project is determined to be consistent with the second criterion.

AQMP Consistency Conclusion

The Project would not have the potential to result in or cause NAAQS or CAAQS violations. The project’s
development intensity is consistent with than the development intensities allowed within the General Plan. The
project is therefore consistent with the AQMP and a potential conflict would not occur.

Mitigation Measures:

AQ-1 Concrete Production Limit. The proposed capacity of the concrete mixer is 48 cubic yards per
hour, or 384 cubic yards per day for an 8-hour day, or approximately 8,450 cubic yards per
month (assuming an 8-hour day and 22 work days). Therefore, to ensure potential emission
do not 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, the Project Applicant shall obtain a “Permit to Construct and Operate” from AQMD
and shall provide proof that the permit has been obtained to the City that will ensure that
operations shall be limited to and shall not exceed 562 cubic yards per month. The AQMD
permit shall be maintained throughout the life of the Conditional Use Permitissued by the City.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Less  Than

Significant
Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified | (7 0 )
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
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California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the 0 0 a
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and
Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, n| A A
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 n| m n|
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 O 0 a
or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 0 0 0
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Sources: Menifee General Plan; MGP Draft EIR; Riverside County Transportation and Land Management
Agency, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), Approved June 7,
2003; U.S. FWS Threatened and Endangered Species Active Critical Habitat Report, Updated May 2019; and
Hernandez Environmental Services. 2018. General Biological Assessment and Western County MSHCP
Consistency Analysis) included in Appendix C.

Applicable General Plan Policies:
Goal OSC-8: Protected biological resources, especially sensitive and special status wildlife species and
their natural habitats.

Policy OSC-8.1: Work to implement the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan in coordination with the Regional Conservation Authority.

Policy OSC-8.2: Support local and regional efforts to evaluate, acquire, and protect natural habitats for
sensitive, threatened, and endangered species occurring in and around the City.

Policy OSC-8.4: Identify and inventory existing natural resources in the City of Menifee.

Policy OSC-8.5: Recognize the impacts new development will have on the City's natural resources and
identify ways to reduce these impacts.

Policy OSC-8.8: Implement and follow MSHCP goals and policies when making discretionary actions
pursuant to Section 13 of the Implementing Agreement.
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Existing Conditions:

The project site is undeveloped, relatively flat, and disturbed. It is bordered by commercial development to the
north and east, and undeveloped land to the south and west. Elevations on the site range from 1,456 feet
above mean sea-level (AMSL) to 1,460 AMSL.

Soils
According to the USDA Web Soil Survey, the soils at the project site are classified as Exeter sandy loam, 2 to
8 percent slopes, eroded.

Ruderal/Disturbed

The westerly portion of the project site contains approximately 3.40 acre of ruderal/disturbed habitat. The
easterly portion of the project site is currently developed and used as a pipe manufacturing facility. The
ruderal areas on the easterly portion of the site are dominated by non-native plant species. Dominant
vegetation observed in this habitat type includes ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), foxtail chess (Bromus
madritensis), black mustard (Brassica nigra), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), London rocket (Sisymbrium irio),
and filaree (Erodium sp.).

The site is located within the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
boundary, but not in a Criteria Cell. The MSHCP is a comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional Habitat Conservation
Plan intended to conserve species and their habitats while allowing the County and its cities to better control
local land use and more efficiently implement requirements of the State and federal Endangered Species
Acts.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:
Impact IV.a): Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation.

SENSITIVE PLANT RESOURCES

A total of twenty plant species are listed as state and/or federal Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate
species; are required to be reviewed under the Narrow Endemic Plant section of the Western Riverside
MSHCP; are 1B.1 listed plants on the CNPS Rare Plant Inventory; or have been found to have a potential to
exist on the project site, as identified in Table 6, Sensitive Plant Species.

Table 6: Sensitive Plant Species

Name Designation Present
Onsite
Chaparral sand-verbena (Abronia villosa var. aurita) | Rare Plant No
Munz'’s onion (Allium munzii) Federally Endangered and State | No
Threatened
San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila) Federally Endangered No
Rainbow Manzanita (Arctostaphylos rainbowensis) | Rare Plant No
Jaeger's milk-vetch (Astragalus pachypus var. | Rare Plant No
Jaegeri)
San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata | Federally Listed No
var. notatior)
Parish’s brittlescale (Atriplex parishii) Rare Plant No
The thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia) Federally Threatened No
Smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis) | Rare Plant No
Parry’s spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi) | Rare Plant No
Slender-horned spineflower (Dodecahema | Federally and State Endangered No
leptoceras)
San Diego button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var. | Federally and State Listed Endangered | No
parishii)
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Campbell’s liverwort (Geothallus tuberosus) Rare Plant No
Tecate cypress (Hesperocyparis forbesii) Rare Plant No
Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp.coulteri) | Rare Plant No
Parish’'s measowfoam (Limnanthes alba ssp. | State Endangered No
parishii)

Spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) Federally Threatened No
Prostrate vernal pool navarretia (Navarretia | Rare Plant No
prostrata)

Prostrate vernal pool navarretia (Navarretia | Rare Plant No
prostrata)

California Orcutt grass (Orculttia californica) Federally and State Listed Endangered | No
Bottle liverwort (Sphaerocarpos drewei) Rare Plant No

Note: 1B.1 listed plants on the CNPS Rare Plan Inventory

The General Biological Assessment MSHCP Consistency Analysis determined that none of the potential
twenty plant species are present on site. Refer to Appendix C for a complete list of plant species.

SENSITIVE ANIMAL RESOURCES

A total of 15 animal species listed as state and/or federal Threatened, Endangered, Candidate were reviewed
for the project, as identified in Table 7, Sensitive Animal Species. All sensitive species within a 5-mile radius
of project area were reviewed and a complete list of those species are discussed within Appendix C.

Table 7: Sensitive Animal Species

Name Designation Present
Onsite

Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) State Candidate Endangered Specie | No
CDFW Species of Special Concern

Arroyo Toad (Anaxyrus californicus) Federally Listed Threatened Species | No
CDFW Species of Special Concern

Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) Federally Listed Threatened Species | No

San Diego fairy shrimp  (Branchinecta | Federally Listed Endangered Species | No

sandiegonensis)

Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) State Listed Endangered Species No

Western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus | Federally Listed Threatened Species | No

nivosus) CDFW Species of Special Concern

San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami | Federally Listed Endangered Species | No

parvus) CDFW Species of Special Concern

Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi) Federally Listed Endangered Species | No
State Listed Threatened Species

Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha | Federally Listed Endangered Species | No

quino)

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) State Listed Endangered Species No
CDFW Fully Protected Species

Coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica | Federally Listed Endangered Species | No

californica) CDFW Species of Special Concern

California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) Federally Listed Endangered Species | No
CDFW Species of Special Concern

Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni) | Federally Listed Endangered Species | No

Least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) Federally and State Listed Endangered | No
Species
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Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) | CDFW Species of Special Concern | No
Note: 1B.1 listed plants on the CNPS Rare Plan Inventory

There is the potential for nesting birds to utilize the shrubs and trees adjacent to the project site and utilize the
project site itself. Nesting birds are protected under Section 3503 of the Fish and Game Code (FGC) and the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Construction of the proposed project could disturb nesting birds and result
in potentially significant impacts. Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO-1 would reduce potential impacts to nesting
birds to less than significant by requiring construction activity to occur outside nesting season or
preconstruction surveys. Therefore, with the implementation of MM BIO-1, impacts to nesting birds to
sensitive species would be less than significant.

CRITICAL HABITAT

The project is not located within federally designated federal critical habitat. Additionally, the project does not
host any type of sensitive species. Therefore, with incorporation of the mitigation measure identified above,
the project would not cause 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.

Impacts IV.b-c): No Impact.

RIPARIAN HABITATS AND JURISDICTIONAL WATERS

The project site does not contain any drainage features or associated riparian habitat that would be regulated
under Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code. Further, the project site does not contain any “waters of the
United States” (WoUS) that would be under the jurisdiction of the Federal Clean Water Act or riparian/wetland
habitat that would be considered Western Riverside MSHCP riparian/riverine resources. No vernal pools are
located on the project site.

Given the absence of jurisdictional waters, state or federally protected wetlands and vernal pools, no impacts
would occur.

Impact IV.d): Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The project area was evaluated for its function
as a wildlife corridor that species would use to move between wildlife habitat zones. Features (e.g., mountain
canyons or riparian corridors) typically used by wildlife as corridors are not present in the project area. The
project site is located within the Sun Valley/Menifee Valley Area Plan of the Western Riverside County
MSHCP. However, the project site is not located within a Criteria Cell or sub-unit of the Sun Valley/Menifee
Valley Area Plan. In addition, the project area does not contain mountain canyons or riparian corridors that
have the potential to be used by wildlife as corridors. Further, the project area is surrounded by human activity
in the form of industrial businesses and roadways.

The project site does not contain mountain canyons or riparian corridors between major wildlife habitats. The
project area is surrounded by paved roads and manufacturing/industrial structures. Because no wildlife
movement corridors were found to be present on the project site, no impact would occur in this regard.

Migratory non-game native bird species are protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
Additionally, Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit take of all birds
and their active nests. As previously stated, Construction of the proposed project could disturb nesting birds
and result in potentially significant impacts. Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO-1 would reduce potential impacts to
nesting birds to less than significant by requiring construction activity to occur outside nesting season or
preconstruction surveys. Therefore, with the implementation of MM BIO-1, impacts to nesting birds to
sensitive species would be less than significant.

Impact IV.e): No Impact. Vegetation onsite is limited to grassland species and ruderal species. There are no
trees onsite that are considered Heritage Trees as defined in the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance (MMC
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§9.86.110). Therefore, the project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. No impact would occur in this regard.

Impact IV.f): Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is located within
the Western Riverside County MSHCP Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan. However, the project site is not
located within a Sub Area Plan, Criteria Cell, or Cell Group. A discussion of the applicable Western Riverside
County MSHCP requirements follows:

Section 6.1.2 Species Associated With Riparian/Riverine Habitat and Vernal Pools

The proposed project site does not contain any drainage features or associated riparian/wetland habitat that
would be considered Western Riverside MSHCP riparian/riverine resources. Further, the site does not contain
any depressions or areas where water could pool. No vernal pools or suitable habitat for fairy shrimp occur on
the site.

Section 6.1.4 Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines
The project site is not located within or adjacent to a Western Riverside County MSHCP Conservation Area;
therefore, the project site is not required to address Section 6.1.4 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP.

Section 6.3.2 Additional Surveys and Procedures

The project site is not located within plan-defined areas requiring surveys for narrow endemic plant species,
criteria area plant species, or burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia). Therefore, no additional surveys are
required at this time.

Overall, based upon the findings of this report, no further studies or mitigation measures will be needed.
The project site does not contain sensitive habitats or native vegetation and is completely
disturbed and regularly maintained.

Mitigation Measures:

BIO-1 Nesting Birds. To avoid impacting nesting birds, one of the following must be implemented:

Conduct grading activities from September 16th through January 31st, when birds are not
likely to be nesting on the site; OR

Conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting birds if construction is to take place during the
nesting season (February 1st through September 15th). A qualified wildlife biologist shall
conduct a pre-construction nest survey no more than 14 days prior to initiation of grading to
provide confirmation of the presence or absence of active nests on or immediately adjacent to
the project site. If active nests are encountered, species-specific measures shall be prepared
by a qualified biologist and implemented to prevent abandonment of the active nest. At a
minimum, grading in the vicinity of the nest shall be deferred until the young birds have
fledged. A minimum exclusion buffer of 100 feet shall be maintained during construction,
depending on the species and location. The perimeter of the nest-setback zone shall be
fenced or adequately demarcated with staked flagging at 20-foot intervals, and construction
personnel and activities restricted from the area. A survey report by the qualified biologist
verifying that (1) no active nests are present, or (2) that the young have fledged, shall be
submitted to the City prior to initiation of grading in the nest-setback zone. The qualified
biologist shall serve as a construction monitor during those periods when construction activities
occur near active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts on these nests occur. A
report of the findings prepared by a qualified biologist shall be submitted to the City prior to
ground disturbance and/or issuance of a grading permit.
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S Less Than
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Significant
Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to § O 0 O
15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to § O 0 O
15064.5?
c¢) Disturb any human remains, including those interred m| m m|
outside of formal cemeteries?

Sources: Menifee General Plan; MGP Draft EIR; and Riverside County Land Information System.

Applicable General Plan Policies:
Goal OSC-5: Archaeological, historical, and cultural resources that are protected and integrated into the
City's built environment.

Policy OSC-5.1: Preserve and protect significant archeological, historic, and cultural sites, places, districts,
structures, landforms, objects and native burial sites, and other features, such as Ringing Rock and
Grandmother Oak, consistent with state law.

Policy OSC-5.3: Preserve sacred sites identified by the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians and Soboba
Band of Luiseno Indians, such as tribal burial grounds, by avoiding activities that would negatively impact
the sites.

Policy OSC-5.5: Establish clear and responsible practices to identify, evaluate, and protect previously
unknown archeological, historic, and cultural sites, following CEQA and NEPA procedure.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impact V.a): No Impact. The westerly portion of the project site is vacant and no buildings are present onsite.
The project does not propose grading at the storage area (westerly portion of the project site west of Palomar
Road). The project would minimally smooth a portion of the site for the proposed Fire Dept. access lane. On
the east side of Palomar Road, it is an existing developed site and no grading will occur for the installation of
the new building or the proposed building addition. Minimal amount of earth moving will occur for the total
project.

Because no grading would take place and negligible amounts of earth moving activities would occur, project
implementation would not cause an adverse change in the significance of a historical resource and no impact
would occur in this regard.

Impact V.b): Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Impact V.a) above. No grading activities are
anticipated as part of the project implementation. The project would be limited to partial smoothing of certain
areas of the site for the proposed fire access road.

Standard Conditions (SC)-CUL-1 through SC-CUL-4 shall be implemented to reduce potentially significant
impacts to previously undiscovered archaeological resources that may be accidentally encountered during
Project implementation to a less than significant level. SC-CUL-1 requires that in the unlikely event that
human remains are uncovered the contractor is required to halt work in the immediate area of the find and to
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notify the County Coroner, in accordance with Health and Safety Code § 7050.5, who must then determine
whether the remains are of forensic interest. If the Coroner, with the aid of a supervising archaeologist,
determines that the remains are or appear to be of a Native American, he/she must contact the Native
American Heritage Commission for further investigations and proper recovery of such remains, if necessary.
SC-CUL-2 requires non-disclosure of Native American human remains. SC-CUL-3 pertains to procedures
required due to any inadvertent finds during ground disturbance activities. SC-CUL-4 pertains to procedures
for final disposition of inadvertent discoveries requires that the archaeological monitor prepare a final report at
the conclusion of archaeological monitoring. Following compliance with these conditions, the project’s
potential impacts concerning the significance of an archaeological resource would be less than significant.

Impact V.c): Less Than Significant Impact. No formal cemeteries are on or near the project site. Most Native
American human remains are found in association with prehistoric archaeological sites. Given the extent of
past site disturbances, there is low potential for the project’s ground-disturbing activities to encounter human
remains. Notwithstanding, it is always a possibility that an unknown human remains are discovered during the
project’s ground-disturbing activities, a substantial adverse change in the significance of such a resource
could occur. However, as previously mentioned, the project would not require any grading of the sites, the site
preparation would be limited to smoothing of some portions for a fire access road, and Standard Condition
(SC)-CUL-1 would be implemented if previously unknown human remains are unexpectedly discovered during
project construction. Because no grading or ground disturbance is anticipated to occur, and with
implementation of SC-CUL-1, a less than significant impact on archaeological resources would occur.

Standard Conditions and Requirements:

SC-CUL-1 Human Remains. If human remains are encountered, State Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County Coroner has
made the necessary findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to Public Resource Code Section
5097.98(b) remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision as to
the treatment and disposition has been made. If the Riverside County Coroner determines the
remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted
within the period specified by law (24 hours). Subsequently, the Native American Heritage
Commission shall identify the "most likely descendant." The most likely descendant shall then
make recommendations and engage in consultation concerning the treatment of the remains
as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.

SC-CUL-2 Non-Disclosure of Location Reburials. It is understood by all parties that unless otherwise
required by law, the site of any reburial of Native American human remains or associated
grave goods shall not be disclosed and shall not be governed by public disclosure
requirements of the California Public Records Act. The Coroner, pursuant to the specific
exemption set forth in California Government Code 6254 (r)., parties, and Lead Agencies, will
be asked to withhold public disclosure information related to such reburial, pursuant to the
specific exemption set forth in California Government Code 6254 (r).

SC-CUL-3 Inadvertent Archeological Find. If during ground disturbance activities, unique cultural
resources are discovered that were not assessed by the archaeological report(s) and/or
environmental assessment conducted prior to project approval, the following procedures shall
be followed. Unique cultural resources are defined, for this condition only, as being multiple
artifacts in close association with each other, but may include fewer artifacts if the area of the
find is determined to be of significance due to its sacred or cultural importance as determined
in consultation with the Native American Tribe(s).

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

At the meeting, the significance of the discoveries shall be discussed and after
consultation with the tribal representative(s) and the archaeologist, a decision shall be
made, with the concurrence of the Community Development Director, as to the
appropriate mitigation (documentation, recovery, avoidance, etc.) for the cultural
resources.

Grading of further ground disturbance shall not resume within the area of the discovery
until an agreement has been reached by all parties as to the appropriate
mitigation.Work shall be allowed to continue outside of the buffer area and will be
monitored by additional Tribal monitors if needed.

Treatment and avoidance of the newly discovered resources shall be consistent with
the Cultural Resources Management Plan Treatment and Monitoring Agreements
entered into with the appropriate tribes. This may include avoidance of the cultural
resources through project design, in-place preservation of cultural resources located in
native soils and/or re-burial on the Project property so they are not subject to further
disturbance in perpetuity as identified in Non-Disclosure of Reburial Condition.
Pursuant to Calif. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.2(b) avoidance is the preferred method of
preservation for archaeological resources and cultural resources. If the landowner and
the Tribe(s) cannot agree on the significance or themitigation for the archaeological or
cultural resources, these issues will be presented to the City Community Development
Director for decision. The City Community Development Director shall make the
determination based on the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act with
respect to archaeological resources, recommendations of the project archeologist and
shall take into account the cultural and religious principles and practices of the Tribe.
Notwithstanding any other rights available under the law, the decision of the City
Community Development Director shall be appealable to the City Planning
Commission and/or City Council.”

SC-CUL-4 Cultural Resources Disposition. In the event that Native American cultural resources are

discovered during the course of grading (inadvertent discoveries), the following procedures
shall be carried out for final disposition of the discoveries:

a)

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

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

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

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

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

VI. ENERGY -- Would the project: Less  Than

Significant
Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption | O m O
of energy resources, during construction or operation?

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for | 5 a 3
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

Sources: Menifee General Plan; OPR’s Technical Advisory; and Urban CrossRoads — Forterra Pipe
Manufacturing Facility Focused Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Evaluation, 2018. See Appendix B, Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment.

Applicable General Plan Policies:

Goal OSC-4: Efficient and environmentally appropriate use and management of energy and mineral
resources to ensure their availability for future generations.

Policy OSC-4.1: Apply energy efficiency and conservation practices in land use, transportation demand
management, and subdivision and building design.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impact Vl.a-b): Less Than Significant Impact. California Code Title 24, Part 6 (also referred to as the
California Energy Code), was promulgated by the CEC in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to create
uniform building codes to reduce California’s energy consumption. To these ends, the California Energy Code
provides energy efficiency standards for residential and nonresidential buildings. California’s building
efficiency standards are updated on an approximately three-year cycle. The 2016 Standards for building
construction, which went into effect on January 1, 2017, improved upon the former 2013 Standards for
residential and nonresidential buildings.

For new development such as that proposed by the Project, compliance with California Building Standards
Code Title 24 energy efficiency requirements (CalGreen) are considered demonstrable evidence of efficient
use of energy. The Project site would be required to promote and provide for energy efficiencies beyond
those required under other applicable federal or State of California standards and regulations, and in so doing
would meet all California Building Standards Code 24 standards. Moreover, energy consumed by the Project
is expected be primarily during construction activities. Additionally, energy use for operations would be
expected to be comparable to, or less than, energy consumed by other similar uses of similar scale and
intensity that are constructed and operating in California. On this basis, the Project would not result in the
inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy. Furthermore, the Project would not cause or
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result in the need for additional energy facilities or energy delivery systems. Less than significant impacts

would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:

Less Than

Significant
Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact
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 0 0 0
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 0 0 0
iif) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? a d 0
iv) Landslides? 0 0 0
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? O 0 O
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, m| m m|
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 0 0 0
substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal n| 0 0
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of waste water?
f) Be impacted by or resultin an increase in wind erosion
and blowsand, either on or off site? O O O
g) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological a a a

resource or site or unique geological feature?

Sources: Menifee General Plan Exhibits S-1, “Fault Map,” S-2, “Slope Distribution,” S-3, “Liquefaction and
Landslides,” and S-4, “Geologic Map”; MGP Draft EIR; Riverside County General Plan Figure S-8, Wind
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“Erosion Susceptibility Map; ” and State of California Department of Conservation Website - EQ Zapp:
California Earthquake Hazards Zone Application — Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation.

Applicable General Plan Policies:

Goal S-1: A community that is minimally impacted by seismic shaking and earthquake-induced or other
geologic hazards.

Policy S-1.1: Require all new habitable buildings and structures to be designed and built to be seismically
resistant in accordance with the most recent California Building Code adopted by the City.

Goal S-2: A community that has used engineering solutions to reduce or eliminate the potential for injury,
loss of life, property damage, and economic and social disruption caused by geologic hazards such as
slope instability; compressible, collapsible, expansive or corrosive soils; and subsidence due to
groundwater withdrawal.

Policy S-2.1: Require all new developments to mitigate the geologic hazards that have the potential to
impact habitable structures and other improvements.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impact Vll.a.i): Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone and there are no known active faults on or immediately adjacent to the property.’
Therefore, the project would not have substantial adverse effects involving rupture of a known earthquake
fault and a less than significant impact would occur in this regard.

Impact Vll.a.ii-iv, Vll.c-d): Less Than Significant Impact. While the site is in a seismically active region, no
active or potentially active faults are presently known to exist at this site. Also, the the site is “not in a fault
zone” and “not within a %2 mile of a fault.” The nearest zoned faults are the Elsinore Fault, located
approximately 12 miles to the southwest, and the Glen Ivy North fault, located approximately 9 miles to the
southwest. Further, the absence of shallow groundwater at the site reduces the potential for seismic-induced
liquefaction. Given the potential for seismic activity in the region, moderate to strong seismic shaking may
occur during the project’s design life. Therefore, project implementation could expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects involving strong seismic ground shaking. The intensity of ground shaking
on the project site would depend on several factors including: the distance to the earthquake focus, the
earthquake magnitude, the response characteristics of the underlying materials, and the quality and type of
construction. Moreover, the following geologic and seismic hazards based on site-specific parameters have
been evaluated:

Liguefaction/Seismic Settlement. As identified in the General Plan, Exhibit S-3, the project site is not within an
area currently mapped with seismic hazards such as liquefaction or landslides. The nearest liquefaction areas
identified in Exhibit S-3 are located approximately 4.0 miles south of the project site.

Slope Failure, Landslides, Rock Falls. Due to the relatively flat nature of the property following proposed
grading, and lack of evidence of existing landslides or slope instability, the potential for slope failure and
landslides is negligible. Additionally, no grading would occur as part of the project. Site preparation would be
limited to smoothing of some portions above ground. As such, risks associated with slope instability are
considered "low."

Subsidence. Due to existing site topography, the project will not require imported soils to attain design grades.
The City General Plan EIR states that it is unlikely that buildout of the General Plan would result in lowered
groundwater levels under Menifee that could cause ground subsidence. Impacts from subsidence are
anticipated to be less than significant.

In summary, the project is not anticipated to impact or change the existing geotechnical stability of the project
site. No grading would occur and less than significant impact would occur.
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Regulatory controls to address potential geologic and seismic hazards would be imposed on the project
through the permitting process. Pursuant to MMC §8.04.010, the City has adopted the 2016 California
Building Code (CBC), subject to certain amendments and changes. CBC design standards correspond to the
level of seismic risk in a given location and are intended primarily to protect public safety and secondly to
minimize property damage. The project would be subject to compliance with all applicable regulations in the
most recently published CBC (as amended by MMC §8.04.010), which specifies design requirements to
mitigate the effects of potential geologic and seismic hazards. Thus, the project’s potential impacts concerning
exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving geologic and seismic
hazards, and unstable conditions, would be less than significant.

Impact VlI.b): Less Than Significant Impact. No grading activities would take place as part of the proposed
project on either side of Palomar Road. Minimal smoothing of portions of the site would take place.
Nonetheless, during construction, the project would be subject to compliance with erosion and sediment
control measures and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for
Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-
DWQ, and all subsequent amendments) (Construction General Permit); see Response X.a). MMC
§15.01.015(B)(1) specifies that any person performing construction work in the City shall comply with the
provisions of MMC Chapter 15.01 and control stormwater runoff so as to prevent any likelihood of adversely
affecting human health or the environment. The Engineering/Public Works Department would identify the
BMP’s that may be implemented to prevent such deterioration and the manner of implementation. Further, the
project proposes hardscapes throughout easterly portion (already developed portion) of the project site, which
would stabilize soils and contain them onsite. Following compliance with the established regulatory framework
(NPDES and MMC), the project’s potential impacts concerning soil erosion and loss of topsoil would be less
than significant and no mitigation is required.

Impact Vll.e): No Impact. Sewers would be available for disposal of project generated wastewater; see
Responses XIX.a. The project would be served by the Eastern Municipal Water District and would not utilize
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems. Therefore, no impact would occur in this regard and
no mitigation is required.

Impact VII.f): Less Than Significant Impact. The project site, like the rest of the City, is located in an area
designated as having moderate susceptibility to wind erosion. Further, the site is surrounded by industrial
development to the west, east, and north, which would minimize exposure to wind erosion. As such, it is not
anticipated that high winds or blowing sand would have substantial impacts on project-related improvements.
Project implementation would cover currently exposed soils with buildings/improvements, further reducing
potential impacts related to windblown dust or sand within the project vicinity.

Impact VIl.g): Less Than Significant Impact. No grading is proposed as part of the project construction
preparation. Site preparation would be limited to the smoothing of certain areas. Thus, the project is not
anticipated to directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological
feature.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

Less Than
VIII: GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- Would the Significant
project: Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or | 7] 0 n|
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
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environment?

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation
of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the O O 0
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Sources: Menifee General Plan; and Urban CrossRoads — Forterra Pipe Manufacturing Facility Focused Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Evaluation, 2018. See Appendix B, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Assessment.

Applicable General Plan Policies:

Goal OSC-4: Efficient and environmentally appropriate use and management of energy and mineral
resources to ensure their availability for future generations.

Policy OSC-4.1: Apply energy efficiency and conservation practices in land use, transportation demand
management, and subdivision and building design.

Goal OSC-10: An environmentally aware community that is responsive to changing climate conditions and
actively seeks to reduce local greenhouse gas emissions.

Policy OSC-10.1: Align the City's local GHG reduction targets to be consistent with the statewide GHG
reduction target of AB 32.

Policy OSC-10.2: Align the City's long-term GHG reduction goal consistent with the statewide GHG
reduction goal of Executive Order S-03-05.

Policy OSC-10.3: Participate in regional greenhouse gas emission reduction initiatives.

Policy OSC-10.4: Consider impacts to climate change as a factor in evaluation of policies, strategies, and
projects.

Existing Setting:

Global Warming and Greenhouse Gases

Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on earth as a whole, including
temperature, wind patterns, precipitation and storms. Global warming, a related concept, is the observed
increase in average temperature of the earth’s surface and atmosphere. The six major greenhouse gases
(GHGs) identified by the Kyoto Protocol are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CHs.), nitrous oxide (N20), sulfur
hexafluoride (SFs), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and perfluorocarbons (PFCs). GHGs absorb longwave radiant
energy reflected by the earth, which warms the atmosphere. GHGs also radiate long wave radiation both
upward to space and back down toward the surface of the earth. The downward part of this longwave
radiation absorbed by the atmosphere is known as the “greenhouse effect.” The potential effects of global
climate change may include rising surface temperatures, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat
days per year, and more drought years.

COs- is an odorless, colorless natural GHG. Natural sources include the following: decomposition of dead
organic matter; respiration of bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; and volcanic
outgassing. Anthropogenic (human-caused) sources of CO; are from burning coal, oil, natural gas, wood,
butane, propane, etc. CHs is a flammable gas and is the main component of natural gas. N20, also known as
laughing gas, is a colorless GHG. Some industrial processes (fossil fuel-fired power plants, nylon production,
nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions) also contribute to the atmospheric load of GHGs. HFCs are
synthetic man-made chemicals that are used as a substitute for chlorofluorocarbons (whose production was
stopped as required by the Montreal Protocol) for automobile air conditioners and refrigerants. The two main
sources of PFCs are primary aluminum production and semiconductor manufacture. SFs is an inorganic,
odorless, colorless, nontoxic, nonflammable gas. SFe is used for insulation in electric power transmission and
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distribution equipment, in the magnesium industry, in semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for
leak detection.

Events and activities, such as the industrial revolution and the increased combustion of fossil fuels (e.g.,
gasoline, diesel, coal, etc.), have heavily contributed to the increase in atmospheric levels of GHGs. An air
quality analysis of GHGs is a much different analysis than the analysis of criteria pollutants for the following
reasons. For criteria pollutants significance thresholds are based on daily emissions because attainment or
non-attainment is based on daily exceedances of applicable ambient air quality standards. Further, several
ambient air quality standards are based on relatively short-term exposure effects on human health, e.g., one-
hour and eight-hour. Since the half-life of CO- in the atmosphere is approximately 100 years, for example, the
effects of GHGs are longer term, affecting global climate over a relatively long timeframe. As a result, the
SCAQMD’s current position is to evaluate GHG effects over a longer timeframe than a single day.

In its CEQA and Climate Change document (January 2008), the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA) identifies many potential GHG significance threshold options. The CAPCOA document
indicates that establishing quantitative thresholds is a balance between setting the level low enough to capture
a substantial portion of future residential and non-residential development, while also setting a threshold high
enough to exclude small development projects that would contribute a relatively small fraction of the
cumulative statewide GHG emissions. Two potential significance thresholds were 10,000 metric tons per year
and 25,000 metric tons per year.

Finally, another approach to determining significance is to estimate what percentage of the total inventory of
GHG emissions are represented by emissions from a single project. If emissions are a relatively small
percentage of the total inventory, it is possible that the project would have little or no effect on global climate
change.

According to available information, the statewide inventory of CO; equivalent emissions is as follows: 1990
GHG emissions were estimated to equal 427 million metric tons of CO, equivalent, and 2020 GHG emissions
are projected to equal 600 million metric tons of CO, equivalent, under a business as usual scenario.
Interpolating an inventory for the year 2011 results in an estimated inventory of approximately 121 million
metric tons of CO2 equivalent. Interpolating an inventory for the year 2012 results in an estimated inventory of
approximately 127 million metric tons of CO. equivalent. These amounts assume that between 1990 and 2020
there is an average increase of 5.76 million tons per year of GHG.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impacts Vlll.a): Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed concrete batching activity would not result in
any substantive emissions increases than what was previously evaluated in the previous Forterra Pipe
Manufacturing Focused Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Evaluation (Urban Crossroads April 2017). The only
additional GHG emissions would be a result of short-term construction activity associated with the proposed
concrete batching operation.

The annual GHG emissions associated with the construction and operation of the proposed project are
estimated to be 1,144.08 MTCO2e per year as summarized in Table 8, Operational Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Summary (Annual). Detailed construction model outputs are presented in Attachment “A”. The
proposed project would not exceed the 3,000 MTCO2e threshold. As such, the proposed project would result
in a less than significant impact with respect to GHG emissions.

Table 8: Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions Summary (Annual)

Emission Source Emissions (Metric tons per year) (CO2e)
April 2017 Greenhouse Gas Assessment 1,142.80

Proposed construction-related emissions 128

amortized (30 years) '
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Total COE (All Sources) | 1,144.08
Source: Urban Urban CrossRoads — Forterra Pipe Manufacturing Facility Focused Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Evaluation. 2018.

Additionally, the proposed concrete batching operation would not hinder or conflict with any of the Scoping
Plan Consistency findings presented previously in the Forterra Pipe Manufacturing Focused Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Evaluation (Urban Crossroads April 2017). Thus, the project would cause a less than
significant impact regarding Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

Impacts VIIl. b): Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Menifee has not yet adopted a qualified GHG
reduction plan. The City of Menifee General Plan includes policies and measures (shown in General Plan
Draft EIR GHG Section, Table 5.7-9) for the City to implement in support of achieving the reduction target of
AB 32 and the statewide GHG reduction goal of Executive Order S-03-05. The City has adopted the 2016
edition of the California Building Code (Title 24), including the California Green Building Standards Code
(pursuant to Menifee Municipal Code Chapter 8.06). The Project will be subject to the California Green
Building Standards Code, which requires new buildings to reduce water consumption, employ building
commissioning to increase building system efficiencies for large buildings, divert construction waste from
landfills, and install low pollutant-emitting finish materials.

AB 32 requires the state to reduce statewide greenhouse gas emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030, a
reduction target that was first introduced in Executive Order B-30-15. The new legislation builds upon the AB
32 goal of 1990 levels by 2020 and provides an intermediate goal to achieving S-3-05, which sets a statewide
greenhouse gas reduction target of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.

Modeling shows the GHG emissions from the proposed project will fall below the 3,000 metric ton limit
established by the SCAQMD in 2010. In addition, all proposed improvements associated with the project will
meet current energy efficiency requirements of California Title 24. Those responsible for design and
completion of the project are dedicated to regulatory compliance in all other areas of construction and
operation, the requirements of many of which are mandated by the members of the Climate Action Team. For
these reasons, this project will be consistent with the California Scoping plan and should not conflict with
applicable plans, policies and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
Therefore, the impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Less ~ Than

. Significant
Would the project: Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or a a 0J
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and m| m u
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 | d 0
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 0 d 0
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 0 a a
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 | [} 0 0
evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death | [7] 0 0
involving wildland fires?

Sources: Menifee General Plan, Exhibit S-6, “High Fire Hazard Areas,” and Exhibit S-7, “Critical Facilities;”
MGP Draft EIR; State of California, Department of Toxics Substances Control, EnviroStor Database; State of
California, Department of Toxics Substances Control, Cortese list of Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites
database; State of California, Water Resources Control Board, Geotracker, All Hazards Site Search; United
States, Environmental Protection Agency, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Information System (CERCLIS) Database; California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL
FIRE) Website - Riverside County City Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps.

Applicable General Plan Policies:

Goal S-5: A community that has reduced the potential for hazardous materials contamination.

Policy S-5.1: Locate facilities involved in the production, use, storage, transport, or disposal of hazardous
materials away from land uses that may be adversely impacted by such activities and areas susceptible to
impacts or damage from a natural disaster.

Policy S-5.2: Ensure that the fire department can continue to respond safely and effectively to a hazardous
materials incident in the City, whether it is a spill at a permitted facility, or the result of an accident along a
section of the freeway or railroads that extend across the City.

Policy S-5.4: Ensure that all facilities that handle hazardous materials comply with federal and state laws
pertaining to the management of hazardous wastes and materials.

Policy S-5.5: Require facilities that handle hazardous materials to implement mitigation measures that
reduce the risks associated with hazardous material production, storage, and disposal.

Goal S-6: A City that responds and recovers in an effective and timely manner from natural disasters such
as flooding, fire, and earthquakes, and as a result is not impacted by civil unrest that may occur following a
natural disaster.

Policy S-6.1: Continuously review, update, and implement emergency preparedness, response, and
recovery plans that make the best use of the City- and county-specific emergency management resources
available.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:
Impacts IX.a): Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not handle or transport hazardous materials.
The proposed project site is located in an area designated for industrial uses and no residential areas would
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be impacted. Additionally, the project would not place housing near any hazardous materials facilities. Project
impacts associated with the routine transport and use of hazardous materials or wastes would be less than
significant.

Impact IX.b): Less Than Significant Impact.

According to EnviroStor, the project site is not located in an area known for hazardous materials or releases.
The nearest investigation site is High School No. 3 (33010072) Briggs Road/Pinacate Road, Romoland,
CA 92585. However, the school investigation is label as requiring no further action.

Because the project would not require any grading nor would it handle hazardous materials, and based on the
findings summarized above, the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment. A less than significant impact would occur in this regard.

Impact I1X.c): No Impact. The proposed structures would be used for storage purposes. Both the proposed
new building and building addition would store the products that are currently being manufactured onsite and
stored outdoors. The project would not handle or emit hazardous materials onsite or to sensitive uses.
Additionally, the nearest schools are located more than 1.0 miles away from the project site. Thus, because
the project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste, no impact would occur in this regard and no mitigation is required.

Impact I1X.d): No Impact. Government Code §65962.5 refers to the Hazardous Waste and Substances Site
List, commonly known as the Cortese List, maintained by the Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC). According to the DTSC EnviroStor Database, the project site is not included on the Cortese List.!
Therefore, the project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment in this regard.

Impact IX.e): No Impact. The following airports/airstrips are located nearest the project site:

= Perris Valley Airport: at 2091 Goetz Road, Perris, approximately 5.0 miles to the northwest;

*= Pines Airpark: at 32655 Flight Way, Winchester, approximately 8 miles to the southeast; and

= Skylark Field Airport: at 20701 Cereal St, Lake Elsinore, CA 92530, approximately 11 miles to the
southwest.

The project site is not within the Perris Valley Airport Land Use Plan area, and is not within 2.0 miles of any
other public airport/public use airport or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. The March Air Reserve Base is
located approximately ten (10) miles northwest of the project site. The project site is located within Airport
Compatibility Zone E of the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Influence Area. Within Compatibility
Zone E of the March Air Reserve Base/lnland Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, residential density and
nonresidential intensity are not restricted.

Therefore, the project would not result in an airport-/airstrip-related safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area. No impact would occur in this regard.

Impact IX.f): Less than Significant Impact. See Response XVI.e). The proposed project would not crease
any additional noise that what is already created from the production of materials. Less than significant impact
would occur.

Impact IX.g): Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not located within a Moderate, High, or Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, as identified on the latest Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) maps prepared
by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CALFIRE).

The project would be subject to compliance with the CCR Title 24 Parts 2 and 9 — Fire Codes and California
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Public Resources Code Sections 4290-4299 ad General Code Section 51178. Further, it is the City’s goal
(Goal S-4) for a community that has effective fire mitigation and response measures in place, and as a result
is minimally impacted by wildland and structure fires. To this end, the project would be subject to compliance
with the following City policies:

» Policy S-4.1: Require fire-resistant building construction materials, the use of vegetation control
methods, and other construction and fire prevention features to reduce the hazard of wildland fire.

» Policy S-4.2: Ensure, to the maximum extent possible, that fire services, such as firefighting equipment
and personnel, infrastructure, and response times, are adequate for all sections of the City.

» Policy S-4.4: Review development proposals for impacts to fire facilities and compatibility with fire
areas or mitigate.

The Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD) provides fire protection and emergency medical response
services in the City of Menifee. In coordination with the RCFD and California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection, the RCFD would evaluate the project to determine the necessary fire prevention features.
Following compliance with the established local and state regulatory framework discussed above, the project
would not expose people or structures to a significant risk involving wildland fires and impacts would be less
than significant in this regard.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the Less = Than

. Significant
project: Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 0 0 0
or ground water quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such | 0 n|
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 | (J a O
surfaces, in a manner which would:

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; | (J 0 O
ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface

runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or 0 0 0
off-site;

i) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage m| m u
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? a a 0
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d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release
of pollutants due to inundation? O 0 X 0

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater O 0 0
management plan?

Sources: Menifee General Plan Safety Element Exhibit S-5, “Flood Hazards”; MGP Draft EIR; Riverside
County General Plan Figure S-9, “100- and 500-Year Flood Hazard Zones” and Figure S-10 “Dam Failure
Inundation Zone”.

Applicable General Plan Policies:
Goal S-3: A community that is minimally disrupted by flooding and inundation hazards.

Policy S-3.1: Require that all new developments and redevelopments in areas susceptible to flooding
(such as the 100-year floodplain and areas known to the City to flood during intense or prolonged rainfall
events) incorporate mitigation measures designed to mitigate flood hazards.

Policy S-3.2: Reduce flood hazards in developed areas known to flood.

Policy OSC-7.8: Protect groundwater quality by decommissioning existing septic systems and establishing
connections to sanitary sewer infrastructure.

Policy OSC-7.9: Ensure that high-quality potable water resources continue to be available by managing
stormwater runoff, wellhead protection, and other sources of pollutants.

Policy OSC-7.10: Preserve natural floodplains, including Salt Creek, Ethanac Wash, Paloma Wash, and
Warm Springs Creek, to facilitate water percolation, replenishment of the natural aquifer, proper drainage,
and prevention of flood damage.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:
Impacts X.a-b: Less Than Significant Impact.

The California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Section 13000 [“Water Quality”] et seq., of the
California Water Code), and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendment of 1972 (also referred to as
the Clean Water Act [CWA]) require comprehensive water quality control plans be developed for all waters
within the State of California.

SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION

The project’s construction-related activities would include minimal ground smoothing and no grading is
anticipated to occur. As previously stated, because the proposed project would involve the exposure of soll
during the duration of project construction, the appropriate soil erosion and control techniques would be
employed in conformance to the best practices Construction BMP Handbook. However, it is not anticipated
that that project would displace significant quantities of soils and the potential for soils to be subject to wind
and water erosion is also anticipated to be negligible.

LONG-TERM OPERATIONS

The project would be used for storage and industrial manufacturing purposes and no habitable structures
requiring waste water discharge connections would be necessary. The project would not degrade surface or
ground water quality.

Water usage would be limited to the irrigation of onsite landscaping. Based on the project site plan, no portion
of the site design is anticipated to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirement or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality. The project’'s demand for domestic water
service would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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Impact X.c.i): Less Than Significant Impact. There are no natural drainage courses located on-site and the
site is relatively flat. Because the proposed project would involve the exposure of soil during the duration of
project construction, the appropriate soil erosion and control techniques would be employed in conformance to
the best practices Construction BMP Handbook.

Impact X.c.ii): Less Than Significant Impact. The site does not include any streams or rivers, which could be
altered by the proposed project. In addition, the project does not propose to add impervious surface area
which would limit any net increase in the release of stormwater from the site, thereby minimizing the potential
for flooding on-site or off-site. Additionally, storm water infrastructure already exists along Matthews Road
which would capture any offsite runoff. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Impact X.c.iii): Less Than Significant Impact. The project is not anticipated to 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. Water would continue to drain to Matthews Road where storm
water infrastructure already exits. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Impact X.c.vi): Less Than Significant Impact. Flood hazards for the City include dam inundation in the event
of a catastrophic failure, such as seismically induced dam failure. The California Division of Dam Safety
monitors the structural safety of dams that are greater than 25 feet high or have more than 50 acre-feet of
storage capacity. Parts of Menifee are within existing dam inundation areas for three dams at Diamond Valley
Lake, two dams at Canyon Lake, and one at Lake Perris Reservoir. The General Plan Exhibit S-5 — Flood
Hazards, shows that the project site is within a FEMA Flood Zone A. This zone corresponds with a 100-year
flood area. Diamond Valley Lake, Canyon Lake, and Perris Reservoir are located within 7 miles of the project
site. The design and construction of the dams for earthquake resistance, in combination with continued
monitoring by the California Division of Dam Safety reduces risks of dam failure due to earthquakes. Dam
inundation impacts would be less than significant.

Impact X.d): Less Than Significant Impact. Because the site is not immediately adjacent to any impounded
bodies of water, risk associated with tsunamis and seiches is considered negligible. The site is situated on
relatively flat ground and the potential for landslides, rock falls, earthflows and slumps are negligible. As such,
risks associated with slope instability is considered "low." Therefore, potential impact concerning release of
pollutants due to inundation from flood, tsunami, or seiche are considered less than significant.

Impact X.e): No Impacts. The project would not violate any water quality standards or degrade water quality
during construction or operation, and would not interfere with the Basin Plan. The project is located within the
San Jacinto Groundwater Basin. Currently the Basin is in a basin boundary modification process and the
prioritization of the Basin has not yet been determined (DWR 2018). The project would not involve the
extraction or injection of groundwater. Since the Basin has not yet been prioritized, there is currently no
sustainable groundwater management plan. The Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) prepared a West
San Jacinto Groundwater Management Area Annual Report in 2017 (EMWD 2017). The plan includes a
number of recommendations for the management of the groundwater basin; the project would conflict with any
of these recommendations. The project would not conflict with or obstruct the Basin Plan or sustainable
management of the Groundwater Basin and there would be no impacts.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

S Less Than
Xl. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project: Significant
Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact
a O d
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a) Physically divide an established community?

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation m| m )
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Sources: Menifee General Plan, Exhibit LU-2, “Land Use Map”; and Menifee Zoning Map.

Applicable General Plan Policies:

Goal LU-1: Land uses and building types that result in a community where residents at all stages of life,
employers, workers, and visitors have a diversity of options of where they can live, work, shop, and
recreate within Menifee.

Policy LU-1.1: Concentrate growth in strategic locations to help preserve rural areas, create place and
identity, provide infrastructure efficiently, and foster the use of transit options.

Policy LU-1.5: Support development and land use patterns, where appropriate, that reduce reliance on the
automobile and capitalize on multimodal transportation opportunities.

Policy LU-1.6: Coordinate land use, infrastructure, and transportation planning and analysis with regional,
county, and other local agencies to further regional and subregional goals for jobs-housing balance.

Policy LU-1.8: Ensure new development is carefully designed to avoid or incorporate natural features,
including washes, creeks, and hillsides.

Policy LU-1.9: Allow for flexible development standards provided that the potential benefits and merit of
projects can be balanced with potential impacts.

Policy LU-1.10: Buffer sensitive land uses, such as residences, schools, care facilities, and recreation
areas from major air pollutant emission sources, including freeways, manufacturing, hazardous materials
storage, wastewater treatment, and similar uses.

Goal ED-1: A diverse and robust local economy capable of providing employment for all residents desiring
to work in the City.

Policy ED-1.2: Diversify the local economy and create a balance of employment opportunities across skill
and education levels, wages and salaries, and industries and occupations.

Goal ED-3: A mix of land uses that generates a fiscal balance to support and enhance the community's
quality of life.

Policy ED-3.1: Incorporate short-term and long-term economic and fiscal implications of proposed actions
into decision making.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impact Xl.a): No Impact. An example of a project that has the potential to divide an established community
includes the construction of a new freeway or highway through an established neighborhood. The project
proposes a new building and building addition on the portion of the project site east of Palomar Road where
the existing pipe manufacturing facility is located. The project also proposes a storage area on the vacant
portion of the project site west of Palomar Road. This vacant portion is a disturbed lot which is surrounded by
developed lots on the north, east, and west sides. This area would serve to store products fabricated on the
portion of the project site east of Palomar Road. The project does not propose any buildings that would hinder
natural connection paths for people or communities. No impact would occur in this regard and no mitigation is
required.
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Impact Xl.b): Less Than Significant Impact. The MGP Land Use Map depicts the City’s land use
designations and indicates the project site is designated Business Park (BP) 0.25 — 0.60 FAR. The City
Zoning Map indicates the project site is zoned Manufacturing — Medium (M-M). The project proposes
manufacturing uses, which are permitted in the BP land use designation and M-M zoning classification.
Therefore, the project would be consistent with the applicable land use plans. Given that the General Plan EIR
considered the potential environmental impacts associated with development of the project site assuming the
BP land use designation, this project would not create any new or greater environmental impacts than those
identified in the General Plan EIR.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Less = Than

Significant
Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the a d 0
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local O 0 a
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Sources: Menifee General Plan; MGP Draft EIR Figure 5.11-1, "Mineral Resource Zones.”

Applicable General Plan Policies:
Goal OSC-4: Efficient and environmentally appropriate use and management of energy and mineral
resources to ensure their availability for future generations.

Policy OSC-4.4: Require that any future mining activities be in compliance with the State Mining
Reclamation Act, federal and state environmental regulations, and local ordinances.

Policy OSC-4.5: Limit the impacts of mining operations on the City's natural open space, biological and
scenic resources, and any adjacent land uses.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impact Xll.a-b): No Impact. There are no mineral extraction or process facilities on or near the project site.
The nearest MRZ-1 area where available geological information indicates that little likelihood exists for the
presence of significant minerals resources occurs is located approximately 2.0 miles west. No mineral
resources are known to exist in the site’s vicinity, and no known significant mineral resources have been
designated in the City of Menifee. Therefore, the project would not impact mineral resources.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

Less Than

Xlll. NOISE -- Would the project result in: Significant
Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the | [J d O
project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
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of other agencies?

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or | 7] 0 0]
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 | (7] 0 0
or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

Sources: Menifee General Plan, Noise Element; MGP Draft EIR Figure 5.12-3, “Airport Noise Contours”; and
Menifee Municipal Code (MMC).

Applicable General Plan Policies:

Goal N-1: Noise-sensitive land uses are protected from excessive noise and vibration exposure.

Policy N-1.1: Assess the compatibility of proposed land uses with the noise environment when preparing,
revising, or reviewing development project applications.

Policy N-1.2: Require new projects to comply with the noise standards of local, regional, and state building
code regulations, including but not limited to the City's Municipal Code, Title 24 of the California Code of
Regulations, the California Green Building Code, and subdivision and development codes.

Policy N-1.3: Require noise abatement measures to enforce compliance with any applicable regulatory
mechanisms, including building codes and subdivision and zoning regulations, and ensure that the
recommended mitigation measures are implemented.

Policy N-1.7: Mitigate exterior and interior noises to the levels listed in the table below to the extent
feasible, for stationary sources adjacent to sensitive receptors:

Policy N-1.8 Locate new development in areas where noise levels are appropriate for the proposed uses.
Consider federal, state, and City noise standards and guidelines as a part of new development review.

Policy N-1.9: Limit the development of new noise-producing uses adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors and
require that new noise-producing land be are designed with adequate noise abatement measures.

Policy N-1.10: Guide noise-tolerant land uses into areas irrevocably committed to land uses that are noise-
producing, such as transportation corridors adjacent to the I1-215 or within the projected noise contours of
any adjacent airports.

Policy N-1.11: Discourage the siting of noise-sensitive uses in areas in excess of 65 dBA CNEL without
appropriate mitigation.

Policy N-1.13: Require new development to minimize vibration impacts to adjacent uses during demolition
and construction.

Goal N-2: Minimal Noise Spillover. Minimal noise spillover from noise-generating uses, such as agriculture,
commercial, and industrial uses into adjoining noise-sensitive uses.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:
Impacts Xlll.a-b): Less Than Significant Impact.
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SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION

Site grading and preparation is anticipated to be negligible, because the site is leveled and minimal site
preparation would be required. Site preparation would be limited to smoothing of portions of the site to allow
for the proposed fire access road. Thus, project-generated construction noise would be minimal.

The construction of the proposed project would not require the use of substantial vibration inducing equipment
or activities, such as pile drivers or blasting. The main sources of vibration impacts during construction of the
project would be limited to trucks. The site is surrounded by industrial uses contiguous to the north, east and
west and the railroad line to the south, and the nearest sensitive land uses/residential units are located 0.3
miles northwest. Therefore, noise and vibration impacts from construction would be less than significant.

LONG-TERM OPERATIONS

Noise and Vibratory Impacts to Off-Site Receptors

The project would develop a new building and building addition that would store materials that are currently
being produced onsite and cover current manufacturing area. The existing project would move materials
currently stored outdoors to indoors. Additionally, materials produced east of Palomar Road would be stored
immediately west of Palomar Road within the westerly portion of the project site.

Because the project’s operational noise impacts would be limited to storage and manufacturing activity that
current take place on the project site and the project site is surrounded by planned or existing industrial uses,
the potential impacts are anticipated to be negligible and a less than significant impact is anticipated.

Impact Xlll.c): No Impact. The following airports/airstrips are located nearest the project site:

» Perris Valley Airport: at 2091 Goetz Road, Perris, approximately 5.0 miles to the northwest;

* Pines Airpark: at 32655 Flight Way, Winchester, approximately 8 miles to the southeast; and

= Skylark Field Airport: at 20701 Cereal St, Lake Elsinore, CA 92530, approximately 11 miles to the
southwest.

The project site is not within the Perris Valley Airport Land Use Plan area and is not within 2.0 miles of any
other public airport/public use airport or near a private airstrip. The March Air Reserve Base is located
approximately ten (10) miles northwest of the project site and the project site is located within Airport
Compatibility Zone E of the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Influence Area and is not located
within any mapped noise impact area of the March Air Reserve Base (per Figure 5.12-3 of the MGP).
Therefore, the project is not anticipated to result in an airport-/airstrip-related excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area. No impact would occur in this regard.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING --Would the project: Less ~ Than

Significant
Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new n| m m
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
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b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement O 0 a
housing elsewhere?

Sources: Menifee General Plan; U.S. Census Bureau, Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for
Incorporated Places over 50,000; and State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing
Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State — January 1, 2011-2018. Sacramento, California, May 2018.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:
Impact XIV.a): No Impact. The City’s current population is approximately 91,902 persons. The City’s housing
stock totaled 33,884 dwelling units (DU) with approximately 2.94 persons per household (PPH).

No land uses generating additional permanent employment or extension of roads capable of inducing
direct/indirect population growth in the City are proposed. The project proposes the development of one new
building, one building addition and additional storage area for the existing pipe manufacturing facility. The
products proposed to be manufactured on the project site are already being produced onsite and are stored
outdoors. The proposed building and building addition would not add additional employees.

The project does not propose any housing or habitable structures. Additionally, the project does not propose
the extension of roads or infrastructure that would trigger population growth. No impact related to unplanned
population growth would occur from project implementation.

Impact XIV.b): No Impact. There are no housing units or other structures on the project site; therefore, the
project would not displace housing or people, or require construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No
impact would occur in this regard and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

Less Than
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES Significant
Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
a) Fire protection? 0 0 0
b) Police protection? 0 0 0
c) Schools? 0 0 0
d) Parks? O a 0
e) Other public facilities? O 0 O

Sources: Menifee General Plan Safety Element; Menifee Union School District, Romoland School District, and
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Perris Union High School District websites.

Applicable General Plan Policies:

Goal S-4: A community that has effective fire mitigation and response measures in place, and as aresult is
minimally impacted by wildland and structure fires.

Policy S-4.1: Require fire-resistant building construction materials, the use of vegetation control methods,
and other construction and fire prevention features to reduce the hazard of wildland fire.

Policy S-4.2: Ensure, to the maximum extent possible, that fire services, such as firefighting equipment
and personnel, infrastructure, and response times, are adequate for all sections of the City.

Policy S-4.4: Review development proposals for impacts to fire facilities and compatibility with fire areas or
mitigate.

Goal OSC-1: A comprehensive system of high-quality parks and recreation programs that meets the
diverse needs of the community.

Policy OSC-1.7: Ensure that parks and recreational facilities are well-maintained by the responsible
agency.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impacts XV.a): Less Than Significant Impact. The Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD) provides fire
protection and emergency medical response services for the City. RCFD Station No. 7, which is part of
Battalion 13, is at 28349 Bradley Road, Sun City, approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the project site. The
Riverside County Fire Department in cooperation with the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection serves more than 1,360,000 residents and employs nearly 1,700 career and volunteer firefighters
and 240 administrative support personnel.”

No population growth is anticipated to occur from project implementation, because the project is limited to the
development of one new building, a new building addition, and additional outdoor storage area. No habitable
structures nor additional jobs would be created; therefore, the project is not anticipated to create a substantial
direct or indirect need for additional fire station facilities. Therefore, project impacts concerning fire protection
services would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Impacts XV.b): Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Menifee contracts with the Riverside County
Sheriff (Sheriff) to provide police services for the City. Menifee-specific police services are coordinated out of
the Sheriff’s Perris office at 137 North Perris Boulevard approximately 4.75 miles northwest of the project site.
In January 2013 the Perris Station was staffed with 138 sworn deputies and 30 classified employees,
including 33 patrol and traffic officers assigned to patrol in Menifee. Average Sheriff response time to
emergency calls is 7.28 minutes, and average response time for nonemergency calls is 49.58 minutes.’

The Riverside County Sheriff’'s Office provides a crime prevention program to Menifee, consisting of support to
the Neighborhood Watch program in the City and officer visits to schools and churches with presentations on
topics including drug education and personal safety.

Because no population growth would be associated with the project, it is not anticipated that the project would
increase the demand for police protection (Sheriff) services to the project site. Additionally, if Sheriff services
are required, the project would not have a significant impact on Sheriff response times, because the project
site is within the Sheriff's existing service area. Therefore, project impacts concerning police protection
services would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.
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Impacts XV.c): Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is within jurisdiction of the Romoland School
District and Perris Union High School District. The student population growth in the school district would not
change as part of the project implementation, because no new permanent jobs would be created; thus, no
new families nor students would move into the City.

Additionally, Assembly Bill (AB) 2926 passed in 1986 allows school districts to collect impact fees from
developers of new residential and commercial/industrial building space. Senate Bill 50 and Proposition 1A,
both of which passed in 1998, provided a comprehensive school facilities financing and reform program. The
provisions of SB 50 prohibit local agencies from denying either legislative or adjudicative land use approvals
on the basis that school facilities are inadequate and reinstates the school facility cap for legislative actions.
According to Government Code Section 65996, the payment of development fees authorized by SB 50 are
deemed to be full and complete school facilities mitigation. The Project would be required to pay mandated
development fees for commercial/industrial buildings. Impacts would be less than significant.

Impact XV.d): Less Than Significant Impact. See Response XVI below.
Impact XV.e): Less Than Significant Impact. Due to the nature of the Project, no new residents would be
generated that would be likely to impact or create a need for additional local parks or other public facilities.

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

XVI. RECREATION Less Than

Significant
Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational m| m m
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 m 0 0
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

Sources: Menifee General Plan; and MGP Draft EIR.

Applicable General Plan Policies:

Goal OSC-1: A comprehensive system of high-quality parks and recreation programs that meets the
diverse needs of the community.

Policy OSC-1.1: Provide parks and recreational programs to meet the varied needs of community
residents, including children, youth, adults, seniors, and persons with disabilities, and make these facilities
and services easily accessible and affordable to all users.

OSC-1.2: Require a minimum of five acres of public open space to be provided for every 1,000 City
residents.

OSC-1.3: Locate and distribute parks and recreational facilities throughout the community so that most
residents are within walking distance (one-half mile) of a public open space.
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Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impact XVl.a-b): No Impact. The Project is industrial in nature and would not introduce new residents to the
area. While some of the existing employees associated with the project may use local recreation facilities,
such use would be minor and insufficient to contribute to substantial physical deterioration of recreation
facilities. Additionally, the project does not include recreational facilities, nor would it require the expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment because the project is
industrial in nature and no new employees or residents are anticipated as part of the project. No impact would
occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

XVIl. TRANSPORTATION -- Would the project: Less ~Than

Significant
Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, | (J a 0
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with = ] =

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous %
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 0 0 0
equipment)?

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 0 0 0

Sources: Menifee General Plan Circulation Element; Riverside County Transportation Commission, 2010
Riverside County Congestion Management Program adopted March 10, 2010; Riverside Transit Agency. 2010
Annual Report Ride Guides and System Map; and Forterra Pipe Manufacturing Facility Trip Generation
Assessment.

Applicable General Plan Policies:

Goal C-1: Aroadway network that meets the circulation needs of all residents, employees, and visitors to
the City of Menifee.

Policy C-1.1: Require roadways to:

+  Comply with federal, state and local design and safety standards.
* Meet the needs of multiple transportation modes and users.

* Be compatible with the streetscape and surrounding land uses.

+ Be maintained in accordance with best practices.

Policy C-1.2: Require development to mitigate its traffic impacts and achieve a peak hour Level of Service
(LOS) D or better at intersections, except at constrained intersections at close proximity to the I-215 where
LOS E may be permitted.

Policy C-1.5: Minimize idling times and vehicle miles traveled to conserve resources, protect air quality,
and limit greenhouse gas emissions.
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Goal C-2: A bikeway and community pedestrian network that facilitates and encourages nonmotorized
travel throughout the City of Menifee.

Policy C-2.1: Require on- and off-street pathways to:
+  Comply with federal, state and local design and safety standards.

* Meet the needs of multiple types of users (families, commuters, recreational beginners, exercise
experts) and meet ADA standards and guidelines.

* Be compatible with the streetscape and surrounding land uses.
+ Be maintained in accordance with best practices.

Policy C-2.2: Provide off-street multipurpose trails and on-street bike lanes as our primary paths of
citywide travel and explore the shared use of low-speed roadways for connectivity wherever it is safe to do
SO.

Policy C-2.4: Explore opportunities to expand the pedestrian and bicycle networks; this includes
consideration of utility easements, drainage corridors, road rights-of-way and other potential options.

Goal C-3: A public transit system that is a viable alternative to automobile travel and meets basic
transportation needs of the transit dependent.

Policy C-3.2: Require new development to provide transit facilities, such as bus shelters, transit bays, and
turnouts, as necessary.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impact XVIl.a): Less Than Significant Impact. A trip generation assessment was prepared by Urban
Crossroads in April 2017. According to the 2017 Urban Crossroad trip generation assessment, the proposed
project is consistent with the project site’s land use designation of Business Park (BP) and zoning
classification of Medium Manufacturing (M-M) and is not anticipated to generate any additional traffic from the
concrete batching operation and additional storage capacity. As such, further detailed traffic evaluation (e.g.,
traffic study), in addition to the 2017 trip generation assessment, is not required based on the proposed
project. Similarly, no additional impacts, not already previously anticipated, would occur as part of the
proposed project.

The Project would be required to comply with any applicable traffic and circulation regulation set forth by the
City. Any project-associated traffic would utilize Interstate 215 (I-215) and California Highway 74 (identified as
a local truck route) in the Potential Truck Routes, Exhibit C-7 in the General Plan. Additionally, Exhibit C-4,
Proposed Bikeway and Community Pedestrian Network of the General Plan identifies Palomar Road as a
Class Ill Bike Route and Menifee Road east of Palomar Road as a Class |l Bike Lane and west of Palomar
Road as a Class | Bike Lane. The proposed project will provide sufficient rights-of-way to accommodate these
facilities. However, the Class | Bike Lane west of Palomar Road would be installed by others in the future,
since it was determined by the Community Services Department to be located on the south side of Menifee
Road. The project would increase pedestrian access on Palomar Road with the implementation of sidewalk
on Palomar Road and Matthews Road and the previously mentioned bike lanes/routes.

Construction work would consist on onsite and offsite improvements, However, Palomar Road and Matthews
Road are not anticipated to be impacted from construction activities. Construction work in the street
associated with the project would be limited to minor roadway improvements that will be limited to nominal
potential traffic diversion. A traffic control plan, which is a standard condition of approval, will be required to be
submitted and approved by the Engineering and Public Works Department and will limit circulation impacts
during project construction.
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With adherence to any relevant circulation regulations, the Project would have a less than significant impact
on circulation policies.

Impacts XVII.b): Less Than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 contains several
subdivisions. In brief, these Guidelines provide that transportation impacts of projects are, in general, best
measured by evaluating the project's vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Methodologies for evaluating such impacts
are already in use for most land use projects, as well as many transit and active transportation projects.
Methods for evaluating VMT for roadway capacity projects continue to evolve, however, and so these
Guidelines recognize a lead agency's discretion to analyze such projects, provided such analysis is consistent
with CEQA and applicable planning requirements.

Section 15064.3(b) Criteria for Analyzing Transportation Impacts states the following:

(2) Land Use Projects. Vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of significance
may indicate a significant impact. Generally, projects within one-half mile of either an existing
major transit stop or a stop along an existing high-quality transit corridor should be presumed
to cause a less than significant transportation impact. Projects that decrease vehicle miles
traveled in the project area compared to existing conditions should be presumed to have aless
than significant transportation impact.

The Project is immediately adjacent to an existing transit (bus) stop along an existing high-quality transit
corridor; however, because the project would not create any new jobs and no new employees are anticipated,
the close proximity to the transit stop located on the corner of Menifee Road and Highway 74 would not make
a difference to the overall project impact related to traffic. Additionally, as discussed above in Impact XVIl a), a
trip generation assessment was prepared for the proposed project in 2017 which found no significant impact
from project implementation due to traffic. The project would generate a nominal increase in traffic and is not
anticipated to exceed adopted thresholds for LOS. As such, less than significant impacts would occur.

Impact XVIl.c): No Impact. The proposed project does not include the use of any incompatible vehicles or
equipment on site, such as farm equipment. The project would not provide any offsite roadway improvements
that could substantially increase hazards due to a design feature. The project would be compatible with the
surrounding uses. All on-site and site-adjacentimprovements would be constructed as approved by the City of
Menifee Engineering/Public Works Department. Sight distance at project access points would comply with
applicable City of Menifee sight distance standards. Therefore, no impact would occur in this regard and no
mitigation is required.

Impact XVII.d): Less Than Significant Impact. The Project provides one 30-foot driveway/fire access road on
Palomar Road. Project design features and ingress and egress are developed to comply with all relevant
emergency regulations. Additionally, construction of the proposed Project is not expected to require road
closures or otherwise adversely affect emergency access around the site perimeter.

As a standard practice, if road closures (complete or partial) were necessary, the Police and Fire Departments
would be notified of the construction schedule and any required detours would allow emergency vehicles to
use alternate routes for emergency response. The impact on emergency access would be less than
significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.
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Less Than
XVIIl. TRIBAL & CULTURAL RESOURCES Significant
Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a Cultural Native American tribe, and that is:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section O O O
5020.1(k), or

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c)
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 0 O 0
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

Sources: Menifee General Plan; MGP Draft EIR; Riverside County Land Information System.

Applicable General Plan Policies:
Goal OSC-5: Archaeological, historical, and cultural resources that are protected and integrated into the
City's built environment.

Policy OSC-5.1: Preserve and protect significant archeological, historic, and cultural sites, places, districts,
structures, landforms, objects and native burial sites, and other features, such as Ringing Rock and
Grandmother Oak, consistent with state law.

Policy OSC-5.2: Work with local schools, organizations, the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians, Soboba
Band of Luisefio Indians, and other agencies to educate the public about the rich archeological, historic,
and cultural resources found in the City.

Policy OSC-5.3: Preserve sacred sites identified by the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians and Soboba
Band of Luiseno Indians, such as tribal burial grounds, by avoiding activities that would negatively impact
the sites.

Policy OSC-5.4: Enhance local interest, pride, and sense of place for City residents by making locally
recovered artifacts more easily accessible to students, researchers, and the interested public.

Policy OSC-5.5: Establish clear and responsible practices to identify, evaluate, and protect previously
unknown archeological, historic, and cultural sites, following CEQA and NEPA procedure.

Policy OSC-5.6: Maintain active communication and coordination with the Pechanga Band of Luisefio
Indians and Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impact XVIll.a-b): Less Than Significant Impact. The project is not proposing grading at the storage area
(west side of Palomar Road). The project is only minimally smoothing out areas for the Fire access lane. And
on the east side of Palomar Road is an existing developed site. Minimal amount of earth moving will occur for
the total project. Because the project is not proposing grading or significant excavation activities, it is not
anticipated that the project would impact tribal or cultural resources.
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In addition, as previously mentioned in Section V.b above, Standard Conditions (SC)-CUL-1 through SC-CUL-
4 shall be implemented to reduce potentially significant impacts to previously undiscovered archaeological
resources that may be accidentally encountered during Project implementation to a less than significant level.
SC-CUL-1 requires that in the unlikely event that human remains are uncovered the contractor is required to
halt work in the immediate area of the find and to notify the County Coroner, in accordance with Health and
Safety Code § 7050.5, who must then determine whether the remains are of forensic interest. If the Coroner,
with the aid of a supervising archaeologist, determines that the remains are or appear to be of a Native
American, he/she must contact the Native American Heritage Commission for further investigations and
proper recovery of such remains, if necessary. SC-CUL-2 requires non-disclosure of Native American human
remains. SC-CUL-3 pertains to procedures required due to any inadvertent finds during ground disturbance
activities. SC-CUL-4 pertains to procedures for final disposition of inadvertent discoveries requires that the
archaeological monitor prepare a final report at the conclusion of archaeological monitoring.

Based on the City’s prior experience with and written request from potentially interested Tribes, AB 52 Notices
were sent to the following four (4) Tribes on October 2, 2018

» Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians;

» Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians;

* Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians; and

» Soboba Band of Luisefno Indians.

A response was received from the Soboba Band of Luisefio Mission Indians dated November 28, 2018,
requesting formal consultation. No other tribes requested consultation. The City met with the Soboba Band on
April 18, 2019 to discuss the project. The City conducted follow-up correspondence with Soboba Bands on
April 18, 2019 and then met again with the Soboba Band on July 23, 2019.

Based on these meetings, standard conditions of approval SC-CUL-1 through SC-CUL-4 were added (see
Cultural Resources discussion, above). No tribal monitoring was included per the Soboba Band. At the July
23, 2019, the Soboba Band representative stated that with inclusion of these standard conditions the AB 52
consultation could be concluded.

Following compliance with the standard conditions specified above, the project’s potential impacts concerning
the significance of an archaeological and tribal resource would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the Less = Than

) Significant
project: Potentially | with Less Than
Significant | Mitigation Significant | No
Impact Incorporated | Impact Impact

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 n| 0 n|
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 0 0 0
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years?

¢) Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment 0 0 0
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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 m| m m|
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid
waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and n| A n|
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Sources: Menifee General Plan; MGP Draft EIR; Menifee Municipal Code; EMWD 2015 UWMP, and
CalRecycle.

Applicable General Plan Policies:
Goal LU-3: A full range of public utilities and related services that provide for the immediate and long-
term needs of the community.

Policy LU-3.1: Work with utility providers in the planning, designing, and siting of distribution and
support facilities to comply with the standards of the General Plan and Development Code.

Policy LU-3.2: Work with utility providers to increase service capacity as demand increases.

Policy LU-3.3: Coordinate public infrastructure improvements through the City's Capital Improvement
Program.

Policy LU-3.4: Require that approval of new development be contingent upon the project's ability to
secure appropriate infrastructure services.

Policy LU-3.5: Facilitate the shared use of right-of-way, transmission corridors, and other appropriate
measures to minimize the visual impact of utilities infrastructure throughout Menifee.

Goal OSC-7: Areliable and safe water supply that effectively meets current and future user demands.
Policy OSC-7.2: Encourage water conservation as a means of preserving water resources.

Policy OSC-7.4: Encourage the use of reclaimed water for the irrigation of parks, golf courses, public
landscaped areas, and other feasible applications as service becomes available from the Eastern
Municipal Water District.

Policy OSC-7.5: Utilize a wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal system that adequately serves
the existing and long-term needs of the community.

Policy OSC-7.7: Maintain and improve existing level of sewer service by improving infrastructure and
repairing existing deficiencies.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impact XIX.a Less Than Significant Impacts. The proposed project would not affect Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) treatment standards, because it would not increase wastewater production such that
expansion of existing facilities or construction of new facilities would be required. The project would not
require the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, electric power, natural
gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects. However, the project would implement storm water drainage (sewer) along Palomar
Road and Matthews Road.

Anticipated utilities to be used onsite would be power (SoCal Edison), gas (Southern California Gas
Company), water (Eastern Municipal Water District), and sewer (Eastern Municipal Water District). The
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undergrounding of these utilities would not create or result in significant environmental effects. A less than
significant impact would occur.

Impact XIX.b) Less Than Significant Impact. The Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) provides water
service to the City of Menifee. EMWD has four sources of water supply: imported water from the Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California (MWD), local groundwater, desalinated groundwater, and recycled water.
State Water Code § 10910-10915 require the preparation of a Water Supply Assessment (WSA)
demonstrating sufficient water supplies for any subdivision that involves the construction of more than 500
dwelling units, or the equivalent thereof. As the project is below the established thresholds, no WSA is
required.

Under “normal year,” “single dry year,” and “multiple dry year” scenarios presented in the 2015 EMWD Urban
Water Management Plan, supply would meet demand under the normal year, single dry year, and multiple dry
year scenarios per Eastern Municipal Water District’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. EMWD is able to
respond to supply shortages through implementation of its Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP) and
MWD’s Water Supply Allocation Plan (WSAP).

The project includes a new building and addition to an existing building for the storage and manufacture of
concrete products (which are currently produced onsite, as well as additional outdoor storage area. Less than
significant additional water usage is anticipated. Impacts would be less than significant.

Impact XIX.c) Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Impact XIX.b). The project would not require the use of
waste water treatment facilities. A less than significant impact would occur.

Impact XIX.d-e) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not generate solid waste either
from construction or demolition activities. The project would be used for storage and manufacturing purposes
for products currently developed onsite. The project would not conflict with federal, state, and local
management regulations. A less than significant impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

. Less Than
XX. WILDFIRE-If located in or near state Potentially | Significant Less Than

responsibility areas or lands classified as very high | gignificant | with Mitigation | Significant | No
fire hazard Severity zones, would the prOjeCt: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response n| A 0
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project m| m m
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of wildfire?

¢) Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel, breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may | O 0 0
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or
ongoing impacts the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or n| m m
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability,
or drainage changes?
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Sources: Menifee General Plan, Exhibit S-6, “High Fire Hazard Areas,” and Exhibit S-7, “Critical Facilities;”
MGP Draft EIR; California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) Website - Riverside County
City Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps.

Applicable General Plan Policies:

Policy S-5.2: Ensure that the fire department can continue to respond safely and effectively to a hazardous
materials incident in the City, whether it is a spill at a permitted facility, or the result of an accident along a
section of the freeway or railroads that extend across the City.

Policy S-5.5: Require facilities that handle hazardous materials to implement mitigation measures that
reduce the risks associated with hazardous material production, storage, and disposal.

Goal S-6: A City that responds and recovers in an effective and timely manner from natural disasters such
as flooding, fire, and earthquakes, and as a result is not impacted by civil unrest that may occur following a
natural disaster.

Policy S-6.1: Continuously review, update, and implement emergency preparedness, response, and
recovery plans that make the best use of the City- and county-specific emergency management resources
available.

Analysis of Project Effect and Determination of Significance:

Impacts XX.a-b: Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 1X.g

Impact XX.c: Less Than Significant Impact. The project includes standard infrastructure, including fire
access roadway, utilities, and fire suppression systems. All of this infrastructure is designed to reduce the risk
of fire. Following compliance with the established local and state regulatory framework discussed above, the
project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk involving wildland fires and impacts would
be less than significant in this regard.

Impact XX.d: Less Than Significant Impact. Due to the relatively flat nature of the property, and lack of
evidence of existing landslides or slope instability, the potential for slope failure and landslides is negligible.
Grading for site development would not be required. Site preparation would be limited to the smoothing of the
fire access road. As such, impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than
Significant | with Mitigation | Significant | No

Impact Incorporated | Impact 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, 0 d 0
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?

Findings of Fact: Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed throughout the analyses contained in this
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Initial Study, the project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment or result in
significant impacts to the environment that cannot be reduced to less than significant following compliance
with the established regulatory framework (i.e., local, state, and federal regulations), project conditions of
approval, and the recommended mitigation measures.

As concluded in Section 1V, the project would not 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, or
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal following compliance with the
recommended mitigation measures.

The City hereby finds that impacts concerning degradation of the environment and biological and cultural
resources would be less than significant.

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)?

Findings of Fact: Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would result in significant impacts
unless mitigated for the following environmental issues: biological resources. A Mitigation Monitoring Program
has been prepared to reduce impacts to less than significant. City conditions of approval would also be
imposed upon the project. Other development projects within the City would also be subject to these
requirements, as appropriate

All other project impacts were determined either to have no impact or to be less than significant following
compliance with the established regulatory framework and with standard conditions of approval, without the
need for mitigation. Cumulatively, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts that would
substantially combine with impacts of other current or probable future impacts. Therefore, the proposed
project, in conjunction with other future projects, would not result in any cumulatively considerable impacts
and no mitigation is required.

Therefore, the City hereby finds that the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than
significant.

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, a d 0
either directly or indirectly?

Findings of Fact: Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the analysis of the project’s impacts in the
responses to items | thru XX above, there is no indication that the project would result in substantial adverse
effects on human beings. The analysis herein concludes that direct and indirect environmental effects would
not require mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant. Generally, the project’s environmental effects
would be less than significant. Based on the analysis in this Initial Study, the City finds that direct and indirect
impacts to human beings would be less than significant.

XVIIl. EARLIER ANALYSES

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 as per California Code of
Regulations, Section 15063(c)(3)(D).
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