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CITY OF MENIFEE 

CEQA Environmental Checklist Form 

1. Project Title: Evans Park  

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Menifee, Community Development Department,  
29714 Haun Road, Menifee, CA 92586 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Bryce Howell, Community Services Department, 951.723.3752 

4. Project Location: Northeast and southeast of the intersection of Craig Avenue and Evans Road in the 
City of Menifee, County of Riverside, California (See Figure 1, Regional Location, and Figure 2, 
Project Location).  

A. Total Project Area: 22.73 acres 

B. Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 360-170-002, 360-170-003, 360-170-004, 360-170-005, 360-170-
006, 360-190-001, 360-190,002 

C. Section 9 of Township 6 South, Range 3 West, on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute 
Romoland quadrangle 

D. Latitude: 33.6632° Longitude: -117.1960° 

5. Project Applicant: Not Applicable 

Project Representative: Not Applicable 

Property Owner: City of Menifee 

6. General Plan Designation: Recreation (OS-R) 

7. Zoning: Open Space-Recreation (OS-R) 

8. Description of Project: The Menifee General Plan, Menifee Vision 2030 (General Plan) identifies a 
standard of 5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents (City 2013a). Currently, the City of Menifee (City) 
maintains 35 parks that total 199 acres. Based on the City’s Recreation Facility Needs Assessment, 
the City is forecast to have a population of about 116,453 by 2025 (United States Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of Census [U.S. Census Bureau] 2020). As such, an additional 381 acres of 
parkland is required to meet the 5 acres per 1,000 residents standard. 

As part of an extensive City-wide park planning process, the City solicited community involvement 
and identified City-wide facility usage patterns and park’s needs. Recognized recreation standards 
and population projections provided the City a foundation for understanding the facilities required 
to meet City’s needs. Facility recommendations were ultimately derived based on a prioritization of 
these needs. This process resulted in the adoption and implementation of the City’s Park, Trails, and 
Open Space Master Plan (Parks Master Plan) (RJM 2016). The Parks Master Plan included Evans 
Park, as a conceptual 20-acre site that is intended for use by residents of the City of Menifee. 
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In accordance with the intent of the City’s Parks Master Plan, the Evans Park Project (herein referred 
to as project or proposed project) involves the construction of a new community park in the City. 
The details of the proposed project are provided below.  

The park, located east of Evans Road and north and south of Craig Avenue, (see Figure 1, Regional 
Location, and Figure 2, Project Location) would be constructed in two separate phases. The first 
phase, which would encompass the southern six acres of the 9.17-acre site and is currently funded 
and designed. The second phase, which would encompass the northern 13.56 acres of the site is in 
the conceptual phase. Once complete, Evans Park would occupy 22.73 acres and provide 
approximately 20 acres of recreational and open space facilities. 

The Parks Master Plan describes a community park as a park that meets the recreational needs of 
several neighborhoods and may also preserve unique landscapes and open spaces. These parks 
serve multiple uses and provide recreational facilities and accommodate group activities not 
provided in neighborhood parks. Primary access to community park sites is expected to be by 
arterial and/ or collector streets. Geographic range of users is up to miles or City-wide if the park 
contains a recreation complex (City 2015). In addition, the City’s Parks Development Design 
Guidelines state that community parks typically serve 18,000 to 25,000 residents within 
approximately a one-and-a-half-mile radius (City 2015). 

Southern Phase 

For the first (southern) phase, the City proposes to build an approximately six-acre bicycle trails park 
on the 9.17-acre site near the southeast corner of Evans Road and Craig Avenue (see Figure 3, 
Southern Phase Site Plan). The bicycle trails park would include a parking lot at the northeast corner 
with an entrance off Craig Avenue and a prefabricated restroom. The park would be divided into 
two separate sections a smaller paved tight circuit area called a “Pump Track” and the larger dirt 
trail portion of the track, which would have some wooden slat sections to add challenging elements 
to the track. Overall, approximately 90 percent of the southern phase would remain in a natural 
condition with minimal pervious surfaces incorporated.  

Parking would be provided via a 12,000 square foot gravel parking lot in the northeast portion of the 
site, accessible from Craig Avenue and would accommodate approximately 45 vehicles. While the 
parking lot would be gravel at the opening of the southern phase, it would transition to a paved lot 
approximately one year after the southern phase becomes operational. Lighting would be provided 
via solar powered low emitting diode (LED) light standards. The park would operate from dawn until 
dusk until the installation of the light standards (to occur approximately one-year after the opening 
of the southern phase), at which point the park would operate until 9 p.m. Special events would be 
held at the park approximately four to five times a year and would include the use of a public 
address system. 

It is anticipated that construction on the southern phase would commence in early 2022 with an 
opening date of late spring to early summer 2022. Once the southern phase becomes operational, 
regular maintenance would occur such as trash clean up and restroom servicing. The tracks 
themselves would be subject to maintenance after heavy rains and one to two times a year, 
however, no regular reshaping of the dirt trails is expected to occur. 

This southern phase of the project is in the design stage and is analyzed at a project-level of detail. 
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Northern Phase 

The second (northern) phase, which encompasses the 12.88 acres north of Craig Avenue would 
include a mixture of active and passive spaces. It is the intent to develop the northern phase with a 
multi-use ball field, splash pad, picnic areas, and trails. Access would be via Evans Road with an 
internal drive to access the facilities. Ornamental landscaping would be provided throughout, 
however the existing wetland habitat in the southeastern portion would be retained in its natural 
state (refer to Figure 2). Overall, the northern phase would remain in a natural state to the 
maximum extent practicable with minimal impervious surfaces incorporated. It is anticipated that 
construction of the northern phase would commence in the year 2025. 

The framework established in the City of Menifee Park Development and Design Guidelines (2015) 
provides a foundation for understanding the standards that would be expected for development of 
the northern phase. The City’s Park Development Guidelines states that in general community parks 
should, “Provide a wide range of facilities that supplement those of the neighborhood parks, and 
which are determined by the needs and preferences of the community. Recreation centers, athletic 
fields, multipurpose courts, picnic facilities, play areas, parking areas, and comfort stations, 
landscaping and turf areas are standard amenities. When possible and desirable, swimming pools 
and tennis courts may be provided (City 2015).” 

Because the northern phase is conceptual in nature and not expected to be developed in the 
immediate future, the technical studies and CEQA document address the northern phase at a 
program-level of analysis.  

Circulation System Improvements  

In addition, the project includes the following project design features as they relate to circulation: 

• During the southern phase, the project would construct Evans Road at its ultimate half-section 
width as a Secondary (104-foot right-of-way) from Craig Avenue to the southern boundary of 
the southern phase consistent with the City’s standards. 

• During the southern phase, the project would construct Craig Avenue at its ultimate half-
section-width as a Collector (74-foot right-of-way) from Evans Road to the eastern project 
boundary of the southern phase consistent with the City’s standards. 

• During the southern phase, the project would construct access to the site via Craig Avenue. 

• During the northern phase, the project would construct Evans Road at its ultimate width as a 
Secondary (104-foot right-of-way) from Corson Avenue to Craig Avenue consistent with the  

• City’s standards. 

• During the northern phase, the project would construct two driveways along Evans Road for site 
access.  
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Construction Best Management Practices  

The project would also incorporate best management practices (BMPs) during construction to reduce 
emissions of fugitive dust. The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Rule 55 – Fugitive Dust 
Control states that no dust and/or dirt shall leave the property line. SDAPCD Rule 55 requires the 
following (SDAPCD 2009): 

(1) Airborne Dust Beyond the Property Line: No person shall engage in construction or 
demolition activity subject to this rule in a manner that discharges visible dust emissions 
into the atmosphere beyond the property line for a period or periods aggregating more than 
three minutes in any 60-minute period. 

(2) Track-Out/Carry-Out: Visible roadway dust as a result of active operations, spillage from 
transport trucks, erosion, or track-out/carry-out shall: 

(i) be minimized by the use of any of the following or equally effective track-out/carry-out 
and erosion control measures that apply to the project or operation: 

(a) track-out grates or gravel beds at each egress point,  

(b) wheel-washing at each egress during muddy conditions, soil binders, chemical soil 
stabilizers, geotextiles, mulching, or seeding; and for outbound transport trucks;  

(c) using secured tarps or cargo covering, watering, or treating of transported material; 
and 

(ii) be removed at the conclusion of each workday when active operations cease, or every 
24 hours for continuous operations. If a street sweeper is used to remove any track-
out/carry-out, only PM10-efficient (particulate matter less than 10 microns) street 
sweepers certified to meet the most current South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) Rule 1186 requirements shall be used. The use of blowers for 
removal of track-out/carry-out is prohibited under any circumstances. 

The control measures listed below are the BMPs that the project would incorporate for dust control and 
are included in the air emissions modeling: 

• A minimum of two applications of water shall be applied during grading between dozer/grader 
passes; 

• Paving, chip sealing, or chemical stabilization of internal roadways shall be applied after 
completion of grading; 

• Grading shall be terminated if winds exceed 25 miles per hour (mph); 

• All exposed surfaces shall maintain a minimum soil moisture of 12 percent; 

• Dirt storage piles shall be stabilized by chemical binders, tarps, fencing, or other erosion control; 
and 

• Vehicle speeds shall be limited to 15 mph on unpaved roads. 
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9. Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Uses: The project site is located in a newly developing 
area in the southwestern portion of the City. The project site is relatively flat with elevations ranging 
from 1475 above mean sea level (amsl) in the northeastern corner to 1489 amsl in the southwestern 
corner of the northern phase and from 1482 amsl in the northeastern corner to 1486 amsl in the 
southwestern corner of the southern phase. The site is currently undeveloped and includes small 
amounts of vegetation. There is a drainage that runs through the northern phase and an earthen 
Riverside County Flood Control District (RCFCD) flood channel runs through the southern phase. 
There is also a basin that is dominated by salt cedar in the southern phase that was constructed as 
part of the surrounding residential development.  

The area surrounding the project site is primarily residential and rural in nature. Residential 
neighborhoods consisting of detached single-family homes are located to the south and west of the 
project site. Vacant land is located to the north. The east side of the project site is bordered by 
Paloma Valley High School and rural residential land uses. The General Plan land use designations, 
zoning, and existing land uses for the project area and immediate surroundings are provided in 
Table 1, Surrounding Land Uses.  

Table 1 
SURROUNDING LAND USES 

Direction General Plan Designation Zoning District Existing Land Use 

Project Site 
Recreation (OS-R), 2.1-5 

du/ac Residential (2.1-5R) 
Open Space-Recreation  

(OS-R), Low Density 
Residential-2 (LDR-2) [7,200 SF] 

Vacant (undeveloped) 

North 2.1-5 du/ac Residential  
(2.1-5R) 

Low Density Residential-2 
(LDR-2) [7,200 SF] 

Vacant (undeveloped) 

South 
2.1-5 du/ac Residential (2.1-

5R), Conservation (OS-C) 
Low Density Residential-2 

(LDR-2) [7,200 SF], Open Space-
Conservation (OS-C) 

Single-family 
Residential, Open 

Space 

East 
Public/Quasi Public Facilities 
(PF), 2.1-5 du/ac Residential 

(2.1-5R)  

Public/Quasi-Public Facilities 
(PF), Low Density Residential-2 

(LDR-2) [7,200 SF]  

Paloma Valley High 
School, Vacant 
(undeveloped) 

West 
2.1-5 du/ac Residential (2.1-

5R), Conservation (OS-C) 
Low Density Residential-2 

(LDR-2) [7,200 SF], Open Space-
Conservation (OS-C) 

Single-family 
Residential, Open 

Space 
 
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 

participation agreement): Implementation of the proposed project may require that approval, 
permits, licenses, certification, or other entitlements be obtained from various state and local 
agencies, including:  

• Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) and California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (Burrowing Owl Protection and Relocation Plan) 

• Santa Ana Regional Water Quality (National Pollution Discharge Elimination System [NPDES] 
Construction General Permit) 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected  

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

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources   Energy  

 Geology and Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

 Land Use and Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population and Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Utilities and Service 
Systems 

 Wildfire  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 
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Determination 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made 
by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect(1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects 
that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 
 
  January 24, 2022  
Signature  Date 
 
Yara Fisher  Bryce Howell, City of Menifee  
Printed Name  For 
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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).  

2) 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.  

3) 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.  

4) "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).  

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). 
In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:  

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

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within 
the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on 
the earlier analysis.  

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from 
the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the 
project.  

6) 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.  

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.  
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8) 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.  

9) 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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I. Aesthetics 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, 
would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

    

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

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

    

Sources: City 2013a; 2013b, California Department of Transportation 2019, U.S. Census Bureau 2020 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Less than Significant Impact. A scenic vista is generally defined as a public viewpoint that provides 
expansive or notable views of a highly valued landscape and are typically identified in planning 
documents, such as a community plan, but can also include locally known areas or locations where high-
quality public views are available. As discussed in the City’s General Plan EIR: 

The natural mountainous setting of the Menifee area 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 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 of the 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 (City 2013b). 

While the project site itself does not contain any protected scenic resources, the flat topography and 
undeveloped nature of the project site area afford distant views across the site towards the surrounding 
mountain ranges and more prominent views toward the sloping hills and boulder outcrops southeast of 
the project site. The project would introduce new recreational land uses to the project site; however, 
the pump track and bike trails in the southern phase and the multi-use ball field, splash pad, picnic 
areas, and trail conceptually proposed in the northern phase, as well as associated infrastructure 
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(parking lots, restrooms, lighting, signage, etc.) are low profile and would not include the development 
of features that would obstruct views across the site. The minimal footprint of such features coupled 
with the topographical changes from the low-lying project site in relation to the height of the 
mountains, hillsides, and outcroppings , views would be maintained and therefore would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Impacts would be less than significant in relation to this 
issue. 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

No Impact. California’s Scenic Highway Program was created by the legislature in 1963 to protect and 
enhance the natural scenic beauty of California highways and adjacent corridors. The State Scenic 
Highway System includes a list of highways maintained by the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) that are either currently designated or eligible for designation as scenic highways. According 
to the Caltrans List of Officially Designated and Eligible State Scenic Highways, there are no officially 
designated state scenic highways in the vicinity of the project site (Caltrans 2019). The nearest eligible 
state scenic highway is a nearly three-mile section of Interstate (I-) 215 at its juncture with State Route 
(SR) 74, which is approximately six miles northeast of the project site. It is noted that entirety of I-215 as 
it traverses through Menifee is a designated scenic corridor within the General Plan (Exhibit CD-2, 
Enhanced Landscape Corridors and Scenic Corridors), indicating that locally this transportation route is 
considered to allow commuters valuable scenic views. As discussed above, the project would be low-
profile, vertical development limited to restrooms and light standards. Other features such as the pump 
track mounds and trails, picnic tables, multi-use ball field, splash pad, parking lots, and any other 
associated infrastructures would be visible as you approach the site on the surrounding local circulation 
network, but not from further distances, such as I-215, which is approximately 1.5 miles to the east and 
at the same elevation as the project site. Nevertheless, there are no officially designated state scenic 
highways that have views into the project site and, therefore, the proposed project would not damage 
scenic resources within a state scenic highway. No impact would occur in relation to this issue. 

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

No Impact. Public Resources Code (PRC) 21071 defines the term “urbanized area” for the purpose of 
CEQA to mean an incorporated city that has a population of at least 100,000 persons or has a population 
of less than 100,000 persons if the population of that city and not more than two contiguous 
incorporated cities combined equals at least 100,000 persons. As of 2020, the most recent available 
data, City has a population of 102,527 (U.S. Census Bureau 2020). Thus, the project site is within an 
urbanized area and therefore, is evaluated relative to applicable zoning and other regulations governing 
scenic quality. 

The project site has a zoning and land use designation of Recreation (OS-R). In addition to the project’s 
consistency with the zoning and land use designation, the project is consistent with the General Plan 
and its goals policies as they relate to scenic quality. Particularly, the General Plan policies consider the 
preservation of scenic vistas, including those that protect undisturbed slopes, hillsides, and other natural 
landforms that enhance the City’s environmental setting. Further, the Open Space and Conservation 
Background Documents and Definitions document prepared to support the General Plan identifies that, 
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“As the City grows it is important to establish guidance for the protection and thoughtful development 
of Menifee’s hillsides and natural rock outcroppings. The intent is to ensure that proposed development 
is carefully designed to respect the views and character that residents have identified as one of the 
City’s most valuable assets (City 2013a).” As shown in Exhibit OSC-1, Significant Slopes, the project site is 
located in an area with minimal slope (0-5 percent) containing no slopes or hillsides and the drainage in 
the northern phase, a natural landform would remain in its present state. The project site would 
introduce new elements; however, the design concept is to retain the natural features of the site 
outside of the trails, multi-use ball field, splash pad, and parking lots. 

In addition, the General Plan Community Design Element tasks the City with preserving 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-3.1), maintaining 
and incorporating the city’s natural amenities, including its hillsides, indigenous vegetation, and rock 
outcroppings, within proposed project (Policy CD-3.2), avoiding the blocking of public views by solid 
walls (policy CD-3.20), and use open space, greenways, recreational lands, and water courses as 
community separators (Policy CD-3.21). The project would create a pump track that would blend 
manufactured elements along the circuit and dirt trails with the existing vegetation and topography in 
the southern phase and similarly introducing a multi-use ball field, splash pad and picnic areas with a 
trail that it is integrated into the existing landscape of the northern phase. The project would not erect 
any walls that would obstruct views and would create a transition area between the residential land 
uses to the south and west and the high school to the north and east. 

The project is consistent with the applicable land use designation and zoning and does not interfere with 
the City implementing goals and policies of the General Plan as they relate to the preservation of scenic 
resources. No impact would occur in relation to this issue. 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area? 

Less than Significant Impact. There are two primary sources of light: light emanating from building 
interiors that passes through windows and light from exterior sources (e.g., street lighting, parking lot 
lighting, building illumination, security lighting, and landscape lighting). The introduction of light can be 
a nuisance by affecting adjacent areas and diminishing the view of the clear sky depending on the 
location of the light sources and its proximity to nearby light-sensitive areas.  

The project site is located in an area that is developing, there are residential land uses to the south and 
west and Paloma Valley High School to the east. There are streetlights that align the west side of Evans 
Road and the north side of Craig Avenue. Other nearby sources of light are light emanating from the 
residences (exterior and interior) and security, multi-use ball field, and sidewalk/navigational lighting at 
the high school. Additionally, vehicles traveling along the surrounding roadways are also an existing light 
source. 

The project would include the installation of solar light standards for the southern phase, which will 
allow the pump track to operate until 9 p.m., at which point the only lighting would be for security. The 
lighting plan for the northern phase is unknown, however, typical of City parks, lighting would be 
installed for security and for the operation of the multi-use ball field. 

The Menifee Municipal Code (MMC) Title 13 sets forth the regulations for parks and recreation facilities, 
which includes that all lighted sports fields hall close by 10 p.m. (MMC Section 13.01.250). Further, the 
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City has adopted the County of Riverside Dark Sky Light Pollution Ordinance, which regulates the 
allowable lumens per acre and directs that lighting must be fully shielded if feasible and partially 
shielded in all other cases and must be focused to minimize spill light into the night sky and onto 
adjacent properties (MMC Section 6.01.040).  

Site lighting would consist of pole-mounted and potentially building-mounted lights, which would 
conform to the California Building Code (CBC), California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24, as well as 
the City’s standards that regulate outdoor lighting. All pole-mounted lights would be similar to the 
existing lighting surrounding the project and would blend into that existing lighting. Therefore, impacts 
related to lighting would be less than significant.  

Glare is generally associated with architectural features such as windows or mirrored glass and solar 
paneling. The Project does not include any structures that would have such features. The restroom 
building, which is the only permanent structure proposed at the park, would be constructed of standard 
building materials, which would not create substantial daytime glare.  

Thus, with the required compliance to the MMC and site design features, the project would not create a 
new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 
Impacts are less than significant in relation to this issue. 

II. Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 

of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, 
to non-agricultural use? 

    

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

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code 
Section 51104(g))? 

    

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use?     

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

    

Sources: California Department of Conservation (DOC) 2019; 2017 
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a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

No Impact. The project site is not classified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance and the project site is not used for agricultural purposes (Department of 
Conservation [DOC] 2019). Therefore, the project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance No impact would occur in relation to this issue. 

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

No Impact. The Williamson Act is applicable to parcels within an established agricultural preserve 
consisting of at least 20 acres of Prime Farmland, or at least 40 acres of land not designated as Prime 
Farmland. The Williamson Act is designed to prevent the premature and unnecessary conversion of 
open space lands and agricultural areas to urban uses. The Williamson Act enables local governments to 
enter into contracts with private landowners for the purpose of restricting specific parcels of land for 
use as agricultural or related open space. The project site is not zoned for agricultural use, is not Prime 
Farmland, and does not meet the acreage requirements. Additionally, according to the General Plan EIR, 
all Williamson Act contracts within the City expired in 2017 (City 2013b). Thus, the project would not 
conflict with an existing agricultural zoning or Williamson Act contract. No impact would occur in 
relation to this issue. 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

No Impact. PRC Section 12220(g) defines “forest land” as land that can support ten percent native cover 
of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one 
or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, 
recreation, and other public benefits. There are trees that are clustered along the drainage in the 
northern phase and there are scattered ornamental trees in the southern phase; however, based on the 
definition provided in the PRC, no forest land occurs within or adjacent to the project site. Moreover, 
there is no land zoned as forest land or timberland that exists within the project site or within its vicinity. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for forest land or timberland. No 
impact would occur in relation to this issue.  

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

No Impact. As stated in item II c), there is no land zoned as forest land or timberland that exists within 
the project site or its vicinity. As such, implementation of the proposed project would not result in the 
loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact would occur in relation to 
this issue.  

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

No Impact. As stated in item II a), the project site is located in an area classified as Farmland of Local 
Importance. However, the project site is not currently used for agricultural purposes and is not intended 
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to be used for agricultural uses in the future. Additionally, the project site is not zoned for agricultural 
purposes, nor does the site have an agricultural land use designation. The project site is currently vacant 
and does not include forest land. Surrounding land uses include residential and land zoned and 
designated for residential as well as a high school. Thus, through the existing and planned land uses, the 
City has not identified this area for agricultural uses or preservation of forest land and the operation of a 
park would not indirectly convert any land to other uses through the need for offsite infrastructure 
support. Therefore, the project would not involve changes in the existing environment that could result 
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No 
impact would occur in relation to this issue.  

III. Air Quality  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management district or air pollution 
control district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project: 

    

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan?     

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

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?     

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?     

Sources: HELIX 2021a, Caltrans 1998, Urban Crossroads 2021a 
 
The discussion below is based on the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emission Technical Report 
prepared by HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX) (HELIX; 2021a), attached to this IS/MND as 
Appendix A. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is 
governed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD develops and 
administers local regulations for stationary air pollutant sources within the SCAB, and also develops 
plans and programs to meet attainment requirements for both federal and state ambient air quality 
standards (National Ambient Air Quality Standards [NAAQS] and California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards [CAAQS], respectively). The SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) are responsible for developing and implementing the clean air plan for attainment and 
maintenance of the Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) in the SCAB. The SCAQMD has developed a 
sequence of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMP) to reduce emissions. On March 3, 2017, the 
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SCAQMD adopted the 2016 AQMP, which represents a comprehensive analysis of emissions, 
meteorology, atmospheric chemistry, regional growth projections, and the impact of existing control 
measures. The AQMP, in combination with those from all other California nonattainment areas with 
serious (or worse) air quality problems, is submitted to CARB, which develops the California State 
Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP relies on the same information from SCAG to develop emission 
inventories and emission reduction strategies that are included in the attainment demonstration for the 
air basin. 

In addition, SCAG has prepared the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS), a long-range transportation plan that uses growth forecasts to project trends out over a 
20-year period to identify regional transportation strategies to address mobility needs. These growth 
forecasts form the basis for the land use and transportation control portions of the AQMP. These 
documents are utilized in the preparation of the air quality forecasts and consistency analysis included 
in the AQMP. Both the RTP/SCS and AQMP are based, in part, on projections originating with County 
and City General Plans (SCAG serves as the federally designated metropolitan planning organization for 
the southern California region).  

The project site is zoned and designated as OS-R and would be developed in accordance with those land 
uses. Additionally, the project site is identified as a desired location for a community park in the City’s 
Parks Master Plan. Because the project is consistent with the local general plan and zoning, pursuant to 
SCAQMD guidelines, the proposed project is considered consistent with the region’s AQMP. As such, 
proposed project-related emissions are accounted for in the AQMP, which is crafted to bring the basin 
into attainment for all criteria pollutants. Accordingly, the proposed project would be consistent with 
the projections in the AQMP. Impacts would be less than significant in relation to this issue.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project would generate criteria pollutants in the short-term during 
construction and the long-term during operation. To determine whether a project would result in 
emissions that would violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, a project’s emissions are evaluated based on the quantitative emission 
thresholds established by the SCAQMD.  

The project’s criteria pollutant emissions were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) Version 2020.4.0. CalEEMod is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to 
provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental 
professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with both 
construction and operations from a variety of land use projects. The model was developed for the 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in collaboration with the California air 
districts. CalEEMod allows for the use of default data (e.g., emission factors, trip lengths, meteorology, 
source inventory) provided by the various California air districts to account for local requirements and 
conditions, and/or user-defined inputs. 

Construction Emissions  

Construction of the project would result in temporary increases in air pollutant emissions. These 
emissions would be generated in the form of fugitive dust emissions (particulate matter less than 
10 microns [PM10] and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns [PM2.5]) and ozone precursor emissions 
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(nitrogen oxides [NOX] and reactive organic gas [ROG]). Construction is expected to occur in 2022 for the 
southern phase and in 2025 and 2026 for the northern phase.  

Construction emissions calculated using CalEEMod Version 2020.4.0 are provided in Appendices A and B 
of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report prepared for the project, included as 
Appendix A to this IS/MND (HELIX 2021a). The results of the calculations for project construction are 
shown in Table 2, Unmitigated Daily Construction Emissions. The analysis assessed total daily emissions 
from both project phases broken down by phase of construction. The modeling assumes the application 
of water on all exposed areas during construction in compliance with SDAPCD Rule 55, Fugitive Dust 
Control. Based on CalEEMod version 2020.4.0, the control efficiency for watering two times per day is 
55 percent. 

Table 2 
UNMITIGATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Phase ROG 
lbs/day 

NOX 
lbs/day 

CO 
lbs/day 

SOX 
lbs/day 

PM10 
lbs/day 

PM2.5 
lbs/day 

Southern Phase (On and Off-site Emissions)       
Site Preparation 3.2 33.1 20.3 <0.1 10.7 6.1 
Grading 2.0 20.9 15.8 <0.1 4.3 2.5 
Building Construction 2.2 18.0 20.9 <0.1 2.3 1.2 

2022 Maximum Daily Emissions1 3.2 33.1 20.3 <0.1 10.7 6.1 
Northern Phase (On and Off-site Emissions)       
Site Preparation (2025) 2.5 25.3 18.4 <0.1 10.1 5.6 
Grading (2025) 3.0 28.0 26.9 0.1 5.5 2.7 
Building Construction (2025) 2.2 16.4 23.9 0.1 3.8 1.4 

2025 Maximum Daily Emissions1 3.0 28.0 26.9 0.1 10.1 5.6 
Building Construction (2026) 2.1 16.4 23.5 0.1 3.8 1.4 
Paving (2026) 1.0 8.6 0.4 <0.1 0.6 0.4 
Architectural Coating (2026) 0.3 1.2 3.0 <0.1 0.6 0.2 

2026 Maximum Daily Emissions1 2.1 16.4 23.5 0.1 3.8 1.4 
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 

2022 - Significant Impact? No No No No No No 
2025 - Significant Impact? No No No No No No 
2026 - Significant Impact? No No No No No No 

Source: HELIX 2021a 
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding, and offsite emissions are included in the totals. 
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate matter 
10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; lbs/day = pounds per day 
 
As shown in Table 2, emissions of criteria pollutants and precursors related to project construction 
would not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold, and the impact would be less than significant. 

Operational Emissions 

Long-term operational sources of pollutant emissions include area, energy, mobile (transportation), 
water use, and solid waste. Area source emissions are generated from on-site activities such as use of 
consumer products, landscaping maintenance activities, and the reapplication of architectural coatings 
for maintenance. Energy source emissions would result from on-site electricity. Mobile source emissions 
are generated from project-related vehicle trips based on the trip generation rates from the Traffic 
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Study prepared for the project. Table 3, Daily Operational Emissions, presents a summary of maximum 
daily operational emissions for the proposed project.  

Table 3 
DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

Phase ROG 
lbs/day 

NOX 
lbs/day 

CO 
lbs/day 

SOX 
lbs/day 

PM10  
lbs/day 

PM2.5 
lbs/day 

Phase 1       
Area <0.1 <0.1  <0.1  0 0 0 
Energy 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mobile 0.9 1.1 8.3 <0.1 1.8 0.5 

Total Phase 1 Daily Emissions1 0.9 1.1 8.3 <0.1  1.8 0.5 
Phase 2       
Area <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0 0 0 
Energy 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mobile 1.6 1.7 15.1 <0.1  3.9 1.1 

Total Phase 2 Daily Emissions1 1.6 1.7 15.1 <0.1 3.9 1.1 
Total Operational Emissions 2.5 2.8 23.4 <0.1 5.7 1.6 

SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No 

Source: HELIX 2021a 
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
ROG = reactive organic gas; NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter 
10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; lbs/day = pounds per day 

 
As shown in Table 3, project operational emissions of criteria pollutants and precursors during long-term 
operation of the project would not exceed the daily thresholds set by the SCAQMD. Impacts would be 
less than significant in relation to this issue.  

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less than Significant Impact. Sensitive populations (i.e., children, senior citizens, and acutely or 
chronically ill people) are more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than are the general 
population. Land uses that are considered sensitive receptors typically include residences, schools, 
playgrounds, childcare centers, hospitals, convalescent homes, and retirement homes. The closest 
existing sensitive receptors to the project site are the single-family residences located approximately 
100 feet west of the project boundary. In addition, the Paloma Valley High School, with recreational 
fields located approximately 50 feet from the project’s northeast corner, was also evaluated. An analysis 
of the project’s potential to expose sensitive receptors to pollutants during construction and operation 
is provided below.  

Construction Activities 

Criteria Pollutants 

The localized effects from the on-site portion of daily construction emissions were evaluated at sensitive 
receptor locations potentially impacted by the project according to the SCAQMD’s localized significance 
threshold (LST) method, described above. The proposed project is within source receptor area (SRA) 24, 
Perris Valley. Consistent with the LST guidelines, when quantifying mass emissions for localized analysis, 
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only emissions that occur on site are considered. Emissions related to off-site delivery/haul truck activity 
and construction worker trips are not considered in the evaluation of construction-related localized 
impacts, as these do not contribute to emissions generated on a project site. Given the distance to the 
nearest sensitive receptors, the LSTs in SRA 24 for receptors located less than 82 feet (25 meters) are 
used for project sites greater than 5 acres. Table 4, Maximum Localized Daily Construction Emissions, 
shows the localized construction emissions .  

Table 4 
MAXIMUM LOCALIZED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

Phase NOX 
lbs/day 

CO 
lbs/day 

PM10 
lbs/day 

PM2.5 
lbs/day 

Phase 1 - 2022 Maximum Daily Onsite Emissions1     
Site Preparation 33.1 19.7 10.4 6.0 
Grading 20.9 15.3 4.1 2.4 
Building Construction 15.6 16.4 0.8 0.8 
Highest Phase 1 - Emissions 33.1 19.7 10.4 6.0 
SCAQMD LST Thresholds (25 meters)  270 1577 13 8 
Mitigated 2022 Exceed LST @ 25 meters? No No No No 
Phase 2 - 2025 Maximum Daily Onsite Emissions1     
Site Preparation 25.2  17.9 9.9 5.5 
Grading 27.9 26.3 5.3 2.7 
Building Construction 12.5 16.1 0.5 0.5 
Highest Phase 2 - 2025 Emissions  25.2 17.9 9.9 5.5 
SCAQMD LST Thresholds (25 meters) 270 1577 13 8 
Mitigated 2025 Emissions Exceed LST @ 25 meters? No No No No 
Phase 2 - 2026 Maximum Daily Onsite Emissions1     
Building Construction 12.5 16.0 0.5 0.5 
Paving 8.6 14.6 0.4 0.4 
Architectural Coatings 1.1 1.8 0.1 0.1 
Highest Phase 2 – 2026 Emissions 12.5 16.0 0.5 0.5 
SCAQMD LST Thresholds (25 meters)  270 1577 13 8 
Mitigated 2026 Emissions Exceed LST @ 25 meters? No No No No 

Source: HELIX 2021a 
1  Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5 = particulate 
matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; lbs/day = pounds per day 

 
As shown in Table 4, localized emissions for all criteria pollutants would remain below their respective 
SCAQMD LSTs at 82 feet (25 meters) during each phase of construction. Construction emissions during 
phase one and phase two would not result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial localized 
concentrations of criteria pollutants and precursors. Impacts would be less than significant in relation to 
this issue. 

Toxic Air Contaminants  

Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is the primary toxic air contaminant (TAC) that would be emitted during 
construction, and would be generated from the use of heavy-duty construction equipment, haul trucks, 
on-site generators, and construction worker vehicles. Health-related risks associated with diesel-exhaust 
emissions are primarily linked to long-term exposure and the associated risk of contracting cancer. The 
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amount to which the receptors could be exposed, which is a function of concentration and duration of 
exposure, is the primary factor used to determine health risk. The generation of TAC emissions during 
construction would be variable and sporadic due to the nature of construction activity. During some 
equipment-intensive phases such as grading, construction-related emissions would be higher than other 
less equipment-intensive phases such as building construction. Overall, construction is anticipated to 
last a total of approximately 490 working days, consisting of 380 working days for the northern phase 
and 110 working days for the southern phase. The closest sensitive receptors to the project site are the 
single-family residences located approximately 100 feet west of the project boundary, in addition to 
Paloma Valley High School, with recreational fields located approximately 50 feet from the project’s 
northeast corner. Due to the short duration and intermittent nature of construction activities, and due 
to the highly dispersive properties of DPM, project-related TAC emission impacts during construction 
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and the impact would be 
less than significant.  

Operational Activities 

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 

A CO hotspot is an area of localized CO pollution caused by severe vehicle congestion on major 
roadways, typically near intersections. In accordance with the Transportation Project-Level Carbon 
Monoxide Protocol, CO hot spots are typically evaluated when: (a) the level of service (LOS) of an 
intersection decreases to a LOS E or worse because of the project; (b) signalization and/or 
channelization is added to an intersection; and (c) sensitive receptors such as residences, schools, 
hospitals, etc., are located in the vicinity of the affected intersection or roadway segment 
(Caltrans 1998). According to the Traffic Study prepared for the project, the Evans Road & Craig Avenue 
intersection is currently LOS F during the morning rush. Without mitigation, the intersection will remain 
LOS F with the project. With roadway improvements, the study area intersections are anticipated to 
operate at an acceptable LOS during the peak hours under the opening year cumulative condition 
(2025). Implementation of the project would not result in the LOS of any of the analyzed intersections 
degrading (Urban Crossroads 2021a). Therefore, consistent with the CO Protocol, operation of the 
project would not result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial localized CO concentrations. 
Impacts would be less than significant in relation to this issue.  

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Long-term operation of the project would result in some emissions of DPM from vehicles traveling to 
and from the project site. However, the project would not require the regular use of heavy or medium 
diesel-powered trucks (other than for occasional deliveries and waste collection) and the mix of vehicles 
traveling to and from the project site would primarily be light duty autos and trucks typical of the region. 
Therefore, the project would not result in significant localized concentrations of DPM. As a recreational 
park, the proposed project in not anticipated to generate other long-term operational TACs. Therefore, 
long-term operation of the project would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations and the impact would be less than significant. 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number 
of people? 

Less than Significant Impact. Minor amounts of odor compounds associated with diesel heavy 
equipment exhaust and VOCs would be emitted during construction of the project. The odors of these 
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emissions may be considered objectionable; however, construction emissions would be minor and 
temporary. Additionally, construction equipment associated with the project would be operating at 
various locations throughout the project site and would not take place all at once. Odorous 
hydrocarbons emissions would dissipate beyond the emissions sources and would only affect receptors 
in the immediate vicinity of the construction site. Construction-related operations would also be 
temporary in nature and would cease at the completion of construction. Therefore, construction 
activities would not result in nuisance odors. Odor impacts associated with construction would be less 
than significant. Operation of the project includes the operation of a park and does not include land uses 
commonly associated with odor complains, such as agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food 
processing plants, chemical plants, and landfills. Therefore, long-term operation of the project would 
not be a substantial source of objectionable odors. Therefore, the project would not create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people, and the impact would be less than 
significant. 

IV. Biological Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

    

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

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

    
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

    

Sources: HELIX 2021b, CDFW 2009, CDFW 2000, USFWS 2000, County 2006, CDFW 2021, CDFW 2012, USFWS 2015, Dudek 
2003, South Coast Wildlands 2008, Riverside County Habitat Conservation Authority 1996.  
HELIX conducted a General Biological Resources Assessment for the Evans Park Project (HELIX 2021b).  
 
The discussion below is based on the General Biological Resources Assessment prepared by HELIX for 
the proposed project in November 2021 (HELIX 2021b). the General Biological Resources Assessment is 
attached to this IS/MND as Appendix B. 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Potential impacts resulting from the southern and 
northern phases are analyzed below.  

Rare Plant Species 

Southern Phase 

Rare plant species include those species listed by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) with a 
California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1, 2, or 3, federally and state listed endangered and threatened 
species, or those species that require additional surveys by the MSHCP. 

Rare plant surveys were not required since the southern phase is not located within a Criteria Area 
Species Survey Area (CASSA) or Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area (NEPSSA) [see item IV f), 
below]. According to a database search conducted on the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) 
by the General Biological Resources Assessment, one species, smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens 
ssp. laevis) was determined to have a high potential to occur on the southern phase based on suitable 
habitat and recent observations within the immediate vicinity of the site. The nearest record of smooth 
tarplant was recorded in 2015, 0.30 mile to the north, north of Paloma Valley High School. Smooth 
tarplant is conditionally covered under the MSHCP and is a CRPR 1B.1 species. Smooth tarplant and 
burrowing owl occur within the same habitat on-site, and two of the burrowing owl focused surveys 
overlapped within the species blooming period. Both of the surveys were negative for smooth tarplant. 
Therefore, impacts to rare plant species resulting from the southern phase of the proposed project 
would be less than significant.  

Northern Phase 

Rare plant surveys were not required since the southern phase is not located within a CASSA or NEPSSA 
[see item IV f), below]. According to a database search conducted on CNDDB by the General Biological 
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Resources Assessment, three rare plant species were considered to have a potential to occur within the 
northern phase based on the presence of potentially suitable habitat and observations within the 
vicinity of the northern phase: smooth tarplant, Parry’s spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi), and 
long-spined spineflower (Chorizanthe polygonoides var. longispina). Therefore, a significant impact may 
occur. Per mitigation measure BIO-1, rare plant surveys would be conducted within this suitable habitat 
to determine the presence of species. The focused surveys would be conducted in accordance with 
published agency guidelines (CDFW 2009, CDFW 2000, and USFWS 2000) and during the appropriate 
time of year as outlined in mitigation measure BIO-1. If rare plants are identified and cannot be avoided, 
the project-level biological survey report would justify why species-specific mitigation is necessary and 
propose mitigation to reduce project impacts to a less than significant level. With implementation of 
mitigation measure BIO-1, impacts to rare plant species in the northern phase would be less than 
significant.  

Sensitive Animal Species 

Southern Phase 

Sensitive animal species include federally and state listed endangered and threatened, candidate species 
for listing by the CDFW, and/or are species of special concern (SSC) pursuant to CDFW. According to the 
General Biological Resources Assessment, seven sensitive animal species were determined to have 
potential to occur on the southern phase: Crotch bumblebee (Bombus crotchii), coastal whiptail 
(Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit 
(Lepus californicus bennettii), Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi), Burrowing Owl (Athene 
cunicularia; BUOW), and western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus).  

Crotch bumblebee has a low potential to occur within the disturbed California buckwheat scrub in the 
southeastern portion of the southern phase. This species is currently listed on CNDDB as a State 
Candidate Endangered Species. However, the Sacramento Superior Court recently ruled that insects are 
not subject to protection under the California Endangered Species Act (Almond Alliance et al. v. 
California Fish and Game Commission). Therefore, this species is not evaluated further because of this 
and its low potential to occur onsite. 

Coastal whiptail, loggerhead shrike, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, and Stephens’ kangaroo rat are 
fully Covered Species under the MSHCP. With payment of the Western Riverside County Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Local Development Mitigation Fee (LDMF), no additional 
mitigation is required for potential impacts to these species. In addition, the southern phase is located 
within the Stephens’ kangaroo rat Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), and the project is required to pay a 
Stephens’ kangaroo rat mitigation fee for incidental take authorization under the Stephens’ kangaroo 
rat HCP prior to issuance of a grading permit, a certificate of occupancy, or upon final inspection, 
whichever occurs first.  

BUOW is a conditionally Covered Species under the MSHCP. Focused BUOW surveys were conducted in 
the southern phase during the 2021 breeding season in accordance with the County’s survey protocol 
(2006). No BUOWs or BUOW sign were observed on the southern phase during the focused survey; 
therefore, BUOW is currently presumed absent from the surveyed portion of the southern phase. 
However, a 30-day pre-construction survey is required to be conducted on the entire southern phase. To 
avoid significant impacts, the project would implement mitigation measure BIO-2. If BUOWs are 
observed during the 30-day pre-construction survey, additional measures would be required as outlined 
in BIO-2.  
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Although western mastiff bat is not an MSHCP Covered Species, it is listed as SSC by CDFW and does not 
carry a federal or state listing as threatened or endangered. The southern phase does not support 
suitable roosting habitat for western mastiff bat. Some potential foraging habitat exists on the southern 
phase, although the habitat is considered low quality based on the high level of existing disturbance. 
Western mastiff bat was recorded on CNDDB in 2001, approximately two miles northwest of the 
southern phase. Based on the presence of small extant of suitable habitat, lack of recent observations, 
and absence of suitable roosting habitat for western mastiff bat, no significant impacts to this bat 
species is anticipated by the southern phase.  

Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measure BIO-2, impacts to sensitive animal species 
resulting from the southern phase would be less than significant.  

Northern Phase 

According to the General Biological Resources Assessment, nine sensitive animal species were 
determined to have potential to occur on the southern phase: western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), 
coastal whiptail, loggerhead shrike, Stephens’ kangaroo rat, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, BUOW, 
Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni), western mastiff bat, and western yellow bat (Lasiurus 
xanthinus).  

Western spadefoot, coastal whiptail, loggerhead shrike, Stephens’ kangaroo rat, and San Diego black-
tailed jackrabbit are fully Covered Species under the MSHCP. With the payment of the MSHCP LDMF, no 
additional mitigation is required for potential impacts to these species. The northern phase is located 
within the Stephens’ kangaroo rat HCP and is required to pay a Stephens’ kangaroo rat mitigation fee for 
incidental take authorization under the Stephens’ kangaroo rat HCP prior to issuance of a grading 
permit, a certificate of occupancy, or upon final inspection, whichever occurs first.  

BUOW and Riverside fairy shrimp are conditionally Covered Species under the MSHCP. The northern 
phase is located within the BUOW Survey Area, and suitable habitat is present within the northern 
phase. To avoid potential impacts to BUOW, the project would implement mitigation measure BIO-3 to 
conduct focused surveys in the northern phase prior to ground-disturbing activities. Measure BIO-1 also 
requires a 30-day pre-construction survey to be conducted on the entire northern phase. If BUOWs are 
observed during focused surveys and/or during the 30-day pre-construction survey, additional measures 
would be required as outlined in BIO-2 and BIO-3. 

The northern phase supports suitable fairy shrimp habitat within the mapped herbaceous wetland and 
disturbed wetland communities. Therefore, focused surveys for the fairy shrimp species should be 
completed, and if fairy shrimp surveys are positive, additional measures would be required as outlined 
in mitigation measure BIO-4.  

Although western mastiff bat and western yellow bat are not MSHCP Covered Species, these species are 
listed as SSC by CDFW and do not carry a federal or state listing as threatened or endangered. The 
northern phase does not support suitable roosting habitat for either bat species. Some potential 
foraging habitat exists on the northern phase, although the habitat is considered low quality based on 
the high level of existing disturbance. Western mastiff bat was recorded on CNDDB in 2001, 
approximately two miles northwest of the northern phase. Western yellow bat was only recorded on 
CNDDB in 1982, approximately three miles to the north of the northern. Based on the presence of small 
extant of suitable habitat, lack of recent observations, and absence of suitable roosting habitat for 
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western yellow bat and western mastiff bat, no significant impacts to either of these sensitive bat 
species are anticipated by the northern phase.  

Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-4, impacts to sensitive 
animal species resulting from the northern phase would be less than significant.  

Sensitive Vegetation Communities 

Southern Phase 

Approximately 1.92 acres of the 9.17-acre southern phase are proposed for development, which is 
dominated by non-native vegetation (Table 5, Impacts to Southern Phase Vegetation and Land Uses). 
Temporary impacts to sensitive natural communities are those associated with the 30-foot construction 
buffer surrounding the pump track, parking, and restroom facility. There are no temporary impacts to 
sensitive natural communities associated with the bike track as the soil will be scraped using a skip 
loader with a scraper attachment. Additionally, 1,500 feet of silt fencing would be placed around the 
construction basin to avoid any impacts to potentially jurisdictional habitat. None of the vegetation 
communities mapped on the southern phase are considered sensitive pursuant to CDFW (2021). 
Therefore, no impacts to sensitive vegetation communities would occur during the southern phase, and 
mitigation is not warranted. 

Table 5 
IMPACTS TO SOUTHERN PHASE VEGETATION AND LAND USES 

MSHCP Vegetation 
Community Classification 

Collapsed 

MSHCP Vegetation 
Community Classification 

Uncollapsed 
Holland/Oberbauer 

Temporary 
Impacts 
(Acres) 

Permanent 
Impacts 
(Acres) 

Coastal Sage Scrub Riversidean Sage Scrub  Riversidean sage 
Scrub (disturbed 
form)  

-- -- 

Riparian Scrub, 
Woodland, Forest 

Tamarisk Scrub  Tamarisk Scrub 
(including disturbed) 

-- -- 

Developed/Disturbed  Residential/Urban  Urban/Developed -- -- 
Land Exotic  Disturbed  0.81 1.11 
Water Open Water Open Water -- -- 

  TOTAL 0.81 1.92 
Source: HELIX 2021b 
 
Northern Phase 

Because no specific site plan is available for the northern phase, the General Biological Resources 
Assessment conservatively assumes the entire 13.56-acre northern phase may be proposed for 
development (Table 6, Impacts to Northern Phase Vegetation and Land Uses). The majority of the 
northern phase is dominated by disturbed habitat. None of the vegetation communities mapped on the 
northern phase are considered sensitive pursuant to CDFW (2021). Therefore, no impacts to sensitive 
vegetation communities would occur, and mitigation is not warranted. 
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Table 6 
IMPACTS TO NORTHERN PHASE VEGETATION AND LAND USES 

MSHCP Vegetation 
Community Classification 

Collapsed 

MSHCP Vegetation 
Community Classification 

Uncollapsed 
Holland/Oberbauer 

Temporary 
Impacts 
(Acres) 

Permanent 
Impacts 
(Acres) 

Riparian Scrub,  Southern Willow Scrub  Southern Willow Scrub  -- 0.61 
Woodland, Forest Tamarisk Scrub  Tamarisk Scrub  -- 0.12 
N/A4 N/A Disturbed Wetland  -- 0.48 
N/A6 N/A Herbaceous Wetland  -- 0.08 
Grassland Non-native Grassland Non-native grassland -- 4.68 
Developed/Disturbed  Residential/Urban  Urban/Developed  -- 0.43 
Land Exotic  Disturbed  -- 7.16 

  TOTAL -- 13.56 
Source: HELIX 2021b 
 
Mitigation  

BIO-1 Rare Plants: Due to the presence of suitable habitat for smooth tarplant, Parry’s spineflower, 
and long-spined spineflower in the northern phase, a qualified biologist shall survey the 
northern phase during the appropriate time of year (i.e., when the species is readily identifiable, 
such as during its blooming period) prior to initiating construction activities. The focused surveys 
shall be conducted in accordance with published agency guidelines (CDFW 2009, CDFW 2000, 
USFWS 2000). If individuals are found, one or more of the following shall be completed: 

• Seed collection of the rare plant species at the end of the growing season and prior to 
ground disturbance, or obtain special-status plant species seeds from a native plant 
nursery if available, and plant collected seeds within an appropriate on-site or off-site 
mitigation area, which will be conserved as open space in perpetuity; 

• Payment into a mitigation bank and/or in-lieu fee program that has mitigation available 
for the rare plant species; and/or 

• Preservation of land that contains the rare plant species. 

Mitigation for significant impacts to special-status plant species will be implemented in 
consultation with CDFW. 

BIO-2 Burrowing Owl Pre-construction Survey: In compliance with the MSHCP, a pre-construction 
survey shall be conducted on the southern phase within 30 days prior to ground disturbance to 
determine the presence of burrowing owls. If the pre-construction survey is negative and 
burrowing owl is confirmed absent, then ground-disturbing activities (i.e., earthwork, clearing, 
and grubbing) shall be allowed to commence and no further mitigation would be required.  

If BUOW is observed during the pre-construction survey, active burrows shall be avoided by the 
project in accordance with the CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012) or 
CDFW’s most recent guidelines. The Project Proponent shall immediately inform the Western 
Riverside County RCA of BUOW observations. A BUOW Protection and Relocation Plan (plan) 
shall be prepared by a qualified biologist, which must be sent for approval by RCA prior to 
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initiating ground disturbance. The RCA will coordinate directly with CDFW as needed to ensure 
that the plan is consistent with the MSHCP and CDFW guidelines. The plan shall detail avoidance 
measures that shall be implemented during construction and passive or active relocation 
methodology. Relocation shall only occur outside of the nesting season (September 1 through 
January 31). The RCA may require the creation of translocation sites within the MSHCP 
Conservation Area for the establishment of new colonies. If required, the translocation sites 
must take into consideration unoccupied habitat areas, the presence of burrowing mammals, 
existing colonies, and the effects to other MSHCP Covered Species in order to successfully create 
suitable habitat for BUOW. The translocation sites must be developed in consultation with RCA. 
If required, translocation sites would also be described in the agency-approved plan. 

BIO-3  Burrowing Owl Protocol Survey: Prior to the commencement of ground-disturbing activities 
(i.e., earthwork, clearing, and/or grubbing) in the northern phase, Step II surveys shall be 
conducted to determine the presence or absence of BUOW on the project site. The surveys shall 
be conducted in accordance with the County’s survey protocol (2006). If BUOW is not detected 
during the Step II surveys, a pre-construction survey shall be conducted on the southern phase 
within 30 days prior to ground disturbance to determine the presence of BUOW. If the pre-
construction survey is negative and BUOW is confirmed absent, ground-disturbing activities shall 
be allowed to commence, and no further mitigation is required. 

If BUOW is observed on the southern phase during the Step II surveys, a Determination of 
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation assessment shall be completed to ensure that 
the proposed alternative provides for the replacement of any lost functions and values of 
habitat. At least 90 percent of the area with long-term conservation value and BUOW pairs shall 
be conserved on-site if the southern phase (including adjacent areas) supports three or more 
pairs BUOWs; supports greater than 35 acres of suitable habitat, and is non-contiguous with 
MSHCP Conservation Area lands.  

If BUOW is observed during the Step II surveys or the pre-construction survey, active burrows 
shall be avoided by the project in accordance with the CDFW’s Staff Report on BUOW Mitigation 
(2012) or CDFW’s most recent guidelines. The project proponent shall inform the Western 
Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) of BUOW observations. A BUOW 
Protection and Relocation Plan (plan) shall be prepared by a qualified biologist, which must be 
sent for approval by RCA prior to initiating ground disturbance. The RCA will coordinate directly 
with CDFW as needed to ensure that the plan is consistent with the MSHCP and CDFW 
guidelines. The plan shall detail avoidance measures that shall be implemented during 
construction and passive or active relocation methodology. Relocation shall only occur outside 
of the nesting season (September 1 through January 31). 

BIO-4 Fairy Shrimp: Prior to commencement of ground-disturbing activities (i.e., earthwork, clearing, 
and/or grubbing) within the northern phase, dry and wet season focused surveys for federally 
listed fairy shrimp species shall be completed. The surveys shall be conducted by a permitted 
biologist and follow the current USFWS survey protocol for large brachiopods (USFWS 2015). 
Survey results shall be submitted to USFWS following completion of the surveys. If listed fairy 
shrimp species are not detected during the wet season surveys, then ground-disturbing 
activities shall be allowed to commence within the Phase III portion of the southern phase, and 
no further mitigation is required. 
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If federally listed fairy shrimp are identified during the wet and/or dry season surveys, and the 
project cannot avoid occupied habitat, a DBESP assessment shall be completed to ensure that 
the proposed alternative provides for the replacement of any lost functions and values of 
habitat. Project impacts to occupied listed fairy shrimp habitat shall be accomplished through 
the purchase of off-site mitigation credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank or in-lieu fee 
program, or through the purchase of off-site land that supports occupied habitat at a ratio of no 
less than 2:1. If off-site land is purchased, the mitigation site shall be preserved in perpetuity 
through a conservation easement, deed restriction, or similar legal protection mechanism. 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Potential impacts to riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural communities for the southern and northern phases are analyzed below.  

Southern Phase 

According to the General Biological Resources Assessment, the southern phase supports a total of 
3.20 acres of potential jurisdictional habitat pursuant to Section 1602 of the CFG Code as regulated by 
CDFW, consisting of 1.37 acres of basin with riparian vegetation and 1.83 acres of vegetated flood 
control channel. Potential CDFW jurisdiction in the southern phase will be entirely avoided by the 
project, and mitigation is not warranted (refer to Table 5, above). Additionally, 1,500 feet of silt fencing 
will be placed around the construction basin to avoid any impacts to potentially jurisdictional habitat. 
Therefore, impacts to riparian habitat in the southern phase would not occur.  

Northern Phase 

According to the General Biological Resources Assessment, the northern phase supports a total of 
1.35 acres of potential jurisdictional streambed and habitat pursuant to Section 1602 of the CFG Code as 
regulated by CDFW. Potential CDFW jurisdiction in the northern phase includes 0.55 acre of wetland 
habitat, 0.61 acre of southern willow scrub, and 0.19 acre of streambed habitat. A formal delineation of 
jurisdictional resources was not conducted, as the evaluation of the northern phase was conducted at a 
programmatic level. Therefore, a formal delineation of jurisdictional limits would be required in the 
northern phase prior to development to determine the limits, per mitigation measure BIO-5. Where 
avoidance is not feasible, project-specific impacts to jurisdictional resources would be applied by federal 
and state regulators via the applicable consulting and permitting process. The types of mitigation 
required may include on-site or off-site preservation, enhancement, creation, and/or restoration. With 
implementation of mitigation measure BIO-5, impacts to riparian habitat in the northern phase would 
be less than significant. 

Mitigation  

BIO-5 Jurisdictional Resources: A jurisdictional assessment shall be conducted for the northern phase. 
Jurisdictional resources shall be avoided when feasible. Where avoidance is not feasible, 
project-specific impacts to jurisdictional resources will be applied by federal and state regulators 
via the applicable consulting and permitting process. The types of mitigation required may 
include on-site or off-site preservation, enhancement, creation, and/or restoration at a ratio of 
no less than 2:1 or higher, and are to be accomplished in close proximity to the impacts or at 
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least in the same watershed. Final requirements and locations are, however, subject to change 
during applicable consultation/permit processes required by the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW. 

If Riparian/Riverine Areas in the northern phase (which are consistent with CDFW jurisdictional 
resources) cannot be avoided, a DBESP assessment shall be completed to ensure that the 
proposed alternative provides for the replacement of any lost functions and values of habitat. 
Project impacts to Riparian/Riverine Areas shall be accomplished through on-site mitigation, the 
purchase of off-site mitigation credits at an agency-approved mitigation bank or in-lieu fee 
program, or through the purchase of off-site land. If off-site land is purchased, the mitigation 
site shall be preserved in perpetuity through a conservation easement, deed restriction, or 
similar legal protection mechanism. 

BMPs to minimize and avoid impacts to jurisdictional resources during and after construction 
may include, but are not limited to, the following:  

• Construction-related equipment will be stored in developed areas, outside of the 
drainage. No equipment maintenance will be done within or adjacent to the drainage. 

• Source control and treatment control BMPs will be implemented to minimize the 
potential contaminants that are generated during and after construction. Water quality 
BMPs will be implemented throughout the project to capture and treat potential 
contaminants. 

• Substances harmful to aquatic life will not be discharged into the drainage. All 
hazardous substances will be properly handled and stored. 

• A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be prepared to prevent sediment from 
entering the drainage during construction. 

• To avoid attracting predators during construction, the project will be kept clean of 
debris to the extent possible. All food-related trash items will be enclosed in sealed 
containers and regularly removed from the site. 

• Construction personnel will strictly limit their activities, vehicles, equipment, and 
construction material to the proposed project footprint, staging areas, and designated 
routes of travel. 

• Exclusion fencing will be installed to demarcate the limits of disturbance. The exclusion 
fencing should be maintained until the completion of construction activities. 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited 
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means?  

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Potential impacts related to wetlands for the 
southern and northern phases are analyzed below.  

Southern Phase 

According to the General Biological Resources Assessment, the southern phase supports a total of 
3.20 acres of potential jurisdictional resources pursuant to Sections 404/401 of the Clean Water Act 
(CWA) as regulated by USACE and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The potential 
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jurisdictional resources in the southern phase would be entirely avoided by the project, so impacts in in 
the southern phase would be less than significant.  

Northern Phase  

The northern phase supports potential jurisdictional waters and wetlands pursuant to Sections 404/401 
of the CWA as regulated by USACE and RWQCB. A formal delineation of jurisdictional resources was not 
conducted as part of the General Biological Resources Assessment, as the evaluation was conducted at a 
programmatic level. Therefore, a formal delineation of jurisdictional limits would be required in the 
northern phase prior to development to determine the jurisdictional limits, per mitigation measure 
BIO-5 above. If resources under USACE and/or RWQCB jurisdiction are identified, impacts should be 
avoided where feasible. Where avoidance is not feasible, project-specific impacts to jurisdictional 
resources will be applied by federal and state regulators via the applicable consulting and permitting 
process. The types of mitigation required may include on-site or off-site preservation, enhancement, 
creation, and/or restoration. With implementation of mitigation measure BIO-5, impacts would be less 
than significant.  

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Potential impacts related to wildlife movement and 
migratory species for the southern and northern phases are analyzed below.  

Southern Phase 

The southern phase is not part of a regional corridor and does not serve as a nursery site. The southern 
phase is not identified by the MSHCP (Dudek 2003) or South Coast Missing Linkages (South Coast 
Wildlands 2008) as being part of a local or regional corridor or linkage. The southern phase currently 
does not directly connect two or more large blocks of habitat. The southern phase is bounded by 
residential development to the north and west. The southern phase does not support native 
communities, with the exception of a small, isolated patch of disturbed Riversidean sage scrub, and is 
dominated by non-native species that may be used by birds and smaller mammals and reptiles that have 
adapted to human disturbance. Some wildlife moving may use the southern phase for foraging and/or 
nesting, but the use of the southern phase would be restricted due to limited vegetative cover and 
adjacent disturbance from existing human development. Therefore, impacts to wildlife movement in the 
southern phase would be less than significant, and mitigation is not warranted.  

Regarding migratory species, the development of the proposed southern phase could disturb or destroy 
active migratory bird nests, including eggs and young. Disturbance to or destruction of migratory bird 
eggs, young, or adults is in violation of the MBTA and is considered a potentially significant impact. 
Although suitable habitat for nesting birds on the southern phase is limited, herbaceous ground cover 
and shrubs located throughout the southern phase could provide habitat for protected nesting bird 
species. Mitigation measure BIO-6 would help ensure the southern phase follows MBTA regulations, and 
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  
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Northern Phase  

The northern phase is not part of a regional corridor and does not serve as a nursery site. The northern 
phase is not identified by the MSHCP (Dudek 2003) or South Coast Missing Linkages (South Coast 
Wildlands 2008) as being part of a local or regional corridor or linkage. The northern phase currently 
does not directly connect two or more large blocks of habitat. The northern phase is bounded by 
development to the east and west. The northern phase is dominated by non-native habitat. There is a 
drainage on-site which may be used by smaller mammals and reptiles, but it is restricted due to the 
surrounding development. Therefore, impacts to wildlife movement and migratory species would be 
less than significant, and mitigation is not warranted.  

Regarding migratory species, the development of the northern phase could disturb or destroy active 
migratory bird nests, including eggs and young. Disturbance to or destruction of migratory bird eggs, 
young, or adults is in violation of the MBTA and is considered a potentially significant impact. Within the 
northern phase, the trees along the drainage could provide habitat for protected nesting birds. 
Mitigation measure BIO-6 would help ensure the northern phase follows MBTA regulations, and would 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation  

BIO-6 Nesting Birds: To the extent feasible, construction activities (i.e., earthwork, clearing, and 
grubbing) within the southern phase or northern phase shall occur outside of the general bird 
nesting season for migratory birds. The general nesting season is March 15 through August 31 
for songbirds and January 15 through August 31 for raptors.  

If construction activities (i.e., earthwork, clearing, and grubbing) must occur during the general 
bird nesting season for migratory songbirds (March 15 through August 31) and raptors 
(January 15 through August 31) within the southern phase or northern phase, a qualified 
biologist shall perform a pre-construction survey of potential nesting habitat to confirm the 
absence of active nests belonging to migratory birds and raptors afforded protection under the 
MBTA and CFG Code. The pre-construction survey shall be performed no more than seven days 
prior to the commencement of construction activities. If construction is inactive for more than 
seven days, an additional survey shall be conducted. The results of the pre-construction survey 
shall be documented by the qualified biologist.  

If the qualified biologist determines that no active migratory bird or raptor nests occur, the 
activities shall be allowed to proceed without any further requirements. If the qualified biologist 
determines that an active migratory bird or raptor nest is present, no impacts within 300 feet 
(500 feet for raptors) of the active nest shall occur until the young have fledged the nest and the 
nest is confirmed to no longer be active, or as determined by the qualified biologist. The 
biological monitor may modify the buffer or propose other recommendations in order to 
minimize disturbance to nesting birds. 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. According to the General Biological Resources 
Assessment, the southern phase of the proposed project supports trees. However, none of the trees 
within the southern phase would be impacted. Therefore, the project would not conflict with 
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Section 9.86.130 of the City’s Ordinance. However, the northern phase supports trees that may be 
subject to tree protection measures and may be impacted. With implementation of mitigation measure 
BIO-7, the City would ensure consistency with the City’s tree ordinance, which would reduce any direct 
impacts to City-protected trees to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation  

BIO-7 Protected Trees: Prior to impacting any trees within the northern phase, the City will confirm 
compliance with the City of Menifee’s Park Design, Landscaping and Tree Preservation (Section 
9.86.130 of the City’s Ordinance No. 2015-167).  

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. According to the General Biological Resources 
Assessment, the southern phase is within the City/Menifee Area Plan of the MSHCP. The project site is 
not located within or adjacent to an MSHCP Criteria Area; therefore, the project site is not subject to 
special conservation requirements that apply to cells and is not required to undergo the Habitat 
Acquisition and Negotiation Strategy (HANS) process. The following analysis demonstrates the project’s 
compliance with MSHCP requirements. 

Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools (MSHCP Section 6.1.2) 

The identification of MSHCP Riparian/Riverine resources is based on the potential for the habitat to 
support, or be a tributary to habitat that supports Riparian/Riverine Covered Species. The MSHCP 
defines Riparian/Riverine habitat as “lands which contain Habitat dominated by trees, shrubs, or 
emergent mosses and lichens, which occur close to, or which depend upon, soil moisture from a nearby 
fresh water source; or areas with freshwater flow during all or a portion of the year” (Dudek 2003). The 
MSHCP defines Vernal Pools as “seasonal wetlands that occur in depression areas that have wetlands 
indicators of all three parameters (soils, vegetation, and hydrology) during the wetter portion of the 
growing season but normally lack wetlands indicators of hydrology and/or vegetation during the drier 
portion of the growing season” (Dudek 2003). Artificially created wetlands, except for those created 
intentionally to provide habitat or resulting from the creation of open waters or alteration of natural 
stream courses, are not considered MSHCP Vernal Pools. 

Southern Phase 

The southern phase does not support Riparian/Riverine or Vernal Pool habitat as defined by MSHCP. 
Therefore, the southern phase would not result in significant impacts to MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Areas. 
Additionally, the southern phase does not support suitable habitat for Riparian/Riverine or Vernal Pool 
plant species and, therefore, no impacts are anticipated by the project. The southern phase does not 
support suitable habitat for 11 of the 12 Riparian/Riverine or Vernal Pool animal species. The basin in 
the southern phase supports an area that may be potentially suitable habitat for Riverside fairy shrimp. 
However, the basin, including the potentially suitable fairy shrimp habitat, is completely avoided by the 
project. Therefore, the southern phase is consistent with MSHCP Section 6.1.2. 
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Northern Phase 

The northern phase has habitat identified as potential Riparian/Riverine Resources and Vernal Pool 
Resources. The potential Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pool include the drainage feature; the 
streambed in the northern half of the northern phase; herbaceous wetlands; and the tamarisk scrub in 
the northwestern corner associated with an off-site riparian feature. Additionally, there is a potential for 
vernal pool habitat within the mapped herbaceous wetland and disturbed wetland communities. The 
MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pool evaluation was conducted at a programmatic level, and 
project-level evaluations would be required to determine the limits, as outlined in mitigation measure 
BIO-5. MSHCP Riverine/Riverine Areas are equivalent to CDFW jurisdiction.  

Since the northern phase proposes impacts to Riparian/Riverine Areas, the project is required to 
prepare a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP), which provides a 
detailed account of the impacts and proposed mitigation to compensate for impacts. Mitigation for 
permanent impacts to the Riparian/Riverine Areas would be met by implementing required mitigation 
for impacts to CDFW jurisdiction. Mitigation would include off-site enhancement, restoration, and/or 
creation at a ratio of no less than 2:1, as required by Measure BIO-5. With the implementation of 
Measure BIO-5, the project would not result in significant impacts to MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Areas. 

The northern phase supports potentially suitable habitat for Riparian/Riverine or Vernal Pool plant 
species. The southern phase does not support suitable habitat for 10 of the 12 Riparian/Riverine or 
Vernal Pool animal species. The northern portion of the northern phase supports depressional areas 
that may potentially be suitable habitat for Riverside fairy shrimp. Prior to the commencement of 
ground-disturbing activities (i.e., earthwork, clearing, and/or grubbing) in the northern phase, dry 
season and wet season surveys will be completed by a permitted biologist following the current USFWS 
survey protocol for large brachiopods (USFWS 2015). If listed fairy shrimp are detected during the wet 
season surveys, a DBESP must be prepared to ensure that the proposed alternative provides for the 
replacement of any lost functions and values of habitat. Compensatory mitigation for impacts to 
occupied habitat would be required, as outlined in mitigation measure BIO-4. 

The drainage in the northern phase also supports suitable habitat for least Bell’s vireo. Based on 
conceptual plans for the northern phase, the project would not permanently or temporarily impact 
suitable least Bell’s vireo habitat (southern willow scrub). However, project construction could have 
indirect impacts to least Bell’s vireo if present within the drainage. Indirect impacts to this species during 
the nesting season (March 1 through August 31) would be a significant impact. Prior to the construction 
of the northern phase, a least Bell’s vireo protocol survey is required pursuant to mitigation measure 
BIO-8. Mitigation measure BIO-8 also includes additional measures that would be required if least Bell’s 
vireo surveys are positive. Therefore, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with 
mitigation.  

Narrow Endemic Plant Species (MSHCP Section 6.1.3) 

The project site is not located within a NEPSSA; therefore, no focused surveys were required, and the 
proposed project is consistent with Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP. No mitigation is required.  

Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines (MSHCP Section 6.1.4) 

Proposed developments adjacent to MSHCP Conservation Areas may create edge effects that can 
impact conserved biological resources. The MSHCP provides several guidelines that address potential 
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indirect effects from proposed developments that are in proximity to MSHCP Conservation Areas. These 
guidelines include measures addressing the quantity and quality of runoff generated by the 
development (i.e., drainage and toxics), night lighting, noise, non-native invasive plant species, barriers 
to humans and animal predators, and grading/land development encroachment. 

The project site does not occur adjacent to land targeted for conservation or existing MSHCP 
Conservation Areas. The nearest MSHCP Conservation Area is Proposed Linkage 8, which is 
approximately 2.5 miles to the south of the project site. Since the project site is not within or adjacent to 
MSHCP Conservation areas, many of the MSHCP Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines are not required. 
As discussed below, the project would comply with applicable guidelines to ensure consistency with 
MSHCP Section 6.1.4. 

Drainage. The southern phase does not support any drainages; however, the northern phase supports 
one drainage feature. Therefore, the project would incorporate measures to avoid the discharge of 
untreated surface runoff into downstream waters. Measures would include those required for 
construction pursuant to the State Water Resources Control Board General Construction Stormwater 
Permit and those required post-construction pursuant to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System and Municipal Storm Drain requirements. The project shall be designed to prevent the release of 
toxins, chemicals, petroleum products, exotic plant materials, or other elements that might degrade or 
harm biological resources or ecosystem processes downstream from the project site.  

Toxics. Land uses that use chemicals or generate bio-products that are potentially toxic or may adversely 
affect wildlife species, habitat, or water quality shall incorporate measures to ensure that the 
application of such chemicals does not result in a discharge into downstream waters. Measures such as 
those employed to address drainage issues would be implemented by the proposed project to avoid the 
potential impacts of toxics.  

Lighting. The project site does not occur directly adjacent to MSHCP Conservation Areas, which are 
separated by existing development. Therefore, lighting standards are not applicable. 

Noise. The project site does not occur directly adjacent to MSHCP Conservation Areas, which are 
separated by existing development. Therefore, noise standards are not applicable. 

Invasives. The project site does not occur directly adjacent to MSHCP Conservation Areas. Therefore, the 
project is not required to avoid the use of invasive, non-native plants in accordance with MSHCP 
Table 6.2.  

Barriers. Since the project site is not directly adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area, barriers or 
signage are not necessary.  

Grading/Land Development. The project site is not adjacent to an existing or proposed MSHCP 
Conservation Areas. Therefore, manufactured slopes associated with proposed site development would 
not extend into an MSHCP Conservation Area.  

Additional Surveys (MSHCP Section 6.3.2) 

The project site is not within a CASSA or an amphibian or mammal survey area. No impacts to CASSA 
species or sensitive amphibian or mammal species are proposed. 
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Southern Phase 

Focused BUOW surveys were required and completed for the southern phase in accordance with the 
County’s survey protocol during the 2021 breeding season (County 2006). As discussed under item IV f), 
no BUOWs or BUOW sign were observed during the focused surveys. As required by BIO-2, a 
pre-construction survey must be conducted within 30 days of ground-disturbing activities 
(i.e., earthwork, clearing, and/or grubbing). 

Northern Phase 

Based on the results of the Step I Habitat Assessment, the northern phase supports suitable BUOW 
habitat. Prior to the commencement of ground-disturbing activities, Step II Focused Burrow and BUOW 
surveys will be conducted in accordance with the County’s survey protocol (County 2006; mitigation 
measure BIO-3). If BUOW is not detected during the Step II surveys, a pre-construction survey must be 
conducted within 30 days of ground-disturbing activities (i.e., earthwork, clearing, and/or grubbing). If 
BUOW is detected during the Step II surveys, a DBESP must be prepared to ensure that the proposed 
alternative provides for the replacement of any lost functions and values of habitat. If BUOW is detected 
during the pre-construction survey or Step II surveys, avoidance of active nests and/or relocation of 
BUOW would be required, as outlined in mitigation measure BIO-3. As discussed above, the proposed 
project is consistent with MSHCP Section 6.3.2. 

Fuels Management (MSHCP Section 6.4) 

The property is not adjacent to an MSHCP Conservation Area. Therefore, fuel modification impacts 
would not extend into a conservation area. The project is consistent with MSHCP Section 6.4. 

Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan and Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Fees 

In order for the project to participate in the MSHCP, the project proponent is required to pay an MSHCP 
LDMF in order to finance the acquisitions of conservation areas to provide habitat for MSHCP covered 
species. The LDMF must be paid prior to the issuance of a building permit. The applicant shall pay the 
LDMF as determined by the City. Final fee credits shall be determined through coordination with the 
City. 

The project site is also within the Stephens’ kangaroo rat HCP but is not located within any of the core 
reserves (Riverside County Habitat Conservation Authority 1996). Therefore, the project is required to 
pay a Stephens’ kangaroo rat mitigation fee for incidental take authorization under the Stephens’ 
kangaroo rat HCP. Mitigation measure BIO-9 requires the project proponent to pay the MSHCP LDMF 
and Stephens’ kangaroo rat HCP fees. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-9 would reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation 

BIO-8 Least Bell’s Vireo: Due to the presence of suitable habitat for least Bell’s vireo within the 
northern phase, the following avoidance and minimization measures shall be implemented to 
avoid potential impacts to the species:  

(1) Construction activities (i.e., earthwork, clearing, and grubbing) shall occur outside of the 
breeding season for least Bell’s vireo (March 15 through August 31). 
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(2) If construction activities (i.e., earthwork, clearing, grubbing, etc.) are proposed within 
the least Bell’s vireo’s breeding season, focused protocol surveys for least Bell’s vireo 
shall be conducted prior to commencement of construction activities, within all suitable 
habitat located on the northern phase, along with a 500-foot buffer where suitable 
habitat occurs, to determine whether the habitat is occupied. Focused surveys for least 
Bell’s vireo shall be conducted by a qualified biologist and during the breeding season in 
accordance with the most recent USFWS guidelines. The results of the focused surveys 
shall be documented by the qualified biologist and submitted to USFWS and/or CDFW.  

If the qualified biologist determines that least Bell’s vireo do not occur within 500 feet 
of the proposed construction, the activities shall be allowed to proceed without any 
further requirements. If the qualified biologist determines that the habitat is occupied 
by least Bell’s vireo, the following avoidance and minimization measures shall be 
implemented: 

(a) No construction activities may occur within 500 feet of an active nest of a least Bell’s 
vireo. A qualified biologist shall clearly delineate the required avoidance buffer 
around the active least Bell’s vireo nest. The buffer shall be clearly marked with flags 
and/or fencing prior to the initiation of construction activities.  

(b) If construction activities are proposed within 500 feet of an occupied nest, a 
biological monitor shall be required to observe the behavior of any breeding least 
Bell’s vireo. The construction supervisor shall be notified if the construction 
activities appear to be altering the birds’ normal breeding behavior. No construction 
activities will be allowed within 500 feet of an occupied nest until additional 
minimization measures have been performed. Such measures may include retaining 
a qualified acoustician to determine ambient noise levels and project-related noise 
levels at the edge of the occupied habitat. Noise levels at the edge of the occupied 
habitat shall not exceed an hourly average of 60 decibels (dB[A]), or a 3 dB(A) 
increase in noise levels if ambient noise levels exceed 60 dB(A). If project-related 
noise levels at the edge of the occupied habitat are above 60 dB(A) or the 3 dB(A) 
increase in noise occurs, additional minimization measures shall be taken to reduce 
project-related noise levels to an acceptable level as determined by the biological 
monitor. Measures may include, but are not limited to, limitation on the use of 
certain equipment, placement of equipment, restrictions on the simultaneous use of 
equipment, use of noise barriers, or other noise attenuation methods as deemed 
appropriate by the biologist and acoustician. The USFWS and/or CDFW shall be 
notified of additional minimization measures taken to reduce noise during 
construction activities. If the biological monitor determines the construction 
activities are posing a potential risk to the nest after implementing the additional 
minimization measures, the noise generating construction activities shall cease until 
USFWS and/or CDFW are contacted to discuss alternative methods. The biological 
monitor shall prepare written documentation of all monitoring activities at the 
completion of construction activities, which shall be submitted to CDFW/or USFWS.  

(c) All project personnel shall attend a training program presented by a qualified 
biologist prior to construction activities. The training program will inform project 
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personnel about the life history of least Bell’s vireo and all avoidance and 
minimization measures.  

(d) The construction contractor shall only allow construction activities to occur during 
daylight hours, and high noise levels shall generally be limited according to these 
hours. 

(e) The construction contractor shall require functional mufflers on all construction 
equipment (stationary or mobile) used within or immediately adjacent to any 
500-foot avoidance buffers to reduce construction equipment noise. Stationing 
equipment is situated so that noise generated from the equipment is not directed 
towards any habitat occupied by least Bell’s vireo. 

The construction contractor will place staging areas as far as feasible from any occupied nest by 
least Bell’s vireo. 

BIO-9 Habitat Conservation Plan Fees: The City is subject to the MSHCP LDMF and the Stephens’ 
kangaroo rat HCP Fee for the southern phase and northern phase, which shall be paid prior to 
the issuance of any grading permit. 

V. Cultural Resources  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?     

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

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries?     

Sources: HELIX 2021c, City 2013a 
 
HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. prepared a Cultural Resources Survey Report for the project (HELIX 
2021c). The study included a cultural resources study including a records search conducted by the staff 
at the Eastern Information Center (EIC), a Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands 
File (SLF) search, a review of historic aerial photographs and maps, and a pedestrian survey was 
conducted for the project area. The discussion below is based on this cultural report and is attached to 
this IS/MND as Appendix C. 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

No Impact. The records search for the project site and a one-mile radius identified that there have been 
75 cultural resources studies conducted within one mile of the project area, three of which overlap the 
project area, one of which is adjacent. Of these three, two of the studies that overlap the project area 
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are archaeological assessments, and the third is listed as a cultural resources investigation. The report 
on the adjacent parcel is an archaeological monitoring report addressing a portion of the project area. 
None of these reports identified any cultural resources. The records search indicated five recorded 
historic resources, consisting of the remains of several structures and two refuse deposits. In addition, a 
single multicomponent site is documented, consisting of bedrock milling and a trash scatter, and 
abandoned farm equipment. None of these resources are within or adjacent to the project site. 

In addition, historic topographic maps and aerial photographs were reviewed to assess the potential for 
historic structural resources and historic archaeological resources. The review indicates that the area 
surrounding the project site remained relatively undeveloped until at least the 1990s, and it does not 
appear to have been utilized for agricultural uses. In particular, the aerial photographs from 1938, 1967, 
and 1978 show a creek or stream running northeast-southwest through the project area; no 
development is shown in any of these photographs within the project area; by 1996, it appears that 
structures had been built south of Craig Avenue and northwest of the intersection of Craig Avenue and 
Evans Road; the Palomar Valley High School had also been constructed. 

Lastly, a pedestrian survey of the project site was conducted on October 22, 2020, by a HELIX staff 
archaeologist and a representative from the Pechanga Band of Mission Indians. The project area was 
walked in transects spaced approximately 10 to 15 feet apart. Visibility in most of the northern phase 
was poor (10 to 15 percent) due to the existence of dense, chest-high grasses and other vegetation. 
During the survey it was noted that two newly constructed, raised dirt pathways are located at the 
southern end of the northern phase, and a graded road and drainage bisect the area. As noted in the 
aerial photographs, a creek runs northeast-southwest through the eastern portion of the northern 
phase. A constructed platform is located in the center of the northern phase provided some greater 
visibility, with visibility ranging from 20 to 40 percent. Bioturbation was observed within the northern 
section of the project area. 

The southern phase also had poor visibility due to chest- and head-high vegetation, with visibility 
ranging from approximately zero to 10 percent. A large pond with several boulder outcrops was located 
in the southeastern corner of the section; these outcrops were examined for grinding activity, though 
none was observed.  

Visible soils within the project area consisted of grey/brown sandy silt and decomposed granite. Modern 
trash was scattered throughout both sections of the project area, and construction debris was found in 
the northern section. No cultural or historic resources were observed. 

Therefore, based on the lack of recorded resources within the project site, no identifiable historical use 
or development of the site, and the results of the pedestrian survey, the project would not cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance if a historical resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
§15064.5. No impacts would occur in relation to this issue.  

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As stated above, the records search conducted by 
the EIC indicated that 75 cultural resources studies have been performed within a one-mile radius of the 
project site, three of which overlap the site and one that was adjacent. While no historic resources were 
identified, the EIC has a record of 33 prehistoric resources recorded within the one-mile search radius. 
No resources have been previously mapped within or adjacent to the project area. In general, the 



Evans Park Project  

39 

prehistoric resources within the one-mile records search boundary consist of prehistoric village/ 
habitation sites and milling stations, as well as two isolates. These sites include features such as a house 
pit, petroglyphs, cupules, rock walls, and other rock features. In addition, as note in item V a), a single 
multicomponent site is documented, consisting of bedrock milling and a trash scatter, and abandoned 
farm equipment.  

As discussed above in item V a), at the time of the pedestrian survey the project site was covered by 
dense vegetation, and much of the ground surface could not be observed, thus, difficult to determine if 
there are visible archaeological resources. Moreover, the project site is located within alluvial soils, 
where there is a potential for buried cultural resources. In addition, as part of the Native American 
Contact Program, the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians (Pechanga) identified the project vicinity as 
culturally sensitive, although the NAHC stated that the search of the SLF returned negative results. Thus, 
it is concluded that there is the potential for unknown archeological resources at the project site. 

Therefore, due to the potential for subsurface cultural resources and the cultural sensitivity identified by 
Pechanga, it is recommended that an archaeological and Native American monitoring program be 
implemented for any grading or other ground-disturbing activities, including but not limited to 
brushing/grubbing, excavation and trenching for utilities. The City’s General Plan Implementation Action 
OSC-32 states development should include mandatory mitigation measures, in coordination with the 
Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians and/or Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians, for any project within 
previously undisturbed soils in an area determined to be in a culturally or archeologically sensitive area, 
based on consultation with the project archeologist and the Tribe (City 2013a). Thus, the project would 
implement mitigation measure CUL-1 below to reduce impacts. 

Mitigation Measure 

CUL-1 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the City shall contract with a qualified archaeologist 
and Native American monitors from a traditionally culturally affiliated tribe to develop and 
implement an archaeological and Native American monitoring program. The monitoring 
program shall be implemented for any grading or other ground-disturbing activities, including 
but not limited to brushing/grubbing, excavation and trenching for utilities. The monitoring 
program shall include attendance by the archaeologist and Native American monitor at a 
pre-construction meeting with the grading contractor and the presence of archaeological and 
Native American monitors during initial ground-disturbing activities for the project. Both 
archaeological and Native American monitors shall have the authority to temporarily halt or 
redirect grading and other ground-disturbing activity in the event that cultural resources are 
encountered. If significant cultural material is encountered, the project archaeologist shall 
coordinate with the Native American representative and City staff to develop and implement 
appropriate avoidance, preservation, or mitigation measures.  

With implementation of CUL-1, the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5. Impacts are less than significant with 
mitigation in relation to this issue. 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is not located within or near a formal cemetery and is not 
known to be located on a burial ground. In the event that human remains are discovered, the County 
Coroner shall be contacted. If the remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the Most 
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Likely Descendant, as identified by the NAHC, shall be contacted in order to determine proper treatment 
and disposition of the remains. All requirements of Health & Safety Code §7050.5 and PRC §5097.98 
shall be followed. Impacts are less than significant in relation to this issue. 

VI. Energy 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

Source: HELIX 2021a 
 
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 

consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Energy used during construction would primarily consist of fuels in the 
form of diesel and gasoline for the operation of construction equipment and construction worker 
vehicles. While construction activities would consume petroleum-based fuels, consumption of such 
resources would be temporary and would cease upon the completion of construction. There are no 
unusual project characteristics or construction processes that would require the use of equipment that 
would be more energy intensive than is used for comparable activities, or equipment that would not 
conform to current emissions standards (and related fuel efficiencies). Equipment employed in 
construction of the project would therefore not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of fuel. 

Energy used during project operations would primarily consist of fuel in the form of gasoline for 
maintenance vehicles traveling to and from the project site. Based on these considerations, the project 
would not result in a substantial increase in demand of local or regional energy supplies, and would not 
result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

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

No Impact. Often local energy conservation plans and goals are devised based upon the anticipated land 
uses within a planning area as outlined in planning documents including a City’s General Plan or Zoning 
Ordinance. The project is consistent with the OS-R land use designation and zoning. Additionally, the 
project would retain portions of the site in its natural state and any additional landscaping would be 
drought tolerant. As is typical of other public water play areas, water usage at the splash pad would be 
activated by the users and only be active during the time of use. All lighting would be energy efficient as 
required by CCR. Energy would largely be confined to the nighttime hours from security lighting. Regular 
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maintenance may require energy; however, this would not be a daily occurrence. The project would be 
built and operated in accordance with existing, applicable regulations, which include, but are not limited 
to, the California Green Building Standards Code and CARB regulations. Additionally, as discussed in the 
project’s Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report, the project would not conflict 
with statewide plans and regulations requiring an increasing fraction of electricity to be generated from 
renewable sources (HELIX 2021a). Construction equipment and operation equipment would be 
maintained to allow for continuous energy-efficient operations. No impact would occur in relation to 
this issue. 

VII. Geology and Soils  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 

effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

    

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

    

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?     
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction?     

iv. Landslides?     
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of 
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial 
direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

    

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?      

Sources: MTGL, Inc. 2021; City 2015; 2013a; 2013b; PaleoWest 2021 
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MTGL prepared a Geotechnical Investigation in September 2021 for the restroom proposed in the 
southern phase, the results of which are referenced as appropriate herein (MTGL 2021). The 
Geotechnical Investigation also contains recommendations that are designed to meet the criteria set 
forth in the CBC, which is adopted into the MMC as Chapter 8.04. Accordingly, these recommendations 
are required by the CBC and are incorporated as project design features that would be included as 
conditions of approval. The Geotechnical Investigation is attached to this IS/MND as Appendix D. Please 
refer to Appendix D for the recommendations. Additionally, PaleoWest prepared a Paleontological 
Resources Assessment for the project that is attached to this IS/MND as Appendix E (PaleoWest 2021) 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42? 

No Impact. Seismically induced surface or ground rupture occurs when movement on a fault deep 
within the earth breaks through to the surface as a result of seismic activity. Fault rupture almost always 
follows preexisting faults, which are zones of weakness. Under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Act, which was passed in 1972, the California State Geologist identifies areas in the State that are 
at risk from surface fault rupture. The Alquist-Priolo Act’s main purpose is to prevent the construction of 
buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active faults and requires the State 
Geologist to establish and map regulatory zones, known as Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, 
around the surface traces of active faults. 

According to the Geotechnical Investigation, the project site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone. Additionally, no active faults are known to underlie or project toward the site 
(MTGL, Inc. 2021). Therefore, project implementation would not expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the 
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. No impacts would occur.  

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is in a seismically active region and is likely to be subjected 
to moderate to severe seismic ground shaking in response to a major earthquake. As noted in response 
VII ai), there are no known active faults that cross the project site; however, there are several active 
faults that run throughout Riverside County and the closest active fault, the Elsinore fault is 
approximately five miles southwest of the project site. The Geotechnical Investigation notes that it is 
likely that the site would experience strong ground shaking as a result of movement along an active fault 
in the vicinity of the site (MTGL 2021). The project does not involve habitable structures. The 
Geotechnical Investigation includes recommendations that are designed to meet the CBC standards and 
have been incorporated into the project as design features. Project components not evaluated in the 
Geotechnical Investigation would also be required to comply with the seismic design parameters 
outlined in the CBC. Mandatory compliance with applicable seismic-safety development requirements 
would minimize seismic ground shaking effects in the event of a major earthquake. Therefore, the 
project would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
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loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking. Impacts would be less than significant in 
relation to this issue.  

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a soil phenomenon in which water-saturated soils lose 
strength when subject to the forces of intense and prolonged ground shaking. Liquefaction generally 
occurs in areas where four criteria are met: (1) the site is subject to seismic activity; (2) on-site soil 
consists of cohesionless soil or silt and clay with low plasticity; (3) groundwater is encountered within 
50 feet of the surface; and (4) soil relative densities are less than 70 percent. 

Exhibit S-3, Liquefaction and Landslides, of the General Plan does not identify the site as being within an 
area subject to liquefaction. However, according to the Geotechnical Investigation, historically 
groundwater has been encountered at eight feet below ground surface (bgs), thus MTGL conducted field 
studies to further investigate. MTGL test boring encountered groundwater at ten feet bgs, yet the soil 
types identified at the site have a low potential to liquefy. Thus, MTGL concluded the site has a low 
liquefaction potential. Thus, the project would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving ground failure or liquefaction, 
Impacts are less than significant in relation to this issue. 

iv. Landslides? 

No Impact. The project site has little topographic variation with an elevation ranging from 1,475 to 
1,489 feet amsl. Exhibit -3, Liquefaction and Landslides, of the General Plan does not identify the site as 
being within an area subject to landslides. Additionally, according to the Geotechnical Investigation, the 
project site is not located in a hillside area of the County where earthquake-induced landslides would 
cause permanent ground displacements (MTGL, Inc. 2021). No reported occurrences of landslides or 
mudflows are currently known to have recently affected the site. Thus, the project would not directly or 
indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
landslides, No impacts would occur in relation to this issue. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less than Significant Impact. Soil exposed by construction activities could be subject to erosion if 
exposed to heavy rain, winds, or other storm events. The project would require a NPDES Construction 
General Permit and be required to submit a Notice of Intent to the RWQCB for the preparation a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Generally, a SWPPP demonstrates how water quality 
during, and post construction would be maintained in accordance with mandated objectives. Often this 
is achieved by employing Best Management Practices (BMPs) (see Section X, Hydrology and Water 
Quality). Many BMPs serve a dual purpose or protecting water quality and reducing soil erosion and loss 
of topsoil. Prior to the issuance of an encroachment permit, the City requires that an applicant 
demonstrates proof of coverage under the NPDES Construction General Permit and a complete SWPPP. 

Grading activities within the site would also be required to comply with the City’s Grading Ordinance, 
which requires the preparation of an Erosion Control Plan (MMC Section 8.26.060) as well as the Storm 
Water/Urban Runoff standards (MMC 15.01.015), which would further ensure soil erosion and topsoil 
loss is minimized.  
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Operationally, the southern phase, with the exception of the asphalt pump track and manufactured dirt 
trails, the site would be maintained in a natural state. Routine maintenance would include minor dust 
control and reshaping of track contours. While there is no site plan for the northern phase, the 
conceptual land uses would be a combination of pervious and impervious and portions of the site are 
proposed to be retained in the natural state. As stated in the City’s Park Development Guidelines, all 
park projects shall be designed to meet requirements of the MMC and the Stormwater Standards 
including permits issued through the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (SARWQCB) for 
the area wide NPDES, and Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit (MS4 Permit). Bioretention 
basins and swales, permeable paving, and other natural means of filtration of stormwater runoff are 
preferred (City 2015). Thus, while there is no specific design for the northern phase, it is required to be 
designed to adhere to the various regulations governing water quality that also serve to reduce erosion 
and loss of topsoil.  

Therefore, with the required regulatory compliance the project would not result in substantial soils 
erosion or loss of topsoil. Impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? 

Less than Significant Impact. As identified in response VII a) the site is not in an area subject to 
landslides or liquefaction.  

Lateral spreading refers to landslides that commonly form on gentle slopes and that have rapid fluid-like 
flow movement, like water. The project site has minimal topographic variation and ranges from an 
elevation ranging from 1475 to 1489 feet amsl. As shown in Exhibit S-2, Slope Distribution, of the 
General Plan the project site and surrounding area have slopes ranging from 0 to 19 percent (City 
2013a). As stated in the Geotechnical Investigation, due to the low gradient at the site, the potential for 
lateral spreading is considered low (MTGL 2021). 

Ground subsidence is the gradual settling or sinking of the ground surface with little or no horizontal 
movement. Most ground subsidence is induced by humans. In the areas of California where ground 
subsidence has been reported (such as the San Joaquin Valley, Coachella Valley, and Wilmington), this 
phenomenon is most commonly associated with the extraction of fluids (water and/or petroleum) from 
subsurface sediments. Subsidence can also occur when dry collapsible soils become saturated. Less 
commonly, ground subsidence can occur as a response to natural forces such as earthquake 
movements. 

Settlement typically occurs in loose granular, cohesionless soils, and can occur in either wet or dry 
conditions. Unconsolidated young alluvial deposits are especially susceptible to this hazard. According to 
Exhibit S-4, Geologic Map, of the General Plan, the project site is underlain by old alluvial fan deposits 
and therefore, settlement potential is low. 

The project does not contain any habitable structures. Any buildings constructed onsite would be 
designed in accordance with the CBC and the recommendations of the Geotechnical Investigation. 
Collectively, the implementation of the recommendations of the Geotechnical Investigation and 
adherence to the CBC would reduce any impacts in relation to any unstable geologic units or other 
geologic conditions. Therefore, the project and surrounding area would not become unstable as a result 
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of on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Impacts would be less 
than significant in relation to this issue. 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),  

Less than Significant Impact. According to Exhibit S-4, Geologic Map, of the General Plan, the project 
site is underlain by old alluvial fan deposits. According to the General Plan EIR, soils on weathered old 
alluvial fan deposits are commonly clay-rich and are probably moderately expansive. Expansive soils are 
generally considered a concern for foundation design. The Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the 
restroom facility on the southern phase contains recommendations, that are incorporated as project 
design features and would be adopted as conditions of approval to reduce impacts related to expansive 
soils (see recommendations 4.08, 4.16, and 4.19). Any future structures on the northern phase, such as 
restrooms would be required to adhere to the CBC, which as noted has been adopted into the MMC as 
Chapter 8.04. Therefore, while the project may be located on expansive soils, project design features 
required as conditions of approval reduce potential impacts to less than significant in relation to this 
issue. 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

No Impact. Septic tanks and alternative wastewater disposal systems are not proposed as part of the 
project. No impact would occur in relation to this issue.  

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. PaleoWest, LLC (PaleoWest) conducted a 
paleontological resource assessment for the project. The goal of the assessment is to identify the 
geologic units that may be impacted by development of the project, determine the paleontological 
sensitivity of geologic units within the project area, assess potential for impacts to paleontological 
resources from development of the project, and recommend mitigation measures to avoid or mitigate 
impacts to scientifically significant paleontological resources, as necessary. 

This paleontological resource assessment included a fossil locality records search conducted by the 
Western Science Center (WSC) in Hemet, California. The records search was supplemented by a review 
of existing geologic maps and primary literature regarding fossiliferous geologic units within the 
proposed project vicinity and region.  

According to published geologic maps, the project area is underlain by middle to early Pleistocene age 
very old alluvial channel deposits. Pleistocene age alluvial, fluvial and lacustrine deposits have proven to 
yield scientifically significant paleontological resources throughout southern California from the coastal 
areas to the inland valleys. Middle to late Pleistocene alluvial sediments in the vicinity of the project 
area are potentially highly fossiliferous, and many nearby localities within these deposits have preserved 
a diverse fossil assemblage of Ice Age fauna.  

The WSC has no records of fossil localities from within the project site; however, they note that 
Pleistocene age deposits underlying the project site have a well-documented record of yielding 
abundant fossil resources in southern California. Consequently, any project related grading, trenching, 
or excavations in areas previously undisturbed would have the potential to disturb paleontological 
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resources, resulting in significant impacts in relation to this issue. Thus, the project would implement 
mitigation measure GEO-1 below to reduce impacts. 

Mitigation Measure 

GEO-1 Prior to the commencement of ground-disturbing activities, a professional paleontologist shall 
be retained to prepare and implement a Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation 
Plan (PRMMP) for the project. Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, field personnel 
shall receive a worker’s environmental awareness training on paleontological resources, 
developed by the project paleontologist. The project paleontologist shall complete 
paleontological monitoring as described in the PRMMP. In the event that a paleontological 
resource is discovered, the monitor shall temporarily divert the construction equipment around 
the find until it is assessed for scientific significance and, if appropriate, collected. If the resource 
is determined to be of scientific significance, the project paleontologist shall salvage the fossil or 
prepare for curation as appropriate. Upon completion of ground disturbing activity (and 
curation of fossils if necessary) the project paleontologist shall prepare a final mitigation and 
monitoring report outlining the results of the mitigation and monitoring program. 

With implementation of GEO-1, the project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. Impacts are less than significant with 
mitigation in relation to this issue. 

VIII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

    

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

    

Sources: HELIX 2021a, Urban Crossroads 2021b 
 
The discussion below is based on the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report 
prepared by HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX 2021a), attached to this IS/MND as Appendix A. 

a) Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

Less than Significant Impact. GHGs are emitted by natural processes and human activities primarily 
associated with: (1) the burning of fossil fuels during motorized transport, electricity generation, natural 
gas consumption, industrial activity, manufacturing, and other activities; (2) deforestation; 
(3) agricultural activity; and (4) solid waste decomposition. Emissions of GHGs in excess of natural 
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ambient concentrations are thought to be responsible for the enhancement of the greenhouse effect 
and contributing to what is termed “global warming,” the trend of warming of the Earth’s climate from 
anthropogenic activities. Global climate change impacts are by nature cumulative; direct impacts cannot 
be evaluated because the impacts themselves are global rather than localized impacts. 

The GHGs defined under California’s AB 32 include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide 
(N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). As individual 
GHGs have varying heat-trapping properties and atmospheric lifetimes, GHG emissions are converted to 
carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) units for comparison. The CO2e is a consistent methodology for 
comparing GHG emissions because it normalizes various GHG emissions to a consistent measure.  

The SCAQMD has established that projects that do not generate more than 3,000 metric tons (MT) CO2e 
per year would have GHG emissions that would not be considered significant. The City of Menifee does 
not currently have an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG 
emissions. Applicable plans adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions include the CARB’s 
Scoping Plan and SCAG’s Connect SoCal 2020–2045. GHG emissions will be reduced to meet the State 
rules, but the City has not gone further to require other emission reductions. Therefore, a threshold of 
3,000 MT CO2e per year is used in this analysis for the determination of significance.  

The project would result in emissions of GHGs during both construction and operation. GHG emissions 
resulting from project construction and operation are analyzed below.  

Construction Emissions 

Construction sources of GHG emissions include heavy construction equipment, worker vehicle miles 
traveled, and water use. The project’s construction GHG emissions were estimated using CalEEMod 
Version 2020.4.0 and are shown in Table 7, Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Emissions of GHGs 
related to the construction of the project would be temporary, and the total estimated GHG emissions 
associated with construction of the project would be 1,212.5 MT CO2e. To be conservative in accounting 
for all project sources of GHG emissions, the construction period GHG emissions were amortized 
(i.e., averaged) over 30 years to be added to operational emissions. Averaged over 30 years, the 
proposed construction activities would contribute approximately 40.5 MT CO2e emissions per year.  

Table 7 
CONSTRUCTION GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Emissions Year Emissions  
(MT CO2e) 

Total After Amortizing 
Construction Emissions2  

(MT CO2e) 
2022 (Southern Phase) 191.1 6.4 
2025 (Northern Phase) 761.2 25.4 
2026 (Northern Phase) 260.2 8.7 

TOTAL1 1,212.5 40.5 
Source: HELIX 2021a 
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
2 Construction emissions are amortized over 30 years in accordance with SCAQMD guidance. 
MT = metric tons; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent  
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Operational Emissions  

Operational sources of emissions include area, energy, transportation, water use, and solid waste. The 
project’s operational GHG emissions were estimated using CalEEMod Version 2020.4.0 and are shown in 
Table 8, Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  

Table 8 
OPERATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Year Annual Emissions  
(MT CO2e) 

Southern Phase   
Area <0.1 
Energy 0 
Mobile 306.6 
Waste 0.2 
Water 11.3 

Southern Phase Total 318.1 
Northern Phase  
Area <0.1 
Energy 0 
Mobile 596.6 
Waste 0.4 
Water 24.3 

Northern Phase Total 621.4 
TOTAL1 939.5 

Source: HELIX 2021a 
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
MT = metric tons; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 

 
Table 9, Total Amortized Construction and Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions, shows construction 
and operational GHG emissions. 

Table 9 
TOTAL AMORTIZED CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Year 

Amortized 
Construction 

Emissions2  
(MT CO2e) 

Operational 
Emissions  
(MT CO2e) 

Total Amortized 
Construction Emissions 

+ Operational 
Emissions 

Phase 1 South Area (Amortized 
Construction + Operations) 6.4 318.1 324.5 

Phase 2 North Area (Amortized 
Construction + Operations) 34.1 621.4 655.5 

TOTAL1 40.5 939.5 980.0 
Threshold NA 3000 3000 

Exceed Threshold?  NA No No 
Source: HELIX 2021a 
1 Totals may not sum due to rounding. 
2 Construction emissions are amortized over 30 years in accordance with SCAQMD guidance. 
MT = metric tons; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 
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As shown in Table 9, the project would result in annual GHG emissions of 980 MT CO2e, which is less 
than the SCAQMD’s 3,000 MT CO2e per year interim threshold. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant in relation to this issue.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. There are numerous State plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The principal overall State plan and policy is AB 32 and Senate Bill 
(SB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce 
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. SB 32 would require further reductions of 40 percent below 1990 
levels by 2030. Statewide plans and regulations such as GHG emissions standards for vehicles (AB 1493), 
the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), and regulations requiring an increasing proportion of electricity to 
be generated from renewable sources are being implemented at the statewide level; as such, 
compliance at the project level is not addressed. Therefore, the proposed project does not conflict with 
those plans and regulations. 

Transportation-related emissions consistently contribute the most GHG emissions in California. 
According to the Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) analysis prepared for the project, the project would 
result in a less than significant impact related to VMT (Urban Crossroads 2021b). The project would be 
consistent with the General Plan and zoning designations for the site. The project would also be 
constructed in accordance with the energy-efficiency standards, water reduction goals, and other 
standards contained in the 2019 Title 24 Part 6 Building Energy Efficiency Standards and Part 11 
(CALGreen) Building Standards. Because the project would be consistent with the local general plan, 
residential growth in the City as a result of the project, and the related changes in regional VMT, would 
be accounted for in the SCAG’s RTP/SCS. 

Additionally, there are numerous State plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of 
reducing GHG emissions. The principal overall State plan and policy is AB 32, the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels 
by 2020. SB 32 requires further reductions of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Because the 
project’s operational year is post-2020, the project aims to reach the quantitative goals set by SB 32. 
Statewide plans and regulations such as GHG emissions standards for vehicles (AB 1493), the LCFS, and 
regulations requiring an increasing fraction of electricity to be generated from renewable sources are 
being implemented at the statewide level; as such, compliance at the project level is not addressed. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with those plans and regulations. Impacts would be 
less than significant in relation to this issue.  
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IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

    

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

    

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

    

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

    

Sources: HELIX 2021c, EnviroStor 2021, GeoTracker 2021, Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission [RCALUC] 2011, City 
2021b.  
 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 

disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less than Significant Impact. Materials and waste are generally considered hazardous if they are 
poisonous (toxicity); can be ignited by open flame (ignitability); corrode other materials (corrosivity); or 
react violently, explode, or generate vapors when mixed with water (reactivity). The term “hazardous 
material” is defined in the State Health and Safety Code (Chapter 6.95, Section 25501[o]) as any material 
that, because of quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses a significant 
present or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the environment. Hazardous waste is 
defined as any hazardous material that is abandoned, discarded, or recycled, as defined in the State 
Health and Safety Code (Chapter 6.95, Section 25125). The transportation, use, and disposal of 
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hazardous materials, as well as the potential releases of hazardous materials to the environment, are 
closely regulated through many state and federal laws. 

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would require transportation and use of 
limited quantities of fuel, oil, sealants, and other hazardous materials related to construction. The use of 
hazardous materials and substances during construction would be subject to federal, state, and local 
health and safety requirements for handling, storage, and disposal. As a result, hazardous material 
impacts related to construction activities would be less than significant. Typically, day-to-day activities 
within the project site would not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 
Potentially, regular maintenance could use solvents or other agents. No special permits would be 
required for such limited transport, use and/or disposal of these common products. Therefore, the 
project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than significant in relation to 
this issue. 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

Less than Significant Impact. Potential release of hazardous materials and/or wastes during project 
construction is discussed above in item IX a). As noted therein, potential impacts associated with 
construction-related hazardous materials would be less than significant based on compliance with 
regulatory requirements and standard construction measures. 

Archival research indicates that the site has remained vacant with no structures or ground disturbing 
activities occurring onsite (HELIX 2021c) from at least 1860 to present. Therefore, there is no indication 
of past land uses that would create a hazardous materials or waste threat through upset or accidental 
disturbance. The potential to encounter contaminated soils and/or groundwater during construction 
activities is further discussed in item IX d).  

Long-term operation of the proposed project would not involve the use or transport of hazardous 
materials. Infrequent operation of maintenance vehicles may involve the use of cleaning agents or other 
chemicals typically used for maintenance, but the types of such agents transported in maintenance 
vehicles would not be considered acutely hazardous substances. Thus, project construction and 
operation 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. Impacts would be less than significant in relation to this issue. 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

No Impact. Paloma Valley High School is located less than a quarter mile northeast of the project site. As 
discussed above in Items IX a) and IX b), the project is a community park, which does not involve the 
routine use of hazardous materials that could adversely affect humans at nearby schools. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. No impact 
would occur. 
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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, would it create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment? 

No Impact. Government Code 65962.5 stipulates that the Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC), the Department of Health Services (DHS), the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), 
and any local enforcement agency, as designated by Section 18051, Title 14 of the CCR, identify and 
update annually a list of sites that have been reported to have certain types of contamination. To 
determine if the project site is listed on any such site, the DTSC EnviroStor and the SWRCB GeoTracker 
online databases were consulted. 

The EnviroStor and the GeoTracker databases did not identify any listings for the project site or 
properties within 1,000 feet (EnviroStor 2021; GeoTracker 2021). In addition, a request was submitted 
to the Riverside County DEH for records pertaining to the site; DEH had no records for the project site 
[PENDING RESPONSE]. Therefore, the project is not located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. No impact would 
occur in relation to this issue. 

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

No Impact. There are three airports in the vicinity of Menifee that have the potential to influence 
development: March Air Force Base (MAFB); French Valley Airport; and Perris Valley Airport. MAFB is 
located approximately 18 miles north of the project site; parts of Menifee are within the compatibility 
review zones for MAFB. However, the project is outside of any review zone. The French Valley Airport is 
approximately 6.8 miles southeast of the project site and the Perris Valley Airport is approximately 
6.6 miles northwest of the project site. The Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
(ALUCP) is the guiding ALUCP both airports. According to Map FV-1 , Compatibility Plan French Valley 
Airport, the project site is not within the airport influence area for the (Riverside County Airport Land 
Use Commission [RCALUC] 2011). According to Map PV-1, Compatibility Plan Perris Valley Airport of the 
ALUCP, the project site is within Zone E of the Perris Valley Airport (RCALUC 2011). Regulations of land 
uses in airport compatibility zones for Perris Valley Airport are implemented by the RCALUC. 
Development plans for projects in the part of Airport Compatibility Zone E for Perris Valley Airport are 
reviewed by the RCALUC before being considered for approval by the City if development would include 
structures greater than 150 feet in height. However, the project is a community park. The tallest 
features would be the light standards, which would extend to a height of no greater than 26 feet [CITY 
TO CONFIRM]. Additionally, Map PV-5, Ultimate Noise Impacts, of the ALUCP identifies that the project 
site lies outside of the boundaries of noise impacts foe Perris Valley Airport. (RCALUC 2011). Therefore, 
the project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the 
project area. No Impact would occur in relation to this issue. 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project could impact emergency access during both construction and 
operation. During construction of the project, heavy construction vehicles could interfere with 
emergency response to the site or emergency evacuation procedures in the event of an emergency 
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(e.g., vehicles traveling behind the slow-moving truck). However, such trips would be brief and 
infrequent. Additionally, although traffic may temporarily need to be directed around the construction, 
the project construction would not require road closures. Public roadways would remain open for 
standard traffic and emergency response vehicles for the duration of construction. The City’s 
Engineering Department reviews project plans and identifies the procedures to reduce construction-
related impacts and maintain traffic flow on City streets and the project conditions of approval would 
require that emergency access be maintained during construction. Post construction, access to the 
project area would be from Craig Avenue for the southern phase and from the existing drive that 
extends into the site from Evans Road for the northern phase.  

In relation to an emergency response plan, the City has prepared the Emergency Operations Plan (EOP). 
The EOP integrates relevant information from the City and County and addresses the planned response 
to situations associated with natural disasters and/or human caused incidents. The plan focuses on 
coordinating mutual aid and provides an overview of the operational concepts relating to various 
emergencies, identifies components of the emergency response, and describes the overall 
responsibilities of the County and the participating local jurisdictions. The EOP is programmatic and 
administered at a regional and City level, there are no components of the proposed project that would 
disrupt the effective implementation of the EOP. 

In addition, the EOP directs that emergency evacuation responsibilities are delegated to local law 
enforcement agencies that coordinate with the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department (RCSD). The 
Menifee Police Department (MPD) has the authority to activate the Emergency Alert System, providing 
warning information, evacuation procedures, traffic control, and public security and order. The RCSD 
would submit mutual aid requests and oversee multi-jurisdictional efforts. The City does not have any 
established evacuation routes, as they are determined by the type and location of emergency. On a 
project level, the project would adhere to the required codes of the MMC, including those that have 
been adopted to enact the CBC and the California Fire Code to maintain adequate emergency access and 
response. The project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. A wildfire is an uncontrolled fire in an area of combustible vegetation that 
occurs in the countryside or a wilderness area; according to the City’s Local Hazards Mitigation Plan 
(LHMP), due to the natural topography, terrain, volatile fuel types and climate conditions, the City is 
located in one of the most active wildfire areas in the State (City 2021b). The California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) classifies lands in accordance with whether a very high fire 
hazard is present so that public officials are able to identify measures that will retard the rate of fire 
spread and reduce the intensity of uncontrolled fire through vegetation management and building 
standards. The designation of being within a very high or high fire severity hazard zone is based upon a 
combination of fuels, terrain, weather, and other relevant factors. The project site is located in an area 
that is designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) (City 2021b). 

Currently both the northern and southern phase support a combination of non-native herbaceous 
species and grasses that during project-related site visits were dense and chest-high (HELIX 2021b; HELIX 
2021c). The project would convert the undeveloped project site to park land uses. While both phases 
would maintain natural vegetation, as part of the City’s park system, regular maintenance and brush 
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control would occur to reduce wildfire risks. Access would be provided via Craig Avenue and Evans Road 
to the southern and northern phases respectively. These project related activities are considered 
beneficial in relation to reducing wildfire risks. 

As required, the project would adhere to the regulations set forth in the California Fire Code, which has 
been adopted by the City as MMC Section 08.20.010. The California Fire Code sets forth specific 
stipulations for development within a VHFHSZ, for which the project is subject. Through project 
improvements and the required regulatory compliance, the project would not expose people or 
structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires. Impacts would be less than significant in relation to this issue. 

X. Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality? 

    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin?  

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of 
a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

    

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site?     

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- 
or off- site? 

    

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional resources of polluted runoff? 

    

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?     
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 

pollutants due to project inundation?     

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

    

Sources: CValdo Corporation 2021a, 2021b, 2021c, 2021d, FEMA 2017.  
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The following is based on the Evans Community Park Preliminary Drainage Study, Evans Park Pump Track 
Site Preliminary Drainage Study, Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan, Evans Community 
Park, and Project Specific Water Quality Management Plan, Evans Park Pump Track Site prepared by 
CValdo (CValdo 2201a; 2201b; 2021c; 2021d). The reports are included attached to this IS/MND as 
Appendix F. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements. The project includes the construction of a park, so much of the site would 
remain in its present natural state (approximately 90 percent of the southern phase, and to the 
maximum extent practicable for the northern phase). However, the project would involve some clearing 
and grading during construction, and once operational would add some impervious surfaces. There is 
the potential for water pollutants to be generated in the short-term during construction activities, with 
construction related pollutants potentially including loose soils, liquid and solid construction materials 
and wastes, and accidental spills of concrete, fuels, and other materials. Several measures to protect 
water quality and limit discharges are directed and implemented, through both the preparation of 
various plans and adherence to established programs. As discussed below, the project will be required 
to demonstrate compliance with such plans and programs. 

The NPDES program regulates point source and non-point source pollutant discharges to surface waters. 
Municipalities are required to obtain permits for the water pollution generated by stormwater in their 
jurisdictions. As discussed in Section VII, these permits are known as MS4 permits. The 2010 Santa Ana 
MS4 Permit, which is applicable to the project, requires that low-impact development (LID) retention 
BMPs are implemented where feasible. The project would adhere to such BMPs. Additionally, the 
project would adhere to the NPDES Construction General Permit during construction, which includes 
BMPs that serve to protect groundwater quality. A SWPPP would also be prepared in compliance with 
the Construction General Permit, which would identify erosion control and sediment control BMPs that 
would be implemented to minimize the occurrence of soil erosion or loss of topsoil (CValdo Corporation 
2021c, 2021d).  

Once operational, the proposed project would not significantly alter drainage at the site. According to 
the Drainage Studies prepared for the project, the major flow paths are assumed to remain the same 
with project implementation. The Drainage Study prepared for the southern phase determined that the 
100-year peak flow rate would increase by approximately 3 cubic feet per second (cfs), which would not 
cause adverse impacts (CValdo Corporation 2021b). The Drainage Study prepared for the northern 
phase included a program-level analysis, which determined that the northern phase should be designed 
to convey the 100-year peak flow rate to avoid adverse impacts (CValdo Corporation 2021a). The 
northern phase would incorporate such recommendations through project design features and/or 
conditions of approval.  

The proposed project would comply with the requirements identified above to protect water quality 
during construction and operation. Therefore, the project would not violate any water quality standards 
or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality . 
Impacts would be less than significant in relation to this issue. 
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b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located in the Santa Ana Watershed and San Jacinto 
River Sub-Watershed. The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. The proposed project includes the construction of a 
park, and much of the site would remain in its present natural state (approximately 90 percent of the 
southern phase, and to the maximum extent practicable for the northern phase). A portion of these 
features would require irrigation; however, this be achieved through the use of reclaimed water, 
thereby not depleting groundwater resources. Additionally, the project does not involve the installation 
of groundwater wells or other infrastructure that would deplete groundwater supplies and it would not 
impede recharge. Thus, the project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin. Impacts would be less than significant in relation to this issue.  

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would: 

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less than Significant Impact. As stated above in item X a), a SWPPP would be prepared in compliance 
with the Construction General Permit, which would identify erosion control and sediment control BMPs 
that would be implemented to minimize the occurrence of soil erosion or siltation. Additionally, as 
discussed in the Drainage Studies prepared for the project, the major flow paths are assumed to remain 
the same with project implementation. In the southern phase, flows enter the site at the southeast 
corner and travel northwest within the site before exiting the site along the northern boundary. The 
major flow paths would not change in the southern phase with project implementation. In the northern 
phase, flows enter the site along the western and southwestern boundaries, and travel northeast within 
the project site before exiting along the northern and eastern boundaries. Since there is no drainage 
pattern indicated on the current preliminary site plan, it is assumed that the general flow paths would 
remain unchanged in the northern phase with project implementation. Further, the Drainage Studies 
prepared for the project determined that project implementation would not significantly increase peak 
flow rates. For the southern phase, the 10-year peak flow rate would remain 5.2 cubic feet per second 
(cfs) and the 100-year peak flow rate would remain 8.1 cfs along the southeast boundary with and 
without the project. The 10-year peak flow rate would increase from 13.3 to 15.4 cfs and the 100-year 
peak flow rate would increase from 21.2 to 24.2 cfs along the northwest boundary with the project, 
resulting in a maximum increase of 3 cfs for the southern phase of the project. For the northern phase, 
the increase of 10-year peak flow rates and 100-year peak flow rates would be minimal at the site, with 
the largest increase occurring at the northeast boundary where the 100-year peak flow rate would 
increase from 57.2 to 58.7 cfs. Along the eastern boundary, on-site runoff would result in lower 10-year 
peak flow rates (7.1 to 6.9 cfs) and 100-year peak flow rates (11.2 to 11.1 cfs) with project 
implementation. Additionally, runoff enters the site of the northern phase via a reinforced concrete box 
culvert within Craig Avenue and flows northeast through the site within the Evans Road Channel. With 
project implementation, the 100-year peak flows entering through the reinforced concrete box culvert 
would remain at 2,093.6 cfs, and upon exiting at the eastern boundary would decrease from 2,104.8 cfs 
to 2,104.7 cfs. The proposed project would not significantly alter drainage at the site, and would not 
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result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Impacts would be less than significant in relation 
to this issue.  

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project site would transition from undeveloped land to park uses that 
would support a combination of impervious surfaces and natural conditions, which would alter the rate 
and amount of runoff. As stated above in item X a), a SWPPP would be implemented for the proposed 
project that would establish BMPs that would minimize impacts to existing drainage patterns of the area 
in a manner which would substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff, which would result 
in flooding on- or off-site. Additionally, the proposed project would not significantly alter drainage at the 
site. Further, the Drainage Studies prepared for the project determined that project implementation 
would not significantly increase peak flow rates. As discussed above in item X c i), project 
implementation would result in a maximum increase of 3 cfs for the southern phase of the project and 
1.5 cfs for the northern phase. Along the eastern boundary of the northern phase, on-site 10-year and 
100-year peak flows would be lessened with project implementation. Flows exiting the site that would 
include discharge form the Evans Road Channel would slightly decrease with project implementation. 
Impacts would be less than significant in relation to this issue.  

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional resources of polluted runoff? 

Less than Significant Impact. As stated above in item X a), a SWPPP would be implemented for the 
proposed project that would establish BMPs that would minimize impacts to existing drainage patterns 
of the area in a manner which would substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff, which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site. Additionally, the proposed project would not significantly alter 
drainage at the site. Further, the Drainage Studies prepared for the project determined that project 
implementation would not significantly increase peak flow rates. Impacts would be less than significant 
in relation to this issue.  

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less than Significant Impact. According to the flood map prepared by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) for the project region, the project site is located in an area of minimal 
flood hazard (FEMA 2017). Additionally, as stated above in item X a), the Drainage Studies prepared for 
the project determined that project implementation would not significantly increase peak flow rates or 
significantly alter drainage at the site. The project would not impede or redirect flood flows. Impacts 
would be less than significant in relation to this issue. 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

Less than Significant Impact. According to the flood map prepared by FEMA for the project region, the 
project site is located in an area of minimal flood hazard (FEMA 2017). Therefore, the project would not 
experience significant impacts related to floods. Tsunamis are usually caused by displacement of the 
ocean flood causing large waves and are typically generated by seismic activity. The proposed project is 
located approximately 35 miles from the Pacific Ocean; therefore, a tsunami hazard is not present for 
the project site. A seiche is a standing wave in an enclosed or partly enclosed body of water. Seiches are 
normally caused by earthquake activity, and can affect harbors, bays, lakes, rivers, and canals. The 
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nearest bodies of water include the private lakes approximately 2.1 miles to the northeast, Canyon Lake 
approximately 2.2 miles to the northwest, Lake Elsinore approximately 7.2 miles to the west, and 
Diamond Valley Lake approximately 7.9 miles to the east. Therefore, the project is located too far to be 
impacted by a seiche event. Impacts would be less than significant in relation to this issue. 

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

No Impact. As stated above in item X a), a SWPPP would be implemented for the proposed project. 
Additionally, the project would comply with all storm water quality standards during construction and 
operation. Adhering to the BMPs and all storm water quality standards would minimize any potential 
negative impacts associated with hydrology and water quality. Implementation of the proposed project 
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan. There would be no impact.  

XI. Land Use and Planning  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Physically divide an established community?     
b) Cause significant environmental impact due to a conflict 

with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect?  

    

Sources: City 2013, HELIX 2021b 
 
a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a 
linear feature, such as an interstate highway or railroad tracks, or removal of a means of access, such as 
a local road or bridge that would impact mobility within an existing community or between a community 
and outlying area. Conversely, this project, a public park, would serve to connect the community. The 
undeveloped project site would provide a logical connection between the existing residential land uses 
to the south, west, and northwest and the high school to the north and east in an area of the City that is 
developing. No impact would occur in relation to this issue.  

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is zoned and designated as OS-R 
and would be developed in accordance with those land uses. Additionally, the project site is identified as 
a desired location for a community park in the City’s Parks Master Plan. As discussed in item IV f), with 
mitigation measures BIO-2 through BIO-9, the project would not conflict with, MSHCP, the City’s Tree 
Preservation Ordinance, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans. Thus, 



Evans Park Project  

59 

with the implementation of BIO-2 through BIO-9, land-use related impacts would be less than significant 
in relation to this issue.  

Mitigation 

Please see mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-9 of this IS/MND. No additional mitigation measures 
are required.  

XII. Mineral Resources  
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Sources: DOC 2021; City 2013b 
 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 

and the residents of the state? 

Less than Significant Impact. The DOC classifies the availability of mineral resources in a region into four 
mineral resource zone (MRZ) categories: MRZ 1 for no mineral resources, MRZ 2 for significant resources 
areas with the quality and quantity known, MRZ 3 for significant resource areas with the quality and 
quantity unknown, and MRZ 4 for areas with no information (DOC 2021). The project site is designated 
as MRZ 3; however, no mineral extraction has been documented to occur on site and no known 
significant mineral resources have been designated in the City (City 2013b). The project site has a land 
use designation and zoning of OS-R and is not planned for mineral extraction use. Further, given the 
location of the site in relation to residential development to the south and west and Paloma Valley High 
School to the northwest, it is highly unlikely that surface mining or mineral recovery operations could 
occur on site. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not result in the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state. Impacts would be less than significant in relation to this issue.  

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

No Impact. As stated above in item XII a), the project area is not used for mineral extraction and is not 
delineated as a locally important mineral resource recovery site in the General Plan or any other land 
use plan. As such, no impacts would occur in relation to this issue. 
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XIII. Noise  
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Sources: HELIX 2021d, U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) 2008, USDOT 2021, Urban Crossroads 2021a, Caltrans 2020. 
 
HELIX prepared a Noise and Vibration Technical Report for the proposed project, which is the 
foundation for the information presented below (HELIX 2021d). The report is attached to this IS/MND as 
Appendix G. 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. Sound, traveling in the form of waves from a source, 
exerts a sound pressure level (referred to as sound level) that is measured in decibels (dB), which is the 
standard unit of sound amplitude measurement. The dB scale is a logarithmic scale that describes the 
physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any sound, with 0 dB corresponding roughly to 
the threshold of human hearing and 120 to 140 dB corresponding to the threshold of pain. Pressure 
waves traveling through air exert a force registered by the human ear as sound. 

Sound pressure fluctuations can be measured in units of hertz (Hz), which correspond to the frequency 
of a particular sound. Typically, sound does not consist of a single frequency, but rather a broad band of 
frequencies varying in levels of magnitude. When all the audible frequencies of a sound are measured, a 
sound spectrum is plotted consisting of a range of frequency spanning 20 to 20,000 Hz. The sound 
pressure level, therefore, constitutes the additive force exerted by a sound corresponding to the sound 
frequency/sound power level spectrum. The typical human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies 
of the audible sound spectrum. 

As a consequence, when assessing potential noise impacts, sound is measured using an electronic filter 
that deemphasizes the frequencies below 1,000 Hz and above 5,000 Hz in a manner corresponding to 
the human ear’s decreased sensitivity to extremely low and extremely high frequencies. This method of 
frequency weighting is referred to as A-weighting and is expressed in units of A-weighted decibels (dBA). 
A-weighting follows an international standard methodology of frequency deemphasis and is typically 
applied to community noise measurements. 
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An individual’s noise exposure is a measure of noise over a period of time. While a noise level is a 
measure of noise at a given instant in time, community noise varies continuously over a period of time 
with respect to the contributing sound sources of the community noise environment. Community noise 
is primarily the product of many distant noise sources, which constitute a relatively stable background 
noise exposure, with the individual contributors unidentifiable. The background noise level changes 
throughout a typical day, but does so gradually, corresponding with the addition and subtraction of 
distant noise sources such as traffic. What makes community noise variable throughout a day, besides 
the slowly changing background noise, is the addition of short-duration, single-event noise sources 
(e.g., aircraft flyovers, motor vehicles, sirens), which re readily identifiable to the individual. 

These successive additions of sound to the community noise environment change the community noise 
level from instant to instant, requiring the measurement of noise exposure over a period of time to 
legitimately characterize a community noise environment and evaluate cumulative noise impacts. This 
time-varying characteristic of environmental noise is described using statistical noise descriptors. The 
most frequently used noise descriptors are summarized below: 

LEQ: The LEQ, or equivalent sound level, is used to describe noise over a specified period of time in 
terms of a single numerical value; the LEQ of a time-varying signal and that of a steady signal are the 
same if they deliver the same acoustic energy over a given time. The LEQ may also be referred to as 
the average sound level. 

LMAX: The maximum, instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time. 

LMIN: The minimum, instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time. 

LDN: Also termed the DNL, the LDN is the average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, 
obtained after an addition of 10 dBA to measured noise levels between the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m. to account nighttime noise sensitivity. 

CNEL: CNEL, or Community Noise Equivalent Level, is the average A-weighted noise level during a 
24-hour day that is obtained after an addition of 5 dBA to measured noise levels between the hours 
of 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and after an addition of 10 dBA to noise levels between the hours of 
10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for noise sensitivity in the evening and nighttime, respectively. 

An important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is the way it compares to 
the existing environment to which one has adapted (i.e., comparison to the ambient noise 
environment). In general, the more a new noise level exceeds the previously existing ambient noise 
level, the less acceptable the new noise level will be judged by those hearing it. Outside of the 
laboratory, a 3 dBA change in noise levels is considered to be a barely perceivable difference. A change 
in noise levels of 5 dBA is considered to be readily perceivable, and a change of 10 dBA is subjectively 
heard as doubling of the perceived loudness. 

These relationships occur in part because of the logarithmic nature of sound and the decibel system. 
The human ear perceives sound in a non-linear fashion; hence the decibel scale was developed. Because 
the decibel scale is based on logarithms, two noise sources do not combine in a simple additive fashion, 
but rather logarithmically. For example, if two identical noise sources produce noise levels of 50 dBA, 
the combined sound level would be 53 dBA, not 100 dBA. 
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Noise levels from a particular source generally decline as distance to the receptor increases. Other 
factors, such as the weather and reflecting or barriers, also help intensify or reduce the noise level at 
any given location. A commonly used rule of thumb for roadway noise is that for every doubling of 
distance from the source, the noise level is reduced by about 3 dBA at acoustically “hard” locations 
(i.e., the area between the noise source and the receptor is nearly complete asphalt, concrete, hard-
packed soil, or other solid materials) and 4.5 dBA at acoustically “soft” locations (i.e., the area between 
the source and receptor is normal earth or has vegetation, including grass). Noise from stationary or 
point sources is reduced by about 6 to 7.5 dBA for every doubling of distance at acoustically hard and 
soft locations, respectively. Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures – generally, a 
single row of buildings between the receptor and the noise source reduces the noise level by about 
5 dBA, while a solid wall or berm reduces noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would generate noise levels during project 
construction and operations as discussed below, based on the analysis completed in the Noise and 
Vibration Technical Report prepared for the project (HELIX 2021d). 

Construction 

Construction of the southern phase would require the use of equipment, such as excavators, front-end 
loaders, backhoes, scrapers, dozers, rollers, and pavers. Blasting or the use of pile drivers is not 
anticipated to be required. The loudest construction equipment anticipated to be use would be a 
scraper which generates typical noise levels of 79.6 dBA LEQ at a distance of 50 feet (USDOT 2008). The 
nearest noise-sensitive land use (NSLU) to the southern phase are the single-family residences, 
approximately 300 feet west of where the scraper would be used for construction of the southern 
phase. At this distance, the resulting noise would be 64.0 dBA LEQ. At the nearest NSLU to anticipated 
northern phase facility construction areas (single-family residences approximately 130 feet west), the 
resulting noise would be 71.3 dBA LEQ. These modeled noise estimates do not consider intervening 
terrain or structures. The residential neighborhoods along the west side of Evans Road are separated 
from the roadway by an approximately 8-foot-high sound wall. According to the Federal Highway 
Administration’s Noise Barrier Design Handbook, a properly designed noise barrier should attain a 
10 dBA reduction in traffic noise for the first row of houses behind the barrier (USDOT 2021). 

In accordance with the MMC 8.01.010, construction projects located within 0.25 mile (1,320 feet) of an 
inhabited dwelling are permitted to complete construction activities Monday through Saturday from 
6:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., except on nationally recognized holidays. Furthermore, in accordance with the 
City General Plan Policy N-1.7, the daytime exterior noise standard for residential uses is 65 dBA LEQ (City 
2013a). Accounting for a reduction in noise from the existing sound walls, the highest anticipated 
project construction noise would be 61.3 dBA LEQ and would not exceed the City’s General Plan 
residential exterior noise standard at the nearest NSLUs. Thus, the project would not result in a 
temporary increase in ambient noise levels above established standards. Impacts would be less than 
significant in relation to this issue.  
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Operational On-site Noise 

Operational on-site noise from normal use of the project (vehicles entering and existing parking lots, 
people engaged in conversation, music from personal devices, children and pets playing, bicycles on the 
pump track and trails, operation of landscape equipment) would be similar to typical daytime noise from 
existing suburban residential neighborhoods and the high school in the project vicinity. These noise 
sources would occur during the park operating hours and are not anticipated to result in a substantial 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels. 

Organized special events, such as those anticipated approximately four to five times a year for the 
southern phase, may use a portable PA speaker system. This analysis anticipates that special events 
would only occur within the pump track portion of the site. The PA system would most likely be set up in 
the northeastern portion of the pump track near the start and finish lines (see Figure 3). Therefore, the 
noise generated by the PA system was conservatively calculated at a distance of 400 feet, whereas the 
nearest NSLU to the west are the residential lots across Evans Road to the west located 380 feet from 
the closest portion of the pump track and the nearest NSLU to the south are the residences 480 feet 
from the closest portion of the pump track. A typical portable PA system can produce noise levels as 
high as 85 dBA LEQ at a distance of 5 feet. Accounting for a standard 6 dBA reduction in noise level for 
every doubling of distance, the resulting noise at the closest NSLUs (400 feet to the west) would be 
approximately 47 dBA, not accounting for intervening terrain or structure such as the existing 8-foot-
high sound wall, and would not exceed the City’s General Plan residential daytime exterior noise 
standard of 65 dBA LEQ at the nearest NSLUs. In addition, organized events which include amplified 
sound would require a permit or approval from the City. 

Section 13.01.250 of the MMC defines the standard closure hours for City-owned parks as from 
30 minutes after sunset of one day to 30 minutes before sunrise of the following day, and all lighted 
sports fields shall be closed from 10:00 p.m. of one day and 30 minutes before sunrise of the next day. 
In addition, Section 13.01.150 for the MMC prohibits loud and unreasonable noise, including, playing 
music, using amplification equipment or playing a musical instrument, which disturbs, injures or 
endangers the health or peace of others after the designated park hours of operation, with exceptions 
for permitted events. 

Operational Traffic Noise 

A 3 dBA increase in ambient noise level represents a doubling of noise energy and the detectable 
increase threshold for noise in typical outdoor environments. Therefore, a 3 dBA increase in traffic noise 
levels would require an approximate doubling of traffic volumes. According to the Traffic Study prepared 
for the project, the existing traffic volumes along Craig Avenue fronting the project site (east of Evans 
Road) is 3,900 average daily trips (ADT), and 2,000 ADT on Evans Road north of Craig Avenue (Urban 
Crossroads 2021a). According to the project trip distribution analysis, full buildout of the project would 
add 350 ADT to Craig Avenue and 550 ADT to Evans Road. Therefore, the project would not double 
traffic volumes on area roads and the increase in ambient traffic noise as a result of full project buildout 
would be less than 3 dBA.  

Therefore, considering the types of noise typical of a community park, the MMC regulations of park 
operating hours, special event permitting requirements, and the existing sound wall between the 
project site and houses west of Evans Road, and the projected traffic levels, long-term operation would 
not result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels above established standards. Impacts would 
be less than significant in relation to this issue.  
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b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less than Significant Impact. The primary potential for generation of groundborne vibration would 
occur during project construction, specifically the use of a vibratory roller for compaction of aggregate 
and asphalt for the project driveways and parking lots. According to Caltrans’ Transportation and 
Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, the threshold of “strongly perceptible” vibration annoyance 
potential for human receptors is 0.1 inch per second peak particle velocity (PPV), and the threshold for 
potential damage to relatively old residential structures is 0.5 inch per second PPV for continuous/ 
frequent intermittent construction sources (Caltrans 2020). Construction may require the use of a 
vibratory roller for the paving work for the entrance driveways, which may extend partially into Evans 
Road and may occur as close as 75 feet from the nearest single-family residences located to the west of 
the project site. According to the Noise and Vibration Technical Report prepared for the project, the use 
of a vibratory roller would generate approximately 0.063 inch per second PPV at a distance of 75 feet, 
which is substantially lower than the structural damage impact to older structures threshold of 0.5 inch 
per second PPV and the “strongly perceptible” threshold for humans of 0.1 inch per second. 
Additionally, off-site exposure to such ground-borne vibration would be temporary as it would be 
limited to the short-term construction period. Temporary vibration impacts associated with project 
southern phase or northern phase construction would be less than significant. Once operational, the 
types of activities associated with a community park development would not generate excessive 
ground-borne vibration. The project would not result in the generation of excessive groundbourne 
vibration or groundbourne noise levels. Impacts are less than significant in relation to this issue. 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport. The closest private airstrip to the project site is the Skylark airstrip, 
approximately 6.3 miles to the west. The closest public airports to the project siter are the Perris Valley 
Airport, approximately 6.6 miles north, and the French Valley Airport, approximately 6.8 miles to the 
southeast. Therefore, the project is not locating in the vicinity of a public airport or private airstrip and 
would not expose persons living or working in the project vicinity to excessive noise from airports. 
Airstrip-related noise impacts would not occur.  

XIV. Population and Housing  
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a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 

proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

No Impact. The project does not include housing or other development that would directly or indirectly 
affect the number of residents in the area and would not contribute to the creation of additional 
housing in the City. The project includes minimal roadway/infrastructure improvements that are part of 
previously identified and planned roadway improvements and/or intended to solely serve the site and 
would not be of a magnitude to support additional population growth in the area. As discussed in this 
IS/MND, the City is deficient in park land (in relation to their stated Parks Master Plan goals) and the 
proposed park is intended to serve the existing population. The proposed project concept would provide 
approximately 20 acres of a variety of recreational activities for the existing neighborhoods. Therefore, 
since the project is intended to serve the existing population and has no other features that would 
directly or indirectly induce growth, no impacts would occur in relation to this issue. 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The proposed project includes the development of a park on undeveloped land that is not 
designated or zoned for housing. The proposed project would not remove housing and would not 
displace substantial numbers of people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. No impact would occur in relation to this issue. 

XV. Public Services  
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a) Fire protection? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project does not include the construction and operation of 
any new fire protection facilities, nor would it create a demand for additional facilities. The project 
would not directly or indirectly introduce any new residents or employees to the project site or the City 
that would increase the demand for services. The Riverside County Fire Department currently provides 
fire protection services within the City. Station No. 68 located at 26020 Wickerd Road is approximately 
one mile southwest of the project site and would likely be the station to serve the project and no new 
facilities, equipment, or staff would be required to continue to provide fire protection to the area. There 
may be occurrences or events where paramedics or other fire protection personnel would be needed to 
provide services at the site; however, this could be handled with the existing resources. Impacts would 
be less than significant in relation to this issue. 

b) Police protection? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project does not include the construction and operation of any new 
police protection facilities, nor would it create a demand for additional facilities. The project would 
introduce security lighting to an area that currently is unlit and provide a safe gathering place for the 
community. The City of Menifee Police Department provides law enforcement services in the project 
area; the nearest station to the site is at 29714 Haun Road, approximately three miles northeast of the 
project site. The project would not increase population, cause increased traffic congestion on streets in 
the project area, or otherwise interfere with the ability of police services to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, meet target response times, or other performance objectives for police protection. The park does 
not pose any unique design or location criteria that would introduce a substantial new demand for 
services. As such, the project would not require new or altered police facilities and would not result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts related to police protection. Impacts would be less than significant 
in relation to this issue. 

c) Schools? 

No Impact. The proposed project involves the construction and operation of a new community park and 
would not introduce inhabitants to the project area that would require additional schools. No impacts 
would occur in relation to this issue. 
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d) Parks? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project is the construction and operation of an 
approximately 22-acre community park that would be constructed in two phases and once complete the 
park would support a pump track and bike track, multi-use ball field, splash pad, walking trails, and 
picnic tables. Implementation of the project would introduce a park in an area of the City that has 
identified in the City’s Parks Master Plan to serve the existing population and planned growth in the 
area. The project would improve the City’s ratio of the number of acres of parkland per population, 
assisting the City in achieving its General Plan goal of providing an additional 381 acres of parkland 
within the City to meet its desired ratio of 5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents (City 2013a). The 
environmental impacts of the project are discussed within items I-XX of this IS/MND, and with mitigation 
proposed within this document, potential environmental impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level.  

Mitigation 

Please see mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-9, CUL-1, and GEO-1 of this IS/MND. No additional 
mitigation measures are required.  

e) Other public facilities? 

No Impact. Other public facilities may include libraries, senior centers, community centers, and pools, all 
of which are intended to serve the general public. The project involves the construction of a park to 
primarily serve the existing and forecasted population within the City and would not directly or 
indirectly introduce any new residents that would require additional public facilities. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur in relation to this issue. 

XVI. Recreation  
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Source: City 2013a 
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a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

No Impact. The proposed project consists of construction of a park intended to serve an area that is 
currently park deficient as determined by the standard in the General Plan (City 2013a). The project 
would not introduce residents or create the need for new facilities. Conversely, the project would add 
approximately 20 acres of recreational space to the existing neighborhood and would likely alleviate 
some of the demand that these residents may be placing on other recreational facilities in the 
surrounding area. The proposed project would not result in physical deterioration of an existing open 
space or any recreation facilities. Therefore, no impacts would occur in relation to this issue.  

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project is the construction of a park, which as 
identified in this IS/MND could lead to potentially significant impacts if left unmitigated. However, 
mitigation as set forth in this document would serve to reduce any potential impacts to less than 
significant.  

Mitigation 

Please see mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-9, CUL-1, and GEO-1 of this IS/MND. No additional 
mitigation measures are required.  

XVII. Transportation  
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Urban Crossroads prepared a Traffic Study and a VMT Screening Evaluation for the project, the results of 
which are referenced as appropriate herein (Urban Crossroads 2021a; 2021b). The Traffic Study also 
contains recommendations that have been incorporated into the project as project design features as 
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discussed in the project description. The Traffic Study and VMT Screening Evaluation is attached to this 
IS/MND as Appendix H. 

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Less than Significant Impact. An analysis of the project’s potential impacts to the circulation system is 
provided below.  

Roadways 

The policies of the City’s General Plan Circulation Element identify that LOS D is the acceptable operating 
condition for intersections, expect at constrained intersections at close proximity to Interstate 215 
where LOS E may be permitted (Policy C-1.2). LOS is the term used to denote the different operating 
conditions that occur under various traffic volume loads. LOS designations range from A to F, with LOS A 
representing the best operating conditions and LOS F representing the worst operating conditions. The 
policies of the City’s General Plan Circulation Element also require roadways to comply with applicable 
safety standards, be compatible with surrounding uses, and be maintained in accordance with best 
practices (Policy C-1.1).  

The proposed project involves the construction of a park that would include a pump track and bicycle 
trails park in the southern phase and a multi-use ball field, splash pad, picnic areas, and walking trail in 
the northern phase. Estimated trip generation for each phase of the project is shown in Table 10, Project 
Trip Generation Summary.  

Table 10 
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY 

Land Use Quantity 
(acres) 

AM Peak 
Hour Total 

PM Peak 
Hour Total Daily 

Southern Phase: Pump Track 6.00 12 24 300 
Northern Phase: Sports Park 12.88 26 52 644 

Total - 38 76 944 
Source: Urban Crossroads 2021a 

 
As shown in Table 10, the project is anticipated to generate approximately 944 daily trips, including 
38 AM peak hour trips and 76 PM peak hour trips. As noted in the project description, the project 
includes the following project design features as they relate to circulation:  

• During the southern phase, the project would construct Evans Road at its ultimate half-section 
width as a Secondary (104-foot right-of-way) from Craig Avenue to the southern boundary of 
the southern phase consistent with the City’s standards. 

• During the southern phase, the project would construct Craig Avenue at its ultimate half-
section-width as a Collector (74-foot right-of-way) from Evans Road to the eastern project 
boundary of the southern phase consistent with the City’s standards. 

• During the southern phase, the project would construct access to the site via Craig Avenue. 
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• During the northern phase, the project would construct Evans Road at its ultimate width as a 
Secondary (104-foot right-of-way) from Corson Avenue to Craig Avenue consistent with the 
City’s standards. 

• During the northern phase, the project would construct two driveways along Evans Road for site 
access.  

The Traffic Study analyzed the potential impacts associated with project implementation under existing 
conditions (2021) and opening year cumulative conditions (2025) (Urban Crossroads 2021a). The Traffic 
Study found that with implementation of the project design features, the project would not cause 
significant adverse impacts to intersections or roadways. The Traffic Study also found that installation of 
traffic lights would not be required and no off-site improvements are recommended, although the 
project Applicant would be required to pay requisite fees and/or fair share fees consistent with the 
City’s requirements. Therefore, the project would not result in significant impacts related to roadways. 
Impacts would be less than significant.  

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

The policies of the City’s General Plan Circulation Element identify that on- and off-street pathways must 
comply with applicable safety standards, be compatible with surrounding uses, and be maintained in 
accordance with best practices (Policy C-2.1). The policies of the City’s General Plan Circulation Element 
also encourages off-street multi-purpose trails as paths of citywide travel (Policy C-2.2), and promotes 
opportunities to expand pedestrian and bicycle networks (Policy C-2.4).  

There are proposed Class III bicycle facilities along Craig Avenue and a proposed Class II bicycle facility 
along Evans Road. Additionally, there is a sidewalk along the west side of Evans Road and along portions 
of Craig Avenue. The proposed project would not interfere with the existing or proposed bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities in the area. The project includes a bicycle trails park in the southern phase and 
pedestrian trails in the northern phase, which would not conflict with the policies in the City’s General 
Plan. Rather, the construction of new, safe pathways would support Policies C-2.1, C-2.2, and C-2.4 of 
the City’s General Plan Circulation Element. Therefore, the project’s impact on bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities would be less than significant.  

Transit 

The policies of the City’s General Plan Circulation Element identify that community-wide facilities shall 
be sited in transit-ready areas that can be made accessible by public transit. The project area is not 
currently served by transit services, although there is potential for future on-road transit service along 
Craig Avenue. Transit service is reviewed and updated by the Riverside Transit Agency periodically to 
address ridership, budget, and community demand needs. According to the project’s Traffic Study, 
changes in land use can affect these periodic adjustments which may lead to either enhanced or 
reduced service where appropriate. Implementation of the project does not involve the construction of 
housing that would introduce new residents to the area that would require transit services. The project 
is intended to serve the surrounding communities, and would not interfere with transit services. 
Additionally, the project site is located in an area with the potential for future transit services to be 
incorporated. Therefore, impacts would not occur.  
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b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Less than Significant Impact. A VMT Screening Evaluation was prepared for the project (Urban 
Crossroads 2021b). The assessment utilized methodologies from the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research Technical Advisory developed to assist with implementation of SB 743, which resulted in a shift 
in the measure of effectiveness for determining transportation impacts from LOS and vehicular delay to 
VMT. Accordingly, the City Council adopted analytical procedures, screening tools, and impact 
thresholds for VMT, which are documented in the City of Menifee Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (City 2020). The City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles 
Traveled includes three types of screenings that lead agencies can apply to effectively screen projects 
from project-level assessment. If a project meets the criteria of at least one of the screening criteria 
types, the project is assumed to result in less than significant VMT impacts. The three screening 
categories are broadly classified as Transit Priority Area (TPA) screening, Low VMT Area screening, and 
Project Type screening. According to the VMT Screening Evaluation prepared for the project, the project 
does not meet the criteria of the TPA screening or Low VMT Area screening. However, the proposed 
project meets the requirements of the Project Type screening because the project was determined to be 
local serving in nature and would have a net effect of reducing Citywide VMT. Therefore, by meeting the 
requirements of the Project Type screening, the project is assumed to result in less than significant VMT 
impacts per the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled. As such, impacts 
related to VMT would be considered less than significant.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. There would be no hazardous design features or incompatible uses 
introduced as a result of the project. The project involves the construction of a park that would include a 
bicycle trails park in the southern phase a multi-use ball field, splash pad, picnic areas, and trails in the 
northern phase. The project would have three access points: one to the southern phase via Craig 
Avenue and two to the northern phase via Evans Road. Per the recommendations of the Traffic Study, 
the project would also include improvements to Craig Avenue and Evans Road, which would minimize 
traffic hazards in the area surrounding the project site. As discussed in the project description and in 
item XVII, these recommendations are included as project design features. Additionally, the project 
would incorporate on-site traffic signing and striping in accordance with the Traffic Study. As such, the 
proposed project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or 
incompatible uses. Impacts would be less than significant.  

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than Significant Impact. Refer to the discussion in item IX f). The project could impact emergency 
access during both construction and operation. During construction of the project, heavy construction 
vehicles could interfere with emergency response to the site or emergency evacuation procedures in the 
event of an emergency (e.g., vehicles traveling behind the slow-moving truck). However, such trips 
would be brief and infrequent. Additionally, although traffic may temporarily need to be directed 
around the construction, the project construction would not require road closures. The project would 
also improve access to the site by constructed a driveway via Craig Avenue during the southern phase 
and two driveways via Evans Road during the northern phase. Therefore, the project would not result in 
inadequate emergency access. Impacts would be less than significant.  
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XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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

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

   

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

   

Sources: HELIX 2021c 

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

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

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As detailed in item V a) based on the lack of 
recorded resources onsite, no identifiable historical use or development of the site, and the results of 
the pedestrian survey, the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance if a 
historical resource. 
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However, as discussed in item V b), based on the findings of the record search, the types of soils, and 
the Native American Contact Program there is an indication that there is a potential for the presence of 
archaeological resources. A field survey was also performed, and no resources were observed; yet due 
to dense chest-high vegetation ground visibility was obscured. 

In particular, the records search conducted by the EIC indicated that while there are no prehistoric 
resources within or adjacent to the project site there were 33 prehistoric resources recorded within the 
one-mile search radius. Additionally, the project site is located within alluvial soils, where there is a 
potential for buried cultural resources. Further, as part of the Native American Contact Program, the 
Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians (Pechanga) identified the project vicinity as culturally sensitive, 
although the NAHC stated that the search of the SLF returned negative results.  

Due to the potential for subsurface cultural resources and the cultural sensitivity identified by Pechanga, 
it is recommended that an archaeological and Native American monitoring program be implemented for 
any grading or other ground-disturbing activities, including but not limited to brushing/grubbing, 
excavation, and trenching for utilities. The City’s General Plan Implementation Action OSC-32 states 
development should include mandatory mitigation measures, in coordination with the Pechanga Band 
of Luiseno Indians and/or Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians, for any project within previously undisturbed 
soils in an area determined to be in a culturally or archeologically sensitive area, based on consultation 
with the project archeologist and the Tribe (City 2013a). Thus, the project would implement mitigation 
measure CUL-1 as identified in Section V to reduce impacts. 

In accordance with the requirements of AB 52, the City sent notification to Native American Tribes 
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area on December 22, 2021. Consultation with 
interested tribes has been initiated and is ongoing.  

Mitigation Measure 

Please see mitigation measure CUL-1 in Section V. 

With implementation of CUL-1, the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074. Impacts are 
less than significant with mitigation in relation to this issue. 

XIX. Utilities and Service Systems  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new 

or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm 
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?  

    

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

    

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, 
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals?  

    

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?     

Sources: CValdo Corporation 2021b, 2021a, WSC 2021, City 2013b, City 2019, CalRecycle 2021 
 
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 

or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project involves the construction of a park, which as noted previously 
is not anticipated to result in the addition of any new residents to the area. The project would require 
minimal amounts of water and wastewater treatment to support the proposed pump track, bike trails, 
and restroom in the southern phase and the multi-use ball field, splash pad, and bathroom facilities in 
the northern phase. 

The dirt and gravel tracks in the southern phase may require water for dust control in association with 
periodic track reshaping and maintenance. With the exception of the identified park features (asphalt 
pump track, dirt trails, restroom facility, and parking lot), the remainder of the project site would be 
retained in a natural state. Restroom fixtures would be Title 24 compliant, which would require that all 
faucets and toilets be low flow. Lighting would be provided via a combination of solar and LED powered 
light standards. 

While the northern phase is conceptual, the City has identified the intent to include a multi-use ball 
field, splash pad, picnic tables, trail, and a restroom facility. Like other City parks, the splash pad would 
use reclaimed water and the water play features would not be constantly flowing. Splash pad users 
would activate water use on demand. Similar to the splash pad, the multi-use field would use reclaimed 
water for irrigation. Ornamental landscaping would be provided throughout the northern phase, 
however the existing wetland habitat in the southeastern portion would be retained in its natural state. 

As discussed in item X a) above, the proposed project would not significantly alter drainage at the site. 
According to the Drainage Studies prepared for the project, the major flow paths are assumed to remain 
the same with project implementation. The Drainage Study prepared for the southern phase 
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determined that the 100-year peak flow rate would increase by approximately 3 cfs, which would not 
cause adverse impacts (CValdo Corporation 2021b). The Drainage Study prepared for the northern 
phase included a program-level analysis, which determined that the northern phase should be designed 
to convey the 100-year peak flow rate to avoid adverse impacts (CValdo Corporation 2021a). 

The project would require local connections to connect to the surrounding water and wastewater 
infrastructure that serves the greater project area. Thus, with the project-related design features 
coupled with the required compliance with regulations for energy efficiency, the project would not 
substantially increase the demand for water or wastewater treatment services and would not require 
the need for new or expanded water or wastewater treatment facilities. Adequate services and utilities 
infrastructure are available to serve the project. Implementation of the project would not require the 
relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, 
electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. Impacts associated with these utilities 
would be less than significant. 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Urban Water Management Planning Act (Act), adopted in 1983, 
requires water suppliers in California to conduct long-term water resources planning and specifically, 
Section 10620 (a) of the Act, identifies that urban water suppliers shall prepare and adopt an urban 
water management plan (UWMP) and that these plans are to be updated every five years.  

Accordingly, Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD), the water purveyor for the City has prepared the 
2020 UWMP, an update to the 2015 UWMP, which has been submitted to the California Department of 
Water Resources for review in July 2021. The UWMP outlines that 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. Further, through a combination of these 
resources EMWD indicates that the agency has the ability to meet current and projected water demands 
through 2045 during normal, historic single-dry and historic multiple-dry year periods. While planned 
local supplies will complement imported MWD supplies and improve reliability for EMWD and the 
region, MWD has shown the ability to continue to meet demands through 2045, even during an 
extended drought (WSC 2021). 

The proposed Project would result in a slight increase in water demand to accommodate the bathroom 
facility needs for park visitors. Water demands for landscaping purposes would be minimal as a portion 
of the project site would remain in its current natural state and any ornamental landscaping would be 
drought tolerant. Reclaimed water would be used to irrigate the multi-use ball field and for the splash 
pad. Additionally, any irrigation for landscaping would be from reclaimed water that would not place a 
demand on potable water. Thus, the primary uses of potable water would be the restroom facilities and 
any water fountains that may be installed at the site These facilities, as required by CALGreen, would 
include low flow faucets and toilets. Moreover, according to the General Plan EIR, there is sufficient 
supply to meet demand of General Plan buildout and impacts were determined to be less than 
significant. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and impacts related to water supply 
are consistent with those contemplated and analyzed in the General Plan EIR.  

As stated in the UWMP, EMWD can meet its water demands through 2045 under all scenarios, coupled 
with the low demand and the required compliance to State efficiency standards, the project would have 
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sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry and multiple dry years. The project would have less than significant impacts in 
relation to this issue.  

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project would generate wastewater (sewage) from visitors to the park 
using the restroom facilities. Onsite wastewater infrastructure would require local connections to the 
surrounding infrastructure. According to the General Plan EIR, buildout of the planned land uses would 
result in an increase of 5.6 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater, which could be adequately 
handled by the two regional water reclamation facilities (RWRFs), Perris Valley and Temecula (City 
2013b). The project is consistent with the designated General Plan land use (OS-R) and therefore has 
been accounted; impacts would be less than significant in relation to this issue. 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

Less than Significant Impact. California Department of Resources and Recycling and Recovery 
(CalRecycle) monitors the progress of local jurisdictions in meeting the various solid waste reduction 
recycling goals, which are expressed in per capita disposal rates for residents and employees. The most 
current information for the City (2019) is that the City is disposing fewer pounds per day (ppd) of waste 
than the target rates; thereby exceeding their goal. Specifically, the City of has a goal of disposing of no 
more than 4.6 ppd/resident and 29.8 ppd/employee; as of 2019, on the whole residents were disposing 
of 3.6 ppd and employees 22.7 ppd (CalRecycle 2021). 

The project would generate waste during construction; however due to the nature of the project, it is 
not subject to the City’s construction waste diversion regulations. Regardless, the project would be 
required to comply with applicable State and local regulations, including Section 40050 et seq. of the 
California Public Resources Code, to reduce the volume of solid waste entering landfills.  

During the operation of the park, waste typical of a parkland use would be generated, including food 
packaging, paper, pet waste, etc. Trash and separate recycling receptacles would be placed throughout 
the park and collected in accordance with the provisions set forth in MMC, Chapter 6.30, Collection of 
Solid Waste and Recycling. The amount of waste produced by park users would differ depending on the 
level of use and day of the week. For example, larger amounts of waste would likely be generated during 
weekends or if sporting events are held at the pump track or multi-use ball field. Given that the project 
would be required to adhere to solid waste regulations and the only solid waste generated from the 
park would be from visitors and the project would not include any residential uses or include permanent 
employees on the site, it is not anticipated that the project would impede goals that the City has 
established for residents and employees. The project would have a less than significant impact in 
relation to this issue. 

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

No Impact. The project would comply as required with the City’s recycling programs, which are designed 
to comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. These statutes 
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and regulations include the California Integrated Solid Waste Management Act, the California Beverage 
Container Recycling and Litter Reduction Act, and the City’s solid waste disposal policies and practices. 
The Integrated Solid Waste Management Act requires that jurisdictions maintain a 50 percent or better 
diversion rate for solid waste, including construction and demolition waste. Therefore, the Project 
would have a less than significant impact in relation to this issue. 

XX. Wildfire  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project: 

    

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan?      

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

    

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

    

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes?  

    

Sources: City 2013b, CValdo Corporation 2021a, 2021b 
 
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less than Significant Impact. Please see item IX f). Impacts would be less than significant in relation to 
this issue.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. The project site is level and void of slopes. However, as discussed in 
item IX g), the project site does support some characteristics, such as dense and unmaintained 
vegetation that are favorable to the spread of wildfires and is located in a VHFHSZ. However, while the 
project would retain the natural vegetation, as a City park vegetation would be maintained for brush fire 
control, which would reduce the risk of the spread of wildfire and thereby any associated pollutants. The 
surrounding area, which is developed with a combination of residential and institutional land uses does 
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not support the common characteristics identified as a wildfire risk, such as difficult terrain, inadequate 
access, and unmaintained vegetation. Therefore, the proposed project would not exacerbate wildfire 
risks due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, and any impacts related to exposing project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Impacts 
would be less than significant in relation to this issue.  

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

No Impact. The project does not include the installation of infrastructure that would exacerbate fire 
risks. The Project would be required to comply with the California Fire Code (MMC Section 08.20.010), 
which stipulates the standards for access, fire hydrants, water pressure, fire lanes, etc. The project 
would remove fire hazards such as overgrown brush and vegetation. No impact would occur in relation 
to this issue. 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Less than Significant Impact. The project area is relatively flat, with an elevation ranging from 1,477 to 
1,489 feet amsl. Additionally, as identified in item VII a iv), the project site and surrounding area are not 
identified as being within an area subject to landslides (City 2013b). As stated in Section X, the on-site 
drainage patterns would not be significantly changed from current conditions. In the southern phase, 
flows enter the site at the southeast corner and travel northwest within the site before exiting the site 
along the northern boundary. The major flow paths would not change in the southern phase with 
project implementation. In the northern phase, flows enter the site along the western and southwestern 
boundaries, and travel northeast within the project site before exiting along the northern and eastern 
boundaries. Since there is no drainage pattern indicated on the current preliminary site plan, it is 
assumed that the general flow paths would remain unchanged in the northern phase with project 
implementation. In addition, project implementation would result in a maximum increase of 3 cfs for 
the southern phase of the project and 1.5 cfs for the northern phase. Along the eastern boundary of the 
northern phase, on-site 10-year and 100-year peak flows would be lessened with project 
implementation (CValdo Corporation 2021a, 2021b). Flows exiting the site that would include discharge 
form the Evans Road Channel would slightly decrease with project implementation. Further, the project 
would not introduce any habitable structures. Therefore, project would not expose people or structures 
to significant risks related to runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Impacts would be 
less than significant in relation to this issue. 
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XXI. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are significant when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of past, present and probable 
future projects)? 

    

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

    

Sources: City 2021b, HELIX 2021a; 2021b; 2021 c, PaleoWest 2021 
 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?  

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Potentially significant impacts to the environment 
resulting from the proposed project have been identified for the areas of biological resources, cultural 
resources (including tribal cultural resources), and geology (paleontological resources). The project 
would have the potential to result in significant impacts to sensitive or protected plant and animal 
species, riparian or sensitive communities, wetlands, migratory species, a tree ordinance, and adopted 
plans designed to protect biological resources. However, by implementing mitigation measures BIO-1 
through BIO-9, impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance.  

The project is not expected to impact resources related to major periods of California history or 
prehistory. Based on the cultural sensitivity of the project region and undeveloped nature of the site, 
however, the project would have the potential to impact unknown subsurface cultural, paleontological 
and tribal cultural resources. With implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 and GEO-1, however, 
impacts to unknown subsurface cultural, paleontological and tribal cultural resources would be reduced 
to below a level of significance.  
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are significant when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of past, present and probable future projects)? 

Less than Significant Impact. Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual project effects 
that, when considered together or in concert with other projects, combine to result in a significant 
impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). As shown in Table 11, Cumulative Projects List, there are 
multiple past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects occurring in Menifee. The projects are 
characterized as residential or industrial in nature and occur in various parts of the city.  

Table 11 
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS LIST 

Project Location/Distance from 
Project Site Project Description 

Northern Gateway 
Commerce Center’s I & II 

Two sites north of McLaughlin 
Road, near Geary Street (site 1) 
and Evans Road (site 2)/ 
4.5 miles north of proposed 
project 

Construction of two concrete tilt-up buildings 
and associated facilities and improvements. The 
buildings would each include office and 
warehouse space.  

City of Menifee Housing 
Element Update City of Menifee, citywide Updates to the City of Menifee Housing 

Element.  

Menifee Crossroads Project 
Intersection of Newport Road 
and Bradley Road/1.2 mile 
north of proposed project 

Development of approximately 103,274 square 
feet of retail and office space, in addition to on-
site improvements. Proposed retail uses include 
a market, restaurants, and shops.  

Boulders Project 
Intersection of Normandy 
Road and Berea Road/1.4 mile 
northwest of proposed project 

Development of a mixed-use commercial and 
multiple family residential use consisting of a 
three-story office building with an area of 
21,310 square feet, an 8,250-square foot 
daycare building with an outdoor play area, and 
a 234-unit apartment complex consisting of 
nine three-story apartment buildings and one 
3,455-square foot clubhouse. 

Source: City 2021a 
 
The closest project is the Menifee Crossroads Project, occurring approximately 1.2 mile of the proposed 
project. The Menifee Crossroads Project involves the construction of approximately 103,274 square feet 
of various retail uses and office space, in addition to on-site improvements, located on an approximately 
nine-acre site. The Menifee Crossroads Project would not be located adjacent to or in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed project.  

There is potential for the construction schedules of the listed projects to overlap with the proposed 
project. However, the remaining projects are over one mile away from the proposed project and are 
therefore at such a distance that cumulative impacts would be minimal. Additionally, the proposed 
project is almost exclusively limited to construction-related effects that would occur at the site. 
Potential impacts to biological resources, cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, and 
paleontological resources that may be present on the project site would be lowered to a less than 
significant level through mitigation. Potential impacts associated with simultaneous construction of the 
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projects would be short-term and limited by minimal construction workers traveling to the site. The 
minimal noise impacts generated during construction would be less than cumulative considerable due to 
the distance between the proposed project and the other projects. The projects would address potential 
impacts related to biological and cultural impacts at their respective sites so that potential impacts 
would not be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts that are 
individually limited but cumulatively considerable. 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project would adhere to regulatory 
codes, ordinances, regulations, standards, and guidelines applicable to each of the environmental issue 
areas analyzed herein. As described above, potentially significant impacts resulting from the proposed 
project with the potential to cause adverse effects on human beings have been identified for the areas 
of land use, public services (parks), and recreation. The proposed project includes the construction of a 
park which may result in adverse physical effects on the environment. However, such impacts are 
evaluated in the entirety of this IS/MND. Therefore, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant 
level through implementation of the mitigation measures included in this IS/MND (namely mitigation 
measure BIO-1 through BIO-9, CUL-1, and GEO-1). Additionally, the project has the potential to result in 
land use impacts by conflicting with an MSHCP, the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans. However, such impacts would be reduced 
to a less than significant level with mitigation measures BIO-2 through BIO-9. Impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated.  
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Figure 2
USGS Topography

I:\P
RO

JEC
TS\

C\C
ME

\CM
E-0

1_E
van

sPa
rk\

Ma
p\C

R\F
ig2

_U
SG

S.m
xd 

CM
E-0

1 1
0/1

5/2
020

 - S
AB

Source: ROMOLAND 7.5' Quad (USGS)

Evans Park

0 2,000 Feet K

Project Site



EVANS
RD

EA
G

LE
 C

RE
EK

 S
T

TH
RE

E 
O

AK
S 

DR

G
AV

IN
O

 C
T

CA
PR

IC
E 

RD

CORSON AVE

RA
W

H
ID

E 
CT

ADELINA DR

VELIA CT

M
ANILO

CT

GRANITE RIDGE LN

MILENA DR

ERISE SPRING RD

M
U

RP
HY

 L
N

CRAIG AVE

Figure 3
Aerial Photograph
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4. It has yielded or has the potential to yield information important to the prehistory or history of 
the local area, California, or the nation. 

Under 14 CCR Section 15064.5(a)(4), a resource may also be considered a “historical resource” for the 
purposes of CEQA at the discretion of the lead agency. 

All resources that are eligible for listing in the CRHR must have integrity, which is the authenticity of a 
historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics that existed during the 
resource’s period of significance. Resources, therefore, must retain enough of their historic character or 
appearance to be recognizable as historical resources and to convey the reasons for their significance. 
Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association. In an archaeological deposit, integrity is assessed with reference to the 
preservation of material constituents and their culturally and historically meaningful spatial 
relationships. A resource must also be judged with reference to the particular criteria under which it is 
proposed for nomination.  

1.2.2 City of Menifee 

The Open Space & Conservation (OSC) Element of the Menifee General Plan 2030 includes the following 
goals and policies related to cultural resources: 

• Goal OSC-5: Archaeological, historical, and cultural resources are protected and integrated into 
the city's built environment. 

o Policy OCS-5.1: Preserve and protect archaeological and historic resources and cultural 
sites, places, districts, structures, landforms, objects and native burial sites, traditional 
cultural landscapes and other features, consistent with state law and any laws, 
regulations or policies which may be adopted by the City to implement this goal and 
associated policies. 

o Policy OCS-5.2: Work with local schools, organizations, appropriate Native American 
tribes with ancestral territories located within the city and other agencies to educate 
the public about the rich archaeological, historic, and cultural resources found in the 
City. 

o Policy OCS-5.3: Preserve sacred sites identified in consultation with the appropriate 
Native American tribes whose ancestral territories are within the City, such as Native 
American burial locations, by avoiding activities that would negatively impact the sites, 
while maintaining the confidentiality of the location and nature of the sacred site. 

o Policy OCS-5.4: Establish clear and responsible policies and best practices to identify, 
evaluate, and protect previously unknown archaeological, historic, and cultural 
resources, following applicable CEQA and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
procedures and in consultation with the appropriate Native American tribes who have 
ancestral lands within the City. 

o Policy OCS-5.5: Develop clear policies regarding the preservation and avoidance of 
cultural resources located within the City, in consultation with the appropriate Native 
American tribes who have ancestral lands within the City. 
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o Policy OCS-5.6: Develop strong government-to-government relationships and 
consultation protocols with the appropriate Native American tribes with ancestral 
territories within the City in order to ensure better identification, protection and 
preservation of cultural resources, while also developing appropriate educational 
programs, with tribal participation, for Menifee residents. 

1.2.3 Native American Heritage Values 

Federal and state laws mandate that consideration be given to the concerns of contemporary Native 
Americans with regard to potentially ancestral human remains, associated funerary objects, and items 
of cultural patrimony. Consequently, an important element in assessing the significance of the study site 
has been to evaluate the likelihood that these classes of items are present in areas that would be 
affected by the proposed project. 

Potentially relevant to prehistoric archaeological sites is the category termed Traditional Cultural 
Properties (TCP) in discussions of cultural resource management performed under federal auspices. 
According to Patricia L. Parker and Thomas F. King (1998), “Traditional” in this context refers to those 
beliefs, customs, and practices of a living community of people that have been passed down through the 
generations, usually orally or through practice. The traditional cultural significance of a historic property, 
then, is significance derived from the role the property plays in a community’s historically rooted beliefs, 
customs, and practices. Cultural resources can include TCPs, such as gathering areas, landmarks, and 
ethnographic locations, in addition to archaeological districts. Generally, a TCP may consist of a single 
site, or group of associated archaeological sites (district or traditional cultural landscape), or an area of 
cultural/ethnographic importance.  

In California, the Traditional Tribal Cultural Places Bill of 2004 requires local governments to consult with 
Native American Tribes during the project planning process, specifically before adopting or amending a 
General Plan or a Specific Plan, or when designating land as open space for the purpose of protecting 
Native American cultural places. The intent of this legislation is to encourage consultation and assist in 
the preservation of Native American places of prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, and 
ceremonial importance. Per Section 21084.2 of the Public Resources Code, California State Assembly Bill 
(AB) 52 revised PRC Section 21074 to include Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) as an area of CEQA 
environmental impact analysis. As a general concept, a TCR is similar to the federally defined TCP; 
however, it incorporates consideration of local and state significance and required mitigation under 
CEQA. Per PRC Section 21080.3, a CEQA lead agency must consult with any California Native American 
tribe that requests consultation and that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area 
of a proposed project to identify resources of cultural or spiritual value to the tribe, even if such 
resources are already eligible as historical resources as a result of cultural resources studies. 

2.0 PROJECT SETTING 
2.1 NATURAL SETTING 

The project site is situated in Menifee Valley northeast of Cottonwood Canyon, south of Perris Valley, 
and north of Paloma Valley. The climate of western Riverside County is characterized as a semi-arid 
environment with low humidity and rainfall. Almost all rainfall occurs in the winter, but the region can 
also experience rare, intense summer thunderstorms. Wind is also a strong feature of this climatic 
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regime, with dry winds in excess of 25 miles per hour in the late winter and early spring (National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [NOAA] 2014).  

The project area is relatively flat, with an elevation ranging from 1477 to 1489 feet above mean sea level 
(AMSL). Geologically, the project area is underlain by alluvium of intermediate age, dating to between 
the Holocene and Pleistocene (Bovard and Morton 1996). Five soil types are mapped within the project 
area; two within the northern portion of the project area, two within the southern portion, and one that 
is present in both (Natural Resource Conservation Service n.d.). Soils within the northern portion of the 
project area consist of Ramona sandy loam (0 to 5 percent slopes) and Monserate sandy loam (0 to 5 
percent slopes); Wyman loam (2 to 8 percent slopes) and Las Posas loam (2 to 8 percent slopes) are 
mapped for the southern portion of the project area; and Yokohl loam (2 to 8 percent slopes) is present 
in both sections of the project area (Natural Resource Conservation Service n.d.). The Ramona series 
consists of the “fine-loamy, mixed, thermic family of Typic Haploxeralfs” (Bowman 1973: 51). The 
Monserate series is a member of the “fine-loamy, mixed, thermic family of Typic Durixeralfs” which 
supports a vegetation of “mainly annual grasses and forbs, widely spaced native canyon oak, and shrubs 
on eroded slopes” (National Cooperative Soil Survey 2003). The Wyman series consists of “well-drained, 
very deep loams that formed in alluvium derived from basic igneous rock” and supports a vegetation of 
“chiefly flattop buckwheat, wild oats, and annual grasses and forbs” (Bowman 1973:83-84). The Los 
Posas series consists of “moderately deep, well drained soils that formed in material weathered from 
basic igneous rocks” (Natural Resources Conservation Service 1997a). Finally, the Yokohl Series consists 
of the “fine, montmorillonitic, thermic family of Typic Durixeralfs” that developed in alluvium from basic 
igneous rocks (Natural Resources Conservation Service 1997). 

Prehistorically, the natural vegetation in the project vicinity would have provided several plant species 
known to have been used by the Luiseño people for food, medicine, tools, shelter, ceremonial, and 
other uses (Bean and Shipek 1978; Sparkman 1908). Many of the animal species found in these 
communities would have been used by native populations as well.  

2.2 CULTURAL SETTING 

2.2.1 Prehistoric Period 

Proposed dates for the earliest human occupation in California vary from around 20,000 years ago to 
10,000 years ago. Several researchers have argued for the presence of Pleistocene humans in California 
(Carter 1957, 1978, 1980; Minshall 1976); however, these sites identified as "early man" are all 
controversial. The material from the sites is generally considered non-artifactual, and the investigative 
methodology is often questioned (Moratto 1984). The most widely recognized timeline for the 
prehistory of Southern California was proposed by Wallace (1955) and divides the region’s prehistory 
into four main periods, or “horizons”: Early, Milling Stone (Archaic Period), Intermediate, and Late 
horizons.  

The best example of Early Prehistoric Period archaeological evidence in Southern California is in the San 
Dieguito complex of San Diego County, dating to over 9,000 years ago (Warren 1967; Warren et al. 
1998). The San Dieguito Tradition is thought by most researchers to have an emphasis on big game 
hunting and coastal resources (Warren 1967). The material culture of the San Dieguito complex consists 
primarily of scrapers, scraper planes, choppers, large blades, and large projectile points. In some areas 
of California, the Early Prehistoric Period is often referred to as the Paleo-Indian period and is associated 
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with the last Ice Age occurring during the Terminal Pleistocene (pre-10,000 years ago) and the Early 
Holocene, beginning circa 10,000 years ago (Erlandson 1994, 1997).  

The Millingstone Horizon, or Archaic Period, dates from 7,000-8,600 to 1,300-3,000 years ago and is 
generally consistent with the Oak Grove complex of Santa Barbara, the Topanga complex of Los Angeles, 
and the La Jolla complex of San Diego (Warren et al. 1998). The Millingstone Horizon is also referred to 
as the Encinitas Tradition (Warren 1968). The Encinitas tradition is generally “recognized by millingstone 
assemblages in shell middens, often near sloughs and lagoons” (Moratto 1984:147). According to 
Wallace, “a changeover from hunting to the collection of seed foods is clearly reflected in the 
archaeological record for the period between 6000 and 3000 B.C. The importance of seeds in the diet of 
the prehistoric peoples can be seen in the numbers of food-grinding implements present at their 
settlements” (Wallace 1978:28). Basin metates, manos, discoidals, a small number of Pinto series and 
Elko series points, and flexed burials are also characteristic. Most of the archaeological evidence for 
Archaic Period occupation in southern California is derived from sites located in near-coastal valleys, and 
around estuaries that are present along the San Diego coast (Warren et al. 1998). In Riverside County, 
the Archaic Period occupation is represented by diagnostic artifacts and radiocarbon dates identified at 
sites situated within the Perris, Domenigoni, and Diamond valleys (Bettinger 1974; Goldberg 2001; 
Robinson 2001). Archaeological excavations conducted for the Perris Reservoir Project in Perris Valley 
yielded radiocarbon dates of circa 2,200 before present (BP) (Bettinger 1974), and several sites 
identified during archaeological studies conducted for the Eastside Reservoir (Diamond Valley Lake) 
Project dated to what the researchers termed the Middle Archaic (7,000 to 4,000 years ago) and Late 
Archaic (4,000 to 1,500 years ago) periods (Goldberg 2001).  

Dates for the Intermediate Horizon vary by locale but can generally be dated to between 4,000 and 
1,500 years ago (Elsasser 1978). The Intermediate Horizon is consistent with the Hunting Culture of 
Santa Barbara County and is characterized by the presence of Pinto style points, named after the Pinto 
Basin in Riverside County, an increased use of the mortar and pestle, and the consumption of fleshier 
foods such as acorns as opposed to small, hard seeds (Stickel 1978). This change resulted in the 
adoption of a more sedentary lifestyle, as seen in the presence of seasonal campsites (Van Horn 1980).  

The Late Prehistoric period in southern California is characterized by the arrival of Uto-Aztecan-speaking 
people who occupied large portions of the Great Basin and an area stretching from southern Arizona 
and northwest and central Mexico into Nevada, Oregon, and Idaho (Miller 1986). The expansion of the 
Takic group into southern California is unrefined, but several scholars have hypothesized as to when and 
how the so-called “Uto Aztecan wedge” occurred. Sutton (2009) argues that the Takic group expanded 
into southern California from the San Joaquin Valley about 3,500 years ago. Moratto (1984) also 
proposes that Takic expansion into the Southern Coast region correlates to the end of the Early Period 
(Late Archaic) circa 3,200 to 3,500 years ago, while Golla (2007) suggests an expansion of Uto-Aztecan 
speakers into southern California at approximately 2,000 years ago. While the exact chronology of Takic-
speaking groups’ immigration to southern California remains uncertain, the beginning of the Late 
Prehistoric Period is marked by evidence of a number of new tool technologies and subsistence shifts in 
the archaeological record and is characterized by higher population densities and intensification of 
social, political, and technological systems (Gallegos 2002; McDonald and Eighmey 2004).  

The Late Prehistoric period is represented by the San Luis Rey (SLR) complex in the northern portion of 
San Diego County and portions of Riverside County. The SLR complex is divided into two phases: SLR I 
and SLR II. Elements of the SLR complex include small, triangular, pressure-flaked projectile points 
(generally Cottonwood series, but Desert Side-notched series also occurs); milling implements: mortars 
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and pestles, manos and metates, and bedrock milling features; bone awls; Olivella shell beads; other 
stone and shell ornaments; and cremations (Meighan 1954; Moratto 1984; True et al. 1974). The later 
SLR II complex also includes several elements not found in the SLR I complex: "pottery vessels, 
cremation urns, red and black pictographs, and such nonaboriginal items as metal knives and glass 
beads” (Meighan 1954:223). 

Native American population figures in the region substantially increased toward the end of the Late 
Prehistoric Period. After about 400 years ago, a change occurred in settlement and subsistence patterns, 
and land use intensified region, which was reflected into the ethnohistoric period (Wilke 1974, 1978; 
Bean et al. 1991; Goldberg 2001). 

2.2.2 Ethnohistory 

Based on ethnographic data, including the areas defined for the Takic-speaking peoples at the time of 
contact, it is generally accepted that the San Luis Rey complex is associated with the Luiseño people. The 
term Luiseño is derived from the Mission San Luis Rey, and since Spanish-Mexican colonial times, has 
been used in reference to those Takic-speaking people associated with the mission. Although 
researchers use slightly different ethnographic territory boundaries, the territory of the Luiseño people 
is generally described as extending along the coast from Agua Hedionda Creek on the southwest to Aliso 
Creek on the northwest. On the north, this boundary extended east beyond Santiago Peak to the 
eastern side of the Elsinore Fault Valley, continuing southeast to Palomar Mountain, then around the 
southern slope above the valley of San Jose. The southern boundary follows westerly to Agua Hedionda 
Creek (Bean and Shipek 1978; White 1963). Traditional stories and songs of the Native people also 
describe the extent of traditional use areas. 

It must be noted that interpretations by archaeologists and linguistic anthropologists may differ from 
the traditional knowledge of the Luiseño people. The Luiseño creation story indicates that the Luiseño 
people have always been here, not migrating from elsewhere. The creation story of the Pechanga Band 
of the Luiseño tells that the world was created at Temecula. “The Káamalam [first people] moved to a 
place called Nachíivo Pomíisavo, but it was too small, so they moved to a place called ‘exva Teméeku,’ 
this place you now know as Temeku. Here they settled while everything was still in darkness (DuBois 
1908)” (Masiel-Zamora 2013:2). A traditional Luiseño story tells of a great flood, and the people went to 
higher ground, where they were saved. The San Luis Rey Band say that this higher ground where the 
people were saved is Morro Hill in northern San Diego County. Some Luiseño informants indicated the 
place in this story is a hill just east of Highway 395 in the San Luis Rey River Valley (Cupples and Hedges 
1977). 

2.2.3 Historical Background 

2.2.3.1 Spanish Period 

The first documented Spanish contact in what is now Riverside County was by Spanish military captain 
Juan Bautista de Anza, who led expeditions in 1774 and 1775 from Sonora to Monterey (Bolton 1930). 
Anza embarked on the initial expedition to explore a land route northward through California from 
Sonora, with the second expedition bringing settlers across the land route to strengthen the 
colonization of San Francisco (Rolle 1963). Anza’s route led from the San Jacinto Mountains northwest 
through the San Jacinto Valley, which was named “San José” by Anza. Little documentation exists of 
Anza’s route being used after the two expeditions, although it was likely used to bring Spanish supplies 
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into the newly colonized Alta California (Lech 2004). In 1781, the Spanish government closed the route 
due to uprisings by the Yuman Indians. However, by that time, the missions were established and self-
sufficient; thus, the need for Spanish supplies from Sonora had begun to diminish.  

Although Riverside County proved to be too far inland to include any missions within its limits, Missions 
San Juan Capistrano and San Luis Rey de Francia, established in 1776 and 1798 respectively, claimed a 
large part of southwestern Riverside County. Throughout the Spanish Period, the influence of the 
Spanish progressively spread further from the coast and into the inland areas of southern California as 
Missions San Luis Rey and San Gabriel extended their influence into the surrounding regions and used 
the lands for grazing cattle and other animals.  

In the 1810s, ranchos and mission outposts, called asistencias, were established near the project vicinity, 
increasing the amount of Spanish contact in the region. An asistencia was established in Pala in 1818 
and in San Bernardino in 1819. Additionally, Rancho San Jacinto was established for cattle grazing in the 
San Jacinto Valley (Bean and Vane 1980; Brigandi 1999). In 1820, Father Payeras, a senior mission 
official, promoted the idea that the San Bernardino and Pala asistencias be developed into full missions 
in order to establish an inland mission system (Lech 2004). However, Mexico won its independence from 
Spain in 1821, bringing an end to the Spanish Period in California. 

2.2.3.2 Mexican Period 

Although Mexico gained its independence from Spain in 1821, Spanish patterns of culture and influence 
remained for a time. The missions continued to operate as they had in the past, and laws governing the 
distribution of land were also retained in the 1820s. Following the secularization of the missions in 1834, 
large ranchos were granted to prominent and well-connected individuals, ushering in the Rancho Era, 
with the society making a transition from one dominated by the church and the military to a more 
civilian population, with people living on ranchos or in pueblos. With the numerous new ranchos in 
private hands, cattle ranching expanded and prevailed over agricultural activities. Although the project 
site and immediate vicinity are not within any former rancho land grants, there are a number of ranchos 
in what is now southwestern Riverside County.  

2.2.3.3 American Period 

American governance began in 1848, when Mexico signed the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, ceding 
California to the United States at the conclusion of the Mexican–American War. A great influx of settlers 
to California occurred during the American Period, resulting from several factors, including the discovery 
of gold in the state in 1848, the end of the Civil War, and the availability of free land through the 
passage of the Homestead Act. The increase in American and European populations quickly 
overwhelmed many of the Spanish and Mexican cultural traditions and greatly increased the rate of 
population decline among Native American communities. 

Initially, southern California was divided into only two counties: Los Angeles and San Diego. In 1853, San 
Bernardino County was added, placing what is now Riverside County primarily within San Diego County 
and partially within San Bernardino County. Southern California was developed by Americans and other 
immigrants who migrated to the western frontier in pursuit of gold and other mining, agriculture, trade, 
and land speculation (Lech 2004). Menifee Valley was not on a widely traveled route and developed 
later than surrounding areas. The area is named after a mining business owned by Kentucky native 
Luther Menifee Wilson, born in 1845 (City of Menifee n.d.; Padon 2010). Wilson came to the northern 
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part of then-San Diego County in 1880 and began prospecting for minerals, finding gold quartz, and 
securing mining claims around the “Menifee Quartz Lode,” which today is Murrieta Road just north of 
Holland Road. The area soon saw an influx of miners and became known as Menifee Valley.  

Grain farms were also established around the same time in the region. In 1880, the Kirkpatricks owned 
and farmed a total of 640 acres northeast of Antelope Road and Holland Road. The Kirkpatricks 
continued large-scale farming into the twentieth century. William Newport came to the valley in 1885 
and purchased 2,000 acres to farm (Padon 2010). His homestead was located on the north side of 
Newport Road between Murrieta and Bradley Roads. By 1906, Newport was “farming 15,000 acres, with 
13,000 acres in wheat and barley and 2,000 acres in alfalfa and pasture” (Padon 2010:10). Emil Leon 
Plath homesteaded 160 acres at the southwest corner of Scott and Briggs Roads, for which he received 
his patent on July 20, 1892. Two mines in the immediate area were given the name Leon and are on the 
1893 Riverside County Map (Lech 2004). Leon Road was named in honor of Emil Leon Plath and his 
family. 

Though many other families came to this region for farming and mining, no town site was established. 
However, a general store was established at the intersection of Newport and Bradley roads, and a post 
office was established within the store. The Menifee School District was formed, and a school was 
constructed in the same neighborhood as the post office (Menifee Valley Historical Association 2006). 

3.0 METHODS 
HELIX submitted a request for a records search of the project site and a one-mile radius to the Eastern 
Information Center (EIC) at the University of California, Riverside on October 15, 2020. The records 
search request covered a one-mile radius around the project area and included the identification of 
previously recorded cultural resources and locations and citations for previous cultural resources 
studies. A review of the California Historical Resources and the state Office of Historic Preservation 
(OHP) historic properties directories were also requested. Due to COVID-19, the University of California, 
Riverside campus was closed, causing a delay in processing records searches by EIC staff; the records 
search was not received until January 15, 2021. However, a previous cultural resource study covering an 
adjacent area, and historic maps and aerial photographs were reviewed prior to the receipt of the 
records search, which is included as Confidential Appendix B. Ms. Robbins-Wade also spoke with a 
Pechanga representative regarding the known cultural resources and cultural sensitivity of the project 
area and vicinity, as discussed in Section 4.3, Native American Contact Program.  

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted on October 15, 2020, for a Sacred 
Lands File search and list of Native American contacts, which were received on October 19, 2020. Native 
American Heritage Commission correspondence is included as Confidential Appendix C to this report 
(bound separately).  

A pedestrian field survey of the project site was conducted by HELIX archaeologist Mary Villalobos and 
Native American monitors Tony Foussat and Julio Marquez of Pechanga on October 22, 2020. The 
project area was surveyed in parallel transects spaced approximately 10 to 15 feet (ft) apart. 
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4.0 RESULTS 
4.1 RECORDS SEARCH 

The records search for the project site and a one-mile radius was received from the EIC on January 15, 
2021; the records search summary and map are included as Appendix B (Confidential Appendices, 
bound separately). The EIC has a record of 75 cultural resources studies conducted within one mile of 
the project area, three of which overlap the project area, and one of which is adjacent to it (Table 1, 
Previous Studies within One Mile of the Project Area). Two of the studies that overlap the project area 
are archaeological assessments of separate land parcels (RI-00770 and RI 00771; Bowles and Salpas 
1980a, 1980b), and one is listed as a cultural resources investigation (RI-06923; McKenna et al. 2006a). 
The report on the adjacent parcel is an archaeological monitoring report addressing a portion of the 
project area, addressed in the 2006 cultural resources investigation report by McKenna (RI-06924; 
McKenna et al. 2006b). None of these reports identified any cultural resources. 

Table 1 
PREVIOUS STUDIES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT AREA 

Report 
Number 

(RI-) 
Year Author Report Title 

000228 1977 Daly, Ken Archaeological Assessment of the NW 1/4 of Section 
10, T6S, R3W, Romoland Quadrangle, Riverside 
County, California 

000344 1978 Chace, Paul  An Archaeological Survey of Tract 11072, Near Sun 
City, In Riverside County 

000399 1978 Giansanti, 
Renee and 
Donna Belligio 

Environmental Impact Evaluation: An Archaeological 
Assessment of Tentative Parcel Map 12010, Antelope 
Valley Area of Riverside County, California 

000529 1979 Barker, James 
and Matthew 
C. Hall 

Environmental Impact Evaluation: An Archaeological 
Assessment of Tentative Parcel 11137, Sedco Hills 
Area of Riverside County, California 

000542 1979 Bowles, Larry 
L. and Jean A. 
Salpas 

An Archaeological Assessment for a Proposed Zone 
Change 

000557 1979 Bowles, Larry 
L. and Jean A. 
Salpas 

Archaeological Assessment of Tentative Parcel 12,802 

000569 1979 Bowles, Larry 
L. and Jean A. 
Salpas 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 14411 Near 
Riverside County 

000625 1979 Giansanti, 
Rene 

Environmental Impact Evaluation: An Archaeological 
Assessment of Tentative Parcel 13834 Amended #1, 
South of Sun City, Riverside County, California 

000637 1979 Hall, Matthew 
C. 

Environmental Impact Evaluation: An Archaeological 
Assessment of Tentative Parcel 13570, Sedco Hills 
Area of Riverside County, California 

000648 1979 Jesperson, 
Michele M. 

Environmental Impact Evaluation: Archaeological 
Assessment of Tentative Tract 13297, Murrieta Area 
of Riverside County, California 



Cultural Resources Survey for the Evans Park Project | September 2021 

 
11 

Report 
Number 

(RI-) 
Year Author Report Title 

000671 1979 Oxendine, 
Joan 

Report of An Archaeology Survey of CZ 2900, S 10, T 
6S, R 3W, Romoland Quadrangle 

000683 1979 Pinto, Diana 
and Susan 
Frommer 

An Archaeological Survey of a Portion of Menifee and 
Paloma Valleys 

000684 1979 Susan 
Frommer 

An Archaeological Survey of a 14-Acre Parcel in 
Menifee and the Paloma Valleys Region 

000770* 1980 Bowles, Larry 
L. and Jean A. 
Salpas 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 15811 

000771* 1980 Bowles, Larry 
L. and Jean A. 
Salpas 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 15837 

000784 1980 Bowles, Larry 
L. and Jean A. 
Salpas 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 15715 Near 
Sun City, Riverside County 

000788 1980 Bowles, Larry 
L. 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 15906 Near 
Sun City, Riverside County 

000791 1980 Bowles, Larry 
L. 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 16119 

000794 1980 Bowles, Larry 
L. 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 16334 

000800 1980 Bowles, Larry 
L. and Jean A. 
Salpas 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 16181 

000807 1980 Bowles, Larry 
L. and Jean A. 
Salpas 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 16333 

000852 1980 Giansanti, 
Rene 

Environmental Evaluation: An Archaeological 
Assessment of Tentative Parcel 14659, Menifee 
Valley Area of Riverside County, California 

000894 1980 Moore, 
Deborah 

Environmental Impact Evaluation: An Archaeological 
Assessment of Tentative Tract 15133, South of Sun 
City in Riverside County, California 

000895 2001 McKenna, 
Jeanette A. 

A Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of The 
Millennium Project Area in the Murrieta Area of 
Riverside County, California 

000903 1980 Salpas, Jean A. An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 16120 
000916 1980 Desautels, 

Roger J. 
Archaeological Survey Report on a 288-Acre Parcel 
Located in the Vicinity of Sun City, County of 
Riverside, California 

000976 1980 Oxendine, 
Joan 

Archaeological Assessment of PM 9221 

001127 1998 Love, Bruce Letter Report: Tract Map No. 28990, Archaeological 
Site CA-RIV-2074 

001503 1982 Del Chario, 
Kathleen and 
Marie Cottrell 

Archaeological Assessment of Tentative Parcel 17674, 
Near Sun City, Riverside County, California 
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Report 
Number 

(RI-) 
Year Author Report Title 

001569 1979 Bowles, Larry 
L. and Jean 
Salpas 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 13839 

001570 1978 Bowles, Larry 
L. and Jean 
Salpas 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 13840 

001571 1979 Bowles, Larry 
L. and Jean 
Salpas 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 13873 

001572 1979 Bowles, Larry 
L. and Jean 
Salpas 

An Archaeological Assessment of Parcel 14613 

002150 1987 McCarthy, 
Daniel F. 

An Archaeological Assessment Of 19.56 Acres of Land 
Along Haun Road, South of Sun City, Riverside 
County, California 

002151 1987 Pinto, Diana G. Archaeological Test Excavations at CA-RIV-333, -339, 
and -340, Located South of Sun City in Riverside 
County, California 

002152 1993 Love, Bruce The Results of the Reexamination of the 
Archaeological Materials and Consultation with the 
Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians 

003823 1994 White, Robert 
S. 

An Archaeological Assessment of a 10-Acre Parcel as 
Shown on TPM 27932, Located at 31755 Bradley 
Road, Menifee, Riverside County 

004224 1999 Love, Bruce 
and Bai "Tom" 
Tang 

Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report: La 
Piedra Waterline Project, Eastern Municipal Water 
District, Riverside County, California 

004376 1999 Keller, Jean A. A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment of APN 358-
230-001, 76.0 Acres of Land Near Menifee, Riverside 
County, California 

004404 2000 Jones and 
Stokes 
Associates, 
Inc. 

Final Cultural Resources Inventory Report for the 
Williams Communications, Inc., Fiber Optic Cable 
System Installation Project, Riverside to San Diego, 
California 

004603 2001 Demack, Carol 
R. 

Phase I Archaeological Assessment of 60-Acre Parcel 
in the Menifee Valley, Riverside County, California 

004699 2003 Tetra Tech, 
Inc. 

A Phase I Archaeological Survey of Approx. 67.3 Acres 
for The Proposed Country Glen II Housing 
Development Project (Tentative Tract 30064), 
Riverside County Near Menifee, California 

004735 2003 Keller, Jean A. A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment of APN 360-
260-001 Thru 004, 40.00 Acres of Land Near Sun City, 
Riverside County, California 

004804 2005 Tetra Tech, 
Inc. 

Archaeological and Paleontological Resources 
Monitoring Report Regarding Ground-Disturbing 
Activities in the 67.3-Acre County Glen II Project Site, 
Menifee, Riverside County, California 
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Report 
Number 

(RI-) 
Year Author Report Title 

004881 2001 Dice, Michael 
and Leslie Nay 
Irish 

A Phase I Archaeological Survey of Tract #29862, a 
16.59-Acre Residential Project Located Near Newport 
and Bradley Roads, Menifee, County of Riverside, 
California 

004882 2001 Dice, Michael A Phase I Archaeological Resource Survey of Tract 
#29861, an 18.64-Acre Residential Project Located 
Near Newport and Bradley Roads, Menifee, County of 
Riverside, California 

004883 2002 Hall, Barbara 
Ann 

A Phase I Archaeological Resource Survey of Tract 
#28990, a 59.67-Acre Residential Project Located 
Near Holland and Bradley Roads, Menifee, County of 
Riverside, California 

004904 2003 Irish, Leslie 
Nay, Anna M. 
Hoover, and 
Kristie R. 
Blevins 

An Archaeological Records Search and Survey Report 
for Tract 30902, APNs 360-210-034 To -038, 360-220-
036, and 360-220-037, Menifee, County of Riverside, 
California 

004905 2003 Irish, Leslie 
Nay, Kristie R. 
Blevins, Anna 
M. Hoover, 
and Hugh M. 
Wagner 

A Phase I Archaeological and Paleontological Survey 
Report for Menifee Assemblages, TT# 31194, APNs 
360-300-002 To -006, -009, and 360-350-001, 
Menifee, County of Riverside, California 

004906 2003 Irish, Leslie 
Nay 

Letter Report: A Historical Assessment Amendment 
to an Archaeological and Paleontological Assessment 
Report Entitled "Phase I Archaeological and 
Paleontological Survey Report for Menifee 
Assemblages, Tr31194, APNs 360-300-002 To -006, 
ETC” 

004941 2003 McKenna, 
Jeanette A. 

A Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of the 
Cimarron Valley Estates Project Area in the Murrieta 
Area of Riverside County, California. 

005270 2004 Dice, Michael 
and Peter 
Messick 

An Archaeological Resource Evaluation and 
Paleontological Records Search on John Laing Homes; 
Burns Ranch Project (APN # 360-240-034 and 360-
260-005) County of Riverside, California 

005405 2004 Keller, Jean A Phase I Cultural Resource Assessment of Tentative 
Tract Map 31831, +/-30 Acres Near Sun City, 
Riverside County, California 

005407 2005 Keller, Jean A Phase I Cultural Resource Assessment of Tentative 
Tract Map 33060, +/-9.2 Acres of Land Near Menifee, 
Riverside County, California 

005643 2004 White, Robert 
S. and Laura S. 
White 

A Cultural Resources Assessment of an 18.62-Acre 
Parcel as Shown on TTM 30812 Located Adjacent to 
Murrieta Road at La Piedra Road, Menifee, Riverside 
County, California 

005875 2002 Love, Bruce 
and Bai Tang 

Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report, 
Tentative Tract Map No. 30422, Menifee East Specific 
Plan, Menifee Valley, Riverside County, California 
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Report 
Number 

(RI-) 
Year Author Report Title 

005876 2000 Love, Bruce, 
Bai Tang, 
Michael 
Hogan, and 
Mariam 
Dahdul 

Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report, 
Murrieta Road, Improvement Project at the 
Intersection of Holland Road, Menifee Valley, 
Riverside County, California 

006050 2004 Brown, Joan C. Cultural Resources Reconnaissance for the Menifee 
School Project, Riverside County, California 

006158 2004 Aislin-Kay, 
Marnie 

Letter Report: Cultural Resource Records Search and 
Site Visit Results for Cingular Telecommunications 
Facility Candidate SC-232-03 (Rockland Garbani 
Ranch), 26675 Garbani Road, Menifee, Riverside 
County, California 

006740 2005 Brunzell, David Cultural Resource Assessment: Tentative Tract Map 
No. 33883, Riverside County, California 

006923* 2006 McKenna, 
Jeanette A. 

A Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of the 
Hidden Hills Addendum Parcels, (Formerly Cimarron 
Valley Estates) in the Murrieta Area of Riverside 
County, California 

006924 2006 McKenna, 
Jeanette A. 

Results of an Archaeological Monitoring Program at 
the Hidden Hills Project Area, a KB Home 
Development in the Menifee/Murrieta Area of 
Riverside County, California 

007280 2006 White, Robert 
S. and Laura S. 
White 

Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment of the 305-
Acre Countryside Development Project (Specific Plan 
194) Located North of Holland Road and West of 
Interstate 215, Menifee, Unincorporated Riverside 
County 

007632 2006 Collins, Nora 
and Brian F. 
Smith 

A Phase I Archaeological Assessment for the Galvez-
Menifee Project, Riverside County, California 

008185 2007 Mason, Roger 
D. 

Cultural Resources Monitoring Report for Phase I of 
The Countryside Development Project, Menifee, 
Riverside County, California 

009021 2013 Cunningham 
et al. 

Cultural Resources Investigation Results of the 
Marshalling Yard Survey, Access Road Survey, and 
Supplemental 115kv Transmission Line Survey in 
Support of the Alberhill Substation, Riverside County, 
California 

009127 2014 Irish, Leslie 
and Barbara 
Loren-Webb 

Phase 1 Cultural Resources Assessment: APN 360-
250-009, City of Menifee, Riverside County, California 

009132 2013 Irish, Leslie 
and Barbara 
Loren-Webb 

Phase 1 Cultural Resources Assessment Update: 
Golden Meadows, City of Menifee, California and 
Phase II Testing 

009353 2003 Nay Irish et al. A Phase I Archaeological and Paleontological Survey 
Report for Menifee Assemblages, Tt#31194, APNs 
360-300-002 To -006, -009, and 360-350-001 Menifee 
County of Riverside, California 
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Report 
Number 

(RI-) 
Year Author Report Title 

009358 2013 Lamb, Meghan Cultural Resource Monitoring Report for the SCE 
Plant Betterment & 2013 Deteriorated Pole 
Replacement Project (TD637743/TD732297), Sun 
City, Riverside County, California 

009468 2016 Tang, Bai 
"Tom", Ben 
Kerridge, and 
Nina Gallardo 

Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report: 
Rancho Bonito Project, City of Menifee, Riverside 
County, California 

009608 2014 Puckett, 
Heather R. 

Cultural Resources Summary for the Proposed 
Verizon Wireless, Inc. Property at the Red Fox Site, 
31265 Murrieta Road, Menifee, Riverside County, 
California  

009779 2016 McDougall, 
Dennis and 
Joan George 

Cultural Resources Assessment of 35.3 Acres for 
Tentative Tract Map (TTM) 36303, City of Menifee, 
Riverside County, California 

009927 2005 Bonner Wayne 
H., and Marnie 
Aislin-Kay 

Cultural Resource Records Search and Site Visit for 
Cingular Telecommunications Facility Candidate Rs-
0081-01 (Melvin Street), 30290 Melvin Street, 
Menifee, Riverside County, California 

010380 2017 Sanka, 
Jennifer M., 
William R. 
Gillean, and 
Leslie Nay Irish 

Phase IV Cultural Resources Monitoring Report for 
The Menifee Estates Project City of Menifee, 
Riverside County, California 

* Overlaps Project Area 

The EIC has a record of 33 resources recorded within the one-mile search radius (Table 2, Previously 
Recorded Resources within One Mile of the Project Area). No resources have been previously mapped 
within or adjacent to the project area. In general, the prehistoric resources within the records search 
boundary consist of prehistoric village/habitation sites and milling stations, as well as two isolates. These 
sites include features such as a house pit, petroglyphs, cupules, rock walls, and other rock features. Five 
historic resources are recorded, consisting of the remains of several structures and two refuse deposits. 
A single multicomponent site is documented, consisting of bedrock milling and a trash scatter, and 
abandoned farm equipment.  

Table 2 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED RESOURCES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE PROJECT AREA 

Primary 
Number 
(P-33-##) 

Trinomial 
(CA-RIV-#) Age Description Recorder, Date 

000332 332 Prehistoric Possible village or camp site surrounded by a 
granite outcrop used for milling. 

Smith, 1953; 
Chace, 1963; 
Boucher, 1979; 
Accardy, 2017 

000337 337 Historic A house pit. M.K., 1964 
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Primary 
Number 
(P-33-##) 

Trinomial 
(CA-RIV-#) Age Description Recorder, Date 

000339 339 Prehistoric A single boulder with approximately 49 
cupules. Also recorded as a campsite with a 
surface scatter of flakes. 

Kowta, 1964; 
Hedges, 1981, 
McCarthy, 1987 

000340 340 Prehistoric A portion of a village site, consisting of 
petroglyphs, cupules, milling features, rock 
walls, and other rock features. 

Kowta, 1964; 
Hedges, 1981; 
McCarthy, 1987; 
Hoover and 
Blevins, 2003;  

000341 341 Prehistoric Rock wall feature situated in a discontinuous 
circle. 

Kowta, 1964 

001028 1028 Unknown No information given. Eastvold, 1976 
001415 1415 Prehistoric Surface scatter of flakes, tools, and bedrock 

milling features. 
Chace, 1978 

001698 1698 Prehistoric A grinding slick on a large granitic outcrop. Giansanti, 1979 
001724 1724 Prehistoric Four bedrock mortars and a pair of quartz 

flakes. 
Oxendine, 1979 

001845 1845 Prehistoric Four slicks on a large granitic outcrop. Salpas and 
Bowles, 1980; 
Hogan, 2000 

001987 1987 Prehistoric Four slicks on two granitic outcrops and a 
lithic scatter. 

Unknown, n.d. 

002005 2005 Prehistoric Two slicks on a large boulder and a small 
lithic scatter. 

Oxendine, 1979 

002009 2009 Prehistoric Food processing site consisting of four 
metate fragments from two separate 
metates and a core. 

Desautels, 1980 

002074 2074 Prehistoric A granitic boulder with a single milling slick. Moore, 1981; Hall 
and Harris, 2002 

007711 --- Historic Two brick houses, two wood frame barns, a 
small cabin, and a mineshaft. 

Borchard, 1982 

008855 6285 Prehistoric A boulder with a single milling slick. Johnson, 1999 
008856 6286 Prehistoric Four boulders with milling stations. One 

boulder has two slicks, and the remaining 
three have one slick each. 

Johnson, 1999 

008857 6287 Prehistoric A boulder with a milling station. Johnson, 1999 
008858 6288 Prehistoric Two boulders with three slicks. Johnson, 1999 
010990 6640 Prehistoric  A bedrock milling station with a single slick. White, 2001 
010991 6641 Prehistoric A bedrock milling station with a single slick. White, 2001 
011203 --- Prehistoric Bedrock milling features on three boulders.  McKenna, 2003 
014399 7830 Prehistoric A single bedrock milling feature in a bedrock 

outcrop. 
Eliseuson, 2003 

014400 7831 Prehistoric A single bedrock milling feature in a bedrock 
outcrop. 

Eliseuson, 2003 

023814 11706 Multi-
Component 

A historic trash scatter and abandoned farm 
equipment. A bedrock milling slick. 

Loren-Webb, 
2013 

024208 11905 Prehistoric Three bedrock milling features and three 
milling elements. 

Morgan and Hall, 
2015 
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Primary 
Number 
(P-33-##) 

Trinomial 
(CA-RIV-#) Age Description Recorder, Date 

024209 11906 Historic A foundation and driveway lined with a rock 
wall. 

Morgan and Hall, 
2015 

026645 --- Prehistoric Isolated mano fragment and crystal quartz 
lithic tool. 

Gillean and 
Sanka, 2016 

026646 --- Prehistoric Isolated granitic mano. Gillean and 
Sanka, 2016 

026647 12548 Historic Domestic refuse deposit comprised of glass 
and ceramics. 

Gillean and 
Sanka, 2016 

026648 12549 Historic Refuse deposit consisting of domestic refuse. Gillean and 
Sanka, 2016 

 
4.2 ARCHIVAL RESEARCH 

Historic topographic maps and aerial photographs were reviewed to assess the potential for historic 
structural resources and historic archaeological resources. Maps included the 1901 Elsinore (1:125,0000) 
topographic map; the 1942 and 1943 (1:62,500) Murrieta topographic maps; and the 1953, 1973, and 
1979 (1:24,000) Romoland topographic maps. General Land Office (GLO) Survey Plat Maps were 
researched and downloaded from the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) GLO Records website. These 
included the survey plats from 1860, 1880, 1885, 1896, and 1897 for Township 6 South, Range 3 West 
(T6S/R3W). A BLM GLO Records land patent search was also conducted to identify the historic 
ownership of the project area; however, only land patents issued to the Southern Pacific Railroad 
Company were identified for Section 9. Historic aerial photographs from 1938, 1967, 1978, and 1996 
were reviewed at historicaerials.com (NETR Online 2020).  

On the 1860 survey plat map, the region surrounding the project area is indicated as “Open Plain” and 
the land to the south is indicated as consisting of “Brushy Land.” A trail is indicated in the southwest 
corner of Section 9 of T6S/R3W; this trail was recorded as running northwest-southeast, from Section 14 
to Section 6. 

No buildings or structures appear within the project site on the 1901 Elsinore map, but several roads 
and structures are situated throughout the Menifee Valley. By the 1940s, additional structures are 
shown throughout the valley on the 1942 and 1943 Murrieta topographic maps; however, nothing is 
shown recorded within the project area. The 1953, 1973, and 1979 Romoland topographic maps do not 
show any structures or roads near the project area. 

The aerial photographs from 1938, 1967, and 1978 show a creek or stream running northeast-southwest 
through the project area; no development is shown in any of these photographs within the project area. 
By 1996, it appears that structures had been built south of Craig Avenue and northwest of the 
intersection of Craig Avenue and Evans Road; the Palomar Valley High School had also been constructed 
before the 1996 aerial photograph was taken and after the 1979 Romoland topographic map was 
created (NETR Online 2020). 

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was prepared for the Cimarron Valley Estates, located 
immediately south and southwest of the project area (HDR 2003). The DEIR utilized a cultural resources 
investigation prepared by McKenna (2003) that consisted of a records search from the EIC that covered 
a half mile surrounding the project area, a review of the Sacred Lands File from the NAHC, and an 

http://www.historicaerials.com/
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intensive pedestrian survey of the area. While the full results of the records search for the Cimarron 
Valley Estates were not disclosed in the DEIR, the report described two cultural resources within the 
Cimarron Valley Estates project area: P-33-11189 [P-33-011189] and P-33-11203 [P-33-011203].  

P-33-011189 consisted of a small concentration of historic refuse scattered near structures depicted on 
the USGS quadrangle map just east of Murrieta Road. Artifacts within this scatter included amethyst 
glass, solder cans, and a stovepipe segment. This site was not included in the records search obtained 
from EIC for the current study, but a map with the site record for P-33-011203 shows it as being located 
approximately 2,500 feet from the Evans Park project site. Prehistoric resource P-33-011203 consists of 
bedrock grinding slicks on three isolated boulders located on the eastern boundary of the Cimarron 
Valley Estates property, approximately 1,000 feet from the Evans Park project area. While no artifacts or 
evidence of habitation were found in association with these slicks, the DEIR noted that the likelihood of 
subsurface cultural deposits is possible (HDR 2003). 

The DEIR also stated that the results of the Sacred Lands File search indicated that “no sacred spaces 
were identified within one-half mile of the proposed project area” (HDR 2003). This half-mile search 
radius includes the Evans Park project area. 

4.3 NATIVE AMERICAN CONTACT PROGRAM 

HELIX contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on October 15, 2020, for a Sacred 
Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American contacts for the project area. The NAHC indicated in 
a response dated October 19, 2020, that no known sacred lands or Native American cultural resources 
are within the project area but stated that “the absence of specific site information in the SLF does not 
indicate the absence of cultural resources in any project area.” Native American correspondence is 
included as Appendix C (Confidential Appendices, bound separately). 

Principal Investigator Mary Robbins-Wade spoke to Ebru Ozdil of the Pechanga Cultural Resources 
Department about the project on October 23, 2020, prior to the receipt of the records search from EIC. 
Ms. Ozdil stated that Pechanga does not have record of any cultural resources within the project 
location, though there is record of numerous archaeological sites within several miles of the project. Ms. 
Ozdil noted that the project site is in proximity to two TCPs. Resources in the vicinity of the project area 
(at least some of which are included in the EIC records search) include rock art, cupules, and ceremonial 
places or items, including the Ringing Rock, as well as human remains. The density of cultural resources 
and archaeological sites in the general vicinity is high. Given these factors, the project site is in an area 
that is sensitive for cultural resources.  

4.4 FIELD SURVEY 

A pedestrian survey of the project site was conducted on October 22, 2020, by HELIX staff archaeologist 
Mary Villalobos, and Tony Foussat and Julio Marquez from the Pechanga Band of Mission Indians. The 
project area was walked in transects spaced approximately 10 to 15 feet apart. 

Visibility in most of the northern section of the project area (north of Craig Avenue) was poor; due to 
the existence of dense, chest-high grasses and other vegetation, visibility ranged from five to 10 percent 
(Plate 1). Two newly constructed, raised dirt pathways are located at the southern end of this section, 
and a graded road and drainage bisect the area (Plate 2). A creek runs northeast-southwest through the 
eastern portion of the northern section; due to the dense vegetation and trees, visibility along the creek 
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was roughly 15 to 20 percent (Plate 3). A constructed platform is located in the center of the section, 
with visibility on the platform ranging from 20 to 40 percent. Bioturbation was observed within the 
northern section of the project area. 

The southern section (south of Craig Avenue) also had poor visibility due to chest- and head-high 
vegetation, approximately zero to 10 percent (Plate 4). A large pond with several boulder outcrops was 
located in the southeastern corner of the section; these outcrops were examined for grinding activity, 
though none was observed (Plates 5 through 7).  

Visible soils within the project area consisted of grey/brown sandy silt and decomposed granite. Modern 
trash was scattered throughout both sections of the project area, and construction debris was found in 
the northern section. No cultural or historic resources were observed. 

 
Plate 1. Overview of the northern section of the project area, view to the north. 

 
Plate 2. Overview of constructed roadway within the northern section, view to the northeast. 
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Plate 3. Overview of creek in the eastern side of the northern section, view to the east. 

 
Plate 4. Overview of the southern section, view to the east. 

 
Plate 5. Overview of the pond in the southern section, view to the east. 
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should be constructed to create squares or rectangles with a maximum spacing of 12 feet on large 
slab areas. 
 
A vapor barrier should be placed beneath slabs-on-grade where moisture sensitive floor coverings 
or equipment are planned. If plastic is used, a minimum 15-mil is recommended. The plastic 
should comply with ASTM E1745. Installation should comply with ASTM E1643. The slab can be 
placed directly on the vapor retarder/barrier. The floor covering manufacturer should be 
contacted to determine the volume of moisture vapor allowable and treatment needed to reduce 
moisture vapor emissions to acceptable limits for the type of floor covering installed. 
 
4.16 MISCELLANEOUS FLATWORK AND HARDSCAPES 
 

Exterior slabs not subjected to vehicular loads should be at least four (4) inches thick underlain by 
at least two (2) feet non-expansive granular material and reinforced with at least No. 3 bars at 18 
inches on center each way. Slabs should be provided with weakened plane joints. Joints should be 
placed in accordance with the American Concrete Institute (ACI) guidelines. The project architect 
should select the final joint patterns. A one (1) inch maximum size aggregate mix is recommended 
for concrete for exterior slabs. The corrosion potential of on-site soils with respect to reinforced 
concrete will need to be considered in concrete mix design. Coarse and fine aggregate in concrete 
should conform to the “Greenbook” Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction. 
Control joints should be spaced at intervals of no more than 12 feet.  
 
4.17 PREWETTING RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Prior to placing concrete slabs and flatwork, the underlying soils should be brought to within 2% of 
its optimum moisture content for a depth of 12 inches prior to the placement of concrete.  The 
geotechnical consultant should perform in-situ moisture tests to verify that the appropriate 
moisture content has been achieved a maximum of 24 hours prior to the placement of concrete or 
moisture barriers. 
 
Once the slab subgrade soil has been pre-wetted and compacted, the soil should not be allowed to 
dry prior to concrete placement.  If the subgrade soil is dry, the moisture content of the soil should 
be restored prior to placement of concrete and re-tested.   
 
Proper moisture conditioning and compaction of subgrade soils prior to placement is very 
important prior to concrete placement.  Even with proper site preparation, some soil moisture 
changes of the subgrade soils supporting the concrete flatwork due to edge effects (shrink/swell) 
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may occur.  Drying and/or wetting of subgrade soils adjacent to landscaped areas or open fields 
may increase the potential of shrink/swell effects beneath concrete flatwork areas.  To help 
reduce edge effects, lateral cutoffs, such as inverted curbs are recommended.  Control joints 
should be used to reduce the potential for flatwork panel cracks because of minor soil 
shrink/swell.   
 
4.18 CORROSIVITY 
 

Soluble sulfate tests indicate that concrete at the subject site will have a moderate exposure to 
water soluble sulfate in the soil.  We recommend that the concrete be designed to resist a severe 
exposure category.  Our recommendations for concrete exposed to sulfate-containing soils are 
presented below.   
 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONCRETE EXPOSED TO SULFATE CONTAINING SOILS 

Sulfate 
Exposure 
Severity Class 

Water soluble 
sulfate (SO4) 

in soil 
(% by wgt) 

Sulfate (SO4) 
in water 

(ppm) 

Max Water 
to Cement 

Ratio by 
Weight 

Minimum 
Compressive 

Strength  
(psi) 

 
Cement 

Type 

Calcium 
Chloride 

Admixture 

Negligible S0 0.00 - 0.10 0-150 --- 2,500 --- No 
Restriction 

Moderate S1 0.10 - 0.20 150-1,500 0.50 4,000 II/V No 
Restriction 

Severe S2 0.20 - 2.00 1,500-10,000 0.45 4,500 V Not 
Permitted 

Very Severe S3 Over 2.00 Over 10,000 0.45 4,500 V Plus 
Pozzolan 

Not 
Permitted 

 
Corrosivity testing consisting of soils reactivity (pH) and resistivity (ohms-cm) were also tested on 
representative soils.  The test results indicate that the soils have a soil reactivity of 7.2 and a 
resistivity of less than 500 ohms-cm.  A neutral or non-corrosive soil has a reactivity value ranging 
from 5.5 to 8.4.  Generally, soils that could be considered corrosive to metal have resistivities less 
than 3,000 ohms.  Those soils with resistivity values of less than 1000 ohms-cm can be considered 
extremely corrosive.  
 
Based on our test results, it is our opinion that the underlying soils at the site have a high corrosion 
potential.  Protection of buried pipes utilizing coatings on all underground pipes; clean backfills 
and a cathodic protection system can be effective in controlling corrosion.  A qualified corrosion 
engineer should be consulted to further assess the corrosive properties of the soil. 
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4.19 RETAINING STRUCTURES 
 

Embedded structural walls should be designed for lateral earth pressures exerted on the walls.  
The magnitude of these earth pressures will depend on the amount of deformation that the wall 
can yield under the load.  If the wall can yield sufficiently to mobilize the full shear strength of the 
soils, it may be designed for the active condition.  If the wall cannot yield under the applied load, 
then the shear strength of the soil cannot be mobilized, and the earth pressures will be higher.  
These walls such as basement walls and swimming pools should be designed for the at rest 
condition.  If a structure moves towards the retained soils, the resulting resistance developed by 
the soil will be the passive resistance. 
 
For design purposes, the recommended equivalent fluid pressure for each case for walls 
constructed above the static groundwater table and backfilled with non-expansive soils is provided 
below.  Retaining wall backfill should be compacted to at least 90% relative compaction based on 
the maximum density defined by ASTM D1557.  Retaining structures may be designed to resist the 
following lateral earth pressures. 
 

• Allowable Bearing Pressure – 2,000 psf 

• Coefficient of Friction (Soil to Footing) – 0.35 

• Passive Earth Pressure - equivalent fluid weight of 300 pcf (Maximum of 3,000 psf) 

• At rest lateral earth pressure - 60 pcf 

• Active Earth Pressures (equivalent fluid weights): 

Slope of Retained  
Material 

Equivalent Fluid Weight 
 (pcf) 

Level 35 

2:1 (H:V) 55 

 
It is recommended that all retaining wall footings be embedded at least 24 inches below the 
lowest adjacent finish grade.  In addition, the wall footings should be designed and reinforced as 
required for structural considerations.  The wall areas should be over excavated to a minimum 
depth of two (2) feet below the bottom of the proposed footings.  The required horizontal limits of 
the over excavated area shall be defined as the area extending from the edge of the footing for a 
minimum distance of two (2) feet. 
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Lateral resistance parameters provided above are ultimate values. Therefore, a suitable factor of 
safety should be applied to these values for design purposes. The appropriate factor of safety will 
depend on the design condition and should be determined by the project Structural Engineer.   If 
any super-imposed loads are anticipated, this office should be notified so that appropriate 
recommendations for earth pressures may be provided. 
 
Retaining structures should be drained to prevent the accumulation of subsurface water behind 
the walls. Back drains should be installed behind all retaining walls exceeding three (3) feet in 
height.  Backdrains may consist of a two (2) feet wide zone of ¾-inch crushed rock. The backdrain 
should be separated from the adjacent soils using a non-woven filter fabric, such as Mirafi 140N or 
equivalent.  Weep holes should be provided, or a perforated pipe should be installed at the base of 
the backdrain and sloped to discharge to a suitable storm drain facility.  As an alternative, a 
geocomposite drainage system such as Miradrain 6000 or equivalent placed behind the wall and 
connected to a suitable storm drain facility can be used.  The project architect should provide 
waterproofing specifications and details.  A typical detail for retaining wall back drains is presented 
as Figure 7.  All back drains should be outlet to suitable drainage devices.  
 
4.20 SEISMIC EARTH PRESSURES 
 

If required, the seismic earth pressure can be taken as equivalent to the pressure of a fluid 
weighing 22 pcf.  This value is for level backfill and does not include a factor of safety.  Appropriate 
factors of safety should be incorporated into the design.  This pressure is in addition to the un-
factored, static active earth pressure and can be applied as a rectangular distribution. The passive 
pressure and bearing capacity can be increased by ⅓ in determining the seismic stability of the 
wall. 
 

4.21 UTILITY TRENCHES 
 

All Cal/OSHA construction safety orders should be observed during all underground work.  All 

utility trench backfill within street right of way, utility easements, under or adjacent to sidewalks, 

driveways, or building pads should be observed and tested by the geotechnical consultant to verify 

proper compaction.  Trenches excavated adjacent to foundations should not extend within the 

footing influence zone defined as the area within a line projected at a 1:1 (horizontal to vertical) 

drawn from the bottom edge of the footing.  Trenches crossing perpendicular to foundations 

should be excavated and backfilled prior to the construction of the foundations.  The excavations 
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should be backfilled in the presence of the geotechnical engineer and tested to verify adequate 

compaction beneath the proposed footing. 
 

4.21.1 THRUST BLOCKS 
 

For level ground conditions, a passive earth pressure of 300 psf per foot of depth below 
the lowest adjacent final grade can be used to compute allowable thrust block resistance. 
A value of 150 psf per foot should be used below groundwater level, if encountered. 
 
4.21.2 MODULUS OF SOIL REACTION 
 

A modulus of soil reaction (E’) of 2,000 psi can be used to evaluate the deflection of buried 
flexible pipelines. This value assumes that granular bedding material is placed adjacent to 
the pipe and is compacted to at least 90% relative compaction. 
 
 
4.21.3 BEDDING 
 

Pipe bedding as specified in the “Greenbook” Standard Specifications for Public Works 
Construction can be used. Bedding material should consist of clean sand having a sand 
equivalent not less than 30 and should extend to at least 12-inches above the top of pipe. 
Alternative materials meeting the intent of the bedding specifications are also acceptable. 
Samples of materials proposed for use as bedding should be provided to the engineer for 
inspection and testing before the material is imported for use on the project. The on-site 
materials are not expected to meet “Greenbook” bedding specifications. The pipe bedding 
material should be placed over the full width of the trench. After placement of the pipe, 
the bedding should be brought up uniformly on both sides of the pipe to reduce the 
potential for unbalanced loads. No voids or uncompacted areas should be left beneath the 
pipe haunches. Ponding or jetting the pipe bedding should not be allowed. 
 
4.21.4 BACKFILL 
 

Excavated material free of organic debris and rocks greater than six (6) inches in any 
dimension are generally expected to be suitable for use as backfill. Imported material 
should not contain rocks greater than four (4) inches in any dimension or organic debris. 
Imported material should have an expansion index of 20 or less. MTGL should observe and, 
if appropriate, test proposed imported materials before they are delivered to the site. 
Backfill should be placed in lifts eight (8) inches or less in loose thickness, moisture 



City of Menifee  MTGL Project No. 4406A13 
Evans Park Pump Track Restroom   MTGL Log No. 21-1661 
Menifee, California  September 20, 2021 
 

Page 20 

conditioned to optimum moisture content or slightly above, and compacted to at least 
90% relative compaction. The top 12-inches of soil beneath pavement subgrade should be 
compacted to at least 95% relative compaction. 

 
4.21.5 CUTOFF WALLS 
 

Where pipeline inclinations exceed 15%, cutoff walls may be necessary in trench 
excavations. Additionally, we do not recommend that open graded rock be used for pipe 
bedding or backfill because of the potential for piping erosion. The recommended bedding 
is clean sand having a sand equivalent not less than 30. Alternatively, two (2) sack sand-
cement slurry can be used for the pipe bedding. If sand-cement slurry is used for pipe 
bedding the slurry should be placed to at least one (1) foot over the top of the pipe. The 
need for cutoff walls should be further evaluated by the project civil engineer designing the 
pipeline. 
 

4.22 CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS 
 

4.22.1 MOISTURE SENSITIVE SOILS AND WEATHER-RELATED CONCERNS 
 

The upper soils encountered at this site may be sensitive to disturbances caused by 
construction traffic and to changes in moisture content.  During wet weather periods, 
increases in the moisture content of the soil can cause significant reduction in the soil 
strength and its support capabilities.  In addition, soils that become excessively wet may be 
slow to dry and thus significantly delay the progress of the grading operations.  Therefore, 
it will be advantageous to perform earthwork and foundation construction activities during 
the dry season.  Much of the on-site soils may be susceptible to erosion during periods of 
inclement weather.  As a result, the project Civil Engineer/Architect and Grading 
Contractor should take appropriate precautions to reduce the potential for erosion during 
and after construction. 

 
4.22.2 DRAINAGE AND GROUNDWATER CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Based on our investigation, groundwater is expected to be below the anticipated depths of 
grading, the installation of subdrains is not expected to be necessary.  However, variations 
in the ground water table may result from fluctuation in the ground surface topography, 
subsurface stratification, precipitation, irrigation, and other factors such as impermeable 
and/or cemented formational materials overlain by fill soils.  In addition, during retaining 
wall excavations, seepage may be encountered.  Therefore, we recommend that a 
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representative of MTGL, Inc. be present during grading operations to evaluate areas of 
seepage. Drainage devices for reduction of water accumulation can be recommended 
should these conditions occur.  
 
Water should not be allowed to collect in the foundation excavation, on floor slab areas, or 
on prepared subgrades of the construction area either during or after construction. 
Undercut or excavated areas should be sloped to facilitate removal of any collected 
rainwater, groundwater, or surface runoff.  Positive site drainage should be provided to 
reduce infiltration of surface water around the perimeter of the structure and beneath the 
floor slabs.  The grades should be sloped away from the structure and surface drainage 
should be collected and discharged such that water is not permitted to infiltrate the backfill 
and floor slab areas. 

 
4.22.3 SITE DRAINAGE 

 

The site should be drained to provide for positive drainage away from structures in 
accordance with the building code and applicable local requirements.  Unpaved areas 
should slope no less than 2% away from structure.  Paved areas should slope no less than 
1% away from structures.  Concentrated roof and surface drainage from the site should be 
collected in engineered, non-erosive drainage devices and conducted to a safe point of 
discharge.  The site drainage should be designed by a civil engineer. 

 
4.23 PLAN REVIEW 
 

MTGL should review the grading and foundation plans to verify that the intent of the 

recommendations presented in this report has been implemented and that revised 

recommendations are not necessary because of changes after this report was completed. 
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5.00 GEOTECHNICAL OBSERVATION AND TESTING 
 

The recommendations provided in this report are based on preliminary design information and 
subsurface conditions as interpreted from the investigation.  Our preliminary conclusion and 
recommendations should be reviewed and verified during site grading and revised accordingly if 
exposed Geotechnical conditions vary from our preliminary findings and interpretations.  The 
Geotechnical consultant should perform Geotechnical observation and testing during the following 
phases of grading and construction: 
 

• During site grading and over-excavation. 

• During foundation excavations and placement. 

• Upon completion of retaining wall footing excavation prior to placing concrete. 

• During excavation and backfilling of all utility trenches 

• During processing and compaction of the subgrade for the access and parking areas 
and prior to construction of pavement sections. 

• When any unusual or unexpected Geotechnical conditions are encountered during any 
phase of construction. 

 
6.00 LIMITATIONS 

 

The findings, conclusions, and recommendations contained in this report are based on the site 
conditions as they existed at the time of our investigation, and further assume that the subsurface 
conditions encountered during our investigation are representative of conditions throughout the 
site. Should subsurface conditions be encountered during construction that are different from 
those described in this report, this office should be notified immediately so that our 
recommendations may be re-evaluated. 
 
This report was prepared for the exclusive use and benefit of the owner, architect, and engineer 
for evaluating the design of the facilities as it relates to geotechnical aspects.  It should be made 
available to prospective contractors for information on factual data only, and not as a warranty of 
subsurface conditions included in this report. 
 
Our investigation was performed using the standard of care and level of skill ordinarily exercised 
under similar circumstances by reputable soil engineers and geologists currently practicing in this 
or similar localities.  No warranty, express or implied, is made as to the conclusions and 
professional advice included in this report.  
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This firm does not practice or consult in the field of safety engineering.  We do not direct the 
Contractor's operations, and we are not responsible for their actions. The contractor will be solely 
and completely responsible for working conditions on the job site, including the safety of all 
persons and property during performance of the work. This responsibility will apply continuously 
and will not be limited to our normal hours of operation.   
 
The findings of this report are considered valid as of the present date.  However, changes in the 
conditions of a site can occur with the passage of time, whether they are due to natural events or 
to human activities on this or adjacent sites.  In addition, changes in applicable or appropriate 
codes and standards may occur, whether they result from legislation or the broadening of 
knowledge. 
 
Accordingly, this report may become invalidated wholly or partially by changes outside our 
control. Therefore, this report is subject to review and revision as changed conditions are 
identified. 
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 RETAINING WALL DRAINAGE DETAIL

Soil backfill, compacted to
90% relative compaction*

Filter fabric envelope
(Mirafi 140N or approved
equivalent) **

Minimum of 1 cubic foot

3" diameter perforated
PVC pipe (schedule 40 or
equivalent) with perforations
oriented down as depicted
minimum 1% gradient to
suitable outlet.

3" min.

Wall footing

Compacted fill

Finished Grade

Retaining wall

Wall waterproofing
per architect's
specifications

*  Based on ASTM D1557

** If class 2 permeable material (See
gradation to left) is used in place of
3/4" - 1 1/2" gravel.  Filter fabric may
be deleted.  Class 2 permeable material
compacted to 90% relative compaction. *

SPECIFICATIONS FOR CLASS 2
PERMEABLE MATERIAL

(CAL TRANS SPECIFICATIONS)

 Sieve Size  % Passing
1"

3/4"
3/8"
No.4
No.8

No.30
No.50

No.200 0-3
0-7

5-15
18-33
25-40

40-100
90-100

100

per linear foot of 3/4"
crushed rock

50 feet on center to a
joints or outlet drain at
Provide open cell head

suitable drainage device

.

.
.

.

.

.

.

..

.

.

.

.
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APPENDIX B 
 

FIELD EXPLORATION PROGRAM 
 

The subsurface conditions for this Geotechnical Investigation were explored by excavating 
exploratory borings with an eight (8) inch hollow-stem-auger.  All drive samples were obtained by 
SPT or California Tube Sampler.  The approximate locations of the borings are shown on the 
Boring Location Map (Figure 2).  The field exploration was performed under the supervision of 
our Geologist who maintained a continuous log of the subsurface soils encountered and obtained 
samples for laboratory testing.  
 
Subsurface conditions are summarized on the accompanying Logs of Borings.  The logs contain 
factual information and interpretation of subsurface conditions between samples.  The stratum 
indicated on these logs represents the approximate boundary between earth units and the 
transition may be gradual.  The logs show subsurface conditions at the dates and locations 
indicated and may not be representative of subsurface conditions at other locations and times. 
 
Identification of the soils encountered during the subsurface exploration was made using the field 
identification procedure of the Unified Soils Classification System (ASTM D2488).  A legend 
indicating the symbols and definitions used in this classification system and a legend defining the 
terms used in describing the relative compaction, consistency or firmness of the soil are attached 
in this appendix.  Bag samples of the major earth units were obtained for laboratory inspection 
and testing, and the in-place density of the various strata encountered in the exploration was 
determined 
 
The exploratory borings were located in the field by using cultural features depicted on a 
preliminary site plan provided by the client.  Each location should be considered accurate only to 
the scale and detail of the plan utilized. 
 



Project: Evans Park Pump Track Restroom GI

Project Location: 26533 Craig Avenue, Menifee

Project Number: 4406A13
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COLUMN DESCRIPTIONS

1 Elevation (feet): Elevation (MSL, feet).
2 Depth (feet): Depth in feet below the ground surface.
3 Sample Type: Type of soil sample collected at the depth interval

shown.
4 Sample Number: Sample identification number.
5 Sampling Resistance, blows/ft: Number of blows to advance driven

sampler one foot (or distance shown) beyond seating 
interval
using the hammer identified on the boring log.

6 Material Type: Type of material encountered.

7 Graphic Log: Graphic depiction of the subsurface material
encountered.

8 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION: Description of material encountered. 
May include consistency, moisture, color, and 
other descriptive
text.

9 Water Content, %: Water content of the soil sample, expressed as
percentage of dry weight of sample.

10 Dry Unit Weight, pcf: Dry weight per unit volume of soil sample
measured in laboratory, in pounds per cubic 
foot.

11 REMARKS AND OTHER TESTS: Comments and observations
regarding drilling or sampling made by driller or field 
personnel.

FIELD AND LABORATORY TEST ABBREVIATIONS

CHEM: Chemical tests to assess corrosivity
COMP: Compaction test
CONS: One-dimensional consolidation test
LL: Liquid Limit, percent

PI: Plasticity Index, percent
SA: Sieve analysis (percent passing No. 200 Sieve)
UC: Unconfined compressive strength test, Qu, in ksf
WA: Wash sieve (percent passing No. 200 Sieve)

MATERIAL GRAPHIC SYMBOLS

Silty GRAVEL to Clayey GRAVEL (GM-GC)

Silty SAND (SM)

Poorly graded SAND with Silt (SP-SM)

Well graded SAND (SW)

TYPICAL SAMPLER GRAPHIC SYMBOLS

Auger sampler

Bulk Sample

3-inch-OD California w/
brass rings

CME Sampler

Grab Sample

2.5-inch-OD Modified
California w/ brass liners

Pitcher Sample

2-inch-OD unlined split
spoon (SPT)

Shelby Tube (Thin-walled,
fixed head)

OTHER GRAPHIC SYMBOLS

Water level (at time of drilling, ATD)

Water level (after waiting)

Minor change in material properties within a
stratum

Inferred/gradational contact between strata

? Queried contact between strata

GENERAL NOTES

1: Soil classifications are based on the Unified Soil Classification System. Descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive, and actual lithologic changes may be
gradual. Field descriptions may have been modified to reflect results of lab tests.
2: Descriptions on these logs apply only at the specific boring locations and at the time the borings were advanced. They are not warranted to be representative
of subsurface conditions at other locations or times.
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Project: Evans Park Pump Track Restroom GI

Project Location: 26533 Craig Avenue, Menifee

Project Number: 4406A13

Log of Boring B-1

Date(s)

Drilled 7/28/2021

Drilling

Method Hollow Stem Auger

Drill Rig

Type Truck Mounted CME-95

Groundwater Level

and Date Measured Encountered at 10 feet

Borehole

Backfill Cement-Grout & Bentonite

Logged By J. Rowerdink

Drill Bit

Size/Type 8" / HSA

Drilling

Contractor Baja Explorations

Sampling

Method(s) Bulk, Cal, SPT

Location 33.663203, -117.195931

Checked By I. Chun

Total Depth

of Borehole 51.5 ft

Approximate

Surface Elevation 1483 ft

Hammer

Data 140 lb / 30" Drop
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SM

SM

SM

SP-SM

SP-SM

SW

SW

SW

GM-GC

REMARKS AND OTHER TESTS

Max Density = 126.2 pcf @ 
10.3%

Phi = 34.5 deg

No Recovery
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MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

FILL: Surface - Silty SAND w/ Gravel & Grass

OLD ALLUVIAL FAN DEPOSITS: Silty SAND  
w/ Gravel & trace Clay, Brown, Moist

Silty SAND w/ trace Clay, Brown, Moist, 
Medium Dense

Silty SAND, Dark Brown, Wet, Loose

SAND, Brown, Wet, Very Dense

SAND, Medium Brown, Some Gravel, Moist, 
Very Dense

SAND w/ Trace Silt & Gravel, Medium Brown, 
Moist, Very Dense
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Project: Evans Park Pump Track Restroom GI

Project Location: 26533 Craig Avenue, Menifee

Project Number: 4406A13

Log of Boring B-1
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MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

Sandy Gravel w/ Trace Clay, Medium Brown, 
Wet, Very Dense

Sandy Gravel w/ Trace Clay, Light Brown, Wet, 
Very Dense

Sandy Gravel w/ Trace Clay, Light Brown, 
Moist, Very Dense

Sandy Gravel w/ Trace Clay, Light Brown, Wet, 
Very Dense

Sandy Gravel w/ Trace Clay, Brown, Wet, Very 
Dense

End of Boring as Planned at 51.5'

Groundwater Encountered at 10.0 feet

Boring Backfilled with Cement-Grout & 
Bentonite on 7/28/21
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Project: Evans Park Pump Track Restroom GI

Project Location: 26533 Craig Avenue, Menifee

Project Number: 4406A13

Log of Boring B-2

Date(s)

Drilled 7/28/2021

Drilling

Method Hollow Stem Auger

Drill Rig

Type Truck Mounted CME-95

Groundwater Level

and Date Measured Encountered at 10 feet

Borehole

Backfill Cement-Grout & Bentonite

Logged By J. Rowerdink

Drill Bit

Size/Type 8" / HSA

Drilling

Contractor Baja Explorations

Sampling

Method(s) Cal, SPT

Location 33.663177, -117.196092

Checked By I. Chun

Total Depth

of Borehole 11.0 ft

Approximate

Surface Elevation 1483 ft

Hammer

Data 140 lb / 30" Drop
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REMARKS AND OTHER TESTS

Phi = 36 deg
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MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

FILL: Surface - Silty SAND w/ Grass & Gravel

OLD ALLUVIAL FAN DEPOSITS

Silty SAND w/ Some Clay, Dark Brown, Moist, 
Medium Dense

Silty SAND w/ Some Clay, Dark Brown, Wet, 
Medium Dense

End of Boring as Planned at 11.0'

Groundwater Encountered at 10.0 feet

Boring Backfilled with Cement-Grout & 
Bentonite on 7/28/21
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LABORATORY TEST PROCEDURES 
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APPENDIX C 
LABORATORY TESTING PROCEDURES 

 
1. Particle Size Analysis 
 Particle size analysis on representative soil samples were determined using the standard 

test method of the ASTM D422. 
 
2. Atterberg Limits 
 The liquid limit, plastic limit, and the plasticity index of the major soil types encountered 

were determined using the standard test methods of the ASTM D4318. 
 
3. Maximum Density 
 Maximum density tests were performed on a representative bag sample of the near 

surface soils in accordance with ASTM D1557.   
 
4. Direct Shear 
 Direct Shear Tests were performed on in-place samples of site soils in accordance with 

ASTM D3080.    
 
5. Expansion Index 
 Expansion index testing was determined using the standard test method ASTM D4829. 
 

Sample  
Location 

Expansion  
Index 

Expansion 
Classification 

B-2 @ 10’ 0 Very Low 

 
6. Corrosion 
 Chemical testing was performed on representative samples to determine the corrosion 

potential of the onsite soils.  Testing consisted of pH, chlorides (CTM 422), soluble sulfates 
(CTM 417), and resistivity (CTM 643).  Test results are as follows: 

 

Sample  
Location 

pH Sulfates 
(ppm) 

Chlorides 
(ppm) 

Resistivity 
(ohm-cm) 

B-1 @ 0’-5’ 7.2 901 722 <500 

 



Particle Size Distribution Report
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Test Results (ASTM C 136 &  ASTM C 117)

Opening Percent Spec.* Pass?

Size Finer (Percent) (X=Fail)

Atterberg Limits (ASTM D 4318)

Classification

Coefficients

Date Received: Date Tested:

Tested By:

Checked By:

Title:

Date Sampled:Location: B2 @ 10'
Sample Number: 10388 Depth: 10'

Client:
Project:

Project No:

Material Description
DARK BROWN SILTY SAND 

3/8"
#4
#8

#16
#30
#50

#100
#200

100.0
98.3
95.1
90.4
82.7
70.6
42.1
17.1

NP NV NP

SM A-2-4(0)

1.1270 0.7247 0.2255
0.1796 0.1095

SAMPLED BY JAY ROWERDINK
F.M.=1.21

08-08-2021 08-16-2021

RJS

IC

EM

07-28-2021

CITY OF MENIFEE
EVANS PARK PUMP TRACK

4406A13

PL= LL= PI=

USCS (D 2487)= AASHTO (M 145)=

D90= D85= D60=
D50= D30= D15=
D10= Cu= Cc=

Remarks

* (no specification provided)

MTGL, Inc.

Anaheim, CA



Tested By: RJS Checked By: IC
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MATERIAL DESCRIPTION LL PL PI %<#40 %<#200 USCS

Project No. Client: Remarks:

Project:

Location: B2 @ 10'
Sample Number: 10388 Depth: 10'

MTGL, Inc.

Anaheim, CA

DARK BROWN SILTY SAND w/ TRACE CLAY NV NP NP 78.3 17.1 SM

4406A13 CITY OF MENIFEE
SAMPLED BY JAY
ROWERDINK

EVANS PARK PUMP TRACK



COMPACTION TEST REPORT
D

ry
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e
ns

ity
, p

cf

119

121

123

125

127

129

Water content, %

6 7.5 9 10.5 12 13.5 15

ZAV SpG
2.65

1 2 3 4 5 6

Curve No.
10388

Test Specification:

TESTING DATA

TEST RESULTS Material Description

Remarks:
Project No. Client:

Project:

Location: B1 @ 0'-5' Depth: 0'-5' Sample Number: 10388 Checked by:
MTGL, Inc.

Anaheim, CA

Title:

ASTM D 1557-12 Method B Modified

MOIST

10 lb.

18 in.

five

25

0.03333 cu. ft.

3/8 in.

2.65

1.4

SC

07-28-2021

08-13-2021

RJS

DARK BROWN CLAYEY SAND

4406A13 CITY OF MENIFEE SAMPLED BY JAY ROWERDINK

IC
EM

Preparation Method

Hammer Wt.

Hammer Drop

Number of Layers

Blows per Layer

Mold Size

Test Performed on Material
Passing Sieve

NM LL PI

Sp.G. (ASTM D 854)

%>3/8 in. %<No.200

USCS AASHTO

Date Sampled

Date Tested

Tested By

WM + WS

WM

WW + T #1

WD + T #1

TARE #1

WW + T #2

WD + T #2

TARE #2

MOISTURE

DRY DENSITY

6090.0 6198.0 6214.0 6178.0

4110.0 4110.0 4110.0 4110.0

489.6 412.8 403.5 453.6

452.9 376.1 360.2 396.9

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

8.1 9.8 12.0 14.3

121.2 125.8 124.2 119.7

 Maximum dry density = 126.2 pcf

 Optimum moisture = 10.3 %

EVANS PARK PUMP TRACK
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Sample Type Description Dry Density (pcf) Initial W.C. (%) Final W.C. (%)
B-1 @ 5'   Undisturbed    Sandy Clay  114.1  16.6  19.3

& Saturated

Strain Rate: 0.0042 in. / min.

Normal Pressure (psf) Peak Shear Strength (psf) Ultimate Shear Strength (psf)

1000  1070 @ 0.0700"  700
2000  1670 @ 0.0950"  1370
4000  2950 @ 0.0550"     2520

C =  450 psf  C = 100 psf

32 deg. 31 deg.

DIRECT SHEAR TEST - ASTM D-3080MTGL # 4406A13
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Sample Type Description Dry Density (pcf) Initial W.C. (%) Final W.C. (%)
B-2 @ 5'  Undisturbed    Sandy Clay  113.6  17.1  19.8

Strain Rate: 0.0042 in. / min.

Normal Pressure (psf) Peak Shear Strength (psf) Ultimate Shear Strength (psf)

1000    910 @ 0.1000"  770
2000  1790 @ 0.1050"  1440
4000  3020 @ 0.1650"     2750

C =  200 psf  C = 100 psf

35.5 deg. 33 deg.

DIRECT SHEAR TEST - ASTM D-3080MTGL # 4406A13



ANAHEIM TEST LAB, INC 
196 Technology Drive, Unit D 

Irvine, CA 92618 
Phone (949)336-6544 

                                                                                        
             DATE: 08/19/2021 
MTGL, INC.        
2992 LA PALMA AVE. #A             P.O. NO:  Transmittal 
ANAHEIM, CA 92806 
           LAB NO:  C-5142 
 
           SPECIFICATION: CTM-643/417/422 
 

MATERIAL: Soil 
  
 
Project No.: 4406A13 
MTGL Lab No: #10,388 
Project: Evans Park Pump Track, Menifee, CA 
Sample ID: B1 @ 0’-5’ 
 

ANALYTICAL REPORT 
CORROSION SERIES 
SUMMARY OF DATA 

 
              pH                   MIN. RESISTIVITY                SOLUBLE SULFATES           SOLUBLE CHLORIDES          

                                                                     per CT. 643                         per CT. 417                       per CT. 422                                
                                                                       ohm-cm                                ppm                                 ppm                               
 
 
 7.2                             <500  901     722 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                       RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 

     
          ________________________________  
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APPENDIX D 
 

GENERAL EARTHWORK AND GRADING SPECIFICATIONS 
 
GENERAL 
 
These specifications present general procedures and requirements for grading and earthwork as 
shown on the approved grading plans, including preparation of areas to be filled, placement of 
fill, installation of subdrains, and excavations.  The recommendations contained in the attached 
geotechnical report are a part of the earthwork and grading specifications and shall supersede 
the provisions contained herein in the case of conflict.  Evaluations performed by the Consultant 
during the course of grading may result in new recommendations, which could supersede these 
specifications, or the recommendations of the geotechnical report. 
 
 
EARTHWORK OBSERVATION AND TESTING 
 
Prior to the start of grading, a qualified Geotechnical Consultant (Geotechnical Engineer and 
Engineering Geologist) shall be employed for the purpose of observing earthwork procedures and 
testing the fills for conformance with the recommendations of the geotechnical report and these 
specifications.  It will be necessary that the Consultant provide adequate testing and observation 
so that he may determine that the work was accomplished as specified.  It shall be the 
responsibility of the Contractor to assist the Consultant and keep them apprised of work 
schedules and changes so that he may schedule his personnel accordingly. 
 
It shall be the sole responsibility of the Contractor to provide adequate equipment and methods 
to accomplish the work in accordance with applicable grading codes or agency ordinances, these 
specifications and the approved grading plans. 
 
Maximum dry density tests used to determine the degree of compaction will be performed in 
accordance with the American Society for Testing and Materials Test Method (ASTM) D1557. 
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PREPARATION OF AREAS TO BE FILLED 
 
Clearing and Grubbing:  All brush, vegetation and debris shall be removed or piled and otherwise 
disposed of. 
 
Processing:  The existing ground which is determined to be satisfactory for support of fill shall be 
scarified to a minimum depth of 6 inches.  Existing ground, which is not satisfactory, shall be over-
excavated as specified in the following section. 
 
Over-excavation:  Soft, dry, spongy, highly fractured or otherwise unsuitable ground, extending to 
such a depth that surface processing cannot adequately improve the condition, shall be over-
excavated down to firm ground, approved by the Consultant. 
 
Moisture conditioning:  Over-excavated and processed soils shall be watered, dried-back, 
blended, and mixed as required to have a relatively uniform moisture content near the optimum 
moisture content as determined by ASTM D1557. 
 
Re-compaction:  Over-excavated and processed soils, which have been mixed, and moisture 
conditioned uniformly shall be recompacted to a minimum relative compaction of 90% of ASTM 
D1557. 
 
Benching:  Where soils are placed on ground with slopes steeper than 5:1 (horizontal to vertical), 
the ground shall be stepped or benched.  Benches shall be excavated in firm material for a 
minimum width of 4 feet. 
 
 
FILL MATERIAL 
 
General:  Material to be placed as fill shall be free of organic matter and other deleterious 
substances and shall be approved by the Consultant. 
 
Oversize:  Oversized material defined as rock, or other irreducible material with a maximum 
dimension greater than 12 inches, shall not be buried or placed in fill, unless the location, 
material, and disposal methods are specifically approved by the Consultant.  Oversize disposal 
operations shall be such that nesting of oversized material does not occur, and such that the 
oversize material is completely surrounded by compacted or densified fill. Oversize material shall 
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not be placed within 10 feet vertically of finish grade or within the range of future utilities or 
underground construction, unless specifically approved by the Consultant. 
 
Import:  If importing of fill material is required for grading, the import material shall meet the 
general requirements. 
 
 
FILL PLACEMENT AND COMPACTION 
 
Fill Lifts:  Approved fill material shall be placed in areas prepared to receive fill in near-horizontal 
layers not exceeding 6 inches in compacted thickness.  The Consultant may approve thicker lifts if 
testing indicates the grading procedures are such that adequate compaction is being achieved 
with lifts of greater thickness.  Each layer shall be spread evenly and shall be thoroughly mixed 
during spreading to attain uniformity of material and moisture in each layer. 
 
Fill Moisture:  Fill layers at a moisture content less than optimum shall be watered and mixed, and 
wet fill layers shall be aerated by scarification or shall be blended with drier material.  Moisture 
conditioning and mixing of fill layers shall continue until the fill material is at uniform moisture 
content at or near optimum. 
 
Compaction of Fill:  After each layer has been evenly spread, moisture conditioned, and mixed, it 
shall be uniformly compacted to not less than 90% of maximum dry density in accordance with 
ASTM D1557.  Compaction equipment shall be adequately sized and shall be either specifically 
designed for soil compaction or of proven reliability, to efficiently achieve the specified degree of 
compaction. 
 
Fill Slopes:  Compacting on slopes shall be accomplished, in addition to normal compacting 
procedures, by backrolling of slopes with sheepsfoot rollers at frequent increments of two (2) to 
three (3) feet as the fill is placed, or by other methods producing satisfactory results.  At the 
completion of grading, the relative compaction of the slope out to the slope face shall be at least 
90% in accordance with ASTM D1557. 
 
Compaction Testing:  Field tests to check the fill moisture and degree of compaction will be 
performed by the consultant.  The location and frequency of tests shall be at the consultant's 
discretion.  In general, these tests will be taken at an interval not exceeding two (2) feet in vertical 
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rise, and/or 1,000 cubic yards of fill placed.  In addition, on slope faces, at least one test shall be 
taken for each 5,000 square feet of slope face and/or each 10 feet of vertical height of slope.   
 
SUBDRAIN INSTALLATION 
 
Subdrain systems, if required, shall be installed in approved ground to conform to the 
approximate alignment and details shown on the plans or herein.  The subdrain location or 
materials shall not be changed or modified without the approval of the Consultant.  The 
Consultant, however, may recommend and, upon approval, direct changes in subdrain line, grade 
or materials.  All subdrains should be surveyed for line and grade after installation and sufficient 
time shall be allowed for the surveys, prior to commencement of fill over the subdrain. 
 
EXCAVATION 
 
Excavations and cut slopes will be examined during grading.  If directed by the Consultant, further 
excavation or over-excavation and refilling of cut areas, and/or remedial grading of cut slopes 
shall be performed.  Where fill over cut slopes are to be graded, unless otherwise approved, the 
cut portion of the slope shall be made and approved by the Consultant prior to placement of 
materials for construction of the fill portion of the slope. 
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Liquefaction SPT Analysis 3.3.2

O r g a n i z a t i o n : MTGL
Project Name: Evans Park Pump Track Restr
Job #: 4406A13
Analysis by: JR
D a t e : 9/20/2021

Input Parameters

U n i t s : English

Variable Value Variable Value
Peak Ground Acceleration 0.600 g Design GWT (Historical) 8.00 ft
Earthquake Magnitude 7.0 MW Site GWT 10.0 ft
Bottom Depth 50.00 ft Average Soil Unit Weight
Bore Hole Diameter 8.0 in          above GWT 121.0 pcf
Rod Length Height Stick up 4.9 ft          below GWT 127.3 pcf
Correction for Sample Liners Yes Sloping Ground No

Geotechnical Properties

# Material Type USCS Bottom Consistency Flags SPT field Fines Energy
Depth, ft Content, % Ratio, %

1 Granular Soil SM 2.00 Loose Unsaturated 19 15 50
2 Granular Soil SM 4.00 Loose Unsaturated 19 15 50
3 Granular Soil SM 6.00 Medium Dense Unsaturated 19 15 50
4 Granular Soil SM 8.00 Loose Unsaturated 19 15 50
5 Granular Soil SM 10.00 Loose Unsaturated 9 15 50
6 Granular Soil SP-SM 12.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
7 Granular Soil SP-SM 14.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
8 Granular Soil SW 16.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
9 Granular Soil SW 18.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
10 Granular Soil SW 20.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
11 Granular Soil SW 22.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
12 Granular Soil SW 24.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
13 Granular Soil SW 26.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
14 Granular Soil GC-GM 28.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
15 Granular Soil GC-GM 30.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
16 Granular Soil GC-GM 32.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
17 Granular Soil GC-GM 34.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
18 Granular Soil GC-GM 36.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
19 Granular Soil GC-GM 38.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
20 Granular Soil GC-GM 40.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
21 Granular Soil GC-GM 42.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
22 Granular Soil GC-GM 44.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
23 Granular Soil GC-GM 46.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
24 Granular Soil GC-GM 48.00 Very Dense 50 5 50
25 Granular Soil GC-GM 50.00 Very Dense 50 5 50

Results

Settlement: 0.03 in
Lateral Displacement: 0.00 ft
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Fig. 1: Subsurface profile
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Liquefaction Analysis - Set 1/4

Sample # Depth, ft CE CB CR CS N60

1 2.00 0.83 1.15 0.75 1.30 17.75
2 4.00 0.83 1.15 0.75 1.29 17.67
3 6.00 0.83 1.15 0.80 1.27 18.53
4 8.00 0.83 1.15 0.80 1.24 18.12
5 10.00 0.83 1.15 0.85 1.11 8.16
6 12.00 0.83 1.15 0.85 1.30 52.95
7 14.00 0.83 1.15 0.85 1.30 52.95
8 16.00 0.83 1.15 0.95 1.30 59.18
9 18.00 0.83 1.15 0.95 1.30 59.18
10 20.00 0.83 1.15 0.95 1.30 59.18
11 22.00 0.83 1.15 0.95 1.30 59.18
12 24.00 0.83 1.15 0.95 1.30 59.18
13 26.00 0.83 1.15 0.95 1.30 59.18
14 28.00 0.83 1.15 1.00 1.30 62.29
15 30.00 0.83 1.15 1.00 1.30 62.29
16 32.00 0.83 1.15 1.00 1.30 62.29
17 34.00 0.83 1.15 1.00 1.30 62.29
18 36.00 0.83 1.15 1.00 1.30 62.29
19 38.00 0.83 1.15 1.00 1.30 62.29
20 40.00 0.83 1.15 1.00 1.30 62.29
21 42.00 0.83 1.15 1.00 1.30 62.29
22 44.00 0.83 1.15 1.00 1.30 62.29
23 46.00 0.83 1.15 1.00 1.30 62.29
24 48.00 0.83 1.15 1.00 1.30 62.29
25 50.00 0.83 1.15 1.00 1.30 62.29

Liquefaction Analysis - Set 2/4

Sample # Depth, ft  V, psf  V', psf CN (N1)60

1 2.00 242.0 242.0 1.70 30.18
2 4.00 484.0 484.0 1.66 29.37
3 6.00 726.0 726.0 1.47 27.20
4 8.00 968.0 968.0 1.34 24.36
5 10.00 1222.6 1097.8 1.38 11.24
6 12.00 1477.2 1227.6 1.15 61.05
7 14.00 1731.8 1357.4 1.12 59.46
8 16.00 1986.4 1487.2 1.10 64.87
9 18.00 2241.0 1617.0 1.07 63.46
10 20.00 2495.6 1746.8 1.05 62.18
11 22.00 2750.2 1876.6 1.03 61.02
12 24.00 3004.8 2006.4 1.01 59.96
13 26.00 3259.4 2136.2 1.00 58.98
14 28.00 3514.0 2266.0 0.98 61.13
15 30.00 3768.6 2395.8 0.97 60.24
16 32.00 4023.2 2525.6 0.95 59.41
17 34.00 4277.8 2655.4 0.94 58.63
18 36.00 4532.4 2785.2 0.93 57.90
19 38.00 4787.0 2915.0 0.92 57.21
20 40.00 5041.6 3044.8 0.91 56.55
21 42.00 5296.2 3174.6 0.90 55.94
22 44.00 5550.8 3304.4 0.89 55.35
23 46.00 5805.4 3434.2 0.88 54.79
24 48.00 6060.0 3564.0 0.87 54.26
25 50.00 6314.6 3693.8 0.86 53.75
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Liquefaction Analysis - Set 3/4

Sample # Depth, ft N-Fines (N1)60-CS Stress Reduc. CSR MSF-Sand

1 2.00 3.26 33.44 1.001 0.391 1.141
2 4.00 3.26 32.63 0.995 0.388 1.141
3 6.00 3.26 30.47 0.989 0.386 1.141
4 8.00 3.26 27.62 0.981 0.383 1.141
5 10.00 3.26 14.50 0.974 0.423 1.141
6 12.00 0.00 61.05 0.966 0.453 1.141
7 14.00 0.00 59.46 0.957 0.476 1.141
8 16.00 0.00 64.88 0.948 0.494 1.141
9 18.00 0.00 63.46 0.939 0.508 1.141
10 20.00 0.00 62.19 0.930 0.518 1.141
11 22.00 0.00 61.03 0.920 0.526 1.141
12 24.00 0.00 59.96 0.910 0.531 1.141
13 26.00 0.00 58.98 0.899 0.535 1.141
14 28.00 0.00 61.13 0.889 0.537 1.141
15 30.00 0.00 60.24 0.878 0.539 1.141
16 32.00 0.00 59.41 0.867 0.539 1.141
17 34.00 0.00 58.63 0.856 0.538 1.141
18 36.00 0.00 57.90 0.845 0.536 1.141
19 38.00 0.00 57.21 0.834 0.534 1.141
20 40.00 0.00 56.56 0.823 0.531 1.141
21 42.00 0.00 55.94 0.811 0.528 1.141
22 44.00 0.00 55.35 0.800 0.524 1.141
23 46.00 0.00 54.79 0.789 0.520 1.141
24 48.00 0.00 54.26 0.778 0.516 1.141
25 50.00 0.00 53.75 0.767 0.511 1.141

Liquefaction Analysis - Set 4/4

Sample # Depth, ft KSand CRR-M=7.5 & vc=1 CRR Liq. F.S.

1 2.00 1.100 0.82 n.a n.a
2 4.00 1.100 0.71 n.a n.a
3 6.00 1.100 0.52 n.a n.a
4 8.00 1.100 0.37 n.a n.a
5 10.00 1.071 0.15 n.a n.a
6 12.00 1.100 2.00 2.000 2.00
7 14.00 1.100 2.00 2.000 2.00
8 16.00 1.100 2.00 2.000 2.00
9 18.00 1.078 2.00 2.000 2.00
10 20.00 1.056 2.00 2.000 2.00
11 22.00 1.034 2.00 2.000 2.00
12 24.00 1.015 2.00 2.000 2.00
13 26.00 0.996 2.00 2.000 2.00
14 28.00 0.979 2.00 2.000 2.00
15 30.00 0.962 2.00 2.000 2.00
16 32.00 0.947 2.00 2.000 2.00
17 34.00 0.932 2.00 2.000 2.00
18 36.00 0.918 2.00 2.000 2.00
19 38.00 0.904 2.00 2.000 2.00
20 40.00 0.892 2.00 2.000 2.00
21 42.00 0.879 2.00 2.000 2.00
22 44.00 0.867 2.00 1.980 2.00
23 46.00 0.856 2.00 1.954 2.00
24 48.00 0.845 2.00 1.929 2.00
25 50.00 0.835 2.00 1.905 2.00
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Dynamic Settlement - Set 1/2

Sample # Depth, ft Lim. Shear Strain, lim F Parameter Max. Shear Strain, max H I, ft

1 2.00 0.03 -0.325 0.000 2.00
2 4.00 0.03 -0.268 0.000 2.00
3 6.00 0.04 -0.120 0.000 2.00
4 8.00 0.06 0.068 0.000 2.00
5 10.00 0.29 0.774 0.000 2.00
6 12.00 0.00 -2.513 0.000 2.00
7 14.00 0.00 -2.377 0.000 2.00
8 16.00 0.00 -2.844 0.000 2.00
9 18.00 0.00 -2.721 0.000 2.00
10 20.00 0.00 -2.611 0.000 2.00
11 22.00 0.00 -2.511 0.000 2.00
12 24.00 0.00 -2.420 0.000 2.00
13 26.00 0.00 -2.336 0.000 2.00
14 28.00 0.00 -2.520 0.000 2.00
15 30.00 0.00 -2.444 0.000 2.00
16 32.00 0.00 -2.373 0.000 2.00
17 34.00 0.00 -2.307 0.000 2.00
18 36.00 0.00 -2.244 0.000 2.00
19 38.00 0.00 -2.186 0.000 2.00
20 40.00 0.00 -2.131 0.000 2.00
21 42.00 0.00 -2.079 0.000 2.00
22 44.00 0.00 -2.030 0.000 2.00
23 46.00 0.00 -1.984 0.000 2.00
24 48.00 0.00 -1.939 0.000 2.00
25 50.00 0.00 -1.897 0.000 2.00

Dynamic Settlement - Set 2/2

Sample # Depth, ft Vert. Consol. Str, V Dyn. Sett, in Accum. Sett, in

1 2.00 0.000 0.007 0.007
2 4.00 0.000 0.003 0.009
3 6.00 0.000 0.002 0.012
4 8.00 0.000 0.002 0.014
5 10.00 0.000 0.006 0.020
6 12.00 0.000 0.000 0.021
7 14.00 0.000 0.000 0.021
8 16.00 0.000 0.000 0.021
9 18.00 0.000 0.000 0.022
10 20.00 0.000 0.000 0.022
11 22.00 0.000 0.000 0.022
12 24.00 0.000 0.000 0.022
13 26.00 0.000 0.000 0.023
14 28.00 0.000 0.000 0.023
15 30.00 0.000 0.000 0.023
16 32.00 0.000 0.000 0.024
17 34.00 0.000 0.000 0.024
18 36.00 0.000 0.000 0.024
19 38.00 0.000 0.000 0.024
20 40.00 0.000 0.000 0.024
21 42.00 0.000 0.000 0.025
22 44.00 0.000 0.000 0.025
23 46.00 0.000 0.000 0.025
24 48.00 0.000 0.000 0.025
25 50.00 0.000 0.000 0.026
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References:

1. "Soil Liquefaction During Earthquakes",
I.M. Idriss & R.W. Boulanger, 2008, MNO-12, EERI

2. LiquefactionSPT by SoilStructure.com
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